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Abstract: This paper investigates the growing political alignment of Latino Evangelicals
with the Republican Party, particularly their support for Donald Trump in the 2020 election.
Historically, Latino political behavior has been studied with an assumption of religious
homogeneity, largely focusing on the Catholic majority. However, the rise of the Latino
Evangelical population has coincided with increasing Latino support for the GOP. Former
President Obama attributed this shift in support to the growing Evangelical demographic.
Building on Chaturvedi’s (2014) work, which found that Evangelical Latinos’ conservative
views on issues like same-sex marriage vary by age, this study tests Obama’s assertion
using data from the 2020 USC Dornsife Presidential Poll. Logistic regressions show that
older Latino Evangelicals were significantly more likely to support Trump, driven by their
desire to elect officials who align with their Evangelical policy preferences. The findings
explain that the political behavior of older Latino Evangelicals is more strongly related
to religious values compared to their younger counterparts. These results highlight the
importance of considering religious diversity within Latino politics, pointing to religious
identity as a key factor in shaping Latino political behavior and emphasizing the need for
further exploration of religious variation in Latino voting patterns.
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1. Introduction

Latinos have deep religious ties that shape their identity, yet the association of religion
with Latino political behavior has received limited attention in political science. This gap
is particularly notable considering former President Barack Obama’s 2020 claim that the
growing number of Latino Evangelicals contributed to increased support for Donald Trump.
President Barack Obama (2020) states:

“People were surprised about a lot of Hispanic folks who voted for Trump, but
there was a lot of Evangelical Hispanics who—the fact that Trump says racist
things about Mexicans, or puts detainees, undocumented workers in cages—they
think that’s less important than the fact that he supports their views on gay
marriage or abortion.”

While research on religion and Latino political behavior is still developing, existing studies
suggest that religion plays a significant role in shaping partisanship and voter behavior,
with Evangelicals of color generally holding more conservative views than their non-
Evangelical counterparts (Kelly and Kelly 2005; Wong 2018).

Churches within the Latino community have long served as civic associations that help
boost voter turnout (Jones-Correa and Leal 2001). Additionally, religiosity, especially church
attendance, is linked to greater political participation, often driven by the marginalization
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of underrepresented groups (Harris 1994). Minority churches, particularly those viewed as
“political”, have been identified as key sources of civic engagement (Calhoun-Brown 1996).

Despite these insights, little is known about how identifying as an Evangelical specifi-
cally influences Latino political behavior. While Evangelicals are generally more conserva-
tive than Catholics (Brint and Abrutyn 2010), recent studies show that Catholic voters are
becoming more conservative, with their support now more evenly split between Demo-
cratic and Republican candidates (Newman 2009). Evangelicals, however, continue to
overwhelmingly support Republican candidates (Patrikios 2013; Schwadel 2017; Margolis
2020). What remains unclear is whether this trend holds for the growing population of
Latino Evangelicals, who find themselves positioned between the traditionally Democratic
and Republican voting blocs.

This study analyzes the voting behavior of Latino Evangelicals using data from the
2020 USC Dornsife Presidential Poll. The findings suggest that Obama’s claim was par-
tially correct: Latino Evangelicals were indeed more likely to vote for Trump over Biden.
However, the relationship is more nuanced, as the evidence suggests that while Latino
Evangelicals overall favored Trump, younger Latino Evangelicals—those under 45—did
not follow this trend (Chaturvedi 2014; Wong 2018). This finding is not surprising, and it
provides important insights into the future of Latino politics.

2. Literature Review
2.1. History of Religion and Politics

Political researchers have been fascinated by the association between religion and
politics (Scoble and Epstein 1964; Converse 1966; Thompson 1986; Gray et al. 2006; Wald
and Calhoun-Brown 2014) since the historic election of John F. Kennedy (Converse et al.
1961). During this time, political scientists were intrigued by the possible impact that
Kennedy’s Catholicism may have had on the 1960 presidential vote breakdown (Converse
1966). At first glance, Kennedy appeared to have over-preformed with Catholic voters
by garnering 80% of the Catholic vote share in 1960, compared to 50% for Stevenson in
1956. The Protestant vote stayed roughly the same in these two elections, leading many
to believe that Kennedy’s religious identity was to thank for his outstanding performance
with Catholics. However, after deeper analysis, Converse found that this was not the
case. With Eisenhower’s extreme popularity as a WWII hero, he managed to siphon off a
large number of traditionally Democratic voters (Scoble and Epstein 1964; Converse 1966;
Hyman and Sheatsley 1953), which included a significant number of Catholic and Protestant
Democrats. Kennedy merely gained back those Catholics who defected to Eisenhower in
1956. However, Kennedy’s Catholicism did cost him Protestant votes (Converse 1966), as
his religious identity acted as a deterrent for traditionally Democratic voting Protestants
who voted for Eisenhower due to his war hero status. These findings give way to the notion
that religion can have a significant impact on voter behavior, but perhaps not in the way
we might expect.

Besides being able to help explain candidate vote choice, religion can also be a driving
factor in ideology formation (Morgan and Meier 1980), as it can act as a guide for policy
positions. This is especially true for minorities, and it can be illustrated throughout history
with Black churches using the pulpit not only to advocate for civil rights (Morgan and Meier
1980; Calhoun-Brown 2000; McDaniel 2008), but also as a mobilizing tool for Black political
participation. This can be seen in the Catholic Church, as it has traditionally led the fight
against abortion rights (Fleishman 2000; Ferree 2002), and the Protestant Church, which
has historically fought for morality-based legislation that includes outlawing gambling and
pornography (Lienesch 1982; Rozell and Wilcox 1996).
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It has been suggested that religion is largely related to voting more on propositions
and referendums than in presidential elections (Hutcheson and Taylor 1973; Fairbanks
1977; Morgan and Meier 1980). Studies have found that Protestants are significantly
more likely to support morality-based propositions, such as those related to alcohol and
gambling prohibition, with these issues showing weaker relationships with candidate
voting. However, these studies primarily focus on White samples, and the findings are
more complex when considering racial and ethnic minorities. Research on religious and
political engagement within race and ethnic politics has shown that Black churches, and to
a lesser extent Latino churches, serve as mobilizing forces to advance the collective interests
of these communities (Calhoun-Brown 1996; Barreto et al. 2009; Wald and Calhoun-Brown
2014). Given this, it is reasonable to conclude that if churches influence policy positions
and ideological views, they are likely also associated with vote choice.

2.2. Contemporary Politics and the Influence of Religion

When trying to untangle the role of religion in contemporary US politics, researchers
have placed an emphasis on the “religion gap” (Olson and Green 2006; Smidt et al. 2010).
This term stems from the 2004 election when it was discovered that voters who attended
church regularly had a 2-1 propensity to vote for Republican candidates, while those who
did not attend church regularly had a 2-1 propensity to vote for Democrat candidates.
Candidate religiosity has also been found to play a role, particularly when a candidate’s
religious affiliation aligns with their party’s ideology. For example, George W. Bush secured
significant support from Evangelical voters, as many aspects of the GOP platform, such
as anti-abortion and anti-gay marriage stances, resonated with Evangelical values. This
suggests that, in some cases, policy positions influence voters more than a candidate’s
religious identity (Marti 2019; Margolis 2020).

This was exemplified in 2016, when we saw significant Anglo Evangelical support
for Trump, as a large number of White Evangelicals viewed Donald Trump as the best
choice given his policy stances rather than personal religiosity, which could be argued
was nonexistent (Gorski 2017). These voters justified their support for Donald Trump by
arguing that he represented their best chance for achieving Evangelical-oriented policies.
While many initially saw him as the “lesser of two evils”, a significant portion eventually
came to view him as their ideal candidate (Gorski 2017; Whitehead et al. 2018). This group
of Trump supporters has also been found to endorse Christian nationalist policies, seeing
their vote for Trump as an expression of their faith and a means of preserving American
Christian values (Whitehead et al. 2018). However, it remains unclear whether this belief
was predominantly held by White Evangelicals or if it extended to Evangelicals of all racial
and ethnic backgrounds.

As noted earlier, the Evangelical population is growing among non-White groups, with
approximately 25% of Evangelicals now coming from racial and ethnic minorities. Roughly
14% of Latinos identify as Evangelical (PRRI 2021). However, support for Donald Trump
in 2016 was considerably lower among these groups (Gorski 2017). Gorski (2017) and
Whitehead et al. (2018) point out that the lack of minority support is a key reason why the
term “White Christian nationalism” is frequently used to describe radical Trump supporters.
This is further evident in the fact that most ethnic and racial minorities voted for Clinton in
2016. While these studies offer valuable insights into the role of religion, they should be
viewed with some caution when trying to fully understand its role within the U.S. electorate.
The reason for this is that while the studies acknowledge that minority Evangelicals, despite
their growing numbers, do not mirror the political behavior of their White Evangelical
counterparts, they provide limited discussion of why this may be the case.
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Most of these studies only provide descriptive statistics to simply show that most
Evangelicals supported Trump, apart from minorities. They do not parse out the potential
differences among these Evangelical minority groups (see Wong (2018), as she does separate
by race/ethnicity). They go on to explain why White Evangelicals supported Trump, but
not why or which minority Evangelicals did not. By grouping all minority groups together
(Gorski 2017; Whitehead et al. 2018), we remain in the dark about how Latino Evangelicals
voted. This is in part because it can be difficult to explain minority vote choice, especially
Latino vote choice (Hero 1992; Jones-Correa and Leal 2001; Monforti and Sanchez 2010).
Regardless, we were unable to use this information to assess whether President Obama’s
premise that a significant chunk of the Latino electorate supported Trump due to their
Evangelicalism is accurate.

2.3. Latinos, Religion, and Voting Behavior

Research on religion’s role within the Latino community highlights a significant
divide between traditionally Catholic Latinos and the rapidly growing Evangelical Latino
population (Ellison et al. 2011; Kelly and Kelly 2005). Ellison et al. (2011) found that Latinos
are more likely to view churches as sources of information, making them influential in
shaping political behavior. However, Evangelical Latinos appear to be more affected by
church attendance than their Catholic counterparts (Kenski 1995; Lockerbie 2013). Studies
indicate that Protestant/Evangelical Latinos not only differ from Catholics but also tend
to hold more conservative views, particularly when they are regular churchgoers (Ellison
et al. 2011; Bartowski et al. 2012; Chaturvedi 2014; Jones-Correa et al. 2018).

Martinez and Marti (2024) argue that increased church attendance contributed to
Latino Evangelicals” growing support for Donald Trump in the 2020 presidential election.
While their work provides valuable insights, focusing on church attendance alone may
not fully capture the complexity of Evangelical Latino political behavior. Given that only
36% of millennials belong to a church—significantly fewer than Baby Boomers—and 49%
of U.S.-born Latinos aged 18-29 are religiously unalffiliated (Gallup 2021), it is important
to also consider the broader role of Evangelical identity itself. Before examining how
regular church attendance shapes political engagement, it is necessary to explore whether
simply identifying as Evangelical—regardless of attendance—contributes to distinct voting
patterns among Latinos. These patterns often align with opposition to gay marriage,
pre-marital cohabitation, and support for pro-life abortion stances. Although it remains
unclear whether denomination alone drives these differences, it is evident that, unlike
White Evangelicals, Latino Catholics and Evangelicals hold notably divergent political and
social beliefs.

The relationship between these differences in social views and vote choice is more
complex. While Latino Evangelicals are known to hold more conservative positions on
issues like same-sex marriage (Chaturvedi 2014; Jones-Correa et al. 2018), the shift in voting
behavior is not straightforward. For example, Chaturvedi (2014) found that identifying as
Evangelical makes Latinos significantly more likely to oppose same-sex marriage. However,
this tendency is less pronounced among younger individuals and second-generation or
later immigrants. Jones-Correa et al. (2018) support this by showing that, in addition to
age, generational status plays a crucial role in shaping political behavior, particularly party
affiliation. First-generation Latino immigrants tend to identify with the Democratic Party
at a 2:1 ratio, with this margin growing to 3:1 in later generations. Given these findings, it
is reasonable to suggest that generational differences may be associated with vote choice
among Latino Evangelicals.

When looking directly at the political attitudes of Evangelical Latinos, Wong (2018)
found that this group is much more conservative than non-Evangelical Latinos, and Evan-
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gelical Black Americans. She went on to show that while Evangelical Latinos are less
conservative than White Evangelicals, this group still voted for Republicans and held
conservative positions at substantial rates (Wong 2018).

2.4. Explaining the Latino Vote

While a segment of Latinos vote for the GOP candidate, the majority continue to
support the Democratic ticket. This trend is not surprising, as Latino and Black voters
tend to follow a different model of political behavior compared to White voters. Unlike
White voters, who generally align with the Michigan School of voting behavior (Converse
et al. 1961), Black and Latino voters more closely follow what Dawson (1994) describes as a
Dawsonian model of voting.

The Michigan School of Voting Behavior emerged from the University of Michigan’s
Survey Research Center, pioneered by Campbell (1960). This model posits that party
identification is primarily acquired through family socialization, with political loyalties
formed in youth often persisting throughout life. Rooted in social identity theory, this
model suggests that individuals have a natural inclination to belong to a group, reinforcing
partisan attachments over time (Sarlamanov and Jovanoski 2014). Among Latinos, this
sense of belonging is further shaped by a shared ethnic identity, which has historically
been a powerful mobilizing force. For example, regardless of nativity, immigration status,
generation, or age, Latinos across diverse backgrounds participated in the 2006 immigration
rallies, demonstrating how ethnic solidarity can drive political engagement (Barreto 2007a).

Building on Anthony Downs’s (1957) Economic Theory of Voting—which argues that
voters act as rational agents seeking to maximize personal utility using spatial voting—
Dawson (1994) expanded this framework to account for group-based decision-making. In
Behind the Mule, he introduced the concept of the “Black utility heuristic”, where African
Americans make political decisions based on what benefits their community rather than
solely individual self-interest. This idea, known as linked fate, suggests that individuals
within a racial or ethnic group perceive their destinies as interconnected—what happens to
one member of the group impacts them all. Linked fate continues to shape Black political
behavior through social pressure and community norms (White and Laird 2020).

Applying this framework to Latino voters helps explain why many support the Demo-
cratic Party, which is often seen as more progressive on issues affecting their community
(Pachon and DeSipio 1992; Arvizu and Garcia 1996; De la Garza and Cortina 2007; Barreto
2007b; Barreto et al. 2010). However, while linked fate plays a role in Latino political
behavior, it does so to a significantly lesser extent than among Black voters. This distinc-
tion is evident in voting patterns: in 2020, over 90% of Black voters supported Joe Biden,
compared to approximately 65% of Latino voters (Dominguez-Villegas et al. 2021). While
many Latinos follow the Dawsonian-like spatial model, a significant minority do not. Who
makes up this minority?

One plausible explanation is the growing Evangelical Latino population, which may
help predict why certain Latinos support the GOP. The following sections of this article
will present the theoretical framework and empirical findings that highlight Evangelical
identity as a key predictor of Latino support for Donald Trump in the 2020 presidential
election. However, as Chaturvedi (2014) notes, this relationship is also shaped by age,
suggesting that the influence of Evangelical identity on political preferences varies across
generations.

3. Theory

Latinos have a distinctive relationship with religion, with the Catholic Church tradi-
tionally playing a central role (Barreto et al. 2009). However, the Evangelical church has



Religions 2025, 16, 708

6 of 20

increasingly swayed Latino public opinion, particularly on social issues (Chaturvedi 2014;
Wong 2018; Schwadel 2017), and is associated with more political power than the Catholic
Church in certain contexts. For instance, during the 2006 immigration protests, the Catholic
Church had to explicitly frame HR 4437 as a Latino issue, emphasizing ethnicity in order
to galvanize action. In contrast, simply identifying as Evangelical has been shown to be
enough to shape negative views toward same-sex marriage among Latinos (Chaturvedi
2014; Wong 2018). This suggests that Evangelical beliefs may more directly and powerfully
impact the shaping of certain political attitudes.

Many may question how this trend is possible given the GOP’s anti-Latino rhetoric,
but it is understandable. Despite the harsh language surrounding immigration, Trump and
the Republican Party gained traction among Latino voters in both 2016 and 2020. This shift
can be explained by the weakening of ethnic ties among some Latinos, coupled with their
recognition of their group’s subordinate social status, which made them more receptive to
strict immigration rhetoric (Hickel et al. 2020). For these voters, the immigrant identity did
not strongly resonate, making it easier for them to support tougher immigration policies
(Hickel et al. 2020).

Additionally, as more Latinos distanced themselves from the immigrant label, the
Republican Party found new opportunities to appeal to them through economic and social
messaging that aligned with Evangelical values. According to Wakefield (2025), Latino
Republicans and right-leaning independents responded favorably to moderate economic
messaging from GOP candidates. While immigration policy remained a contentious issue,
economic and social priorities—such as opposition to socialism and abortion—played
a more significant role in shaping Latino political behavior, further driving this shift
(Wakefield 2025).

This paper argues that while a Dawsonian-like spatial lens is often appropriate for
analyzing Latino political behavior, it is not sufficient in this context. Instead, this study
builds on the findings of Chaturvedi (2014) and Wong (2018), which offer a more precise
framework for understanding the political implications of Latino Evangelical identity. Their
work highlights how Latino Evangelicalism fosters more conservative political attitudes,
increasing the likelihood of Latino Evangelicals voting for Republican Donald Trump over
Democrat Joe Biden.

The rise of Latino Protestantism can be traced to a sense of religious displacement,
as many Latinos felt disconnected from the Catholic Church and sought a more personal
relationship with God (Ramos et al. 2018). Protestantism, particularly Evangelicalism,
facilitated a deeper integration of faith into daily life, leading many Latinos to prioritize
their religious identity over their ethnic background (Ramos et al. 2018). Furthermore,
Evangelicalism is often associated with patriarchal values and aspirations for upward
social mobility, which, in turn, align Latino Evangelicals with broader conservative and
Christian nationalist ideologies (Ramos et al. 2018; Marti 2022; Martinez and Marti 2024).
The adoption of white Evangelical identity and ideology provides a framework through
which Latino Evangelicals internalize and advocate for traditional social, political, and
economic values, reinforcing a sense of belonging within a dominant cultural framework
(Rozell 2018; Marti 2022; Martinez and Marti 2024).

By applying Chaturvedi’s framework, this paper demonstrates that Latino Evangel-
icals were more likely to support Trump in 2020, as his policy positions resonated more
closely with their conservative values compared to those of other Latino voters (Wong
2018). However, consistent with Chaturvedi’s findings, this association between Latino
Evangelical identity and conservative political behavior is not uniform across all age groups.
Specifically, the influence of Evangelical identity on political preferences is significantly
weaker among younger Latinos.
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Latino Voters

As illustrated in Figure 1, the overarching theory posited here aligns with existing
literature: the majority of Latinos are more inclined to support the Democratic candidate,
as Democrats are generally perceived as better representing Latino interests. However, the
model also suggests that Latino Evangelicals are more likely to vote for the Republican
candidate whose platform aligns more closely with Evangelical priorities. Crucially, this
relationship is moderated by age, with Evangelical identity having little to no significant
impact on political behavior among younger Latinos. Thus, this paper posits the following
theory, also visually represented in Figure 1: Latino non-Evangelicals will prioritize Latino-
centric issues when casting their votes (De la Garza and Cortina 2007; Barreto 2007b;
Barreto et al. 2010), whereas Latino Evangelicals will be more likely to prioritize issues
central to Evangelical ideology. However, this effect is mitigated by age, as younger
Latino Evangelicals exhibit political behavior that is more similar to their non-Evangelical
co-ethnics.

Identify as Prioritizing Increase Likelihood to

Evangelical Salient vote for Republican

vangelical )
Evangelica Issues candidates

Under 45

Y

. Does Not Prioritize Increase Likelihood to
Doezgc:: lgﬁé\;:fy as Evangelical Salient vote for Democratic
g Issues candidate

Figure 1. Evangelical Latino voting theory'.

4. Hypotheses

This paper claims that Evangelical identity is associated with Latino vote choice, illus-
trating a political behavior that reflect broader patterns of religiosity and party alignment.
Drawing on existing literature that suggests that Evangelicals tend to hold more conserva-
tive views, particularly on social issues, this researcher hypothesizes that identifying as a
Latino Evangelical will be associated with support for Republican candidates, particularly
Donald Trump. Using data from the 2020 USC Dornsife Presidential Poll, this research aims
to address the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. Latinos were significantly more likely to cast their vote for Joe Biden in the 2020
Presidential Election.

Hypothesis 2. Evangelical Latinos were significantly more likely to cast their vote for Donald
Trump in the 2020 Presidential Election.

Hypothesis 3. Younger Evangelical Latinos were not significantly more likely to cast their vote for
Donald Trump in the 2020 Presidential Election.

5. Materials and Methods
5.1. Data/Variables and Measurement

This study was conducted using data from the 2020 USC Dornsife Presidential Poll.
This poll was done through the USC Dornsife Center for the Political Future, and it was
used as the official poll of the Los Angeles Times during the 2020 presidential election.
It is important to note that this election survey was also part of a larger study called the



Religions 2025, 16, 708

8 of 20

Understanding America Study/Survey” (UAS), which focused on COVID-19 and other
nonpolitical issues. Participants were gathered by inviting roughly 8000 eligible voters, who
were already active members of the USC Understanding America Study, to participate in
an ongoing survey on the 2020 election. Roughly 96% of those invited agreed to participate
every other week on an assigned day, leading to 6498 respondents, with a subsample of
532 Latino participants.

Like many national election polls, this survey was fielded in waves from mid-August
to mid-November; however, this study will use the post-election poll to garner the most
accurate results regarding vote choice. The post-election poll was an extensive post-mortem
survey meant to understand actual vote choice and the reasons behind said vote choice.
This polling data are highly appropriate for this study for several reasons. The first
is that this survey has a significant number of Latinos, which allows for generalizable
correlative results. This is key given that not many surveys are able to garner a large
enough sample size to make generalizable claims about the U.S. Latino population (Barreto
et al. 2018; Frasure-Yokley et al. 2020). Second, to further correct for any sampling error
or generalizability issues, this survey and the subsample of Latinos has been weighted
accordingly, to allow for an even greater degree of certainty. Lastly, this survey is ideal, as
it asks specific questions regarding the role of religion in political attitudes. This allows for
an analysis of any possible association between being Evangelical and presidential vote
choice.

5.1.1. Presidential Vote Choice

As mentioned above, this study will utilize a post-election survey that asks respon-
dents which candidate they cast their vote for in the 2020 Presidential Election. Originally,
this question included all candidates listed on the ballot, which included a choice for Joe
Biden, Donald Trump, Howie Hawkins, Joe Jorgensen, and “other”. However, for the sake
of this study, this question was recoded to only include those who chose either Donald
Trump (coded as “0”) or Joe Biden (coded as “1”), while dropping the other observations.
This was done for three main reasons. The first is methodological, as less than 2% of Latinos
voted for these candidates in total, so including these individuals did not seem necessary,
and while some may argue that it is necessary to include these cases, they would do nothing
more than act as outliers that would not add to the understanding of the role of being
Evangelical on Latino voting behavior. This leads to the second reason, which is that this
study is meant to understand whether Latino Evangelicals were more likely to vote for the
GOP candidate, meaning that there is no need to include third-party candidates. With this
in mind, this research utilizes the recoded vote choice variable as the dependent variable in
several regressions that will follow in the Methods section.

5.1.2. Evangelical

Like many political surveys, the USC Dornsife Presidential Election Poll asked several
questions regarding demographics, two of which happened to be about religious affiliation.
One asked respondents to report their religious affiliation and listed two different choices
for Christianity—Catholic and Protestant (USC Dornsife Presidential Poll 2020). The other
asked if respondents identified as “Evangelical or Born Again”, which was coded as a
binary (0/1 for no/yes). It is important to note that lumping the terms “Evangelical” and
“Born-again” can be problematic in political polling, as Americans who claim the latter
often differ politically and religiously from their Evangelical counterparts (Margolis 2022;
Smidt 2022; Allen 2024). Furthermore, the Evangelical label has been rejected by many
self-identifying born-again individuals due to its over-politicization and linkages to the
Republican party (Margolis 2022; Smidt 2022; Allen 2024). However, building off the work
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of Wong (2015), Latino born-again Evangelicals do not differ politically due to the gradual
alignment with the Republican party. Although it is much more pronounced among their
white counterparts, Latino born-again Evangelicals tend to have conservative views, such
as opposition to same-sex marriage, revealing that the born-again Evangelicals politically
behave in similar patterns; therefore, it is appropriate to combine the identities (Wong
2015).

This paper will focus on the latter question, which is more appropriate for this study,
as it does not focus on Protestant Latinos as a whole, but specifically on those who identify
as Evangelical. Furthermore, the binary measurement used for the Evangelical question
allows one to clearly observe the relationship between identifying as Evangelical and vote
choice (Chaturvedi 2014).

5.1.3. Party Affiliation

While the focus of this study is to analyze the role that identifying as Evangelical
plays in presidential vote choice, it is always important to account for party identification
for several reasons. Converse et al. (1961) showed that one of the strongest predictors of
vote choice is party affiliation. This has been shown to hold up over time, and research
has even shown that it is not only party registration status that can predict vote choice,
but party affiliation (Barnes et al. 1988; Petrocik 2009; Gerber et al. 2010). This is different
from registration status, as it asks respondents to report the party that they feel closest
to rather than asking which party they belong to (Greene 1999; Petrocik 2009). For these
reasons, the paper includes party affiliation in the logit models and is expected to be a
rather strong predictor. It is measured as a binary, with those who reported an affiliation
with the GOP coded as 0, and those who affiliate with the Democratic Party being coded
as 1. Unlike Wong’s (2018) prior findings, the party is expected to be rather meaningful.
Furthermore, it is important to note that ideology was left out of this study, as it caused
issues of collinearity given its strong correlation with party identity when initially included
in the model.

5.1.4. Immigration Status

When it comes to Latino politics, it is important to account for immigration status,
as roughly 72% of Latinos are either first- or second-generation immigrants (Lopez et al.
2017). This common bond among Latinos is also a determinant of vote choice, as it has been
demonstrated by Jones-Correa et al. (2018) that Latinos who are first-generation immigrants
significantly differ from other generations when it comes to voting, with there being only
a 2-1 likelihood of voting for the Democratic Party. In turn, the second generation and
beyond are more likely to vote for Democrats at a 3-1 margin. Therefore, a 4-point measure
of immigration status is included, which begins at 1 for first-generation immigrants and
ends at 4 for fourth generation and beyond /non-immigrant.® This is ideal as it allows
me to account for the unique experiences of second- and third-generation immigrants,
whereas a binary measurement would not accurately capture the differences between
second-generation Latino immigrants and those whose ancestors resided in the southwest
when it was ceded to the U.S. via the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo (Castillo 1992).

5.1.5. Control Variables—Education, Age, and Gender

Aside from the primary independent variable, there are several control variables,
one of which is education. It is key to include education, as it has been found to be a
major predictor in voting behavior, with education being shown to make individuals more
politically sophisticated, which translates into a greater likelihood to vote (Luskin 1990;
Sondheimer and Green 2010; Dun and Jessee 2020). While little relationship has been
shown between education and vote choice, it is best to include to avoid omitted variable bias
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(Clarke 2005; Gschwend and Schimmelfennig 2007). Education is measured on a 14-point
scale where respondents select the highest level of education they have attained, with the
lowest value being 5th/6th grade completion and the highest being a doctoral degree.

The other demographic control variables included in the models are age and gender
(Pollock and Edwards 2019). For age, respondents are divided into two key groups: those
45 and under, classified as “younger”, and those over 45, classified as “older”. A binary
variable is created, coded as 0 for younger respondents and 1 for older respondents, to
better capture potential generational divides. Gender is also coded as a binary with women
coded 0, and men coded as 1.*

5.2. Methodology

Using these variables, several binary logistic regression models were created in STATA
to analyze how identifying as Evangelical links to vote choice. Before getting to these
models, there is a breakdown of general and Latino vote choice in the 2020 election in
Tables 1 and 2. As one can see, roughly 65% of Latino voters cast their ballot for Joe Biden,
while about 32% voted for Donald Trump. This shows that a rather large majority of Latinos
supported Biden, while a sizable minority went for Trump. To understand the association
of being Latino on vote choice, one can see Appendix A, where a model that includes all
respondents who voted in the 2020 Presidential Election, and it includes Latino as a variable
to show that being Latino was a significant predictor of casting a vote for Joe Biden.

Table 1. Effects of Being Evangelical on Latino Vote Choice.

Coefficient Standard Error z p>z

Evangelical —0.831 0.243 —341 0.001 **
Age 0.768 0.250 3.07 0.002 **

Education 0.134 0.052 2.58 0.010 *
Party Affiliation 6.936 0.261 26.61 0.000 ***

fmmigrant —_ 5149 0.122 ~0.11 0.909

Generation

Gender —0.002 0.234 —0.01 0.995

Constant —4.754 0.789 —6.03 0.000 ***
Pseudo-Rsquared 0.143
(n =532)

* = Significant at 0.05; ** = Significant at 0.001; *** = Significant at 0.000.

Table 2. Interaction of Religion and Age on Latino Vote Choice.

Coefficient Standard Error z p>z

Evangelical —4.096 1.575 2.60 0.009 **

Age 4.193 1.781 2.35 0.019 *

Evangelical * Age —0.895 2.372 0.38 0.706
Education 0.482 0.209 2.31 0.021 *
Party Affiliation 11.902 2.232 5.33 0.000 ***

Immigrant Generation 0.439 0.341 1.29 0.197

Gender 0.948 1.094 0.87 0.386

Gender * Evangelical 1.060 2277 0.47 0.642
Constant —-12.714 3.479 3.65 0.000 ***

Pseudo-R-squared 0.153
(n =532)

* = Significant at 0.05; ** = Significant at 0.001; *** = Significant at 0.000.

To explore the relationship between Evangelical identity and Latino vote choice,
several binary logistic regressions were conducted, focusing solely on Latino respondents.
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Table 1’s model examines whether identifying as Evangelical is associated with voting for
Donald Trump. This model incorporates various variables, including party affiliation, age,
and education level, to assess their effects on vote choice.

Table 2’s model goes on to examine whether the relationship between Evangelical
identity and vote choice varies by age. Specifically, interaction terms were used to assess
whether the combination of Evangelical identity and age produces significantly different
outcomes (Brambor et al. 2006). Additionally, interaction terms for gender and Evangelical
identity were included to investigate whether gender plays a role in shaping Latino vote
choice, drawing on insights from previous research (Monforti 2017; Junn and Masuoka
2020). These interaction models allow for a more nuanced understanding of how Evan-
gelical identity, in combination with other demographic factors, shapes Latino political
behavior.

6. Results

As mentioned above, initial analysis of the general public reveals that identifying
as Latino was a significant predictor of voting for Joe Biden. This finding highlights the
importance of Latino identity in shaping political behavior, with Latinos more likely to
support Biden. The subsequent models build on this foundation by looking more closely at
the role of Evangelical identity, age, gender, and other key variables in determining Latino
voting patterns. Table 1’s model confirmed Hypothesis 2 by demonstrating that identifying
as Evangelical—independent of party affiliation—was a strong predictor of Latino vote
choice. The results indicate that Latino Evangelical respondents were significantly more
likely to vote for Donald Trump compared to their non-Evangelical counterparts. This
finding underscores the distinct political behavior of Latino Evangelicals, suggesting that
their religious identity plays a pivotal role in shaping their political preferences, separate
from traditional partisan attachments.

One possible explanation for this pattern is the alignment between Evangelical values
and key aspects of Trump’s platform, particularly on issues such as abortion, religious
freedom, and opposition to progressive social policies. Previous research (Martinez and
Marti 2024; Ramos et al. 2018) suggests that Evangelical communities foster strong in-group
cohesion and political messaging that emphasizes conservative moral and social values.
This could explain why Latino Evangelicals, despite belonging to a racial/ethnic group
that traditionally leans Democratic, were drawn to Trump’s candidacy.

Furthermore, this finding raises important questions about the evolving role of re-
ligious identity in Latino political behavior. This suggests that for Latino Evangelicals,
faith-based concerns may outweigh ethnic or racial group interests when making political
decisions. This aligns with previous scholarship (Wong 2018; Chaturvedi 2014) that high-
lights how religious identity can serve as a cross-cutting cleavage within racial and ethnic
communities, influencing vote choice in ways that diverge from broader group trends.

The strength of this correlation also speaks to the growing influence of Latino Evan-
gelicals as a distinct political constituency. As the Latino Evangelical population continues
to expand, particularly in states with competitive elections, understanding the extent to
which religious identity influences political decision-making will be crucial for forecasting
future electoral trends.

Further analysis in Table 2’s model revealed that the interaction® between age and
Evangelical identity did not yield significant results, indicating that while Latino Evangel-
icals overall were more likely to vote for Trump, this pattern was not as evident among
younger Evangelicals. These findings align with Chaturvedi’s (2014) research, which high-
lights generational differences in the political behavior of Evangelical Latinos, suggesting
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that while Evangelical identity is associated with more conservative political preferences,
this relationship appears weaker among younger cohorts.

This trend is consistent with broader patterns in political behavior, where younger
generations tend to exhibit more progressive attitudes compared to older ones (Hooghe
2004; Dalton 2015). Factors such as generational shifts in social norms, increased exposure
to diverse political perspectives, and evolving attitudes toward issues like immigration,
race, and LGBTQ+ rights may contribute to this divergence within the Latino Evangelical
population. Additionally, the political socialization of younger Latino Evangelicals may be
shaped by distinct contextual influences, such as growing up in a more secularized society
or being exposed to different forms of religious engagement compared to older generations.

These findings suggest that while Evangelical identity remains an important factor in
shaping Latino political behavior, its influence may be mediated by generational differences,
indicating a more complex relationship between religion, age, and political preferences.

Lastly, a particularly noteworthy finding is the comparison between the Latino com-
munity and the general public, as several models of the general public® indicate that Evan-
gelical identity is a more prominent factor in shaping political behavior among Latinos than
among the broader electorate. This holds true in both the interaction and non-interaction
models, further reinforcing the idea that Latino Evangelicals are more influenced by their
religious affiliation compared to the average American voter (Barreto et al. 2010). This
finding is especially significant given that while Latinos have long been recognized as
a highly religious group, this religiosity has traditionally been attributed to Catholicism
rather than Protestant or Evangelical affiliations. The detailed results for all models can be
found in Appendix A.

Additionally, a replication using ANES time-series data reveals that the interaction
between being younger and identifying as Evangelical is not associated with a vote for
Trump, but instead correlates with support for Biden, aligning with previous findings by
Chaturvedi and supporting the hypothesis. This replication, detailed in the appendices,
provides further evidence of generational differences in the political behavior of Latino
Evangelicals.

7. Discussion

This study underscores the significant association of Evangelical identity with Latino
vote choice, especially in the context of the 2020 election. Building on the work of Peterson
and Brown (2005), who demonstrated that Evangelical identity is a significant predictor of
vote choice, the present analyses further reveal that, even when controlling for the inter-
action of age and Evangelical identity, religious affiliation remained the second strongest
determinant of Latino voting behavior following party affiliation. This finding empha-
sizes the need for a more nuanced approach to Latino political behavior that incorporates
religious identity.

One of the key insights from this study is the distinctive voting patterns of Latino
Evangelicals, particularly those who are older (over 45 years old). These voters were
significantly more likely to support Donald Trump and, by extension, GOP candidates.
This support was not driven by nationalism or cultural alignment, as is often the case
with White Evangelicals, but rather by a strategic calculus to elect politicians who would
enact policies aligned with their deeply held Evangelical values. Despite Trump’s personal
behavior often contradicting Evangelical moral teachings, older Latino Evangelicals focused
on his policy positions, such as anti-abortion stances and conservative religious freedom
protections, which resonated more strongly with their faith-driven priorities than his
personal shortcomings.
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This finding echoes Wong’s (2018) research, which demonstrated that Latino Evangeli-
cals were more likely to support Trump than their non-Evangelical counterparts. However,
the present study complicates this picture by showing that younger Latino Evangelicals did
not exhibit the same trend, suggesting that their vote choice was swayed by factors beyond
religious identity alone. This nuance is important because it challenges the simplistic notion
that Evangelicalism uniformly shapes Latino political behavior and highlights the role of
age and generational shifts in political alignment.

In addition to testing President Barack Obama’s (2020) claim that Latino support for
Trump was driven largely by Evangelical voters, this study emphasizes that the religious
diversity within the Latino community must be considered more seriously in future re-
search. Historically, Latinos have often been treated as a monolithic group, with much of
the literature assuming a Catholic majority and downplaying the political significance of
Evangelical Latinos (Schmidt et al. 2000; Barreto et al. 2010; McKenzie and Rouse 2013).
However, the growing population of Latino Evangelicals, particularly those who are older
and more politically active, calls for a reevaluation of this assumption.

The study’s findings also point to a broader gap in the literature regarding Latino
Evangelical political behavior. Researchers have often overlooked the distinct political
behaviors of Latino Evangelicals, assuming that all Latinos share a similar religious ori-
entation or political outlook. This study, along with recent work by Chaturvedi (2014),
Wong (2018), and Sherkat (2017), illustrates that older Latino Evangelicals exhibit clear
political differences from their Catholic and non-Evangelical peers, particularly in their
voting behavior and policy preferences.

While we are post-2024 election, we do not have data to confirm that these results carry
over to this contest. However, given the recent history of presidential elections discussed
by Tesler (2013), it is assumed that the 2024 election is not linked as strongly to being
Evangelical. We see that in the 2012 election of Barack Obama, demographic considerations
were less central to American voting behavior than the economy (Tesler 2013), which is
opposite of what was seen in 2008. In the 2024 election, it was expected that the perceptions
of the economy would supersede other predicators.

Ultimately, this research stresses the critical importance of considering religious iden-
tity, particularly Evangelical affiliation, when analyzing Latino political behavior. With the
rapid expansion of the Latino Evangelical population (Ellison et al. 2011; Reyes-Barrientez
2019), it is essential for future studies to account for religion’s role in shaping voting pat-
terns, political ideologies, party identification, and other forms of political engagement.
The increasing power of Latino Evangelicals in U.S. politics suggests that religion will
continue to be a powerful factor in shaping the future of Latino political behavior and that
research must adapt to capture this growing segment of the community.
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Appendix A

This appendix provides additional empirical support for the findings discussed in the
main text. Included in this section is a breakdown of the 2020 presidential vote, along with
regression models that reinforce key results and discussions.

e  Model A examines the relationship between Latino identity and vote choice, demon-
strating that being Latino was significantly associated with voting for the Democratic
candidate.

e  Model B replicates Model 1, extending the analysis to the general electorate to assess
the broader impact of Evangelical identity on vote choice.

e  Model C replicates Model 2, analyzing the interaction between age and Evangelical
identity to further explore generational differences in political behavior.

e Lastly, Model D and Model E are replications of Model 1 and Model 2 using ANES
data and provide an additional robustness check, ensuring the validity of the findings
across different datasets.

These models collectively reinforce the study’s central arguments, offering a deeper
understanding of the relationship between religious identity, age, and Latino political
behavior.

Appendix A.1. Vote Breakdown

Above is a breakdown of the overall 2020 presidential vote, as well as a specific
breakdown of the Latino vote. The data confirm that Latinos were significantly more
supportive of Biden than Trump; however, a sizable minority still cast their vote for Trump.
This variation in Latino vote choice highlights the complexity of political behavior within
the community, underscoring the need to examine factors such as religion and age to better
understand these patterns.

Table A1. 2020 Presidential vote.

JOE BIDEN 51%
DONALD TRUMP 47%

Table A2. 2020 Latino vote.

JOE BIDEN ~65%
DONALD TRUMP ~32%

Appendix A.2. The Impact of Latino Identity

Below is a regression model demonstrating that simply identifying as Latino is signif-
icantly associated with voting for the Democratic candidate. This finding highlights the
powerful role that identity plays in shaping political behavior, as it suggests that partisan
preferences are often deeply rooted in shared social and cultural experiences. The strong
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correlation between Latino identity and Democratic vote choice aligns with the existing
literature on group-based voting, which emphasizes that individuals often align with
political parties that they perceive as representing their community’s interests and values.

This pattern lends credence to the broader argument that identity-based affiliations—
such as religion—may also significantly influence vote choice. Just as Latino identity
remains a strong predictor of Democratic support, identifying as an Evangelical may be
similarly correlated with political behavior, potentially pushing individuals toward more
conservative candidates. This underscores the necessity of examining religious identity
alongside ethnic identity to fully understand the nuances of Latino political preferences.
By exploring these intersections, we gain deeper insight into how different aspects of
identity shape electoral decisions, revealing both continuity and divergence within the
Latino electorate.

Regression Showing Latino as a Variable

Coefficient Standard Error z p>z
Evangelical —0.739 0.253 —2.92 0.003 **
Education 0.234 0.061 3.84 0.000 ***
Party Affiliation 7.206 0.287 25.12 0.000 ***
Immigrant Generation —0.136 0.105 -1.30 0.194
Latino 1.004 0.368 2.73 0.006 **
Constant —5.635 0.771 —7.31 0.000 ***
Pseudo-R2-squared 0.14
Model A

* = Significant at 0.05; ** = Significant at 0.001; *** = Significant at 0.000.

Appendix A.3. Comparing to the General Population

Below are replications of Models 1 and 2 using the entire sample, which allow for
a direct comparison between Latino political behavior and that of the general electorate.
These models demonstrate how Latino behavior is distinct, particularly in terms of religious
identity and its influence on vote choice. By using a broader sample, we can examine the
extent to which factors such as Evangelical identity are more pronounced within the Latino
community compared to the general public. This comparison highlights the unique ways
in which identity, both ethnic and religious, shapes political preferences in the Latino com-

munity.
Looking at the General Population (Without Interactions)
Coefficient Standard Error z p>z

Evangelical —0.831 0.243 —-3.41 0.001 **

Age 0.768 0.250 3.07 0.002 **

Education 0.134 0.052 2.58 0.010 *
Party Affiliation 6.936 0.261 26.61 0.000 ***

Immigrant Generation —0.0140 0.122 -0.11 0.909

Gender —0.0012 0.234 —0.01 0.995
Constant —4.754 0.789 —6.03 0.000 ***

Model B

* = Significant at 0.05; ** = Significant at 0.001; *** = Significant at 0.000.
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Looking at the General Population (With Interactions)

Coefficient Standard Error z p>z

Evangelical —0.585 0.398 —1.47 0.142

Age 0.770 0.316 244 0.015*

Evangelical * Age 0.037 0.487 0.08 0.940
Education 0.134 0.052 2.56 0.010*

Party Affiliation 6.944 0.262 26.55 0.000 ***

Immigration Gen —0.014 0.123 —0.11 0.909
Gender 0.209 0.306 0.68 0.495

Gender * Evangelical —0.514 0.475 —1.08 0.279
Constant —4.868 0.804 —6.05 0.000

Model C

* = Significant at 0.05; ** = Significant at 0.001; *** = Significant at 0.000.

Appendix A.4. ANES Replications

Below are replications of Models 1 and 2 using ANES data to further validate the
findings and compare them with the original analysis conducted using USC polling data.
These replications replicate the main findings related to age, religious affiliation, and vote
choice among Latinos, showing similar trends and correlations between religious identity
and political behavior. However, one notable limitation of these replications is the omission
of an immigrant generation variable. Due to the absence of a continuous measure for
immigrant generation in the ANES dataset, we were unable to accurately examine the
impact of being a second-generation Latino or beyond. The binary immigrant question
available in the dataset lacks the explanatory power necessary to make nuanced inferences
about generational differences. As a result, while we were able to identify some broader
patterns, this limitation prevented us from fully understanding how generational status
might interact with political behavior among Latinos.

Despite this limitation, the replication models using ANES data largely align with
the conclusions drawn from the USC poll, especially in terms of the interaction between
Evangelical identity and political affiliation. This consistency across datasets strengthens
the argument that religious affiliation, particularly when identifying as an Evangelical,
plays a significant role in shaping political attitudes and vote choice among Latinos. That
being said, the power of party affiliation as a predictor in the USC dataset appears to be
stronger than in the ANES data. This difference is likely attributed to the unique structure of
the USC Presidential Poll, which required respondents to explicitly choose a party, thereby
forcing them to engage more directly with their political affiliation. This design element
may explain why party affiliation is a more potent predictor of vote choice in the USC
data, whereas in the ANES dataset, party affiliation may be less strongly defined for some
respondents.

Overall, these replications provide valuable insights into the relationship between
Latino identity, religious affiliation, and vote choice. While some discrepancies are evident,
particularly regarding the strength of party affiliation as a predictor, the overall trends
suggest that Latino religious identity, especially among Evangelicals, plays a significant
role in shaping political behavior. Future studies would benefit from further examining the
generational aspect of Latino identity and utilizing datasets with more precise measures of
immigrant status to better understand the dynamics at play.
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ANES Replication
Coefficient Standard Error z p>z
Evangelical —0.1824 0.0587 3.108 0.002 **
Age 0.2178 0.0692 3.382 0.001 **
Education 0.1473 0.0489 3.098 0.002 **
Party Affiliation 0.4037 0.0196 5.588 0.000 ***
Gender 0.2529 0.1768 1.431 0.152
Constant 0.2486 0.0793 3.356 0.000 ***
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.05

Model D (n = 822)

* = Significant at 0.05; ** = Significant at 0.001; *** = Significant at 0.000.

ANES Replication with Interactions

Coefficient Standard Error z p>z
Evangelical —0.1987 0.0598 —3.324 0.001 **
Age 0.1524 0.0119 2.513 0.012*
Evangelical * Age 0.357 0.4185 0.853 0.395
Education 0.472 0.1881 —2.512 0.001 **
Party Affiliation 0.4982 0.0124 4.017 0.000 ***
Gender 0.1476 0.2089 0.707 0.479
Gender * Evangelical —0.8921 0.9831 -0.91 —0.361
Constant 0.2984 0.0847 3.524 0.000 ***
Pseudo-R-Squared 0.18

Model E (n = 822)

* = Significant at 0.05; ** = Significant at 0.001; *** = Significant at 0.000.

Notes

1

Keep in mind that while this is the theoretical framework that is applied to this study, it is important to note that the analyses in
this article are correlative rather than causal, as cross-sectional data is utilized.

The research reported in this publication was supported by the National Institute on Aging of the National Institutes of Health
and in part by the Social Security Administration under Award Number U01AGO077280. The content is solely the responsibility of
the authors and does not necessarily represent the official views of the National Institutes of Health.

Please note that in the replication using ANES data, which can be found in Appendix A, “generation” was left out due to their
not being a continuous variable that captures the unique experience of being second and third generations.

4 The author recognizes the issues that come with coding gender as binary, but this is how the survey was designed for this poll.

5 No reverse coding was performed. A sufficiently negative interaction term can offset or even reverse the original relationship
within the evangelical subgroup, leading to the observed shift in direction.

6 This can be found in Appendix A.
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