Supplementary Information


This online-only appendix includes full tables for all models mentioned in the paper.

Table 1: Logistic regression model of hypothetical vote choice, main effects.
	
	Hypothetical vote choice
(Coefficient/S.E.)

	white British (ref.)
	

	
	

	Pakistani
	-0.267***

	
	(0.0412)

	black Caribbean
	-0.0134

	
	(0.0409)

	Getting involved (ref.)
	

	
	

	List of underrepresented candidates
	-0.147***

	
	(0.0337)

	Skilled immigration (ref.)
	

	
	

	Refugees
	-0.627***

	
	(0.0413)

	Strictly limited
	-0.432***

	
	(0.0407)

	Anti-social behaviour (ref.)
	

	
	

	Race equality laws
	-0.292***

	
	(0.0337)

	Male (ref.)
	

	
	

	Female
	0.00191

	
	(0.0336)

	Conservatives (ref.)
	

	
	

	Labour
	0.0327

	
	(0.0336)

	No ‘neither’ response available (ref.)
	

	
	

	‘Neither’ response available
	-0.886***

	
	(0.0339)

	Constant
	0.651***

	
	(0.0529)

	Observations
	15806






Table 2: Logistic regression model of hypothetical vote choice, including interaction effects between candidate characteristics and ethnicity.
	
	Hypothetical vote choice
(Coefficient/S.E.)

	white British (ref.)
	

	
	

	Pakistani
	-0.231*

	
	(0.0983)

	black Caribbean
	0.264**

	
	(0.0988)

	Male (ref.)
	

	
	

	Female
	0.00524

	
	(0.0573)

	Pakistani * Female
	0.0703

	
	(0.0824)

	black Caribbean * Female
	-0.0812

	
	(0.0820)

	Getting involved (ref.)
	

	
	

	List of underrepresented candidates
	-0.107

	
	(0.0573)

	Pakistani * List of underrepresented candidates
	-0.0209

	
	(0.0823)

	black Caribbean * List of underrepresented candidates
	-0.108

	
	(0.0820)

	Skilled immigration (ref.)
	

	
	

	Refugees
	-0.539***

	
	(0.0700)

	Strictly limited
	-0.431***

	
	(0.0700)

	Pakistani * Refugees
	-0.0420

	
	(0.101)

	Pakistani * Strictly limited
	0.0689

	
	(0.0997)

	black Caribbean * Refugees
	-0.237*

	
	(0.100)

	black Caribbean * Strictly limited
	-0.0813

	
	(0.0994)

	Anti-social behaviour (ref.)
	

	
	

	Race equality laws
	-0.190***

	
	(0.0573)

	Pakistani * Race equality laws
	-0.142

	
	(0.0824)

	black Caribbean * Race equality laws
	-0.168*

	
	(0.0820)

	Conservatives (ref.)
	

	
	

	Labour
	0.0319

	
	(0.0337)

	Forced choice (ref.)
	

	
	

	‘Neither’ response available
	-0.888***

	
	(0.0339)

	Constant
	0.552***

	
	(0.0731)

	Observations
	15806


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

Table 3: The effect of candidate ethnicity by (i) respondent's party, and (ii) respondent's vote intention.
	
	Candidate’s party
(Coefficient/S.E.)
	Respondent’s party
(Coefficient/S.E.)

	white British (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	Pakistani
	-0.290***
	-0.390***

	
	(0.0583)
	(0.0682)

	black Caribbean
	-0.0427
	-0.129

	
	(0.0572)
	(0.0667)

	Conservatives (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	Labour
	-0.00198
	-0.170***

	
	(0.0575)
	(0.0427)

	Pakistani*Labour party
	0.0454
	

	
	(0.0825)
	

	black Caribbean*Labour party
	0.0598
	

	
	(0.0819)
	

	Conservative vote intention (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	Labour vote intention
	
	-0.151*

	
	
	(0.0741)

	Pakistani* Labour vote intention
	
	0.309**

	
	
	(0.106)

	black Caribbean* Labour vote intention
	
	0.163

	
	
	(0.106)

	Getting involved (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	List of underrepresented candidates
	-0.147***
	-0.175***

	
	(0.0337)
	(0.0428)

	Skilled immigration (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	Refugees
	-0.627***
	-0.717***

	
	(0.0413)
	(0.0529)

	Strictly limited
	-0.432***
	-0.403***

	
	(0.0407)
	(0.0515)

	Anti-social behaviour (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	Race equality laws
	-0.291***
	-0.355***

	
	(0.0337)
	(0.0427)

	Male (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	Female
	0.00142
	0.0104

	
	(0.0336)
	(0.0427)

	Forced choice (ref.)
	
	

	
	
	

	‘Neither’ response available
	-0.886***
	-0.728***

	
	(0.0339)
	(0.0429)

	Constant
	0.668***
	0.882***

	
	(0.0577)
	(0.0733)

	Observations 
	15806
	9642


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001




Table 4: Candidate ethnicity interacted with (i) Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice, (ii) Immigration enriches culture, and (iii) social desirability.
	
	IMCP
(Coefficient/S.E.)
	Immigration enriches culture
(Coefficient/S.E.)
	Social desirability
(Coefficient/S.E.)

	white British (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Pakistani
	-1.448***
	-0.826***
	-1.744***

	
	(0.209)
	(0.0993)
	(0.306)

	black Caribbean
	-1.059***
	-0.334***
	-1.120***

	
	(0.208)
	(0.0979)
	(0.302)

	IMCP
	-0.147***
	
	-0.191***

	
	(0.0394)
	
	(0.0560)

	Pakistani*IMCP
	0.312***
	
	0.386***

	
	(0.0529)
	
	(0.0748)

	black Caribbean*IMCP
	0.271***
	
	0.303***

	
	(0.0527)
	
	(0.0741)

	Immigration enriches culture
	
	-0.0518**
	

	
	
	(0.0199)
	

	Pakistani*Immigration enriches culture
	
	0.137***
	

	
	
	(0.0216)
	

	black Caribbean* Immigration enriches culture
	
	0.0763***
	

	
	
	(0.0214)
	

	Social desirability
	
	
	-0.000843

	
	
	
	(0.0373)

	Pakistani* Social desirability
	
	
	0.0126

	
	
	
	(0.0535)

	black Caribbean* Social desirability
	
	
	-0.0126

	
	
	
	(0.0532)

	Item non-response
	
	
	-0.00233*

	
	
	
	(0.00106)

	Getting involved (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	List of underrepresented candidates
	-0.157***
	-0.146***
	-0.201***

	
	(0.0357)
	(0.0358)
	(0.0497)

	Skilled immigration (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Refugees
	-0.636***
	-0.643***
	-0.669***

	
	(0.0438)
	(0.0439)
	(0.0610)

	Strictly limited
	-0.461***
	-0.463***
	-0.525***

	
	(0.0432)
	(0.0434)
	(0.0603)

	Anti-social behaviour (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Race equality laws
	-0.309***
	-0.286***
	-0.333***

	
	(0.0357)
	(0.0358)
	(0.0498)

	Male (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.0192
	0.0234
	0.0341

	
	(0.0357)
	(0.0358)
	(0.0497)

	Conservatives (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Labour
	0.0488
	0.0329
	0.0458

	
	(0.0357)
	(0.0358)
	(0.0497)

	Forced choice (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	‘Neither’ response available
	-0.783***
	-0.778***
	-0.775***

	
	(0.0359)
	(0.0360)
	(0.0500)

	Immigrants undermine the welfare state
	-0.00666
	-0.0152
	0.00269

	
	(0.0217)
	(0.0217)
	(0.0305)

	Immigration should be reduced
	-0.0192
	-0.0176
	-0.0201

	
	(0.0107)
	(0.0107)
	(0.0152)

	Immigration is bad for the economy
	0.0177
	0.0211
	0.0192

	
	(0.0172)
	(0.0172)
	(0.0239)

	Immigration enriches culture
	0.0179
	
	0.0138

	
	(0.0158)
	
	(0.0224)

	Feeling thermometer: black people
	0.00253
	0.00286*
	0.00186

	
	(0.00134)
	(0.00134)
	(0.00188)

	Feeling thermometer: Asian people
	-0.000900
	-0.000858
	0.000217

	
	(0.00126)
	(0.00126)
	(0.00176)

	white British respondent
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Asian or mixed Asian
	0.0543
	0.0643
	0.0288

	
	(0.129)
	(0.127)
	(0.213)

	black or mixed black
	0.0335
	-0.0229
	0.144

	
	(0.186)
	(0.180)
	(0.297)

	other or missing
	0.0255
	0.0273
	0.0588

	
	(0.136)
	(0.137)
	(0.188)

	Other white
	0.0251
	0.0457
	-0.0400

	
	(0.0948)
	(0.0947)
	(0.141)

	Constant
	1.043***
	0.739***
	1.258***

	
	(0.199)
	(0.150)
	(0.284)

	Observations
	13902
	13798
	7212


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001




Table 5: Logistic regression model of choosing neither.
	
	Choosing neither
(Coefficient/S.E.)

	white British (ref.)
	

	
	

	Pakistani
	0.0235

	
	(0.0824)

	black Caribbean
	0.0155

	
	(0.0834)

	Getting involved (ref.)
	

	
	

	List of underrepresented candidates
	0.0579

	
	(0.0679)

	Skilled immigration (ref.)
	

	
	

	Refugees
	0.140

	
	(0.0827)

	Strictly limited
	0.0859

	
	(0.0836)

	Anti-social behaviour (ref.)
	

	
	

	Race equality laws
	0.161*

	
	(0.0679)

	Male (ref.)
	

	
	

	Female
	-0.108

	
	(0.0678)

	Conservatives (ref.)
	

	
	

	Labour
	0.0289

	
	(0.0679)

	Item non-response
	0.0116***

	
	(0.00129)

	Social desirability scale
	0.00385

	
	(0.0296)

	IMCP
	-0.267***

	
	(0.0418)

	Constant
	0.0725

	
	(0.197)

	N
	3876


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001

In addition to candidate characteristics, we were also interested in how choosing the ‘neither’ option related to social desirability, item-level non-response, and Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice. Respondents who were more inclined to respond in socially desirability were no more or less likely to choose neither. Instead, those with higher item-level non-response and lower Internal Motivation to Control Prejudice were more likely to choose neither. 



Table 6: Logistic regression models of hypothetical vote choice restricted to minority voters. Model 1 - all ethnic minority voters, model 2 - Pakistani, Bangladeshi and/or Muslim voters, and model 3 - black Caribbean, black African and/or mixed heritage black voters.
	
	All minorities (Coefficient/S.E.)
	Pakistani, Bangladeshi and/or Muslim respondents (Coefficient/S.E.)
	Black Caribbean, black African and/or mixed heritage black voters (Coefficient/S.E.)

	white British candidate (reference category for model 1)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Any ethnic minority candidate
	[bookmark: _GoBack]0.249
	
	

	
	(0.169)
	
	

	white British (reference category for model 2)
	
	
	0.197

	
	
	
	(0.418)

	Pakistani (reference category for model 3)
	
	0.712
	

	
	
	(0.465)
	

	black Caribbean
	
	0.459
	0.871*

	
	
	(0.519)
	(0.430)

	Getting involved (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	List of underrepresented candidates
	0.0501
	0.467
	0.0270

	
	(0.160)
	(0.393)
	(0.335)

	Skilled immigration (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Refugees
	-0.724***
	0.308
	-0.201

	
	(0.194)
	(0.472)
	(0.415)

	Strictly limited
	-0.955***
	-0.761
	-0.181

	
	(0.197)
	(0.507)
	(0.431)

	Anti-social behaviour (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Race equality laws
	-0.130
	0.0521
	0.204

	
	(0.160)
	(0.398)
	(0.332)

	Male (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.0709
	-0.325
	0.0933

	
	(0.161)
	(0.409)
	(0.340)

	Conservatives (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Labour
	0.135
	1.453***
	0.432

	
	(0.161)
	(0.429)
	(0.345)

	Forced choice (ref.)
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	‘Neither’ response available
	-0.932***
	-1.023*
	-0.961**

	
	(0.162)
	(0.399)
	(0.354)

	Constant
	0.369
	-1.150
	-0.569

	
	(0.233)
	(0.596)
	(0.502)

	N
	720
	136
	166


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
