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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

Recent political theory in the areas of dialogic and deliberative democracy
has placed particular emphasis on the importance of listening in contexts
in which people disagree strongly, have competing (and potentially
incompatible) interests, or are otherwise profoundly diﬀerent. Despite
this theoretical attention, there is very little empirical research directly
examining the concept of listening – especially across lines of diﬀerence –
in the political context. In this article we present two studies on race and
political listening. Study 1 employs a large, diverse national U.S. adult
sample and demonstrates that there are some diﬀerences – including
race-related diﬀerences – in the general tendency toward political listening. Study 2, using a large, diverse national sample of U.S. adults, shifts
emphasis from overall tendencies in listening during political talk to
speciﬁc, situational listening with a particular discussion partner. Across
three diﬀerent (randomly assigned) race-related topics, using a method of
imagined interactions to simulate such discussions, we ﬁnd that Blacks
(compared to Whites), individuals with fewer opposite-race relatives, and
those who do not identify with the opposite race were signiﬁcantly more
likely to report it being “hard” to truly listen during discussion with
a cross-race partner. Together, these ﬁndings highlight the importance
of race itself, racial identity, experience with cross-race interactions, and
race-related topics, to the study of political listening.
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deliberation; dialogue;
intergroup communication;
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intergroup contact theory

Recent work in political philosophy has begun to emphasize the importance of listening –
in conjunction with the more dominant ideas of expression and voice – in political talk,
discourse, and deliberation (e.g., Bickford, 1996; Dobson, 2014; Morrell, 2018). This
philosophical eﬀort has placed particular emphasis on the importance of listening in
contexts in which people disagree strongly, have competing (and potentially incompatible)
interests, or are otherwise profoundly diﬀerent, and yet must work together to ﬁnd
political solutions – or simply coexist. This work also considers the implications of
power diﬀerentials between people, and how these diﬀerentials might impact the willingness and ability to listen for each individual.
Such a context would seem to be present in the U.S. and abroad today. The current
political environment is moving in the direction of nationalism and right-wing populism
(e.g., Donovan & Redlawsk, 2018; Inglehart & Norris, 2016), which often highlights racial
and ethnic lines of division in the competition for scarce resources (e.g., Abramowitz,
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2018; Major et al., 2018; Mutz, 2018; Sides et al., 2018). These trends amplify the need for
an increased focus on understanding political discussion across lines of racial diﬀerence
and about topics related to race (e.g., Eveland & Appiah, n.d.). More to the point, such
contexts that feature deep disagreement, and historical minority-majority power
dynamics, are perhaps the most important for listening to occur – and thus to be studied.
Unfortunately, despite recent theoretical attention there is very little empirical research
examining the concept of listening across lines of diﬀerence in the political context.
Therefore, in this paper we present a ﬁrst eﬀort in doing so with the results of two studies
on race and listening. The ﬁrst employs a large, diverse national U.S. adult sample from
2015 and demonstrates that there appear to be interesting individual diﬀerences in the
general tendency toward political listening. The second study, using a large, diverse
national sample of U.S. adults gathered in 2018, transitions from emphasis on overall
tendencies in listening during political talk to speciﬁc, situational listening with
a particular political discussion partner. Using a method of imagined interactions to
simulate such discussions across three diﬀerent randomly assigned race-related topics,
we ﬁnd that Blacks, individuals with fewer opposite-race relatives, and individuals who do
not identify with the opposite race were signiﬁcantly less likely to report it being “easy” to
listen during a political discussion with a cross-race partner. Together, these ﬁndings
highlight the importance of race itself, racial identity, experience with cross-race interactions, and race-related topics, to the study of political listening, and point to directions for
both theory-based research and applied work on race relations.

Bringing Listening into Empirical Political Communication Scholarship
Dobson (2014) has argued that important work on deliberative democracy, including that
of Jürgen Habermas, may implicitly address listening but rarely, if ever, gives it explicit
attention in the same way that it emphasizes “voice.” Barber’s (1984/2003) important book
Strong Democracy only brieﬂy discussed listening, although he did argue that “strong
democratic talk entails listening no less than speaking” (p. 174). Yet there has been a slow
but clear growth in the interest in listening among political theorists since then. First
Bickford (1996), and more recently Dobson (2014), have devoted book-length eﬀorts to
theorizing about listening in the context of democracy. In the past few years, listening and
related concepts also have garnered more explicit attention within deliberative theories of
democracy (see Morrell, 2018).
The recent focus on listening in political discourse is in response, at least in part, to the
heavy emphasis on “voice” or “expression” in the vast majority of political communication
scholarship in recent decades. If everyone is expressing, and no one is listening, politics is
unable to function. But, what is listening in the context of various democratic theories?
Listening has been viewed as a set of behaviors combined with a state of mind akin to
perception. Barber (1984/2003) says:
“I will listen” means to the strong democrat not that I will scan my adversary’s position for
weaknesses and potential trade-oﬀs, nor even (as a minimalist might think) that I will
tolerantly permit him to say whatever he chooses. It means, rather, “I will put myself in his
place, I will try to understand, I will strain to hear what makes us alike, I will listen for
a common rhetoric evocative of a common purpose or a common good.” (p. 175)
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Most scholars of listening consider this openness to the ideas of others – though not
necessarily persuasion, change, or submission to the other – as key to the concept of
listening (e.g., Bickford, 1996; Dobson, 2014; Dreher, 2009; Penman & Turnbull, 2012;
Zuniga et al., 2012).
For example, Bickford (1996) considers “active listening” a goal to advance democracy.
Active listening focuses attention on the other in both a behavioral and a conceptual sense.
This attention is viewed as “a sense of focused awareness, of being mindful or observant of
something or someone” (p. 41) more so than an emotional orientation or caring toward
the other person. Active listening is more than the simple cognitive act of perspectivetaking, because perspective-taking is based on internal inferences about what the other
person thinks, feels, or believes. That is, there is a slip between imagining what a particular
person experiences or thinks by trying to put oneself in their position using one’s own
stereotypes and biases, and listening to them communicate their perspective directly while
the recipient tries to understand it. Bickford’s deﬁnition of active listening is similar to the
“engaged listening” of Zuniga et al. (2012).
Dobson (2014) distinguishes several forms of listening. His concept of cataphatic listening
centers on listening in order to debate, defend, or critique (as suggested in the quote above
from Barber, 1984/2003), and he claims it “verges on not listening at all” (p. 67). As such,
cataphatic listening shares much in common with the strategic orientation to communication
described by Habermas (1981/1984; see also Rojas, 2008; Wessler, 2018). Dobson’s compassionate (or therapeutic) listening, by contrast, focuses on taking on the feelings of the other
over one’s own reality, or perhaps simply acting as if one is doing so to enable the other to
think that is what is happening. This sort of listening is in some sense not genuine, because it
privileges the perspective and needs of the other while ignoring the self.
Dobson (2014) argues that both cataphatic listening and compassionate listening “share the
likelihood of collapsing dialogue into monologue” (p. 67; see also Cornwell & Orbe, 1999,
regarding “empathetic listening”). This is problematic because most scholars agree that
dialogue, deliberation, or democracy more generally is advanced by an integrated combination of listening and speaking (e.g., Barber, 1984/2003; Bickford, 1996; Dobson, 2014; Dreher,
2009). That is, democracy cannot be enhanced by listening alone. Therefore, a form of
listening that takes seriously the back and forth of listening and speaking is optimal.
From Dobson’s (2014) perspective, “apophatic” listening is the ideal type of listening.
Much like Bickford’s (1996) active listening, apophatic listening temporarily sidelines the
perspective of the self in favor of seeking to know the perspective of the other. This is only
temporary, however, as then the self “returns” in order to interpret and create meaning
concerning the information gained from the other. Apophatic listening also requires both
“listening to” and “listening out for” new perspectives and ways of organizing the world
that may not conform to one’s preexisting notions.
To summarize, conceptually we see strong connections between the concepts of active
listening (Bickford, 1996), engaged listening (Zuniga et al., 2012), and apophatic listening
(Dobson, 2014). It is this conceptualization of listening on which we theoretically focus
moving forward in the present study. These listening concepts contrast with compassionate and empathic listening (both of which give up too much of the self in favor of the
other, either in form or reality) and cataphatic listening and a strategic orientation to
conversation (both of which lack openness to the other).
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Dobson (2014) makes clear that although one might be able to identify factors that
signal good listening in a general sense, what good listening means varies from context to
context. He notes, “Timeless, placeless rules for good listening are impossible to establish”
(p. 56). Dobson and Bickford (1996) agree that opinion change or agreement is not
a necessary outcome of listening (see also Morrell, 2018). Similarly, Bickford argues that
actions such as silence, question-asking, and even arguing all may be indicators of
listening or indicators of not listening. This suggests a considerable challenge for anyone
who hopes to employ behavioral measures to tap the sort of nuanced theoretical concept
of listening that has been proposed to advance dialogue, deliberation, and democracy.
Despite the theoretical eﬀort to highlight listening in politics, this interest has generally
not trickled down to empirical political communication scholarship. A Web of Science
search within the journal Political Communication, for instance, revealed not a single
article examining interpersonal “listening” in a way that coincides with how listening is
deﬁned in political theory.1 However, at least as far back as the early 1980s, interpersonal
communication scholars were attempting to measure listening, or concepts that subsumed
listening such as “interaction (or conversational) involvement” (Cegala, 1981; Cegala et al.,
1982; Coker & Burgoon, 1987; Daly et al., 1987). Some studies focused on receiver
perceptions about the speciﬁc behavioral characteristics of people believed to be good
listeners (e.g., Coker & Burgoon, 1987), whereas others focused on self-reports of listening
goals or behaviors (e.g., Cegala, 1981). Unfortunately, this early literature ultimately failed
to produce a widely agreed-upon conceptual or operational deﬁnition of listening. Recent
research has experienced similar challenges. Scholars have sought to measure conceptual
models of listening (Janusik & Imhof, 2017) and self-reports of the listening styles of
individuals (Bodie, 2013; Dillon & McKenzie, 1998; Villaume & Bodie, 2007), but there
remains little consensus despite this burgeoning literature – both conceptual and psychometric – on the topic (Fontana et al., 2015).
Nonetheless, there are some hints of listening in measures in the political communication literature that are labeled as diﬀerent concepts. In his review, Morrell (2018) describes
some ad hoc measures that could be used to evaluate listening in formal deliberation
interventions, but laments, “what evidence we ﬁnd tends to focus on indirect measures of
this important concept” (p. 242). Others have tapped various forms of attention to (Kwak
et al., 2005) and cognitive elaboration on (Eveland & Thomson, 2006) political discussion –
both seemingly related to listening – but have not distinguished the “good” from the “bad”
listening in a democratic sense.
Perhaps the most theoretically consistent measure of “good” listening (ﬁtting in with
the concepts of active, engaged, or apophatic listening) available in political communication research can be found in Rojas’ (2008) “orientations toward conversation.” This
measure is derived from the work of Habermas (1981/1984; for a good summary, see
Wessler, 2018, especially Chapter 2). Rojas’ understanding orientation – by contrast to the
strategic orientation as described above – has considerable overlap with the concept of
active, engaged, and apophatic listening. It taps “communicative practices that favor
understanding the position of others in an eﬀort to seek common understanding, or
communicative rationality, rather than to strategically manipulate others through conversation” (p. 463). This aligns well with what theorists have advocated as the most useful
form of listening for strong or deliberative democracy, even though Rojas does not label
this dimension of his orientations toward conversation as “listening.”
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Rojas (2008) approaches what we here would highlight as “listening” in a general
political context, and it is treated as a trait-like individual diﬀerence. This is important,
because in the recent interpersonal communication literature, scholars have struggled
with how to address the trait versus situational aspects of listening. As with Rojas’
(2008) approach, most interpersonal scholars explicitly or implicitly focus on listening
as a trait (e.g., Fontana et al., 2015). However, even some of those who emphasize
individual diﬀerences in listening styles acknowledge that there are important situational factors that can dramatically alter listening tendencies (Cegala et al., 1982;
Gearhart et al., 2014; Imhof, 2004). These situational diﬀerences, if not accounted for
in measurement strategies, are likely to be a key reason for some of the limitations of
listening research in interpersonal communication. Indeed, Rojas (2008, p. 472) also
acknowledges regarding his conversation orientations that “these styles may change
across contexts, suggesting that the situational aspects of communicative orientation are
something that need to be addressed by future research.” In the present study, we
consider political listening as an individual diﬀerence trait (in Study 1) and as
a response to a speciﬁc situational context and interaction partner (in Study 2).

Race/Ethnicity as Context for Listening
The notion that listening may vary by context returns us to a key point in political theory:
listening can be impacted by power dynamics, and listening may be particularly important in
settings of deep disagreement and conﬂict (e.g., Bickford, 1996; Dobson, 2014; Drew, 2011;
Garrison, 2005; Rojas, 2008; Scudder, 2019). As politics in the U.S. and beyond becomes
increasingly polarized (see Abramowitz, 2010; Iyengar et al., 2012), disagreement presents
a unique challenge for listening that is not as salient in research on close interpersonal
relationships and social support. Indeed, much of the attention to listening and related
concepts in political theory situates it as particularly important in contexts of fundamental
and deep disagreement such as race, and in settings with clear power diﬀerentials (e.g.,
Cornwell & Orbe, 1999; Scudder, 2019). This makes politics in general, and the context of
race and politics in the U.S. in particular, ripe for use as a unique context to understand the
correlates of listening – or alternatively, the diﬃculties in listening in particular contexts.
One theme of recent research on partisan polarization is the importance of race and
race-related attitudes in that polarization (Pew Research Center, 2016). Increasingly, racial
attitudes and attitudes toward immigrant groups and immigration explain partisan polarization and voting patterns (Abramowitz, 2018; Enos, 2017; Major et al., 2018; Mutz, 2018;
Sides et al., 2018). And, recent evidence demonstrates that even in an era of extreme
partisan polarization – or perhaps in part because of it – interpersonal talk about politics
is more common across partisan than racial diﬀerence (Eveland et al., 2018), despite most
research eﬀorts being focused on the lack of the former. These two cleavages are related
because in the U.S. ethnic or racial minorities, particularly Blacks, tend to cluster in the
Democratic party whereas Whites are split between the Republican and Democratic party.
This leads most Blacks (and White Republicans) to have to also traverse partisan lines to
engage in inter-racial interactions. Thus, even as we consider politics in general as an
important domain in which to understand listening, inter-racial interaction and discussion
of race-related political topics suggest an even more pressing arena for the study of
listening behaviors in the U.S.
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Dobson (2014) argues that there are likely cultural diﬀerences in listening, and indeed
there is some limited research at the trait level suggesting cross-national or cross-cultural
diﬀerences (Janusik & Imhof, 2017; Kiewitz et al., 1997). There also is some limited,
indirect, and contradictory quantitative evidence that within the U.S. Blacks and Whites
may diﬀer in their listening behavior, with some ﬁnding Whites to listen more (e.g., Dillon
& McKenzie, 1998), and others where results suggest Whites listen less (Geiman &
Greene, 2019).
Some qualitative evidence also suggests that listening or similar concepts may be salient
within race or race-related contexts. For instance, a racial dialogue in Portland, Oregon
called the Restorative Gentriﬁcation Listening Project was organized to address Black
reactions to the issue of gentriﬁcation in one particular neighborhood. In her ethnographic study of this project, Drew (2011) notes that Black residents felt it was important
for Whites to listen to and understand them and their stories. But, Whites “listen through
‘white ears,’ they hear in ways that deny, minimize, or explain away people of color’s
realities. Whites are less practiced at how to listen deeply, and how to react to the
emotions and discomfort evident in what is being heard” (p. 112). Although some
Whites did listen and felt the experience was meaningful, others felt that the act of simply
listening rather than debating was uncomfortable and possibly even discriminatory.
Several listening scholars suggest that even in cases of strong power dynamics, listening
obligations must be shared by all parties (Bickford, 1996, p. 156; Dreher, 2009, p. 451; but
see Dobson, 2014, p. 96, for an alternative view).
Other research suggests that the nature of racial topics may lead Blacks to take on expert
“teacher” (or speaker) roles whereas Whites revert to “learner” (or listener) roles (Tatum &
Sekaquaptewa, 2009), suggesting diﬀerences in emphasis on voice vs. listening across races in
a race-related context. The authors note that due to concerns about appearing prejudiced in
discussions with Blacks, Whites attempt to remain largely silent so they do not say something
wrong during a race-related discussion. Is this silence indicative of listening, or not? If Whites
adopting the learner role are “self-focused” (to avoid appearing prejudiced), it is then counterproductive and not reﬂective of active listening – and it could ultimately make Blacks less
willing to have future conversations about race with Whites. On the other hand, silence as part
of an “other-focused” learning role – the sort of apophatic listening we have emphasized
here – could produce a more positive experience for Blacks and Whites. In any case, the
ﬁndings of this study made clear that the context (same vs. mixed race discussions, and racerelated vs. non-race-related topics) inﬂuenced the roles adopted and the predictors of adopting those roles as they relate to expression vs. listening, providing further evidence of the
context-boundedness of listening.
Tatum and Sekaquaptewa (2009) also note that due to population distributions and
power dynamics, Blacks are more likely to have prior experience interacting with Whites
than the reverse. This is of course consistent with a large corpus of sociological research
(e.g., Wimmer & Lewis, 2010; see also Eveland & Appiah, n.d.). Experience can be
a double-edged sword. Having positive prior experiences can make someone more
comfortable and eﬃcacious in engaging in future such experiences. On the other hand,
negative prior experiences can shape orientations toward future experiences in just the
opposite direction. Tatum and Sekaquaptewa (2009) largely assume the latter, and their
experimental evidence conﬁrms this viewpoint. However, the experiment reﬂected a brief,
structured inter-racial interaction among undergraduate strangers. Perhaps more realistic

662

W. P. EVELAND ET AL.

patterns of inter-racial interaction – at least if they were part of semi-habitual social
interactions – would ultimately produce a greater openness to listening among both Blacks
and Whites.

Focal Research Questions
Using data from two separate studies, we are able to provide some preliminary evidence
pertaining to the sorts of research questions around the topic of race and political listening
that we have just addressed. In Study 1, we focus on more general political listening – itself
situated, of course, within the context of politics – as a trait-like variable. Here we build
directly upon Rojas’s (2008) understanding orientation, which has much in common with
active, engaged, and apophatic political listening. Rojas notes the importance of listening
in Colombia, which at the time of his study remained a very divided society torn by
decades of violence. In the U.S. the dimensions of conﬂict are diﬀerent, but with increasing partisan polarization and racial animus – and with recent impeachment proceedings
and accusations of treason and references to civil war by President Trump (Kellman,
2019) – perhaps not much less conﬂictual.
Therefore, here we focus on the U.S. and on what factors account for individual
variation in political listening. We evaluate racial diﬀerences in self-reported political
listening – building upon the limited prior work discussed above – as well as the role of
having prior experience of cross-race political discussants as might be inferred from
intergroup contact theory (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew et al., 2011). Having cross-race discussants may be evidence for the ability or willingness to engage in listening during
political conversations. Alternatively, political listening skills may be cultivated by virtue
of having such cross-race political interactions in the same way that intergroup contact
can increase empathy for the outgroup (e.g., Pettigrew et al., 2011).
Study 1 also provides an opportunity to examine some other potentially key demographic and political correlates of political listening, including partisan identiﬁcation and
political interest, as well as the more general political discussion characteristics of frequency and network size. Given that a number of studies reveal that Republicans or
conservatives are lower in open-mindedness than Democrats or liberals (see Glaser &
Berry, 2018; Jost et al., 2003), and that good listening requires an openness to others,
Democrats would seem more likely than Republicans to exhibit good listening. It also
would make sense that those who are more interested in politics, talk politics more often,
and particularly talk with a larger number of people, would have – or would develop –
tendencies toward more and/or better listening.
In Study 2, we address inter-racial talk about race-related topics. Here we are able to
more closely examine listening within the speciﬁc and potentially challenging inter-racial
context, and while discussing race-related topics. The key variables in Study 2 are
respondent race and racial identiﬁcation. Beyond the racial categories into which respondents are typically asked to classify themselves, racial identiﬁcation may also play an
important role in listening. Bickford (1996) argues for the importance of identity, noting,
“‘identity’ is political not just because it is non-natural, but because it is something we can
argue about” (p. 119). In general, identiﬁcation with a given group should increase the
likelihood of listening to others from that group. Since most identiﬁcation will take place
with the ingroup, by contrast individuals will likely ﬁnd the outgroup more diﬃcult to
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listen to. Those who do not particularly identify with their ingroup – or perhaps even
those who identify with the outgroup (alone, or in conjunction with their ingroup) –
should have an easier time listening to the outgroup (Pettigrew et al., 2011).
We also consider – as a partial analog to the measure in Study 1 – the impact of having
opposite-race relatives as an indicator of prior experience with inter-racial interactions
that should presumably increase the ease of listening in an inter-racial context. And, we
seek to replicate ﬁndings from Study 1 regarding the role of demographics, partisan
identiﬁcation, and political interest in political listening.

Study 1 Method
During the summer of 2015, U.S. adult participants were recruited from an online panel
by the company Qualtrics. Qualtrics utilizes an invitation-only panel recruitment method
to obtain quota-based samples. Since Blacks are a relatively small minority in the U.S.,
they tend to be present in small numbers in typical representative surveys. Therefore,
descriptive information about Blacks, and racial comparisons including them, tend to
suﬀer from large sampling errors. Because of this, in addition to the general sample, we
had Qualtrics add a Black oversample to be in a better position to estimate the listening of
Blacks and to compare that to Whites. After the oversample was included, and after
removing respondents who did not report being only either Black or White, and who did
not report being either Republican or Democrat, we had a total sample size of 749, with an
average age of 48.3 (SD = 16.2), ranging from 18 to 87 years old. The sample was divided
roughly equally by race (57% White, 43% Black) and sex (50% male, 50% female). Modal
education in the sample was having some college or an associate’s degree (39.8%),
followed by having a bachelor’s or professional degree (28.7%) and having a high school
diploma or GED (21.0%). Partisanship was biased toward Democrats (66.5%) compared to
Republicans (33.5%), based largely on the atypically (but intentionally) large number of
Blacks in the sample.2
Our measure of listening in this study was derived from the work of Rojas (2008), since
many of the items tapping the “understanding” dimension directly reference the act of
listening or closely related practices. We used four of these items, modiﬁed slightly to
improve upon the wording given the originals were administered in Spanish in Colombia
and direct translations to English sometimes produced awkward wording. Each item was
measured on a ﬁve-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree (M = 3.83,
SD = 0.63; α = .72): “In political conversations, it is very important to listen carefully to
what others have to say,” “When I talk politics, it is more important for me to learn from
others than to convince them,” “When I talk politics, I feel connected to the people I am
talking to,” “Through conversation, political interests can be put to work for the common
good.” More detailed evaluation of this measure of political listening, including supplemental analyses with data not otherwise reported in this article, suggest this measure is
strongly associated with other existing measures of listening derived from work in interpersonal communication (see the Online Appendix).
To tap experience with cross-race discussion of politics, we asked respondents, “Have
you had any discussions about politics with any [Black/White] people in the past month?”
with Whites being asked about Blacks and Blacks being asked about Whites (see Eveland
et al., 2018, for information about this measure). We used these questions to calculate
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a summary measure of the respondent (regardless of race) having an opposite-race alter in
his/her political discussion network (overall 38% did).
Political interest (in “government and politics”) was measured, following standard practice,
with a single item, in this case on a 3-point scale (M = 2.46, SD = 0.59). Political discussion
network size (see Eveland et al., 2013) was measured with a single-item summary measure
(M = 4.71, SD = 11.01), which was then transformed using a log transformation (after ﬁrst
adding a “1” to all values) due to skewness (M = 0.57, SD = 0.35). Political discussion
frequency was measured with a single item (again following standard practice) tapping days
per week, on average, discussing politics (M = 2.76, SD = 2.10).

Study 1 Results
Given our interest in the racialized context of U.S. politics and that race is a matter of deep
diﬀerence that requires listening while also making it challenging, we began by testing two
simple bivariate relationships with listening – race and having an opposite-race political
discussant – using independent sample t-tests. Blacks (M = 3.88, SD = 0.65) have marginally higher mean scores on political listening (t(747) = 1.93, p = .054 two-tailed) than
Whites (M = 3.79, SD = 0.62). And, respondents who reported having an opposite-race
political discussant (M = 3.99, SD = 0.60) have signiﬁcantly higher mean scores on
political listening (t(747) = −5.77, p < .05 two-tailed) than those who do not (M = 3.72,
SD = 0.63). However, these two correlates of listening are to some degree confounded with
one another because as statistical minorities, Blacks (48%) are more likely to have
opposite-race political discussants than are Whites (31%). In an OLS regression including
only these two predictors (not shown in tables), race is non-signiﬁcant but having an
opposite race discussion partner is a signiﬁcant positive predictor of listening (p < .001).
Next, we estimated an OLS regression model to evaluate the robustness of these
ﬁndings (see Table 1). After the added controls, respondent race was non-signiﬁcant
and having an opposite-race discussant was marginally signiﬁcant (p = .07, two-tailed).3
The only additional signiﬁcant predictors of listening in the ﬁnal model were political
interest and discussion frequency, both of which were related to higher political listening
scores as we had anticipated. In short, although race itself was not a robust predictor of
the general tendency to engage in political listening once controls were applied, individuals who have an opposite-race discussion partner did score slightly higher in listening in
Table 1. Ordinary least squares regression predicting listening (Study 1).
Constant
Race (White)
Opposite-Race Discussant in Network
Age in Years
Formal Education
Sex (Male)
Partisanship (Democrat)
Political Interest
Political Discussion Frequency
Political Network Size (Logged)
Model R2 =.168.
# = p <.10, two-tailed; * = p <.05, two-tailed.

B
3.197*
−0.065
0.092#
−0.001
−0.034
−0.071
0.073
0.235*
0.055*
0.104

SE
.132
.049
.051
.001
.024
.044
.050
.043
.013
.080

p
.000
.186
.072
.370
.147
.106
.143
.000
.000
.192
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general political talk, even after the application of multiple controls including political
interest and discussion frequency.

Study 1 Discussion
The ﬁndings from Study 1 suggest that there may be modest racial diﬀerences in the
overall tendency to engage in a listening approach when talking politics. However,
respondent race is confounded with having a cross-race political discussant. Blacks are
(absent controls) slightly more likely to be good political listeners than Whites, but they
are also more likely (by virtue of either propinquity, homophily, or both) to have crossrace political discussion partners. And, the latter is more strongly correlated with endorsing a listening approach. It also survives (at least to marginal signiﬁcance) numerous
demographic, political, and talk-related controls with which it is highly correlated. But,
these ﬁndings cannot address listening in speciﬁc cross-race exchanges, nor do they
necessarily reﬂect listening when it comes to highly charged race-related topics.
Therefore, in Study 2 we emphasize the situational aspects of listening over Study 1’s
individual diﬀerence approach.

Study 2 Method
Data for Study 2 were collected from 800 respondents recruited by Qualtrics, with a quota
of 201 Black Democrats and 199 Black Republicans, 200 White Democrats, and 200 White
Republicans, so that we could examine partisanship and race within a balanced design.4
Individuals who indicated they were bi- or multiracial, or who did not identify with or at
least lean toward either the Democrat or Republican party, were excluded from this
analysis.
Female respondents were 63% of the sample, and age ranged from 18 to 89 years old
(M = 43.49, SD = 16.80). Education level ranged from did not graduate high school (3.3%)
to post-graduate degree holders (11.4%), with 23.4% high school graduates, 23.9% having
some college education, 13.4% having a two-year college degree, and 24.8% with a fouryear college degree.
For Study 2, following several recent studies of listening in interpersonal communication research, we adopted “imagined interactions” as a methodological framework for
contextualizing listening behaviors within a speciﬁc situation (e.g., Keaton et al., 2015;
Vickery et al., 2015). An imagined interaction involves mentally replaying and restructuring previous conversations or planning for the enactment of future interactions.
Individuals engage in imagined interactions in their everyday lives – mentally reenacting
a conﬂict with a relational partner and imagining how it might have gone diﬀerently, or
anticipating how they may engage in a troublesome future conversation such as resigning
from a job or confessing a lie. Having respondents engage in an imagined interaction in
which we could control the context to be cross-race and about a race-related topic ensured
that respondents – even those who might not have an opposite race interaction partner or
who might not otherwise have engaged in a prior discussion about race – could place
themselves in a shared position with other respondents who had. Those with comparable
prior experiences would be likely to use those prior experiences to fuel their imagined
interactions; those without such experiences might use conversations they have witnessed
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(directly, through media portrayals, or those they have heard about indirectly) or they
might creatively imagine how such an interaction would play out.
To introduce this imagined interaction framework, after self-reporting their race
participants were assigned to imagine a conversation with an opposite race discussant
(such that Blacks were instructed to imagine a discussion with a White individual and
Whites to imagine one with a Black individual). In addition to imagining an opposite race
discussant, participants were randomly assigned to imagine the discussant in one of four
possible relationships to themselves: stranger, coworker, friend, or family member.5 Thus,
a Black respondent would imagine an interaction with a White stranger, a White coworker, a White friend, or a White family member, and vice versa for Whites.
Not only was the relational component randomized, but the speciﬁc race-related topic
of discussion was also randomly assigned for all participants based on a message sampling
logic (Jackson & Jacobs, 1983). Thus, participants were asked to imagine a conversation
about either (a) police treatment of Blacks in the U.S., (b) White individuals displaying the
Confederate ﬂag, or (c) Black athletes kneeling during the national anthem. Each of these
had been the topic of extensive news coverage during the general time frame of the study,
and all had political and racial components. Message sampling is used to ensure that
experimental eﬀects are not artifacts of the idiosyncrasies of a given stimulus so that
results can be extrapolated beyond the speciﬁc messages tested to more abstract classes of
messages (Brashers & Jackson, 1999; Jackson & Jacobs, 1983). Thus, the variety of racerelated topics and relationship types were used not because we predicted diﬀerences by
topic or relationship, but to be able to generalize our results beyond speciﬁc topics or
relationship types. Such generalization would not have been as compelling had we relied
on a single topic in our instructions for the imagined interaction.
Upon receiving the instructions (e.g., “Take a minute to imagine a conversation with
a White friend about the issue of police treatment of Blacks in the U.S.”), participants were
further prompted to consider (but not explicitly answer) more detailed questions about
the interaction, including who would initiate the conversation, how long it would last,
what they might say, what the discussion partner might say, the sort of feelings they might
experience, and what they might learn that they didn’t know before. The purpose of this
prompt was to enrich respondents’ thought processes in advance of answering questions
about the imagined interaction.
Following these instructions, listening was measured with a single item: “Do you think
it would be EASY or HARD to truly listen to the [opposite race] [assigned relationship]’s
viewpoints about [assigned topic] during this conversation?” This item was measured with
a four-point scale, where “Very easy” = 1 (37%), “Somewhat easy” = 2 (34.8%), “Somewhat
hard” = 3 (19.4%), and “Very hard” = 4 (8.9%). The item was then reverse-coded to make
“easy” listening the higher value (M = 3.00, SD = 0.96). It is important to note that the
ease of listening is not the same as whether listening would be enacted, or enacted in
a particular (i.e., “good”) fashion. But, the imagined interaction context of this study limits
us from asking about actual behaviors. Therefore, here we assume that the easier listening
is perceived to be, the more likely it will be to occur. Supplementary analyses oﬀer some
modest evidence for the validity of this measure.6
In addition to the dichotomous race variable, in Study 2 we sought to incorporate racial or
ethnic identity as an additional predictor. Respondents were prompted: “Below is a list of
some of the important groups in American society. Please check all groups you belong to or
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feel particularly close to – that is, people who are most like you in their ideas, interests, and
feelings” [emphasis added]. The list contained sixteen types of people, including “rich people,”
“religious people,” “feminists,” and “suburbanites.” Embedded in this list were also “African
Americans” and “European Americans.” We created a measure of ethnic/racial identiﬁcation
using this measure with the following categories: neither African American nor European
American identiﬁcation (47.0%), identiﬁcation only with one’s own race (43.8%), and identiﬁcation with the opposite race (regardless of whether one identiﬁed with one’s own race as
well) (9.3%).7 Unsurprisingly, there were signiﬁcant racial diﬀerences in racial identiﬁcation
(χ2 = 271.788, p < .05), with Blacks most likely to identify only with their own race only
(72.5%), Whites most likely to identify with neither race (72.8%), and Whites (12.3%) more
likely than Blacks (6.3%) to identify with the opposite race. Recall that multi-racial individuals
were excluded from participating in this study.
Political interest was again measured with a single item, following the norms in the
political communication literature: “Some people follow what’s going on in government
and public aﬀairs most of the time, whether there’s an election going on or not. Other
aren’t that interested. Would you say you follow what’s going on in government and
public aﬀairs … ” This item was also measured with a four-point scale, where “Hardly at
all” = 1 and “Most of the time” = 4 (M = 2.99, SD = 0.97).
Partisanship was ﬁrst measured by asking participants, “Generally speaking, do you
think of yourself as a … ” with the options Democrat, Republican, Independent, or Other.
In response to the initial partisan identiﬁcation question, 45% of respondents reported
being Democrats, 38% Republicans, and 17% Independent or other. Nonpartisans were
asked if they leaned toward one party or another. Those who did not lean toward a party
were dropped from the study. Independents who leaned were assigned to the party they
most identiﬁed with. The ﬁnal sample was 50.1% Democrats and 49.9% Republicans.
We also measured whether or not respondents had an opposite race (Black for Whites,
White for Blacks) relative. We asked, “Do you have any [Black/White] relatives in any of
the following categories?” with categories of “parent/adoptive parent/step-parent,” “current spouse/live-in romantic partner,” child/adoptive child/step-child,” “grandchild/adoptive grandchild/step-grandchild,” “sibling (that is, brother or sister),” “cousin, aunt, uncle,
or grandparent,” or “none of these.” We counted the number of categories in which
respondents had opposite race relatives (M = 0.60, SD = 0.94). Forty percent of respondents overall (23% of Whites and 58% of Blacks) had at least one opposite-race relative,
and 11.5% had opposite race relatives in two or more categories.

Study 2 Results
With our key interest in Study 2 being how race and racial identiﬁcation may aﬀect listening
in cross-race interactions about a race-related topic, we ﬁrst examined race-related diﬀerences in listening at the bivariate level. Blacks found it signiﬁcantly harder to “truly listen” to
the opposite race discussant’s opinions compared to Whites, t(798) = 6.30, p < .05. The racial
identiﬁcation variable also produced signiﬁcant diﬀerences F(2, 797) = 28.06, p < .05. A twotailed Dunnett’s test revealed that those who identify with the opposite race (i.e., Blacks
identifying with “European Americans” or Whites identifying with “African Americans” –
regardless of their identiﬁcation with their own race) were signiﬁcantly more likely to listen
to an opposite race discussion partner than those who identify only with their own race
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(p < .05) or who identify with neither race (p < .05). We also tested the relationship between
listening and having an opposite-race relative, which is conceptually similar to having an
opposite-race political discussant in Study 1. However, there was no signiﬁcant correlation
between the number of opposite race relatives and ease of listening (r = .04, p = .22).
It is important to note, however, that Blacks were more likely to have opposite race relatives
and to identify with their own race than were Whites, so both of these measures are at least
partly confounded with respondent race. We therefore estimated a general linear model with
only these three race-related variables in the model (not shown in tables). Each of the racerelated variables was statistically signiﬁcant (largest p-value was p = .015) with partial η2 values
from .007 to .030, suggesting that despite their overlap each makes a unique contribution in
the prediction of ease of listening within this context.
A general linear regression model was then used to collectively assess all the factors related
to listening ease (see Table 2). First, the message sampling variables – treated as random
factors as advised by Brashers and Jackson (1999) – of variations in topic F(2, 782) = 0.24,
p = .79 and relationship with the hypothetical discussant F(3, 781) = 0.64, p = .59 did not aﬀect
listening. The control variables of gender, age, and education also were not predictive of
listening ease, nor was party identiﬁcation. However, those who were more politically interested and those who had more opposite-race relatives reported feeling it was easier to listen to
a cross-race discussant in a conversation about a racial topic. The two most important
variables, as gauged by partial η2, were the race of respondent, F(1, 783) = 10.50, p < .05,
η2 = .013, and racial identiﬁcation, F(2, 782) = 11.56, p < .05, η2 = .029. Whites reported greater
ease in listening in this context than did Blacks. And, respondents who reported identifying
with the opposite race found it easier to listen than those who identiﬁed with neither race or
only their own race (both contrasts signiﬁcant at p < .05).

Table 2. GLM predicting listening (Study 2).
Intercept
Race (White)
# of Opposite Race Relatives
Age in Years
Formal Education
Sex (Male)
Partisanship (Democrat)
Political Interest
Racial Identiﬁcation+
Identify with own race only
No racial identiﬁcation
Relationship+
Stranger
Friend
Coworker
Topic of Discussion+
Athletes kneeling
Police brutality

B
2.954*
0.297*
0.099*
0.001
−0.031
0.060
0.050
0.110*

SE
.204
.092
.037
.002
.023
.071
.066
.036

p
.000
.001
.008
.563
.184
.402
.445
.003

Partial Eta2
.211
.013
.009
.000
.002
.001
.001
.011

−0.608*
−0.465*

.127
.120

.000
.000

.029
.019

0.009
0.110
0.011

.092
.092
.093

.925
.233
.907

.000
.002
.000

−0.055
−0.033

.080
.080

.489
.684

.001
.000

# = p <.10, two-tailed; * = p <.05, two-tailed.
+“Racial identiﬁcation,” “Relationship,” and “Topic” are categorical variables. They are represented as
dummy codes in the model above, with contrasts against an excluded category. “Identify with opposite
race” is the excluded category for Racial Identiﬁcation, “Family member” is the excluded category for
Relationship, and “Whites displaying the Confederate ﬂag” is the excluded category for Topic.
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Study 2 Discussion
Study 2 suggests that the ease of listening in the context of a cross-race conversation about
a racially-charged topic varies signiﬁcantly by race, racial identiﬁcation, and the presence
of opposite-race relatives within the social network. When the situation involved talking
about these kinds of topics with a racial outgroup member, Blacks, those with fewer
opposite-race relatives (once race is controlled), and those who identiﬁed with their own
but not the opposite race (or did not identify with either race) found it harder to listen to
their discussion partner than Whites, those with more opposite-race relatives, and those
who identiﬁed with the opposite race.
These relationships of race-related variables with listening remained signiﬁcant even
when accounting for controls including gender, education, age, and party identiﬁcation.
The only other variable that signiﬁcantly predicted ease of listening in this context was
political interest – such that those who were highly politically interested found it easier to
listen. This ﬁnding replicates Study 1.

General Discussion
There is a notable lacuna in the political communication literature when it comes to
understanding not talk or expression, but listening to others. Although political philosophy recently has highlighted this gap, empirical research has yet to ﬁll it. Here we
build upon this conceptual attention to listening and ultimately apply it to perhaps the
most compelling U.S. context: inter-racial talk about race-related political issues.
The results of our two studies boil down to the following. First, most commonly measured
demographic variables appear to have little relationship with political listening, either within
or outside the inter-racial context. Age, sex, and education were unrelated to listening in both
of our studies; only the latter ﬁnding contradicts Rojas’ (2008) results from Colombia.
Surprisingly, party identiﬁcation was also unrelated to listening in either study. On the
other hand, those who are most politically interested were most likely to report listening in
both studies. Similarly, Study 1 found that those who talk about politics most frequently are
also most likely to be oriented toward actively listening in those conversations.
But, these were not the focal variables in our analysis. Rather, our key goal was to
understand how race – as an innate characteristic, an identity, and as a property of one’s
social network – might aﬀect political listening in general and within an inter-racial
context when discussing race-related topics. Here our two studies reveal several commonalities, but also some diﬀerences. First, Study 1 – treating political listening as trait – found
that, at least at the zero-order level, Blacks were slightly more likely than Whites to report
a listening orientation. Scudder (2019) argues:
For the less privileged, paying attention to the inputs of others is not always a choice, nor is it
done for the beneﬁt of the other. Listening has long been a tool of the powerless, used to
anticipate the whims of the powerful and to detect deceit or veiled threats. (p. 14)

Although this ﬁnding was reduced to non-signiﬁcance after the control for the presence
of an opposite-race political discussant in one’s network (to which we will return shortly),
even after all controls the means remained in this direction.
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However, in Study 2 – focusing on listening in a particular race-related discussion with
an opposite-race discussant – found that regardless of level of statistical control, Whites
felt it would be easier to “truly” listen than did Blacks. This mix of ﬁndings, paired with
prior research that has also produced mixed conclusions, suggest that listening likely has
a strong situational component. As Scudder (2019) notes, “meeting the requirement of fair
consideration is less challenging for citizens who are in the majority or otherwise have
a privileged position in society” (p. 14, emphasis added). Given the racial context, prior
research provides ample reason for why Blacks might ﬁnd it harder to listen to Whites
than the reverse. When placed in an opposite race context talking about race, Blacks may
have negative prior experiences with which to contend (Tatum & Sekaquaptewa, 2009).
Pent-up hostility and fear of additional pain via micro-aggressions or explicit racism could
lead to defensive walls being raised. Some research suggests that Blacks can suﬀer from
trauma due to repeated racism and prejudice, which leads them to be hypersensitive to
additional mistreatment – and thus perhaps even try to avoid cross-race interactions
altogether (Comas-Diáz & Jacobsen, 2001). When such discussions do occur, though,
Blacks may be much more interested in getting their discussion partners to listen (e.g.,
Drew, 2011) rather than once again being forced to experience micro-aggressions or hear
explicit racism. It is perhaps not surprising, then, that Blacks may feel saddled with more
work than their White counterparts when considering truly listening in race-related
conversations.
These apparent racial diﬀerences in listening are problematic from a normative perspective. Bickford (1996) argues:
Calling for increased listening in general might be seen as an oblique attempt to resilence
those [oppressed] groups. But in stressing the interdependence of speaking and listening, this
project attempts precisely the opposite: to theorize a public space in which all voices are
heard. That does not mean that those who are members of oppressed groups do not need to,
or should not have to, listen. … Political listening is certainly strategic in this sense, and all
citizens must listen to determine the source and extent of conﬂict and the possibilities of
taking various actions together. (p. 156)

One other reason for the lower reported listening of Blacks in Study 2 may be related to
this notion of reciprocity. Bickford (1996, p. 156) notes that “more powerful groups in
society are often, deliberately or unintentionally, the ones who do not listen or who silence
others.” Interpersonal communication behaviors by any one person are obviously inﬂuenced by the behavior of the other person in the interaction – or at least perceptions of
that person’s behavior. Thus, if one does not expect to be listened to, one may by
extension feel released from the obligation of listening based on general norms of
reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) or equity in interpersonal relationships (Walster et al.,
1973). So if Blacks are unaware of the apparent willingness of (at least some) Whites to
listen, the lower levels of listening among Blacks in Study 2 may be a reasonable reaction
to a perceptual error. Unfortunately, we did not ask individuals in these studies if they
thought they were being or would be listened to, only if they thought they could truly
listen to the other individual. Future research should investigate how the reciprocal nature
of listening impacts the ability to listen and have inter-racial conversations about race.
Perhaps if Blacks felt Whites were listening in inter-racial conversations, they would ﬁnd it
easier to reciprocate that listening.
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These ﬁndings highlight the argument of Gallois et al. (2018) that we must interpret
communication activities within the intergroup contexts in which they often occur. And,
in the sort of intergroup context we introduced in Study 2, there is a logical reason for
Blacks to shift away from what may be an overall tendency to be more likely to listen
(during general political conversations) than Whites. The intergroup perspective also
suggests that identiﬁcation is an important factor, and Study 2 reveals this as well. Even
controlling for respondent racial categorization, respondents who report identifying with
the opposite race – regardless of whether or not they identify with their own race – ﬁnd
listening during a race-related conversation with an opposite race discussant easier than
either those who do not identify with either race or those who identify only with their own
race. This is promising, as it suggests that identiﬁcation – even joint or mutual identiﬁcation with multiple races – may be one path to more cross-race listening.
Another possibility that could increase listening is prior exposure and interaction with
people of the opposite race. This is the fundamental notion addressed in a more complex
form in contact theory (Allport, 1954). Respondents who reported having prior political
discussions with someone of the opposite race had higher scores on trait political listening
in Study 1. In Study 2, respondents with more opposite-race relatives (and, in post-hoc
tests, recoded as a dichotomy to reﬂect having at least one opposite-race relative at p = .08)
reported it being easier to truly listen during a cross-race conversation about race. We
cannot discern with our cross-sectional data in Study 1 whether having cross-race
discussants increases active listening or whether active listening leads to seeking out or
simply being able to maintain cross-race political discussants. It is likely that both causal
directions are in force, and it could be that some third variables account for at least part of
the relationship as well.
However, in Study 2 we do at least know that having an opposite-race family member is
mostly exogenous (except in the case of the cross-race discussant being a spouse, which is
a choice by the respondent),8 and that having an opposite race relationship is also prior to
the imagined interaction (a quasi-experimental stimulus, of sorts) that allowed us to
measure perceived ease of listening. Those with that prior experience appear better
equipped or motivated to listen in a cross-race interaction about race. However, we are
unable to identify the reason – positive prior inter-racial talk experiences, motivations to
understand the perspectives of someone of the opposite race, or actual experience in
talking about race – in current our data. We hope future research can further probe the
mediating variables in this relationship.
This discussion oﬀers a useful segue into the limitations of our research. As already
noted, we do not have panel data and so we lack certainty about causal direction. Clearly
race cannot be caused by political listening, however, so at least in this regard some
reverse causal directions are implausible. However, future research could beneﬁt by
employing panel designs or by having participants engage in actual conversations with
measurement of listening being observational or at least taking place post-discussion.
Our sample is both a strength and a potential limitation. Ideally, we would have
employed a probability sampling approach. But unlike the vast majority of studies of
listening in communication science, we employed a large and diverse sample of adults
rather than a small sample of undergraduate students. Moreover, in both of our studies we
oversampled Blacks in order to have roughly equal group sizes to make cross-race
comparisons more powerful; most prior studies have few respondents of any given
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ethnic/racial minority group for comparison. And, in Study 2 we explicitly balanced the
partisanship of Blacks in our sample in order to disentangle the confound of race and
party identiﬁcation so that we could independently test the impact of partisanship and
race. Few studies on any topic have gone to such lengths, but this is an important step
because few Blacks identify with the Republican party. Thus, because of our need to
oversample Blacks (and in Study 2, Black Republicans) to have suﬃcient power to make
the needed comparisons, a statistically representative and generalizable sample would
actually have worked against our study goals.
On the matter of sampling and generalizability, however, we did employ message
sampling techniques in Study 2 to avoid concerns that there was something idiosyncratic
about the race-related topics we selected, and about the speciﬁc relationship with the
imagined discussion partner we selected. This practice is increasingly common in communication science research on message eﬀects (Brashers & Jackson, 1999), but seemingly
rare in the political communication literature. We wanted to ensure, for instance, that
having the respondents imagine an interaction with a cross-race coworker would not limit
generalizability to a cross-race relative, or that talk about one particular current issue in
American politics (athletes kneeling during the national anthem) would not produce
diﬀerent ﬁndings from another current race-related issue (Whites displaying the
Confederate ﬂag) due to unforeseen idiosyncrasies in the issues. Tests suggested that
listening did not vary as a result of either the speciﬁc race-related topic or the speciﬁc
relationship with the cross-race discussant.
The measurement of listening in our studies is also a potential limitation. Beyond the
trait and situational distinction, our measures varied between Study 1 and Study 2. We are
relatively conﬁdent in our version of the Rojas (2008) measure, especially since other data
we have gathered, as reported in the Online Appendix, suggest it is highly correlated with
two diﬀerent dedicated measures of trait listening drawn from interpersonal communication research. And, supplementary analyses of the single item measure in Study 2 –
worded to capture “ease” of “truly” listening rather than speciﬁc active listening behaviors – was correlated with multiple indicators of trait perspective-taking as we might
expect (see details in footnote #6). Finally, nearly all ﬁndings replicated across the two
studies, even when the predictors were not measured in exactly the same way. The only
major predictor that varied across studies – respondent race – varied for an obvious
theoretical reason, and that variation is reﬂected in prior research ﬁndings. Nonetheless,
future research should improve upon the admittedly vague single-item ease of listening
measure in Study 2, adopting a multi–item measure that more clearly taps active or
apophatic listening behaviors.
In conclusion, perhaps the major strength of our studies is simply contributing to the
eﬀort to bring the concept of active or apophatic political listening – the ﬂip-side of
expression that together make up conversation – to the empirical political communication
literature. Although our two studies have limitations that we believe future research can
address, we hope that they will further encourage research on this topic of growing
importance given the increasing partisan polarization and racial tensions in the U.S. and
abroad in recent years.
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Notes
1. Search completed October 7, 2019 using the search term “listening” as a topic (which
captures the term’s appearance in the title, abstract, or keywords). Six articles were returned,
all but one about media use behaviors, typically in the context of talk radio. The remaining
article did pertain to interpersonal discussion of politics, but used the term “listening” in
a much broader sense.
2. Whites were 49% Democrat and 51% Republican, whereas Blacks were 90% Democrat and
only 10% Republican.
3. Removing only network size from the model – which is itself is non-signiﬁcant (p = .192) –
returns having an opposite race discussion partner to statistical signiﬁcance (p = .023).
Similarly, dropping the opposite race discussant measure from the model shifts the network
size measure to signiﬁcance (p = .047). The issue is that these two variables are moderately to
strongly correlated at the zero order level (r = .43). Having more political discussants
increases the likelihood of having an opposite race discussant, all else equal, and the regression signiﬁcance test captures only their unique contribution, controlling shared variance
with the other. Therefore, we ﬁnd value in interpreting the marginally signiﬁcant ﬁnding for
having an opposite race discussant as meaningful.
4. Absent quotas, the vast majority of Blacks would be Democrats, as very few U.S. Blacks are
Republicans. Our study is one of very few that has suﬃcient Black Republicans to test the
impact of partisanship among Blacks.
5. Prior research has considered political talk among similar subgroups (e.g., Moy & Gastil, 2006),
and Dillon and McKenzie’s (1998, p. 119) work on listening suggests that future research
“manipulate the characteristic of the ‘other person’ in the communication interaction.”
6. To help validate this measure, we estimated correlations between this situational listening
item and multiple items commonly used to tap perspective-taking (which as we have noted is
related to but not the same as listening). However, because perspective-taking is measured as
a trait, it may not be highly correlated with a measure of listening in the very particular
situation of cross-race discussion of a race-related issue. Nonetheless, we do ﬁnd that the
single-item situational listening measure correlates with the perspective-taking items most
closely representative of listening: “If I’m sure I’m right about something, I don’t waste much
time listening to other people’s arguments” (r = −.16, p <.001); “I sometimes ﬁnd it diﬃcult to
see a point from the other person’s view” (r = −.15, p <.001); “I try to look at everybody’s side
of a disagreement before I make a decision” (r = .19, p <.001); and “I believe there are many
sides to every issue and try to look at most of them” (r =.19, p <.001).
7. The validity of this measure was assessed by demonstrating a signiﬁcant diﬀerence in the
number of opposite-race relatives across categories. Those who identiﬁed with neither race
had on average .40 opposite race relatives, those who identiﬁed only with their own race had
.72 opposite race relatives, and those who identiﬁed with the opposite race had 1.03 opposite
race relatives. Also, a single-item measure of identiﬁcation with the opposite race (measured
on a 5-point scale) also revealed the highest outgroup identiﬁcation among respondents who
identiﬁed with the outgroup regardless of identifying with their own group or not (M = 3.93)
compared to only their own group (M = 2.94) or neither group (M = 3.12). Note, also, that
this is a measure of identiﬁcation with the group rather than actual membership. Five Blacks
identiﬁed with European Americans but not African Americans, and 27 Whites identiﬁed
with African Americans but not European Americans. 22 Whites and 20 Blacks identiﬁed
with both African Americans and European Americans.
8. The likelihood of a person who had an opposite race relative having any particular type of opposite
race relative was essentially equal across most relational categories: 5.6%, 7.8%, 6.9%, 6.6%, 7.5%,
and 25.4% (the latter for the aggregate category of aunt/uncle, grandparent, and cousin).
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