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Abstract 

How are queer persons moƟvated in the United States to behave poliƟcally? How does queer-

linked fate impact an individual’s willingness to parƟcipate in voƟng and non-voƟng poliƟcal 

acƟviƟes? UƟlizing data from the 2020 CollaboraƟve MulƟ-Racial Post ElecƟon Survey (CMPS) I 

offer a new theory of queer poliƟcal parƟcipaƟon in the United States, rooted in the deep 

shared history of the queer community, and find that higher levels of queer-linked fate among 

LGBTQ+ individuals leads to greater parƟcipaƟon in voƟng and non-voƟng parƟcipaƟon.  
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IntroducƟon 

On June 28th, 1969, what started as a rouƟne police raid in New York City rapidly evolved 

into a movement of resistance and liberaƟon against police violence and brutality targeƟng 

queer persons. Stonewall Inn was a local gay bar, and on that June night, the raid started an 

uprising amongst queer persons, a call for the right to live openly as queer without fear of 

retaliaƟon or criminal punishment, as was common in the United States during that Ɵme. Years 
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later, the civil disobedience at Stonewall was recognized amongst the public as the beginning of 

a decades-long legal and social baƩle over the existence of queerness, and the ability of queer 

persons to enjoy and fully be entailed as part of the American Experience.  

PoliƟcal parƟcipaƟon and its moƟvators are central to the understanding of poliƟcal 

behavior in the United States. Studies of poliƟcal behavior amongst groups typically seek to 

understand what moƟvates these groups.  While poliƟcal science has generally done a good job 

of being inclusive in its studies of minority groups, a large vacuum remains when it comes to 

assessing the behavior and moƟvaƟons of queer persons in the United States. I seek to help 

close this gap in our understanding and contribute a novel theory of queer parƟcipaƟon in the 

United States, and one of the first studies of how and why queer people behave poliƟcally in the 

United States.  

Framing the Study 

What explains queer poliƟcal behavior? Why should we be considering queerness in our 

understanding of poliƟcal science? American poliƟcs scholars have sought to understand how 

and why people turn out to vote and parƟcipate in poliƟcs more generally. However, as poliƟcal 

science as a discipline has evolved, scholars have grappled with the radical fact that not 

everyone is the same, and some groups behave differently than others, this provides a rich 

corpus of literature that explains how different groups behave, however, one flaw with current 

poliƟcal science scholarship is that frequently it fails to capture queerness as a group of interest 

in our literature. Typically work regarding queerness in the field engages research at an 

individual level, and while this work provides a rich value to the field, aƩempts to explain the 



behavior of the community at large are few and far between. The purpose of my work is two-

fold in this area:  to advance further the collecƟve agenda of queers in American poliƟcs 

scholarship and to provide an original theory for the understanding of queer poliƟcal behavior 

in the United States.  

To understand how we are to tackle queerness as a means of study in this project, it is 

important to lay out a few key pieces of the puzzle. Social and group idenƟty are some of the 

theoreƟcal bases for the work laid out in this project, and classical explanaƟons of poliƟcal 

parƟcipaƟon in the United States are necessary to consider because they provide a robust 

corpus of literature to synthesize and build theory. The rest of this review will frame queerness 

in the social idenƟty and group consciousness literature, following this, I consider the classical 

explanaƟons of poliƟcal behavior in the United States, and finally, I make consideraƟons of 

relevant literature regarding alternaƟve explanaƟons of behavior amongst social idenƟty groups 

and how this comports to my original explanaƟon of queer poliƟcal parƟcipaƟon amongst U.S. 

queers.  

Framing of Queerness 

IdenƟty and history amongst queers are imperaƟve to the understanding of what causes 

them to behave in the poliƟcal realm. The acronym LGBTQ+, simply put, acts as an acronym for 

the phrase “Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer, Plus”. However, within the queer 

community, many consider the phrase to encompass any person outside of the cis-hetero 

idenƟty. This is why many people use the term queer to idenƟfy the LGBTQ+ community. There 

is, however, much discussion over what the term “queer” idenƟfies, or what it represents.  



Queer can be a slur, it can be used as an empowering form of idenƟty, a term of ambiguity, a 

theoreƟcal framework, or a catchall term (Bernstein, 1997). For many, being queer is connected 

to being non-cis/non-hetero. As the term and community evolve over Ɵme, people who self-

idenƟfy as queer might have varying reasons to do so (Worthen 2021). This sort of disƟncƟon is 

important to this paper and from a societal standpoint because the LGBTQ+ community is 

diverse, encompassing many idenƟƟes and persons looking for acceptance and community 

despite their perceived differences from what society defines as normal.  

Most historians agree that there is some form of homosexual acƟvity and/or same-sex 

love in every documented culture, regardless of whether they faced persecuƟon. Movements 

that surrounded the acceptance of queer persons began typically as responses to centuries of 

persecuƟon by established insƟtuƟons, whether poliƟcal or not, such as churches, state 

authoriƟes, police, and medical disciplines (Morris 2019). This is where we see the sort of 

uprising at Stonewall that we discussed earlier, and the many more riots/protests that called for 

queer liberaƟon and acceptance that followed it. The call for liberaƟon is a large definer of the 

queer idenƟty, and as such, it helps us to define and understand queerness more generally, as 

well as serves as a key point that underlies my theory, this shared history amongst queer 

persons is imperaƟve to understand our later framing.  

Within the study of poliƟcal science, we regularly consider two key concepts, and this 

work is no excepƟon. To understand queerness as a poliƟcal force, we must consider its basis in 

social idenƟty and group consciousness. Group identity and group consciousness evolved in the 

discipline based on the psychological theory of social identity. Effectively, a person’s sense of 

belonging matters more than the identity of the group (Tajfel 1978, Tajfel and Turner 1979) and 



there were 3 criteria that must be met to construct a group identity: you categorize others and 

the self as an ingroup and outgroup; identification, or primary and secondary marginalization of 

the outgroup; and a comparison between the ingroup and the outgroup. This psychological 

theory was then adopted by political science with Miller et al. pioneering group consciousness, 

or the idea that identity can become politicized, and the shared marginalization of the group 

leads to collective action (Miller et al. 1981). For the purposes of broad theory, I believe that 

Miller et al. 1981 definiƟon serves best. There is a need to establish the in and outgroups, the 

shared marginalizaƟon, and the inherent poliƟcizaƟon of the idenƟty. If we consider Both Tajfel 

and Turner’s (1979) and Miller et al.’s (1981) points we can see that the queer community fits 

not only the 3 criteria to be considered a social idenƟty group, but they have a longstanding 

shared history of oppression within the United States, these combined with the idea that 

“group membership is a powerful basis for the development of self-idenƟty and percepƟons of 

individual interest” (Bobo 1983), provide the not only the basis of my theory but also shows the 

importance that poliƟcal scienƟsts should be giving greater aƩenƟon to the queer community.  

ExplanaƟons of PoliƟcal Behavior 

ConvenƟonal explanaƟons of poliƟcal behavior in the United States find their roots in 

studies of the “average” American voter in the mid-20th century. Texts like VoƟng (Berelson, 

Lazarsfeld and McPhee 1954) argue that people's aƫtudes and turnout are a funcƟon of their 

social circle, while others like Downs (1957) make the argument that voƟng turnout and choice 

is a raƟonal calculus that people perform to decide whether or not they will parƟcipate. While 

Downs notes the idea that the most raƟonal voter should almost never vote, voters and ciƟzens 

gain some uƟlity by being able to uƟlize informaƟon shortcuts to mobilize and inform 



themselves based on group preferences. Further work sought to explain aƫtude development 

and poliƟcal behavior further than both socializaƟon and raƟonal choice. Campbell et al. (1960) 

provide an explanaƟon of behavior that originates in familial and social contexts that through 

some logic, priming, and experience disƟll (funnel) into a posiƟon and mobilizaƟon. While the 

classic cannon gives decent groundwork, more recent poliƟcal science scholarship seeks to 

extend the literature on voƟng parƟcipaƟon and seek new mechanisms that might influence 

people to parƟcipate more and more effecƟvely. 

The pioneering of group consciousness has given rise to a large body of literature that 

challenges the convenƟonal wisdom of the study of American poliƟcal behavior. Before the 

existence of the measure, we (scholars) largely took for granted that everyone was preƩy much 

the same, and as such built our discipline on the backs of studies about white males, because 

those were the people that were predominately studied at the Ɵme when the field was first 

beginning to advance. The seminal texts on voƟng (Berelson, Lazarsfeld and Mcphee 1954, 

Downs 1957, Campbell et al. 1960) are all based largely upon samples of cisgender, 

heterosexual white males, and not for the fault of the authors, that was the group that was 

willing and fundamentally able to vote. At the Ɵme women had gained the right to vote, but 

other marginalized groups were not fully equal to engage, and as such oŌenƟmes were leŌ out 

of emerging poliƟcal science research. The radical idea that minoriƟes are also people and 

behave differently from white people changed the discipline drasƟcally, launching a subfield 

that sought to invesƟgate these differences and how minoriƟes were moƟvated to behave and 

serve to inspire and inform this parƟcular research agenda.  

 



Contemporary ExplanaƟons of Behavior 

More contemporary explanaƟons of group behavior have seen the emergence of a 

concept termed “linked fate”. Pioneered by Michael Dawson in 1994, linked fate is the idea that 

one feels connected to one’s social idenƟty group, intrinsically to the point that what happens 

to the group has an impact on their own life. Specifically applying the theory to African 

American voƟng behavior, Dawson finds that people who feel higher levels of linked fate will be 

moƟvated to adopt policy posiƟons that are beneficial to the group even if that posiƟon might 

be counter-intuiƟve to their personal benefits. Dawson aƩributes this new measure to the 

violent, shared history experienced by African Americans in the United States, formal 

constraints and violence placed onto blacks because of the insƟtuƟon of slavery, combined with 

the legal baƩles over rights, and existent informal constraints faced by this group has acƟvated 

their group consciousness in a way that mobilizes them as a bloc. However, for Dawson, group 

identity and consciousness are not the same thing as linked fate, rather it is a predecessor and 

natural extension or distillation of group consciousness. Effectively you cannot have the 

existence of linked fate without the existence of group consciousness. Where group 

consciousness is a set of shared ideals and values within the group, linked fate is the group 

cohesion that pursues these shared beliefs politically. However, it is difficult to separate the 

two, at least empirically. For many studies, linked fate and group consciousness are used 

interchangeably, and generally in survey instruments we use linked fate as a proxy for group 

consciousness, it should be noted that the two are not the same, one precedes the other in 

terms of existence, and this should be thought about. 



Since Dawson’s exploraƟon into linked fate, other scholars have sought to uƟlize the 

measure to explain the behavior of other racial and social minoriƟes in poliƟcal science, with 

mixed results amongst different groups for its power of explanaƟon in their behavior. Sanchez 

and Masuoka (2016) find that while there might be some existence of linked fate among LaƟnos 

the evidence is mostly mixed, and the group has evolved since earlier studies where linked fate 

was a more important explainer. Simien (2005) contributes the idea that gender is important in 

the racial idenƟty of women of color and gender will oŌen strengthen their linked fate. 

AddiƟonally, there has been an emergence of the idea of an inter-racial linked fate that 

supersedes linked fate amongst co-ethnics when people idenƟfy with the “person of color” 

label (Chan and Jasso 2021).  

ExplanaƟons of Queer PoliƟcal Behavior 

 As was alluded to earlier, explanaƟons of queer poliƟcal behavior are slim within the 

literature of poliƟcal science. Some seminal work has invesƟgated the mechanisms that make 

Lesbians, Gay men, and Bisexuals (LGBs) staunch supporters of Democrats. Lewis, Rogers and 

Sherrill (2011) posit that LGBs widely supported Gore in the 2000 elecƟon because Gore ran on 

a plaƞorm that supported equality for LGBs, namely LGB rights, and policy liberalism. Lewis, 

Rogers and Sherrill aƩribute this party adhesion to the idea that the willingness and condiƟons 

to adopt an LGB idenƟty also makes them more likely to be liberal Democrats, and this is driven 

by adult socializaƟon, and the coming out process. While Lewis, Rogers and Sherrill (2011) have 

a good theoreƟcal foundaƟon, there are two issues to be considered going forward. First, at the 

Ɵme of wriƟng, transgender folx were not part of the sample; not for any malicious reason, they 

are  tradiƟonally an under sampled group because of how hard it is to capture that 



demographic.  Fortunately, with the over sample of queer folx in the CMPS 2020, this is a 

demographic that is sufficiently captured within our data. The other issue is that their survey is 

now two decades old.  Since that Ɵme, poliƟcs, and the queer idenƟty specifically, have become 

increasing polarized. I argue that the mechanisms interrogated by Lewis, Rogers and Sherrill 

(2011) ulƟmately contribute to the theory outlined below. 

While the literature on linked fate occasionally regards queerness as a concept (Bejarano 

et al. 2020, Moreau et al. 2019), it is typically uƟlized intersecƟonally or comparaƟvely with 

racial linked fate rather than treaƟng it as a standalone concept. While this work sƟll serves 

some purpose, as outlined above, the queer community should be a group that garners greater 

aƩenƟon among scholars. While the constraints of LGBTQ+ persons in the United States have 

not been as severe as those faced by African Americans, I argue that the group’s experience 

more closely reflects the kind of oppression faced by African Americans in the United States. If 

we consider the uprisings in the mid-1960s, along with the social sƟgma faced by queers (both 

historically and at present) and the economic disadvantages regularly faced by LGBTQ+ persons, 

the group has had a similar uphill baƩle toward equality in the United States. It is on this basis 

that I make a similar theoreƟcal argument to the one that Dawson (1994) makes. 

The PoliƟcizaƟon of Queerness and Queer Group Interests 

 While there is sƟll inherent value in understanding how queerness works regarding 

intersecƟons of Race, Gender, and other forms of idenƟty, I believe it is important to consider 

the group as a singular force, that queerness itself is an important moƟvator contained within 

an individual. I argue that queerness is a factor that is self-reinforcing the idenƟty of queer 



Americans, and thus strengthens the link between one’s own fate and the fate of the group at 

large. The greater the perceived link between one’s own fate and that of the group, the more 

salient one’s idenƟty, and thus willingness to parƟcipate becomes. The social idenƟty of 

queerness becomes solidified within oneself, and the poliƟcal salience of the idenƟty comports 

to parƟcipaƟon.  

 The group interests and the moƟvaƟon of queerness have a social and poliƟcal 

component. The social component includes interacƟons between the group and society, a 

general percepƟon, and public ideal of the group within the public eye of the United States. The 

poliƟcal component must deal with the legal, formal, and informal barriers that have placed an 

undue burden on the group and, for the sake of this paper, we will be considering them in this 

order. The social component of queer idenƟty has two major components, internal and 

external, as falls in line with most of the research on group idenƟty in poliƟcal science. While 

subopƟmal in normaƟve terms, the queer idenƟty is not always shaped by internal processes. 

Yes, the internal component is deeply significant to the moƟvaƟon of oneself to even idenƟfy 

with the group, but there are outside forces that work to define what queerness is.  As such 

outgroup forces shape a strong view of the idenƟty, and perceived members are subjected to 

the social norms that are associated with it. In this sense, the aƫtudes of the outgroup are a 

determinant of the social status of the group, and in a way shape the boundaries of queerness.  

Historically speaking, the aƫtudes of the outgroup have not seen kindly the members of 

the queer community. There has been a long history of the group having to fight to erase social 

sƟgma in society and oŌenƟmes they face discriminaƟon because of their idenƟty. All too oŌen 

there are instances where even outgroup members are discriminated against just because of 



their perceived membership in the ingroup. There are also high social costs associated with the 

process of coming out and adopƟng the queer idenƟty, including  the loss of friends, the looking 

down upon of your family, and in some places in the United States, it can even threaten the 

stability of financial or housing situaƟons. 

From a poliƟcal standpoint, we must consider how queerness has interacted with the 

state and the condiƟons that queerness has gone through in terms of formal and informal legal 

baƩles. Akin to the sƟgma faced socially by US queers, there has also been a great deal of uphill 

climbing in terms of legal status. In many states, it was legal to discriminate against same-sex 

couples in terms of serving them, and in some places, such as Texas were allowed to arrest and 

evict people for engagement in homosexual acƟviƟes. Many states did this through sodomy 

laws, and it was not unƟl Lawerence v. Texas in 2003 that the Supreme Court guaranteed the 

right to pracƟce homosexuality publicly. This however sƟll did not protect gay individuals from 

the whims of the public, and some civil servants. While homosexuality was legal naƟonally, 

states could deny you the right to marry your partner, unƟl the Supreme Court intervened and 

guaranteed the right to gay marriage in 2015’s Obergefell v. Hobbes Case. While significant legal 

progress has been made naƟonally, different parts of the community have become more 

vulnerable and targeted as part of the anƟ-queer movement that exists broadly. To this day 

there are sƟll violent and brutal acts taken against queer persons for simply exisƟng in the 

United States. There is a paƩern of brutalizaƟon against queer folk. Innocent people such as 

MaƩhew Sheppard (1998), the vicƟms of the Pulse Nightclub shooƟng (2016), and even as 

recently as the killing of Nex Benedict, a non-binary teenager in Oklahoma (2024), have all been 

martyred in the fight for legal and social protecƟons.  This brutal paƩern of social segregaƟon, 



and direct violence despite legal guarantees, has solidified the queer idenƟty broadly as a 

group. The group must work in a two-Ɵered pluralisƟc fashion (Hero 1992) that places an undue 

burden on the group. This shared historical experience of queers has implicitly Ɵed life chances 

to the chances of the group due to the pervasiveness of queer oppression for the beƩer part of 

American history. 

Queering the UƟlity HeurisƟc 

 The queer uƟlity heurisƟc is a mechanism that enables one to specify the condiƟons 

under which queer interests become stronger or weaker relaƟve to individual interests and 

states that as long as the life chances of queers are shaped by these components of their 

idenƟty, queer persons use the percepƟons of the interests of the Queer community at large as 

a proxy for their own interests, and are moƟvated because of this towards poliƟcal behavior. 

RaƟonality is measured instead of as uƟlity maximizaƟon, but instead by the process of 

decision-making. Historically, the environment where queer Americans have been forced to 

reside has been risky and hosƟle and forces queer individuals to have to engage in procedural 

raƟonality as a means of survival. This procedural raƟonality further reinforces the salience of 

the group idenƟty (Dawson 1994, Simon 1985). The salience of this idenƟty and shared history 

of the queer community in the United States has led to the acƟvaƟon of their group 

consciousness and thus moƟvates queer individuals to acƟon. Based upon this theory I assert 

two hypotheses of queer poliƟcal parƟcipaƟon, simply put that those who idenƟfy with the 

group at greater strengths will be more pushed to parƟcipate in poliƟcs in both voƟng and non-

voƟng manners.  



H1: Queer individuals who experience higher levels of Queer Linked Fate will be more likely 

to vote. 

H2: Queer individuals who experience higher levels of Queer Linked Fate will be more 

engaged in non-voƟng poliƟcal behavior. 

Data, Variables, and Methods 

 Data for this paper comes from the 2020 CollaboraƟve MulƟ-Racial Post-ElecƟon Survey 

(CMPS) that specifically oversamples a selecƟon of marginalized groups. I employ the use of 

the CMPS for two major reasons. First,  it captures a good sample of queer individuals in the 

United States with 1118 respondents that self-idenƟfy as either gay, lesbian, bisexual, 

transgender, non-binary or with other markers that are typically part of the group. Second, 

the CMPS includes a measure of Queer-Linked Fate, as well as a veritable wealth of 

demographic informaƟon that assists in tesƟng my two hypotheses. I uƟlize one 

independent variable of interest, the strength of queer-linked fate, employed in two 

different analyses. The strength of queer-linked fate is operaƟonalized as an ordinal variable 

that ranges from 1 to 5. Respondents were asked to rate: “What happens to LGBTQ People 

will have: 1=Nothing to do with what happens in my life to 5= A huge amount to do with 

what happens in my life”. The dependent variable for my first hypothesis is simply whether 

the respondent voted, coded as  1 if they voted, and  0 if they did not, and is tested using 

both logit and probit regression models with the employment of ordinary least squares for 

robustness checks. The dependent variable for my second hypothesis is a scale of non-

voƟng poliƟcal parƟcipaƟon that accounts for the number of acƟviƟes that a respondent 



engaged in. The scale ranges from 0 (having engaged in no poliƟcal acƟviƟes) to 9 (having 

engaged in all poliƟcal acƟviƟes) and consists of acƟviƟes such as wearing a buƩon, talking 

about poliƟcs, working for a campaign, donaƟng to a campaign, contacƟng your 

representaƟves, geƫng help from your local government, making an internet post, signing a 

peƟƟon, and parƟcipaƟng in a boycoƩ. Hypothesis 2 is modeled using a beta-binomial 

regression model, to account for some overdispersion seen in the data, as well as ordered 

logisƟc regression. Again, OLS is uƟlized for a robustness check of the hypothesis. For each 

model, I employ the same set of control variables, those being age, income, gender (coded 

as 1 for female), race, employment status, trust in Federal and Local governments, and 

religiosity. 

Analysis and Results 

Effect of Queer Linked Fate on Voting (Logit in odds ratios) 
 

Table 1  

Queer Linked Fate 1.51122∗∗∗ 
 (7.12) 

Female 1.52657∗∗ 
 (2.62) 

Non-Binary 1.16214 
 (0.55) 

Income 1.08092∗∗∗ 
 (3.36) 

Age 1.82021∗∗∗ 
 (9.09) 

Latino 0.72726 
 (-1.48) 

Black 0.75572 
 (-1.24) 

AAPI 0.51647∗∗ 



 (-2.90) 

Employment Status 0.87224∗∗ 
 (-3.03) 

Trust in Federal Government 0.85598 
 (-1.33) 

Trust in Local Government 0.95177 
 (-0.41) 

Religiosity 0.92473 
 (-1.25) 

Percent Queer 1.03299 
 (0.26) 

Regional Fixed Effects X 
Observations 1017 
Pseudo R2 0.172 

AIC 1199.33225 
BIC 1283.05066 

Log lik. -582.66612 
Chi-squared 157.68066 

Exponentiated coefficients; z statistics in parentheses 

+ p < 0.1, ∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001 

 

Table 1 reports the results of a logisƟc regression model in odds raƟos, on the likelihood 

of someone voƟng at different levels of queer-linked fate. We can see that given our range 

of control variables, queer-linked fate is a posiƟve and staƟsƟcally significant factor in 

determining voƟng for queer individuals. 



 

 

Figure 1 reports the average marginal effects of voƟng, disaggregated across racial groups to 

illustrate the consistency of the effect even when accounƟng for racial differences. Again, in 

Figure 1 we see that even disaggregated, the effect is sƟll posiƟve and staƟsƟcally significant. 

There is considerable overlap however between African Americans and LaƟnx people within the 

figure. Both Figure 1 and Table 1, as well as the results of our probit regression model and 

ordinary least squared regression model, illustrate strong support for our first hypothesis. 



 



Table 2 reports the results of a Beta-Binomial regression model upon queer-linked fate and 

other covariates on the likelihood of parƟcipaƟng, again presented in odds raƟos. Our model 

illustrates strong support for our second hypothesis, being both in the expected direcƟon and 

staƟsƟcally significant. For the sake of consistency in our analysis, we again employ the use of 

average marginal effects (shown in Figure 2) to approximately illustrate the effects we are 

seeing in the model, and we see a similar story that queer-linked fate greatly drives non-voƟng 

parƟcipaƟon amongst United States queers. 

 

 

 

 

 



Discussion and Conclusion 

 The above findings represent a vital first step in the systemaƟc study of queer poliƟcal 

behavior in the United States in the sense that it explains what moƟvates them to poliƟcal 

acƟon and adds to the literature on poliƟcal behavior and queer poliƟcs by advancing a new 

theoreƟcal model of group behavior amongst US queers. There are key takeaways from the 

presented models which can help social scienƟsts systemaƟcally study queer behavior and 

provide a beƩer foundaƟon for scholars interested in this body of research. First, the analysis 

shows that the presented hypotheses hold in that we see a staƟsƟcally significant increase in 

poliƟcal parƟcipaƟon amongst queers who strongly feel that their life chances are Ɵed to the 

well-being of the at-large group in the US. More specifically, the findings show that for queer 

individuals whose lives are more greatly Ɵed to that of the group (having higher levels of linked 

fate), there is a 50% increase in their chance to vote, and they parƟcipate at a rate of roughly 

10% more as they move up the linked fate scale. We can aƩribute these increases to the 

observed need to engage poliƟcally and work to shape the life chances of the group to which 

their own are so heavily Ɵed. AddiƟonally, when broken down by race, we see that this increase 

is consistent amongst all racial groups, showing that this effect is not an isolated incident, and is 

shared by the group at large. 

 PracƟcally, this lends credence to my argument for the idea of a queer uƟlity heurisƟc, 

the idea that individuals within the queer community are moƟvated toward poliƟcal acƟon 

based on how largely they feel their life chances are Ɵed to that of the group. The underlying 

uƟlity gained by queer people who share in the community is poliƟcal acƟon, and as legal and 



social baƩles surrounding queer idenƟty conƟnue in the United States, the poliƟcizaƟon and 

polarizaƟon of queer group interests will only strengthen these findings.  

 To conclude, I hope that there is greater aƩenƟon to queer poliƟcal behavior in the 

study of American PoliƟcs. While this paper provides a necessary first step in advancing the 

agenda of research on US-based queer folks, more work is required to beƩer understand the 

nexus between queer-linked fate and poliƟcal parƟcipaƟon. Future iteraƟons of this agenda 

include further advancing this work and seeking to deepen our understanding of the funcƟons 

of queer-linked fate amongst the community at large, by disaggregaƟng the community and 

assessing if they have specific linked fate with the LGBTQ+ group, or if they’re simply only 

idenƟfying with it because it is the only opƟon. AddiƟonally, there needs to also be conƟnual 

systemaƟc studies of queer voƟng behavior, the policies and preferences that queer voters are 

supporƟng, and their pracƟcal impacts on policy outcomes.  
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