
Online Appendix Figure 3.2. MCA. Two dimensional space. Position of 14 modalities of active 

variables  

”Ethnic” 

”Civic” 

”Low-intensity” 
”High-intensity” 

ECPR/Rowman & Littlefield/National Identity and Social Cohesion Online Appendix



 

 

 

1 

Online Appendix Table 5.1: Comparing Hypothetical Immigrants’ Chances of Acceptance and 

How They Vary With Subjects’ Norms of National Identity 

 

A. Z-Score for 

Norms of 

National 

Identity 

Immigrant A 

Estimated Rate of 

Acceptance 

Immigrant B 

Estimated Rate of 

Acceptance 

Immigrant B 

Estimated 

Advantage 

-2 Highly Civic .08 .83 +.75 

-1 Moderately Civic .13 .74 +.61 

0 Average .19 .63 +.44 

1 Moderately 

Ascriptive 

.28 .50 +.22 

2 Highly Ascriptive .39 .37 -.02 

B. Z-Score for 

Norms of 

National 

Identity 

Immigrant C 

Estimated Rate of 

Acceptance 

Immigrant D 

Estimated Rate of 

Acceptance 

Immigrant D 

Estimated 

Advantage 

-2 Highly Civic .39 .66 +.27 

-1 Moderately Civic .41 .58 +.17 

0 Average .43 .49 +.06 

1 Moderately 

Ascriptive 

.45 .40 -.05 

2 Highly Ascriptive .47 .32 -.15 
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Online Appendix Figure 5.2: Norms of American National Identity and Effects of Immigrants’ 

Civic and Ascriptive Attributes on Probability of Acceptance for a Path to Citizenship (YouGov 

Study) 

 

 

Panel A: Civic Attributes 
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Panel B: Ascriptive Attributes 
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Online Appendix Table 7.2: Variables and Baseline LCA Model 
 

Questions on national values 

Question Pct. Agree (“Fully” or “partly”)  

by age cohort 

 Young  Mid  Old 

“Everyone with the right to vote should vote in public elections.” 88 94 95 

“It is best for a country if nearly everyone follows the same 

customs and traditions.” 

37 51 66 

“Muslim women should be able to wear headscarves, for example 

if they work in a supermarket.”  

66 54 48 

“Homosexuals should have the same rights in society as other 

citizens.” 

94 94 91 

“Immigrants should adapt to Danish cultural traditions, for 

example in relation to religious holidays.” 

35 38 42 

“To become a part of Danish society, you should feel that you are a 

part of Danish culture.” 

63 74 75 

“People who do not belong to a Christian culture will never 

become truly Danish.” 

12 16 26 

“People taking up permanent residence in this country should feel 

more attached to Denmark than to their country of origin.” 

39 51 55 

“Danish culture and history should be at the very core of the 

curriculum in public elementary school.” 

86 95 96 

“Everyone living in Denmark should stay informed about Danish 

society.”.  

91 96 99 

“To be granted Danish citizenship, you should be able to exhibit 

knowledge of Danish history, culture and society.” 

59 73 81 

Covariates 

Variable Measurement / phrasing Coding 

Gender  1 = man; 2 = woman 

Education Professional education attainment  1 = none 

2 = vocational or 

professional education 

3 = short (higher) education 

4 = middle-level (higher) 

education 

5 = long (higher) education 
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Income Monthly gross income in DKK 1-10: 1 = less than 10.000 

DKK ; 10 = more than 

50.000 DKK 

Ideology “In politics, one often talks about ‘left’ and 

‘right’. In general, where would you place 

your views on a scale where 0 is ‘left’, 5 is in 

the middle and 10 is ‘right?” 

0-10: 

0 = left 

10 = right 

National pride ”How proud are you to be Danish?” 1 = I do not feel Danish 

2 = not proud at all 

3 = not very proud 

4 = quite proud 

5 = very proud 

Shared values “Generally – to what degree do you believe 

that your values are shared by other Danes?” 

1= not at all  

2 = to a lesser degree 

3 = to some degree  

4 = to a high degree 

Generalized trust “To what extent do you generally trust people 

you meet for the first time?” 

1= not at all 

2 = not very much 

3 = somewhat 

4 = wholly 

Solidarity ”Do you believe that the state should increase 

its efforts for the worse off in society, even if it 

means increasing taxes, or do you believe that 

the state should lower taxes, even if it harms 

efforts towards the worse off?” 

 

 

 

0-10: 

0 = lower taxes  

10 = increase efforts towards 

the worse off  

Institutional trust “How much do you trust that you will get a 

fair and reasonable treatment by the public 

administration, for instance caseworkers in 

municipalities?”  

 

0–10  

0 =  no trust at all 

10 = very high trust 

 

Baseline models for latent class analysis 

No. of classes G2 Akaike’s Information 

Criterion (AIC) 

Bayesian Information 

Criterion (BIC) 

2 2248 2306 2453 
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3 2010 2098 2320 

4 1875 1993 2292 

5 1799 1947 2322 

6 1739 1917 2362 
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Online Appendix Table 7.3. Normative Positions and Covariates by Generation 
 

Multivariate logistic regression. All covariates except gender and income centered around their means. Income is 

centered around the median. Significant differences at p=0,05 or lower indicated. 

Variable Generation Rank and significance Ranking from highest to lowest. 

   1 2 3 4 

Gender 

(2 = woman) 

Young Ranking Rep. Cons. nat Multicult. Liberal 

Significantly different 

from 

    

Mid. Ranking Multicult. Rep. Lib. nat. Cons.nat 

Significantly different 

from 

3, 4  1 1 

Old Ranking Multicult. Lib.nat. Rep. Cons.nat. 

Significantly different 

from 

3, 4 3, 4 1, 2 1, 2 

Income Young Ranking Multicult. Rep. Cons. nat Liberal 

Significantly different 

from 

 4  2 

Mid. Ranking Multicult. Lib.nat. Rep. Cons.nat. 

Significantly different 

from 

    

Old Ranking Multicult. Lib. nat. Rep. Cons.nat. 

Significantly different 

from 

3, 4  1 1 

Education Young Ranking Multicult. Rep. Liberal Cons.nat. 

Significantly different 

from 

2, 4 1 4 1, 3 

Mid. Ranking Rep.  Multicult. Lib.nat. Cons.nat. 

Significantly different 

from 

3, 4 4  1 1, 2 

Old Ranking Nat. lib. Multicult. Rep. Cons.nat. 

Significantly different 

from 

4 3, 4 2 1, 2 

Ideology Young Ranking Cons. nat Liberal Rep. Multcult. 

Significantly different 

from 

4 4  1, 2 

Mid. Ranking Cons. nat Rep. Multicult. Nat. lib. 
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Significantly different 

from 

    

Old Ranking Nat.lib. Cons.nat. Multicult. Rep. 

Significantly different 

from 

4 4  1, 2 

National pride Young Ranking Rep. Multicult. Cons.nat. Liberal 

Significantly different 

from 

4   1 

Mid. Ranking Cons. nat.  Rep. Lib.nat. Multicult. 

Significantly different 

from 

2, 3, 4 1, 4 1, 4 1, 2, 3 

Old Ranking Cons. nat. Rep. Lib.nat. Multicult. 

Significantly different 

from 

2, 3, 4 1, 4 1 1, 2 

Shared values Young Ranking Cons. nat. Multicult. Liberal Rep. 

Significantly different 

from 

    

Mid. Ranking Cons. nat. Lib.nat Rep.  Multicult. 
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Online Appendix Table 8.2: Descriptives of the main variables 

 

Criteria of Politics of Belonging      

How important is it to … not important 

(“1” & “2”) 

important 

(“4” & “5”) 

M SD N 

speak German?a 3.2 91.4 4.59 .829 2009 

respect German political institutions and laws?a 8.7 86.7 4.41 1.146 2002 

be employed? 11.0 77.7 4.11 1.209 2007 

actively engage in society? 10.7 66.1 3.89 1.140 2003 

recognize German values and traditions? 13.4 72.2 3.98 1.273 1997 

feel at home in Germany? 7.5 79.0 4.18 1.074 1999 

feel as a German?a 32.1 41.4 3.11 1.430 1982 

have German citizenship?a 39.7 35.4 2.85 1.468 1993 

have lived in Germany for most of one’s lifetime?a 54.9 22.7 2.41 1.392 1996 

have been born in Germany?a 67.8 15.4 2.03 1.331 1999 

be a Christian?a 68.9 14.0 1.98 1.303 1994 

Anti-immigrant attitudes disagree     

(“1” & “2”) 

agree     

(“4” & “5”) 

M SD N 

The number of Muslims in Germany should be 

limited. 

56.9 26.6 1.70 .86 1926 

There are too many Muslims living in Germany. 56.4 22.9 1.66 .83 1905 

The number of Sinti and Roma in Germany should 

be limited. 

61.5 19.8 1.58 .80 1888 

There are too many Sinti and Roma living in 

Germany. 

66.6 13.2 1.47 .72 1787 

The number of Africans in Germany should be 

limited. 

59.9 20.1 1.6 .80 1932 

There are too many Africans living in Germany. 64.4 15.6 1.51 .75 1892 

The number of Asians in Germany should be limited. 77.8 10.2 1.32 .65 1952 

There are too many Asians living in Germany. 80.8 6.1 1.25 .56 1935 

 

Note: 

Values displayed are sum frequencies from the five-point Likert scales. Respondents located 

in the middle category (“3”) are not included. 

a Item based on the International Social Survey Program (ISSP), 1995. 
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Online Appendix Table 8.3: Identification of the optimal number of classes (lca), model fits, and class 

proportions (Counts) 

 

Number df Log L AIC BIC adj. BIC p BLRT Entropy 

2 89 -26135.408 52448.816 52947.696 52664.937 .000 .815 

3 134 -25013.518 50295.036 51046.158 50620.432 .000 .844 

4 179 -24444.968 49247.935 50251.301 49682.607 .000 .845 

Number class 1 class 2 class 3 class 4 av. lcprobs   

2 44.0 (883) 56.0 (1126)   .94 ∣ .95   

3 30.4 (611)  50.9 (1022) 18.7 (376)  .93 ∣ .93 ∣ .93  

4 25.5 (513) 36.1 (726) 28.3 (569) 9.9 (201) .92 ∣ .92 ∣ .89 ∣ .94  

 

Abbreviations: df = degrees of freedom, Log L = log likelihood, AIC = Akaike information criterion, 

(adj.), BIC = (adjusted) Bayesian information criterion, p BLRT = p-value of Parametric 

Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test, av. lcprobs = average latent class probabilities 

Notes: The decision for the optimal number of classes, which represents concepts of Belonging as 

its best, is based on the combination of statistical fit measures, parsimony, and interpretability. We 

use the Akaike and the (adjusted) Bayesian information criteria, which compare the quality of 

adaptation to the empirical data for competing models; the lower their values the better the 

respective model fits. In addition, a significant p-value of the Parametric Bootstrapped Likelihood 

Ratio Test (BLRT) indicates that a solution with k latent classes should be preferred over a solution 

with k-1 classes (MacLachlan and Peel 2000; Nylund, Asparouhov and Muthén 2007). The entropy 

value represents the classification’s accuracy for each model solution: the closer it is to 1, the better 

and more accurate the classification (Wang and Wang 2012). The closer the average latent class 

probability is to 1, the more reliable the classification. 
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Table 1 for Markus M. L. Crepaz’ piece entitled “’Walk a mile in my shoes!’ Ethno-cultural 

empathy, Welfare Chauvinism and the Limits of Community in Post-Migration Crisis Germany.” 

to be placed on ECPR on-line materials collection 

 

Online Appendix Table 10.1: Partial and full OLS regression results with welfare chauvinism as 

the dependent variable.  

 

  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

VARIABLES           

           

ECE -0.12*** -0.46*** -0.40*** -0.35*** -0.17*** -0.16*** -0.15*** -0.15*** -0.15*** -0.15*** 

 (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

sociotropic 0.10***  0.35*** 0.27*** 0.15*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.09*** 

 (0.02)  (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

globalization 0.15***   0.50*** 0.21*** 0.16*** 0.16*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 0.17*** 

 (0.04)   (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

culturethreat 0.42***    0.55*** 0.50*** 0.47*** 0.47*** 0.46*** 0.46*** 

 (0.03)    (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

econthreat 0.27***     0.28*** 0.27*** 0.27*** 0.28*** 0.28*** 

 (0.03)     (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

cosmotrust -0.06***      -0.07*** -0.07*** -0.06*** -0.06*** 

 (0.02)      (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

primotrust 0.03       0.04* 0.04* 0.04* 

 (0.02)       (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 

contact -0.11***        -0.11*** -0.11*** 

 (0.04)        (0.04) (0.04) 

polright 0.08***          

 (0.01)          

age 0.00*** 0.00** 0.01*** 0.00*** 0.00** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 0.00*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

income 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

education -0.01 -0.06*** -0.05*** -0.03* -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

female -0.08* 0.06 -0.01 -0.03 -0.08* -0.08** -0.08** -0.08** -0.08** -0.08** 

 (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

unemployed -0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 

 (0.03) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) 

Constant -1.60*** 0.02 -1.09*** -1.63*** -0.77*** -1.34*** -1.34*** -1.34*** -1.29*** -1.29*** 

 (0.16) (0.17) (0.19) (0.19) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) 

           

Observations 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 1,007 

R-squared 0.65 0.23 0.33 0.38 0.59 0.63 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.64 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Citations, wording of question items and their operationalization of the control variables.  

 

1. It is possible that respondents who have personally experienced unemployment might be 

particularly motivated to limit access to welfare benefits to citizens exclusively (Aksoy 

2011; Jackman and Volpert 1996). The question item tapping this attitude is as follows: 

“How often were you unemployed in the last five years and, when looking for work, your 

search lasted longer than 3 months”? Answer options: 1. Never; 2. 1 to 2 times; 3. 3 to 

four times; 4. More than 5 times. It is expected that people who personally experienced 

unemployment should display higher levels of welfare chauvinism. 

2. Conversely, others have found evidence that unlike personal experiences with adverse 

economic conditions, what determines attitudes about welfare chauvinism are perceptions 

of  the economic conditions of the country as a whole, known as “sociotropic politics” 

(Kinder and Kiewiet 1981; Goldschmidt and Rydgren 2018). The sociotropic argument is 

examined with the following item: “In terms of Germany overall, would you say that the 

country is doing economically better or worse than compared to five years ago?” Answer 

options: 1. Much better, 2. Better, 3. About the same, 4. Worse, 5. Much worse.  

3. Is it conceivable that welfare chauvinism among Germans may be driven by a sense of 

insecurity as a result of a perception that Germany’s autonomy is undermined by 

manifestations of globalization, such as that trade or capital market openness? Scholars 

have indeed found that anti-immigrant sentiment (Kaya and Karakoc 2012) and support 

for radical right wing parties (Swank and Betz 2018) are positively connected to levels of 

globalization. Mewes and Mau (2013), however, find little support that globalization 

increases welfare chauvinism. Nevertheless, it is not inconceivable that individuals with 

such anxieties should feel threatened by “foreigners” and thus unwilling to share welfare 

benefits with them.  Thus, it is expected that respondents who feel unease towards 

globalization tend to display more welfare chauvinist attitudes. The globalization variable 

is measured using the following question item: “Do you think that globalization is in 

general more advantageous, or more disadvantageous for Germany as a whole”? The 

answer options were: 1. More advantageous, 2. More disadvantageous. 

4. There has been a vibrant debate as to whether “cultural” or “economic” threats are 

stronger predictors explaining welfare chauvinism with some evidence that the former 
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might be a more powerful predictor (Lucassen and Lubbers 2012; McLaren 2002; and 

Sniderman et.al. 2004). The cultural threat hypothesis is measured using two items: “Do 

you think that immigrants and asylum seekers have more of an enriching or threatening 

effect on the social and cultural life in Germany?” Answer options: 1. Very enriching 

effect, 2. Enriching effect, 3. Threatening effect, 4. Very threatening effect. The second 

item is as follows: “Which of the following groups would you like to have, or not like to 

have, as neighbors?” Asylum seekers/Migrants. Answer options: 1. Rather not like to 

have as a neighbor, 2. Rather like to have as a neighbor. An exploratory factor analysis 

revealed that these two items load on one factor, which is termed “cultural threat” with a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .65.  

5. The concept of economic threat is measured by using this item: “How concerned are you 

about unemployment in the debate about immigrants and asylum seekers in Germany?” 

Answer options: “1. Not concerned at all, 2. Not particularly Concerned, 3. Concerned, 4. 

Very concerned.”  

6. A veritable cottage industry has sprung up examining the impact of generalized trust on a 

host of outcomes. This study will go beyond generalized trust and use a two dimensional 

measure of trust, namely cosmopolitan and primordial trust, to examine its impact on 

welfare chauvinism (Crepaz 2008; Delhey et. al. 2011; Freitag and Traunmüller 2009). 

These concepts of trust have been shown to have separate and independent effects 

compared to the generalized trust measure on nativism and civicness and on measures of 

conventional and unconventional political participation. (Crepaz et.al. 2014; Crepaz et.al. 

2017). Cosmopolitan trust is similar to what Putnam (2007) called “bonding” and 

“bridging” trust; “strong” and “weak” ties, (Granovetter 1973), or “particularized” and 

“generalized” trust (Uslaner 2002). The concept used here, cosmopolitan and primordial 

trust, is two-dimensional, i.e. each has a “high” and “low” end on its respective trust 

dimension. The question item tapping these two forms of trust is as follows:  “How 

strongly do you trust a person, who belongs to one of the following groups”? Answer 

options: 1. Your family; 2. Your neighborhood, 3. People who you know personally. 4. 

People who you meet for the first time; 5. People of a different religion; 6. People of a 

different nationality. Indeed an exploratory factor analysis revealed that, after varimax 

rotation, two factors emerged, termed cosmopolitan and primordial trust, with an internal 
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consistency of .73 (Cronbach’s alpha). The data for these forms of trust are standardized 

factor scores weighted by each factor loading creating a factor score for each individual 

with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1.  

7. Is it possible that natives who have meaningful contact with migrants show less welfare 

chauvinistic attitudes? Gordon Allport (1954) suggested that contact between outgroups 

can reduce stereotypes and prejudices. Wright et.al. (1997) posited that contact theory is a 

particularly strong predictor when people have “extended” contact, i.e. when there is a 

closer relationship between members of out-groups. To test this intuitive theory, this 

study employs the following question item: “Do you have close friends who belong to a 

different race, religion or ethnic group, with whom you occasionally also talk about 

personal matters and whom you would also trust with your personal property”. Answer 

options: yes; no. It is expected that those who have such extended relationships with out-

groups members should display less welfare chauvinism.i 

8. This study also tests for self-placement on an ideological scale. Unsurprisingly, it is 

expected that people on the political right will display high levels of welfare chauvinism. 

9. Finally, the standard socio-demographic predictors are employed to examine the effects 

of age, income, education, and gender on the degree of welfare chauvinism.  

 

i One issue of contact theory is whether the relationship is endogenous. Pettigrew (1997), using instrument variables, 

demonstrated that the causal direction is from contact to less prejudice.  
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Online Appendix Table 12.2: Which Values do Inhabitants in Denmark Embrace and Share? 
Agreement/disagreement in liberal values, percent 
  Totally agree Partly agree Neither nor Partly 

disagree 

Totally 

disagree 

Agree minus 

disagree  

When jobs are scarce, 

men should have more 

right to a job than 

women 

Native Danes 1 1 3 4 91 -93 

Immigrants 10 11 12 8 59 -45 

Descendants 12 6 8 15 59 -56 

LGBTQ people 

(homosexuals) should 

have the same rights in 

society as other citizens 

Native Danes 87 8 3 1 1 93 

Immigrants 58 10 13 8 11 49 

Descendants 73 11 4 3 9 72 

Freedom of speech 

entails that all religions 

may be subject to 

criticism 

Native Danes 62 23 7 5 2 78 

Immigrants 34 14 13 10 29 9 

Descendants 28 19 11 10 32 37 

Agreement/disagreement in republican values, percent 
  Totally agree Partly agree Neither nor Partly 

disagree 

Totally 

disagree 

Agree minus 

disagree  

Everyone with the right 

to vote should vote in 

public elections 

Native Danes 71 18 5 3 3 83 

Immigrants 69 17 7 3 4 79 

Descendants 66 19 8 4 3 78 

People in local 

communities should 

cooperate on common 

issues, for example 

upkeep of playgrounds, 

waste separation, etc. 

Native Danes 38 33 18 4 3 64 

Immigrants 63 24 9 1 2 68 

Descendants 67 20 7 3 3 81 

Parents should be 

engaged in their 

children’s daycare 

institutions and schools, 

for example by 

participating in meetings 

Native Danes 80 16 3 1 0 95 

Immigrants 85 10 3 1 1 93 

Descendants 89 7 4 0 0 96 

Agreement/disagreement in national conservative values, percent 
  Totally agree Partly agree Neither nor Partly 

disagree 

Totally 

disagree 

Agree minus 

disagree  

People who do not 

belong to a Christian 

culture will never 

become truly Danish 

Native Danes 6 9 14 19 52 -56 

Immigrants 10 10 10 11 59 -50 

Descendants 6 5 11 8 70 -67 

Daycare institutions 

should adapt only to 

Danish eating habits and 

for example serve pork 

for everyone, even if 

some children for 

religious reasons do not 

want to eat it 

Native Danes 21 19 13 21 26 -7 

Immigrants 9 7 7 13 65 -62 

Descendants 4 4 4 10 78 - 80 

It is best for a country if 

nearly everyone follows 

the same customs and 

traditions 

Native Danes 20 27 17 20 16 11 

Immigrants 15 19 13 21 31 -18 

Descendants 25 20 12 19 23 -3 

Agreement/disagreement in Multicultural values, percent 
  Totally agree Partly agree Neither nor Partly 

disagree 

Totally 

disagree 

Agree minus 

disagree  

Muslim women should 

be able to wear 

headscarves, for 

example if they work in a 

supermarket 

Native Danes 39 19 14 10 18 30 

Immigrants 70 11 5 2 11 78 

Descendants 82 12 2 0 4 90 

Danish Muslims have a 

right to build mosques.

  

Native Danes 26 25 15 14 21 16 

Immigrants 68 11 8 4 8 67 

Descendants 77 13 6 3 1 86 

Children of immigrants 

and refugees should 

have the right to be 

taught their native 

language in addition to 

Native Danes 8 14 17 23 38 -39 

Immigrants 40 23 15 10 13 40 

Descendants 45 24 12 7 12 50 
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their ordinary classes in 

Danish 

Subjective feeling of shared values 
To what degree do you 

believe that your values 

are shared by other 

Danes? 

 To a high extent To some extent To a lesser extent Not at all 

Native Danes 28 60 10 1 

Immigrants 22 60 18 2 

Descendants 17 62 19 2 
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Online Appendix Figure 13.1: Estimated Coefficient of Praying on Attitudes Towards 

Immigrants by Populist Attitudes for Model 5 

 

 

 
 

ECPR/Rowman & Littlefield/National Identity and Social Cohesion Online Appendix



Online Appendix Figure 13.2: Predicted Values of Praying on Attitudes Towards Immigrants by 

Populist Attitudes for Model 5 
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Online Appendix Figure 13.3: Predicted Values of Frequency of Contacts on Attitudes Towards 

Immigrants by Populist Attitudes for Model 5 
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Online Appendix Table 16.2: Descriptive statistics of the variables: frequency, range, 

percentages, pooled means and standard deviations and % imputed 

Variables N Range 
Pooled mean 

or % (SD) 

% 

imputed 

1. Native background of the child 1965 0-1 80.43% 1.98% 

2. Male gender of the child 1965 0-1 50.29% 1.42% 

3. High socio-economic status (SES) 1965 0-1 46.94% 4.88% 

4. Subjective social status (SSS) 1965 1-5 2.18 (0.58) 9.06% 

5. % native children in the classroom 136 0-100% 78.69% (22.56) / 

6. % high SES children in the classroom  136 0-100% 43.66% (22.20) / 

7. Track 136  
 

 

   General track (ASO)  0-1 44.12% 0% 

   Technical track (TSO)  0-1 29.41% 0% 

   Professional track (BSO)  0-1 26.47% 0% 

8. Mean children in the classroom with civic 

activities (CACT)  136 

9.44-

81.25% 40.60% (15.41) / 

9. Negative political self-concept 1965 0-3 1.77 (0.64) 1.63% 

10. Negative future political participation 

attitude 1965 0-3 2.05 (0.82) 1.12% 

Note: unweighted data. 
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Online Appendix Table 16.3: Two-level Linear Regression Models of Negative Political Self-

concept: Parameters, Standard Errors and Significance Levels (10 imputed datasets) 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Native background of the child  0.078 

(0.060) 
 

0.050 

(0.065) 

0.044 

(0.064) 

Male gender of the child  -0.519 

(0.048)*** 
 

-0.538 

(0.045)*** 

-0.532 

(0.044)*** 

High socio-economic status (SES)  -0.172 

(0.045)*** 
 

-0.109 

(0.047)* 

-0.102 

(0.046)* 

Subjective social status (SSS) 0.046 

(0.028)+ 
 

0.027 

(0.027)  

% native children in the classroom 

  

0.005 

(0.002)** 

0.005 

(0.002)** 

% high SES children in the classroom  

  

-0.002 

(0.001) 

-0.002 

(0.001) 

Track     

   Technical track (TSO) 

 

0.294 

(0.067)*** 

0.191 

(0.066)** 

0.183 

(0.067)** 

   Professional track (BSO) 

 

0.551 

(0.091)*** 

0.348 

(0.102)** 

0.376 

(0.106)*** 

Mean children in the classroom with 

civic activities (CACT)  
  

-0.143 

(0.033)*** 

-0.138 

(0.032)*** 

Subjective social status * % native 

children in the classroom   

 0.000 

(0.001) 

Subjective social status * % high SES 

children in the classroom   

 0.001 

(0.001) 

Subjective social status * TSO 

  

 0.049 

(0.063) 

Subjective social status * BSO 

  

 -0.001 

(0.088) 

Subjective social status * CACT 

  

 0.062 

(0.029)* 

Intercept outcome 0.298 -0.206 -0.124 -0.129 
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(0.066)*** (0.044)*** (0.138) (0.142) 

Intercept subjective social status 

  

 0.013 

(0.107) 

Level two residual  0.084 

(0.021)*** 

0.070 

(0.018)*** 

0.020 

(0.011)+ 

0.021 

(0.011)+ 

Level one residual  0.834 

(0.032)*** 

0.881 

(0.031)*** 

0.833 

(0.031)*** 

0.818 

(0.030)*** 

Slope variance of subjective social 

status   

 0.010 

(0.009) 

Covariance (subjective social status & 

the outcome)   

 -0.008 

(0.007) 

Note: + p <.10 * p <.05. ** p <.01. *** p <.001. two tailed significance tests; standard errors 

in parentheses. The level one and two residuals in a model without predictors are respectively: 

0.88 and 0.12, N = 1965 and J = 136. Unweighted. 
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