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Appendix 1:  The Distribution of Economic and Social Values among Different Social Groups
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Note:  The violin plots indicate the distribution of white working class, white graduate, non-white, and ‘other white’ respondents’ preferences on the left-right economic value (a), libertarian-authoritarian social value (b), white ethnocentrism (c), and immigration preference (d) scales, respectively.   See Appendix 22 for information on the construction of these variables.  Data are from waves 10 and 11 of the BESIP (Nov-Dec 2016 and Apr-May 2017). ‘Don’t knows’ were excluded.  The data suggest that Labour’s tripolar coalition is likely to be relatively united in terms of attitudes to economic inequality and class relations, but more divided in terms of ‘second dimension’ issues of law and order and traditional morality, as well as comfort with ethnic heterogeneity and immigration. Violin plots were generate using ‘VIOPLOT’ module in Stata, as created by Winter and Nichols (2008). 









Appendix 2: Evaluations of How Well Labour Looks After Different Groups’ Interests (0-3) According to Different Social Groups, 2016 - 2021
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Note: The table plots in Appendix 2 indicate the percentage of white working class, white graduate, ethnic minority and ‘other white’ respondents who rate Labour’s representation of working class, black and Asian, and middle class people as either “very close”, “fairly close”, “not very close”, or “not at all close”, in 2016 (A2a), 2019 (A2b), and 2021 (A2c), respectively.  ‘Don’t know’ responses were excluded.  Data are from waves 10, 19, and 21 of the British Election Study Internet Panel.  In all waves, the white working class were the most likely to rate Labour’s representation of working class representation the most negatively, and, persistently, more white working class people rated Labour’s representation of black and Asians as ‘very close’ than did so rate the party’s representation of the working class.  Table plots were generate using ‘TABPLOT’ module in Stata, as created by Cox (2016). 

Appendix 3: Evaluations of Labour’s Representation of the Working Class Relative to Black and Asian People According to Different Social Groups, 2016 - 2021
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Note: The data for Appendix 3 is taken from a series of questions in the British Election Study Internet Panel [BESIP] that asked respondents “how closely [they] think the Labour Party looks after the interests of” ‘working class people’ and ‘black and Asian people’ on a scale of 0 (“not at all closely”) to 3 (“very closely”).  Here we have subtracted average ratings of how well Labour represent the working class from average ratings of how well Labour represent black and Asian people. ‘Don’t know’ respondents have been excluded.  The resulting scale ranges from -3 (indicating a respondent thinks that Labour represent the working class interests very closely but do not represent black and Asian people’s interests at all closely) to +3 (the reverse), with 0 as neutral half-way point where people evaluates Labour’s representation of the two different groups as equal.  The table plots here indicate the percentage of white working class, white graduate, ethnic minority and ‘other white’ respondents who rate Labour’s relative representation of the two groups in a particular way in 2016 (A3a), 2019 (A3b), and 2021 (A3c), respectively. Data are from waves 10, 19, and 21 of the British Election Study Internet Panel.  In all waves, the white working class were more likely to rate Labour as closer to black and Asian people than the working class per se.  Table plots were generated using ‘TABLOT’ module in Stata, as created by Cox (2016). 







Appendix 4: Replication of Tables 1-3 in the Main Text Using a Pooled Sample of BESIP Waves 10, 19, 20, and 21 (No Ethnocentrism Controls)

	Table 1 Replication: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian Representation on Evaluations of Labour’s Working Class Representation, Interacted With Respondent Class-Ethnicity Group.  Replication of Table 1 (Wave 10, Dec 2016 Data Only), Using a Pooled Dataset of Waves 10, 19 (Dec 2019), 20 (May 2020), and 21 (May 2021).

	

	BESIP Data 
(Waves 10, 19, 20 & 21, Dec 2016 – May 2021)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour Black and Asian [BME] Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Labour BME Representation * Respondent Group
Labour BME * White Graduate    
Labour BME * Ethnic Minority 
Labour BME * Other Whites

Left – Right Economic Values Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Values Scale

Demographic Controls

Survey Wave Fixed Effects

Strength of Labour Partisanship

	   
     0.23 (0.02) **

     - 0.06 (0.05) 
     - 0.09 (0.08) 
     - 0.02 (0.05) 



      0.10 (0.03) **
        0.19 (0.04) **
      0.09 (0.03) **    




X

X


	   
     0.21 (0.03) **

     - 0.01 (0.06) 
     - 0.10 (0.09) 
     - 0.04 (0.06) 



      0.11 (0.03) **
        0.20 (0.04) **
      0.09 (0.03) **    

- 0.00 (0.00)
      - 0.03 (0.01) **

X

X


	   
     0.20 (0.03) **

       0.04 (0.06) 
     - 0.06 (0.08) 
     - 0.03 (0.05) 



      0.08 (0.03) **
        0.15 (0.04) **
      0.09 (0.03) **    

       0.03 (0.00) **
      - 0.02 (0.00) **

X

X

X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	    1.37 (0.105) **
49,584
0.11
	 1.56 (0.11) **
41,814
0.11
	   1.30 (0.06) **
41,321
0.15


































Source: Pooled dataset of BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016], Wave 19 [Dec 2019], Wave 20 [May 2020], and Wave 21 [May 2021].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP survey wave for the relevant wave.  Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level as some respondents appeared in multiple waves.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from a different OLS regression predicting evaluations of how closely the Labour Party ‘look after working class interests’ (0 – 3).  Perceived Labour BME representation is measured on the same scale.  The results indicate, in harmony with the results from just Wave 10 presented in the main article, that the working class see a slightly less strongly positive relationship between Labour’s representation of non-whites and their representation of the working class, relative to other groups in the electorate.  Please note that we are unable to include the control for ethnocentrism here, as this was not fielded close to any other BESIP Wave beside Wave 10 (the main reason we present only the results from this wave in the main text). 

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.  Women, under-25s and over-65s, and those outside Scotland are more likely to rate Labour’s WC representation more positively.

	Table 2 Replication: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour, by Respondent Class-Ethnicity Group.   Replication of Table 2 (Wave 10, Dec 2016 Data Only), Using a Pooled Dataset of Waves 10, 19 (Dec 2019), 20 (May 2020), and 21 (May 2021).

	
	BESIP Data 
(Waves 10, 19, 20 & 21, 
Dec 2016 – May 2021)

	
	Model A
	Model B

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Graduate * Labour Representation Ratings
White Graduate * Labour BME 
White Graduate * Labour MC
White Graduates * Labour WC 

Ethnic Minority * Labour Representation Ratings
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME 
Ethnic Minority * Labour MC 
Ethnic Minority * Labour WC

Other Whites * Labour Representation Ratings
Other Whites * Labour BME
Other Whites * Labour MC
Other Whites * Labour WC

Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls
Survey Wave Fixed Effects

	
    - 0.32 (0.07) ** 
    0.92 (0.07) **
    1.07 (0.07) **


       0.32 (0.23) 
       1.69 (0.33) **
       0.59 (0.22) **




     0.30 (0.08) **
       0.18 (0.08) *
   - 0.49 (0.08) **


       0.51 (0.13) **
     - 0.33 (0.12) **
   - 0.61 (0.12) **   


        -  0.01 (0.08)
        0.04 (0.07)
      - 0.38 (0.07) **

   
     
     
X
X

	
    - 0.28 (0.09) ** 
    0.83 (0.08) **
    1.14 (0.08) **


       0.40 (0.26) 
       2.07 (0.37) **
       0.87 (0.25) **




     0.38 (0.10) **
     - 0.07 (0.09) 
   - 0.49 (0.09) **


       0.49 (0.16) **
     - 0.47 (0.14) **
   - 0.64 (0.14) **   


        -  0.01 (0.09)
      - 0.09 (0.09)
      - 0.39 (0.09) **

     - 0.39 (0.01) **   
      - 0.18 (0.01) **
    
X
X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 3.49 (0.21) **
41,699
	  - 1.82 (0.24) **
35,508



Source: Pooled dataset of BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016], Wave 19 [Dec 2019], Wave 20 [May 2020], and Wave 21 [May 2021].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP survey wave for the relevant wave.  Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level as some respondents appeared in multiple waves.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  The results indicate, in harmony with the results from just Wave 10 presented in the main article that after evaluations of middle and working class representation are controlled for, Labour’s perceived representation of ethnic minority communities is actually a negative predictor of white working class support for the party.  Please note that we are unable to include the control for ethnocentrism here, as this was not fielded close to any other BESIP Wave beside Wave 10 (the main reason we present only the results from this wave in the main text).

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.










	Table 3 Replication:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of WC and BME People on Support for Labour, by Respondent Class-Ethnicity Group.   Replication of Table 3 (Wave 10, Dec 2016 Data Only), Using a Pooled Dataset of Waves 10, 19 (Dec 2019), 20 (May 2020), and 21 (May 2021).

	
	BESIP Data 
(Waves 10, 19, 20 & 21, 
Dec 2016 – May 2021)

	
	Model A
	Model B

	
Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Respondent Group * Labour BME – Labour WC Interaction
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls
Survey Wave Fixed Effects

	
    - 0.64 (0.05) **
 
    
   0.15 (0.05) **
   0.88 (0.08) **
- 0.18 (0.05) **



       0.36 (0.05) **
       0.46 (0.09) **
       0.20 (0.05) **





X
X

	
    - 0.65 (0.06) **
 
    
      0.02 (0.07) 
   0.98 (0.10) **
    - 0.10 (0.06) 



      0.38 (0.07) **
      0.50 (0.12) **
      0.18 (0.07) **


- 0.42 (0.01) **
- 0.19 (0.01) **

X
X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 0.38 (0.07) **
42,030
	  - 1.45 (0.10) **
35,701



Source: Pooled dataset of BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016], Wave 19 [Dec 2019], Wave 20 [May 2020], and Wave 21 [May 2021].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP survey wave for the relevant wave.  Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level as some respondents appeared in multiple waves.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  The results indicate, in harmony with the results from just Wave 10 presented in the main article that believing that Labour more closely represents minority communities than the working class is a strongly negative predictor of white working class support for the party.   

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.



Appendix 5:  What Can Ethnocentrism Predict?   The Impact of Ethnocentrism on Attitudes to Immigration and European Integration


	
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 – Nov/Dec 2016)

	

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Ethnocentrism Scale [2017]

Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls
	DV = Anti-Immigration Sentiment (0-10)
	DV = Anti-EU Integration Sentiment (0-10)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F

	
	
- 1.91 (0.08) **
- 1.96 (0.19) **
- 0.82 (0.07) **







X
	
- 1.43 (0.08) **
- 1.16 (0.18) **
- 0.57 (0.07) **


   0.43 (0.01) **




X
	
- 0.69 (0.07) **
- 1.15 (0.18) **
- 0.36 (0.07) **


   0.28 (0.01) **

   0.04 (0.01) **
   0.58 (0.01) **

X
	
- 1.90 (0.10) **
- 1.95 (0.19) **
- 0.85 (0.09) **







X
	
- 1.49 (0.10) **
- 1.25 (0.19) **
- 0.64 (0.09) **


   0.38 (0.01) **




X
	
- 0.83 (0.09) **
- 1.26 (0.18) **
- 0.48 (0.08) **


   0.22 (0.01) **

   0.15 (0.01) **
   0.58 (0.01) **

X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R-Squared
	6.43 (0.14) **
15,663
0.12
	   5.94 (0.13) **
15,663
0.24
	    2.91 (0.13) **
15,663
0.40
	5.71 (0.17) **
16,006
0.12
	    5.27 (0.17) **
16,006
0.17
	    1.93 (0.16) **
16,006
0.30


Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in Wave 11 [April 2017].  All data were treated using the BESIP Wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01


[bookmark: _GoBack]Note: Models A-C present OLS regressions predicting respondents’ preferences regarding future levels of immigration, measured on a scale from 0 ‘allow many more’ and 10 ‘allow many fewer’. Models D-F present OLS regressions predicting respondents’ preferences regarding European integration, measured on a scale from 0 ‘unite fully with the European Union’ and 10 ‘protect our independence’. The data show that white ethnocentrism is a significant predictor of opposition to further immigration and European Union integration, two attitudes linked to ethnocentrism elsewhere (Sobolewska and Ford 2020a).  This variable can explain about 24% of the difference between white graduates’ and the white working class (after controlling for age, gender and country) on immigration preferences and about 20% of the gap between these two groups in terms of attitudes to European integration.  These results provide good evidence for the construct validity of our approach to operationalising ethnocentrism.  Note that these coefficients are not standardised.  A 1sd increase of white ethnocentrism leads to a 0.59 increase in anti-immigration sentiment, as opposed to a 0.08 increase for a 1sd increase in the right-wing economic values scale and a 1.30 increase in the authoritarian social values scale (Model C). A 1sd increase of white ethnocentrism leads to a 0.47 increase in anti-EU sentiment, as opposed to a 0.29 increase for a 1sd increase in the right-wing economic values scale and a 1.31 increase in the authoritarian social values scale (Model F)
  
Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.  






Appendix 6:  What Predicts Belief that Labour Represents the Working Class?  The Moderating Role of White Ethnocentrism
	

	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D

	
Labour Black and Asian [BME] Representation Rating

White Ethnocentrism

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Ethnocentrism * Labour Representation Rating
White Ethnocentrism * Labour BME


Demographic Controls
Ideology Controls
Strength of Labour Partisanship Control
	   
0.30 (0.01) **

    - 0.05 (0.01) **


0.20 (0.03) **
0.24 (0.05) **
0.15 (0.03) **





X


	   
 0.35 (0.02) **

      0.02 (0.02) 


      0.20 (0.03) **
 0.25 (0.05) **
 0.15 (0.03) **



   - 0.03 (0.01) **

X

	   
  0.35 (0.02) **

       0.03 (0.02) 

  
  0.16 (0.03) **
  0.24 (0.05) **
  0.13 (0.03) **



   - 0.03 (0.01) **

X
X
	   
0.32 (0.02) **

     0.02 (0.02) 


 0.18 (0.03) **
 0.21 (0.05) **
 0.15 (0.03) **



  - 0.03 (0.01) **

X
X
X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	1.26 (0.05) **
13,310
0.09
	 1.17 (0.06) **
13,310
0.10
	  1.20 (0.07) **
13,310
0.10
	0.95 (0.06) **
13,310
0.14

	Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables. The data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.                                                                                     * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from a different OLS regression. The dependent variables are respondents’ evaluations of how closely the Labour Party ‘look after working class interests’ on a scale of 0 – 3, with evaluations of black and Asian interest representation measured on the same scale. Please note that these models are exactly the same as those presented in Table 1 of the main text, but here it is ethnocentrism, rather than respondent’s social group, that is interacted with evaluations of how well Labour looks after black and Asian interests.  This interaction effect performs as expected: white ethnocentrics become especially less likely to say that Labour looks after working class interests when they associated the party more with minorities, regardless of whether one also controls for left-right and liberal-authoritarian ideology and partisanship.   These results provide good evidence for the construct validity of our approach to operationalising ethnocentrism.  See Appendix 7 for a visualisation of the substantive size of these associations. 

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.  

Ideology Controls: Left-Right and Libertarian-Authoritarian Value Scales 














































Appendix 7:  What Predicts Belief that Labour Represents Working Class? The Moderating Role of White Ethnocentrism 
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Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016].                                                        

Note: Appendix 7 presents predicted values for the variable ‘how closely does Labour represent working class interests’ (0-3) based on coefficients from Appendix 6, Model B (top figure) and Model D (bottom figure) respectively.  The estimates demonstrate how the value of this variable is predicted to change depending on evaluations of how closely Labour look after black and Asian people’s interests, for respondents with low levels of white ethnocentrism (ethnocentrism = 0) and high levels (ethnocentrism = 10), respectively.   The top figure controls only for age, gender, UK country, and the race-class group variable from the main text (respondents are classified as white university graduate, white working class, ethnic minority or all non-graduate and non-working class whites). The bottom figure also controls for respondents’ scores on the left-right and libertarian-authoritarian value scales as well as their strength of Labour partisanship. The estimates are for a middle-aged, white working-class, English male and, in the bottom figure, he is also a non-Labour partisan with mean values on the left-right and libertarian-authoritarian values scales.  95% confidence intervals are provided for each point estimate.  Both of the figures tell the same story.  While evaluations of how well Labour looks after non-white interests are positively associated with evaluations of how well the party also looks after the working class for non-ethnocentrics, there is no such relationship for those with high levels of ethnocentrism.   In fact, prior to controlling for strength of Labour partisanship, the relationship may actually be negative.


	Appendix 8: The Impact of Ethnocentrism and Evaluations of Labour’s Minority (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Labour Support

	
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F
	Model G

	
White Ethnocentrism

Labour BME Representation Rating
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities 
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Ethnocentrism * Labour Representation Ratings
White Ethnocentrism * Labour BME 
White Ethnocentrism * Labour MC
White Ethnocentrism * Labour WC 

Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls

	







 - 0.02 (0.09)
  0.88 (0.16) **
- 0.29 (0.09) **












X
	
 - 0.19 (0.02) **






 -  0.22 (0.09) *
   0.53 (0.16) **
- 0.41 (0.09) **












X
	
 






 -  0.22 (0.10) *
   0.96 (0.17) **
 - 0.23 (0.10) *








- 0.44 (0.02) **
 - 0.23 (0.01) **

X
	
 - 0.12 (0.02) ** 






 -  0.29 (0.11) **
   0.74 (0.18) **
 - 0.28 (0.10) **








- 0.44 (0.02) **
 - 0.20 (0.02) **

X
	
   0.06 (0.03)  

   0.15 (0.04) **




  - 0.21 (0.10) *
      0.53 (0.16) **
 - 0.41 (0.09) *



 - 0.12 (0.02) **







X
	
   0.12 (0.04) ** 

   0.20 (0.04) **




  - 0.28 (0.10) **
      0.74 (0.18) **
  - 0.29 (0.10) **



 - 0.12 (0.02) **




- 0.44 (0.02) **
- 0.20 (0.01) **

X
	
    0.11 (0.06) 

- 0.18 (0.06) **
  0.81 (0.06) **
  0.67 (0.06) **


  - 0.27 (0.11) *
      0.62 (0.20) **
 - 0.29 (0.10) **



 - 0.14 (0.03) **
 -  0.01 (0.03)
 0.05 (0.03) *


- 0.42 (0.02) **
- 0.17 (0.02) **

X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 0.24 (0.13) 
11,433
	- 0.05 (0.14)
11,433
	1.97 (0.17) **
11,433
	1.91 (0.17) **
11,433
	- 0.34 (0.15) **
11,433
	1.55 (0.19) **
11,433
	    - 0.61 (0.24) 
11,433


Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017]. Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 


Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  These models detail the impact of levels of white ethnocentrism on the predicted likelihood of a Labour vote intention as of November-December 2016.  The first four models (A-D) show the direct impact of ethnocentrism (net of respondents’ age, gender, country, and class-ethnicity group) as well as the extent to which levels of ethnocentrism mediate the differences between different class-ethnicity groups in their proclivity to support Labour.  Interestingly, as of late 2016, there is no actual gap between white graduates and the white working class left to ‘explain’ (net of age, gender, and country controls), so white ethnocentrism cannot mediate the gap there.  However, controlling for white ethnocentrism does reduce the net gap in Labour support between ethnic minorities and the white working class by around 38%.  The marginal net ‘effect’ of white ethnocentrism on decreasing Labour support in Model D is comparable to that of social authoritarianism, though less than half the size of economically right-wing attitudes (white ethnocentrism ranges over a 21-point scale, while authoritarianism and the left-right values indicators are both 11-point scales).  Models E-G show how the impact of ethnocentrism on Labour support is moderated by the extent to which a respondent believes that Labour ‘look after the interests of Black and Asian people’.  In all three models, regardless if one controls for left-right and libertarian-authoritarian values or evaluations of the party’s middle and working class interest representation, there is a significant interaction.  White ethnocentrics are less likely to support Labour when they associate the party with the representation of non-whites.  The net impact of white ethnocentrism is actually positively associated with Labour for those respondents who do not associate Labour with minority interests at all.  White ethnocentrics are also more likely to support Labour when they believe that the party looks after working class interests more closely, holding all else constant.  See Appendices 9 and 10 for a visualisation of the substantive size of these associations. 

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.

Appendix 9: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour's Black & Asian Representation on Support for the Labour Party (Dec 2016)

[image: ]











































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016].                                                        

Note: Figure 9 presents the predicted probabilities of hypothetical individuals intending to vote for the Labour Party as opposed to any other party, using data from Appendix 8, Model F. The estimates demonstrate how the likelihood of Labour support is predicted to change depending on evaluations of how closely Labour ‘look after the interests of black and Asian people’, for those with a low level of ethnocentrism (white ethnocentrism = 0) in red, and for those with a very high level of ethnocentrism (white ethnocentrism = 10) in blue. 95% confidence intervals are provided for each point estimate.  The histograms display the observed variation in evaluations of how well Labour looks after black and Asian people, across the entire sample population.  The probabilities are for a white, middle-aged, man in England with the sample average values on the left-right and libertarian-authoritarian value scales.  The figure demonstrates that the marginal impact of increasing belief that Labour looks after non-white interests is slightly positively associated with support for the party among non-ethnocentrics, but substantially negatively associated with Labour support among highly ethnocentric voters. 














Appendix 10: The Impact of Left-Right, Libertarian-Authoritarian, and White Ethnocentrism on Support for the Labour Party (Dec 2016)
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Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016].                                                        

Note: Appendix 10 is a coefficient plot the presents the marginal effect of a one standard deviation in a respondents’ score on the white ethnocentrism, economic left-right, and social libertarian-authoritarian scales on the odds of that respondent having a Labour vote intention in November-December of 2016.  These odds are derived from Model D of Appendix 8.  Please note that, these are the net effects of a one standard deviation in each case, holding constant the values of respondents’ age, class-ethnicity group, gender, country, and their scores on the other two values scales in each case.  95% confidence intervals are provided for each estimate.  A one standard deviation increase in white ethnocentrism (that is, being a standard deviation more ethnocentric than the sample mean) reduces the odds that one would support Labour by about 23%.  A one standard deviation increase in the social libertarian-authoritarian scale (that is being a standard deviation more authoritarian than the sample mean) reduces the odds of supporting Labour by 37%.  The largest marginal effect, however, is a one standard deviation increase in the economic left-right scale (that is, being a standard deviation more economically right-wing than the sample mean), which would reduce the odds of supporting Labour by around 59%.   These figures demonstrate the value of using ethnocentrism in models of British political behaviour as well as the more traditional economic left-right and social liberal-authoritarian scales (Sobolewska and Ford 2020; Evans et al 1996).























	Appendix 11:  What Predicts White Ethnocentrism in Britain?

	

	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10: Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Age
26-44
45-64
65+
(Ref: 18-24 Year Olds)

Female

UK Country
Scotland
Wales
(Ref: England)

Left – Right Economic Values Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Values Scale

	
   
     - 1.09 (0.08) **
     - 1.90 (0.15) **
     - 0.57 (0.08) **



     0.54 (0.10) **     
     0.82 (0.09) **
     1.24 (0.09) **


   - 0.15 (0.04) **


     - 0.15 (0.07) *
     - 0.01 (0.08) 

	
   
















     - 0.04 (0.01) **
      0.34 (0.01) **
	
   
     - 0.56 (0.08) **
     - 1.71 (0.15) **
     - 0.37 (0.08) **



        0.08 (0.09)      
     0.19 (0.09) *
       0.52 (0.09) **


     - 0.24 (0.04) **


      - 0.03 (0.06)
  0.00 (0.08) 


   - 0.03 (0.01) *
        0.31 (0.01) **

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	    1.16 (0.11) **
16,401
0.07
	 - 0.98 (0.06) **
16,401
0.11
	    - 0.44 (0.12) **
16,401
0.15
































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017]. * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from a different OLS regression. The dependent variables are respondents’ levels of ethnocentrism.  This variable was created by subtracting respondent’s stated average ‘warmth of feeling’ towards both ‘black people’ and ‘Asian people’ born in Britain from their warmth of feeling toward ‘white people’ also born here.   All 3 of these variables were rescaled to run 0 (very cold) to 10 (very warm), so the final variable runs from -10 (feel very warm to non-whites, very cold to whites) to +10 (very warm to whites, very cold to non-whites) with 0 as a non-ethnocentric middle point. The data were weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight. Being a white, working class, older male is associated with higher levels of white ethnocentrism, as is being more economically left-wing and social authoritarian.  















	Appendix 12: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian Representation on Evaluations of Labour’s Working Class Representation – Controlling for Immigration Attitudes Rather than Ethnocentrism (Table 1 Robustness Test)

	

	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour Black and Asian [BME] Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Labour BME Representation * Respondent Group
Labour BME * White Graduate    
Labour BME * Ethnic Minority 
Labour BME * Other Whites

Pro-Immigration Attitudes Scale
Left – Right Economic Values Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Values Scale

Demographic Controls

Strength of Labour Partisanship

	   
      0.13 (0.04) **

     - 0.12 (0.10) 
     - 0.16 (0.14) 
     - 0.14 (0.09) 



      0.17 (0.05) **
        0.25 (0.07) **
      0.16 (0.04) **    





X


	   
      0.16 (0.04) **

    - 0.24 (0.09) **
    - 0.19 (0.14) 
    - 0.18 (0.09) *



      0.18 (0.04) **
      0.20 (0.07) **
      0.15 (0.04) **
     
   0.06 (0.01) **



X


	   
      0.16 (0.04) **

    - 0.16 (0.09) 
    - 0.16 (0.13) 
    - 0.15 (0.08) 



       0.14 (0.04) **
       0.16 (0.06) **
       0.14 (0.04) **
     
     0.06 (0.00) **
     0.05 (0.01) **
       0.03 (0.01) ** 

X

X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	    1.62 (0.09) **
18,308
0.08
	 1.30 (0.09) **
18,308
0.12
	0.92 (0.09) **
18,308
0.15
































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables.  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.   * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from a different OLS regression predicting evaluations of how closely the Labour Party ‘look after working class interests’ (0 – 3).  Perceived Labour BME representation is measured on the same scale.  These models are exactly the same as those in Table 1 of the main text; however, here we substitute a measure of respondents’ attitudes towards immigration for the scale of white ethnocentrism that we use in the main text.  This was the respondents’ response to a question in the BESIP that asked: “Some people think that the UK should allow *many more* immigrants to come to the UK to live (10) and others think that the UK should allow *many fewer* immigrants (0). Where would you place yourself on this scale?”.  Accordingly, respondents with higher values on this variable are generally more pro-immigration.  While, as mentioned in the text, we have reservations about the extent to which this variable captures antipathy towards non-white individuals and are concerned that this could fluctuate in response to concerns that one is already relatively deprived of political representation (and other resources) relative to those already in the country, it does have one major advantage over our ethnocentrism measure in that it was actually measured at the same time as the rest of the survey items on political representation, rather than in an adjacent wave (meaning that our sample size increases).  Accordingly, we use this measure as a robustness check here.  As you can see, our main results are unaffected: regardless of the control for attitudes towards immigration, members of the white working class are less likely to see Labour’s attempts to represent both blacks and Asians and the working class as strongly positively correlated.   Those who are more pro-immigration are also more likely to say that Labour closely represents the working class. 

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.


	Appendix 13: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour -  Controlling for Immigration Attitudes Rather than Ethnocentrism (Table 2 Robustness Test)

	
	BESIP Data (Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Graduate * Labour Representation Ratings
White Graduate * Labour BME 
White Graduate * Labour MC
White Graduates * Labour WC 

Ethnic Minority * Labour Representation Ratings
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME 
Ethnic Minority * Labour MC 
Ethnic Minority * Labour WC

Other Whites * Labour Representation Ratings
Other Whites * Labour BME
Other Whites * Labour MC
Other Whites * Labour WC

Pro-Immigration Attitudes Scale
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls

	
    - 0.72 (0.13) ** 
    1.15 (0.11) **
    1.24 (0.11) **


       0.23 (0.40) 
       1.95 (0.53) **
       0.55 (0.38)




     0.53 (0.14) **
       0.12 (0.13)
   - 0.74 (0.12) **


       0.90 (0.21) **
     - 0.60 (0.20) **
   - 1.01 (0.20) **   


           0.25 (0.14)
     - 0.16 (0.12)
     - 0.54 (0.11) **

   
     
     

X

	
    - 0.59 (0.13) ** 
   1.15 (0.11) **
   1.14 (0.11) **


    - 0.07 (0.41) 
      2.00 (0.56) **
      0.48 (0.39)




   0.56 (0.14) **
    - 0.02 (0.13)
 - 0.69 (0.13) **


      0.86 (0.23) **
    - 0.72 (0.20) **
 - 1.02 (0.21) **   


         0.24 (0.14) 
    - 0.25 (0.12) *
    - 0.51 (0.12) **

   0.19 (0.01) **   
     
     

             X

	
    - 0.59 (0.13) ** 
   0.96 (0.11) **
   1.21 (0.11) **


    - 0.04 (0.41) 
      2.22 (0.56) **
      0.57 (0.39)




    0.59 (0.15) **
    - 0.08 (0.13)
 - 0.64 (0.13) **


      0.80 (0.23) **
    - 0.60 (0.21) **
 - 1.08 (0.20) **   


        0.20 (0.14)
    - 0.21 (0.12)
    - 0.46 (0.12) **

   0.15 (0.01) **
    - 0.41 (0.02) **
    - 0.09 (0.02) **

X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 3.29 (0.37) **
15,674
	- 4.09 (0.37) **
15,674
	- 2.29 (0.39) **
15,674










































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables.  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0). These models are exactly the same as those in Table 2 of the main text; however, here we substitute a measure of respondents’ attitudes towards immigration for the scale of white ethnocentrism that we use in the main text (see note to Appendix 11 for question wording).  While, as mentioned in the text, we have reservations about the extent to which this variable captures antipathy towards non-white individuals and are concerned that this could fluctuate in response to concerns that one is already relatively deprived of political representation (and other resources) relative to those already in the country, it does have one major advantage over our ethnocentrism measure in that it was actually measured at the same time as the rest of the survey items on political representation, rather than in an adjacent wave (meaning that our sample size increases).  Accordingly, we use this measure as a robustness check here.  As you can see, our main results are unaffected: regardless of the control for attitudes towards immigration, members of the white working class are less likely to support Labour if they associate the party with minority representation (especially relative to graduates and minorities).


Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.

	
	BESIP Wave 10 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 
Intention 2016)
	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 2019 General Election)

	

Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Respondent Group * Labour BME - WC Rating Interaction
White Graduate * Labour BME - WC
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME - WC
Other Whites * Labour BME - WC

Pro-Immigration Attitudes Scale
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Lagged Labour Vote [2017]

Demographic Controls

	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F

	
	
- 0.85 (0.08) **


- 0.15 (0.08)
  0.70 (0.13) **
- 0.39 (0.08) **



  0.55 (0.09) **
  0.77 (0.14) **
  0.35 (0.08) **







X
	
- 0.80 (0.09) **


- 0.39 (0.09) **
   0.64 (0.14) **
- 0.37 (0.09) **



  0.53 (0.10) **
  0.80 (0.15) **
  0.29 (0.09) **

 0.17 (0.01) **
- 0.45 (0.02) **
- 0.09 (0.01) **



X
	
- 0.49 (0.11) **


  0.57 (0.14) **
  1.34 (0.22) **
  0.07 (0.14) 



  0.32 (0.12) *
  0.19 (0.24) 
  0.10 (0.12) 

  



 

           X
	
 - 0.34 (0.16) *


 - 0.07 (0.25) 
   1.58 (0.46) **
 - 0.21 (0.25) 



   0.43 (0.19) *
   0.30 (0.42) 
   0.34 (0.19) 

   0.32 (0.03) **





            X
	
- 0.64 (0.15) **


   0.25 (0.30) 
   0.76 (0.48) 
   0.09 (0.28) 



   0.61 (0.19) **
   0.81 (0.46) 
   0.46 (0.18) *





   3.66 (0.17) **

X
	
- 0.53 (0.21) **


 - 0.21 (0.32) 
   0.85 (0.54) 
 - 0.17 (0.31) 



   0.57 (0.25) *
   0.60 (0.58) 
   0.55 (0.25) *

   0.29 (0.04) **



   3.62 (0.19) **

X

	Constant
N – Respondents
	  - 0.27 (0.11) 
       15,748
	   0.61 (0.17) **
       15,748
	 - 0.30 (0.21) 
       5,612
	   - 2.20 (0.73) 
        1,998
	- 3.00 (0.59) **
       2,775
	 - 3.78 (0.59) **
       1,926


Appendix 14:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of Ethnic Minorities and the Working Class on Support for Labour - Controlling for Immigration Attitudes Rather than Ethnocentrism (Table 3 Robustness Test)
Source:  Models A-B: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables.  Models C-F: BESIP Wave 19 [Dec 2019] for all variables except the ‘pro-immigration attitudes scale’, which was measured in BESIP Wave 17 [Nov 2019], and the lagged dependent variable, ‘Labour Vote [2017]’, which was measured in BESIP Wave 13 [June 2017] following the 2017 UK General Election.  Models A and B are weighted using the standard Wave 10 BESIP survey weight.  Model C is weighted the standard Wave 19 BESIP survey weight.  Models D-F are weighted using the Wave 13 (June 2017) to Wave 19 panel weight to adjust for non-random patterns of attribution between those surveys.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  These models are exactly the same as those in Table 3 of the main text; however, here we substitute a measure of respondents’ attitudes towards immigration for the scale of white ethnocentrism that we use in the main text (see note to Appendix 11 for question wording).  While, as mentioned in the text, we have reservations about the extent to which this variable captures antipathy towards non-white individuals and are concerned that this could fluctuate in response to concerns that one is already relatively deprived of political representation (and other resources) relative to those already in the country, it does have one major advantage over our ethnocentrism.  This is because immigration attitudes were actually measured in Wave 10 and Wave 17 of the BESIP, which is the same wave as the rest of the data for Models A and B (Wave 10) or at least only one month prior to the same wave, in the case of Models C-F (Wave 19), respectively.  Ethnocentrism, on the other hand, was only measured in Wave 11. Consequently, our sample size increases considerably when we use this measure as a robustness check here.  As you can see, our main results are unaffected: regardless of the control for attitudes towards immigration, members of the white working class are less likely to support Labour if they associate the party with minority representation (especially relative to graduates). 

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.

	Appendix 15: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian Representation on Evaluations of Labour’s Working Class Representation, With Additional Control for Attitudes to European Union Integration (Table 1 Robustness Test)

	

	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour Black and Asian [BME] Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Labour BME Representation * Respondent Group
Labour BME * White Graduate    
Labour BME * Ethnic Minority 
Labour BME * Other Whites

White Ethnocentrism Scale
Left – Right Economic Values Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Values Scale
Anti-European Union Integration Scale 

Demographic Controls

Strength of Labour Partisanship

	   
     0.14 (0.05) **

     - 0.27 (0.11) *
     - 0.14 (0.17) 
     - 0.25 (0.11) *



      0.20 (0.05) **
        0.18 (0.09) *
      0.18 (0.05) **    




    - 0.05 (0.00) **

X


	   
     0.15 (0.05) **

     - 0.30 (0.11) **
     - 0.17 (0.17) 
     - 0.26 (0.10) *



      0.20 (0.05) **
        0.17 (0.08) *
      0.18 (0.05) **    

    - 0.03 (0.01) **

    
    - 0.05 (0.00) **

X


	   
     0.15 (0.04) **

     - 0.22 (0.10) *
     - 0.15 (0.17) 
     - 0.22 (0.10) *



      0.17 (0.05) **
        0.15 (0.08) 
      0.17 (0.05) **    

    - 0.03 (0.01) **
      0.05 (0.01) **
      0.02 (0.00) **
    - 0.04 (0.00) **

X

X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	    1.85 (0.11) **
13,184
0.12
	     1.84 (0.10) **
 13,184
  0.12
	    1.44 (0.10) **
13,184
0.15































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.   * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from a different OLS regression predicting evaluations of how closely the Labour Party ‘look after working class interests’ (0 – 3).  Perceived Labour BME representation is measured on the same scale.  These models are the same as in Table 1 of the main text; however, here we also add a control measuring respondents’ attitudes towards European Union [EU] integration. This was taken from a question in the BESIP that asked respondents:  ‘Some people feel that Britain should do all it can to unite fully with the European Union (0). Other people feel that Britain should do all it can to protect its independence from the European Union (10). Where would you place **yourself** on this scale?’, This is because attitudes towards the EU and the UK’s exit from it were a highly salient predictor of political preferences during the mid- to late-2010s that also split the electorate along lines of class, race, and education (Sobolewska and Ford 2020), and it seems prudent, therefore, to ascertain whether or not our results are simply reflecting Brexit attitudes of the ‘Leave’ camp among the white working class.  As it happens, however, our results are entirely robust to the inclusion of this additional control, suggesting that we are not simply restating the presence of a ‘Brexit divide’.

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.



	Appendix 16: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour,  With Additional Control for Attitudes to European Union Integration (Table 2 Robustness Test)

	
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Graduate * Labour 
Representation Ratings
White Graduate * Labour BME 
White Graduate * Labour MC
White Graduates * Labour WC 

Ethnic Minority * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME 
Ethnic Minority * Labour MC 
Ethnic Minority * Labour WC

Other Whites * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Other Whites * Labour BME
Other Whites * Labour MC
Other Whites * Labour WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale
Anti-European Union Integration Scale 

Demographic Controls

	
- 0.61 (0.15) **
  1.12 (0.14) **
  1.17 (0.14) **


    - 0.11 (0.48)
      2.41 (0.65) **
      0.32 (0.46)




  0.60 (0.17) **
    - 0.04 (0.16)
    - 0.72 (0.16) **



      0.82 (0.23) **
    - 0.68 (0.23) **
    - 1.21 (0.22) **



       0.26 (0.16)
     - 0.15 (0.15)
     - 0.55 (0.15) **




- 0.22 (0.01) **

X

	
- 0.62 (0.15) **
  1.12 (0.14) **
  1.16 (0.14) **


    - 0.19 (0.48)
      2.29 (0.64) **
      0.26 (0.46)




  0.62 (0.17) **
    - 0.05 (0.16)
    - 0.71 (0.16) **



      0.83 (0.24) **
    - 0.69 (0.24) **
    - 1.21 (0.23) **



       0.29 (0.17)
     - 0.16 (0.15)
     - 0.55 (0.15) **

 - 0.05 (0.02) **


- 0.21 (0.01) **

X

	
- 0.63 (0.16) **
  0.95 (0.14) **
  1.23 (0.14) **


    - 0.08 (0.48)
      2.48 (0.63) **
      0.35 (0.45)




  0.65 (0.18) **
    - 0.14 (0.16)
    - 0.68 (0.16) **



      0.74 (0.25) **
    - 0.58 (0.25) *
    - 1.22 (0.24) **



        0.24 (0.17)
     - 0.13 (0.15)
     - 0.50 (0.15) **

     - 0.04 (0.02) 
  - 0.41 (0.02) **
    0.08 (0.02) **

 - 0.18 (0.01) **

X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 2.08 (0.44) **
11,354
	- 2.04 (0.44) **
11,354
	- 0.77 (0.45) **
11,354



Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  These models are the same as in Table 2 of the main text; however, here we also add a control measuring respondents’ attitudes towards European Union [EU] integration. This was taken from a question in the BESIP that asked respondents:  ‘Some people feel that Britain should do all it can to unite fully with the European Union (0). Other people feel that Britain should do all it can to protect its independence from the European Union (10). Where would you place **yourself** on this scale?’, This is because attitudes towards the EU and the UK’s exit from it were a highly salient predictor of political preferences during the mid- to late-2010s that also split the electorate along lines of class, race, and education (Sobolewska and Ford 2020), and it seems prudent, therefore, to ascertain whether or not our results are simply reflecting Brexit attitudes of the ‘Leave’ camp among the white working class.  As it happens, however, our results are entirely robust to the inclusion of this additional control, suggesting that we are not simply restating the presence of a ‘Brexit divide’.
  
Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.
	
	BESIP Wave 10 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 
Intention 2016)
	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 2019 General Election)

	

Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Respondent Group * Labour BME - WC Rating Interaction
White Graduate * Labour BME - WC
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME - WC
Other Whites * Labour BME - WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale
Anti-European Union Integration Scale 

Lagged Labour Vote [2017]

Demographic Controls
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F

	
	
- 0.76 (0.10) **


- 0.57 (0.10) **
  0.46 (0.16) **
- 0.62 (0.10) **



  0.56 (0.12) **
  0.82 (0.16) **
  0.36 (0.11) **




- 0.24 (0.01) **



          X
	
- 0.81 (0.11) **


- 0.47 (0.11) **
  0.57 (0.18) **
- 0.44 (0.10) **



  0.56 (0.12) **
  0.79 (0.14) **
  0.31 (0.12) **

- 0.05 (0.01) **
- 0.45 (0.02) **
- 0.08 (0.02) **
- 0.19 (0.01) **



X
	
- 0.36 (0.15) *


 - 0.01 (0.16) 
   0.91 (0.25) **
 - 0.18 (0.16) 



    0.34 (0.16) *
    0.17 (0.28) 
    0.20 (0.17) 

  


 - 0.31 (0.02)**
 

           
X
	
- 0.46 (0.17) **


   0.29 (0.24) 
   1.09 (0.44) *
 - 0.46 (0.24) 



   0.66 (0.21) **
   0.59 (0.42) 
   0.62 (0.20) **

 - 0.12 (0.05) *


- 0.33 (0.03) **


          
        X
	
- 0.57 (0.16) **


 - 0.26 (0.32) 
   0.58 (0.49) 
 - 0.15 (0.30)   



   0.72 (0.21) **
   0.99 (0.40) *
   0.61 (0.19) **

 


- 0.25 (0.03) **

   3.41 (0.17) **

          
X
	
- 0.68 (0.20) **


 - 0.38 (0.35) 
    0.37 (0.52) 
  - 0.35 (0.32) 



   0.83 (0.25) **
   1.28 (0.42) **
   0.77 (0.24) **

 - 0.10 (0.06) 


- 0.26 (0.04) **

  3.41 (0.17) **

          
X

	Constant
N – Respondents
	   1.07 (0.15) **
      11,403
	   2.25 (0.18) **
       11,403
	  1.17 (0.24) **
       5,523
	1.14 (0.60) 
      2,261
	- 1.42 (0.62) **
       2,729
	- 1.27 (0.64) **
       2,195




Appendix 17:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of Ethnic Minorities and the Working Class on Support for Labour with Additional Control for Attitudes to European Union Integration (Table 3 Robustness Test) 

Source:  Models A-B: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Models C-F: BESIP Wave 19 [Dec 2019] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017], and the lagged dependent variable, Labour Vote [2017], which was measured in BESIP Wave 13 [June 2017] following the 2017 UK General Election.  Models A and B are weighted using the standard Wave 10 BESIP survey weight.  Model C is weighted the standard Wave 19 BESIP survey weight.  Models D-F are weighted using the Wave 13 (June 2017) to Wave 19 panel weight to adjust for non-random patterns of attribution between those surveys.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01.


Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).   These models are the same as in Table 3 of the main text; however, here we also add a control measuring respondents’ attitudes towards European Union [EU] integration. This was taken from a question in the BESIP that asked respondents: ‘Some people feel that Britain should do all it can to unite fully with the European Union (0). Other people feel that Britain should do all it can to protect its independence from the European Union (10). Where would you place **yourself** on this scale?’. This is because attitudes towards the EU were a highly salient predictor of political preferences during the mid- to late-2010s that also split the electorate along lines of class, race, and education (Sobolewska and Ford 2020). IT seems prudent, therefore, to ascertain whether or not our results are simply reflecting Brexit attitudes of the ‘Leave’ camp among the white working class.  As it happens, however, our results are entirely robust to the inclusion of this additional control, suggesting that we are not simply restating the presence of a ‘Brexit divide’.
  

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.  

	Appendix 18: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour -   Sample Restricted to Whites with a Working Class Identity (Table 2 Robustness Test)

	
	BESIP Data (Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating


White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls

	
    - 0.55 (0.07) ** 
    0.88 (0.06) **
    1.05 (0.06) **





X

     
	
    - 0.52 (0.07) ** 
    0.86 (0.06) **
    1.02 (0.06) **

    - 0.13 (0.28) **



X

     
	
    - 0.50 (0.07) ** 
    0.70 (0.06) **
    1.03 (0.06) **

  - 0.08 (0.02) **
   - 0.37 (0.03) **
   - 0.20 (0.02) **

X

     

	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 2.46 (0.28) **
4,613
	- 2.41 (0.28) **
4,613
	- 0.52 (0.33) 
4,613

























Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables.  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0). These models are similar to those in Table 2 of the main text; however, here we have limited our sample only to ethnically white respondents who identify as working class when asked (some 37% of our sample in the 2019 General Election wave), rather than use the objective definition of working class based on occupation and educational attainment that we adopt in the main text.  Note that we do not compare working class identifiers to middle class identifiers here because, unlike white graduates, we do not consider white middle class identifiers per se to be either particularly socially liberal / pro-minority or part of Labour’s recent ‘tripolar coalition’.  Consequently, a comparison between white working class and white middle class identifiers would not be particularly illuminating for the electoral trade-off facing Labour and other social democratic parties that we have posited.  For more information of the origins and consequences of class identity in the British context as opposed to elsewhere in Europe, please consult Evans and Mellon (2016), Evans, Stubager, and Langsæther (2022), Evans and Tilley (2017) and Stubager et al. (2018).   The results closely mirror the conclusions from the main part of our analysis.  White working-class identifiers, like the ‘objective’ white working class (by occupation and educational attainment) are less likely to have a Labour vote intention in November-December 2016 if they associate Labour with more closely representing the interests of black and Asian people.  This holds even controlling for respondents’ scores on the left-right, liberal-authoritarian and white ethnocentric value scales.   In contrast, this group are more likely to have a Labour vote intention if they associate the party more closely with working and middle class group representation. 


Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.


Appendix 19:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of Ethnic Minorities and the Working Class on Support for Labour – Sample Restricted to Whites with a Working Class Identity (Table 3 Robustness Test)
	
	BESIP Wave 10 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 
Intention 2016)
	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 2019 General Election)

	

Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating


White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Lagged Labour Vote [2017]

Demographic Controls

	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F

	
	
- 0.75 (0.05) **








X
	
- 0.75 (0.05) **


- 0.10 (0.03) **
- 0.45 (0.04) **
- 0.25 (0.03) **



X
	
- 0.48 (0.05) **








X
	
- 0.50 (0.09) **


- 0.23 (0.06) **
- 0.45 (0.04) **
- 0.25 (0.03) **



X
	
- 0.36 (0.09) **


- 0.23 (0.06) **
- 0.45 (0.04) **
- 0.25 (0.03) **

   3.41 (0.22) **

X
	
- 0.39 (0.11) **


- 0.30 (0.06) ** 0.30) **
-

3.29 (0.23) **

X

	Constant
N – Respondents
	 - 0.27 (0.32) 
        3,157
	    1.94 (0.36) 
        3,157
	    0.37 (0.30) 
        2,712
	    0.26 (0.63) 
        1,153
	- 2.54 (0.71) **
        1,377
	- 2.49 (0.78) **
        1,119


Source:  Models A-B: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables.  Models C-F: BESIP Wave 19 [Dec 2019] for all variables except the ‘pro-immigration attitudes scale’, which was measured in BESIP Wave 17 [Nov 2019], and the lagged dependent variable, ‘Labour Vote [2017]’, which was measured in BESIP Wave 13 [June 2017] following the 2017 UK General Election.  Models A and B are weighted using the standard Wave 10 BESIP survey weight.  Model C is weighted the standard Wave 19 BESIP survey weight.  Models D-F are weighted using the Wave 13 (June 2017) to Wave 19 panel weight to adjust for non-random patterns of attribution between those surveys.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 


Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  These models are similar to those in Table 3 of the main text; however, here we have limited our sample only to ethnically white respondents who identify as working class when asked (some 49% of our sample in the 2019 General Election wave), rather than use the objective definition of working class based on occupation and educational attainment that we adopt in the main text.  Note that we do not compare working class identifiers to middle class identifiers here because, unlike white graduates, we do not consider white middle class identifiers per se to be either particularly socially liberal / pro-minority or part of Labour’s recent ‘tripolar coalition’.  Consequently, a comparison between white working class and white middle class identifiers would not be particularly illuminating for the electoral trade-off facing Labour and other social democratic parties that we have posited.  For more information of the origins and consequences of class identity in the British context as opposed to elsewhere in Europe, please consult Evans and Mellon (2016), Evans, Stubager, and Langsæther (2022), Evans and Tilley (2017) and Stubager et al. (2018).   The results closely mirror the conclusions from the main part of our analysis.  White working-class identifiers, like the ‘objective’ white working class (by occupation and educational attainment) are less likely to have supported Labour in 2016 and in the 2019 general election if they believed that the party more closely represented minorities than the white working class.  They were also specifically more likely to have defected from the party between the 2017 and 2019 elections if they held these beliefs. 



Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.

	Appendix 20: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian Representation on Evaluations of Labour’s Working Class Representation - Additional Controls for Trade Union Membership and Religion (Table 1 Robustness Test)

	

	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour Black and Asian [BME] Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Labour BME Representation * Respondent Group
Labour BME * White Graduate    
Labour BME * Ethnic Minority 
Labour BME * Other Whites

White Ethnocentrism Scale
Left – Right Economic Values Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Values Scale

Demographic Controls

Strength of Labour Partisanship

	   
   0.11 (0.05) *

     - 0.17 (0.11) 
     - 0.20 (0.17) 
     - 0.21 (0.11) 



      0.20 (0.05) **
        0.25 (0.09) **
      0.19 (0.05) **    





X


	   
      0.13 (0.05) **

    - 0.23 (0.11) *
    - 0.25 (0.17) 
    - 0.24 (0.11) *



      0.20 (0.05) **
      0.23 (0.09) **
      0.18 (0.05) **
     
 - 0.05 (0.01) **



X


	   
      0.13 (0.04) **

    - 0.18 (0.10) 
    - 0.21 (0.17) 
    - 0.21 (0.10) *



       0.17 (0.05) **
       0.18 (0.08) *
       0.17 (0.05) **
     
   - 0.04 (0.01) **
     0.05 (0.01) **
     - 0.00 (0.01) 

X

X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	    1.62 (0.11) **
12,982
0.08
	 1.66 (0.11) **
12,982
0.10
	1.39 (0.11) **
12,982
0.14































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.   * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from a different OLS regression predicting evaluations of how closely the Labour Party ‘look after working class interests’ (0 – 3).  Perceived Labour BME representation is measured on the same scale.  These models are exactly the same as those in Table 1 of the main text.  The only difference is that here we show that our results are robust to the inclusion of additional controls for current trade union membership (a binary variable where those who ‘don’t know’ if they are member are included as non-members) and religion (a 6-category variable distinguishing Church of England members from members of the Church of Scotland (and Presbyterians), Catholics, Other Christians (e.g. Methodists and other non-Conformists), Non-Christian Religious Members (e.g. Muslims and Hindus) and those with No Religion.  Our main findings are entirely robust to the inclusion of these additional controls. 

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country; Current Trade Union Membership (Yes; No); Religion (Church of England; Catholic; Church of Scotland / Presbyterian; Other Christian; Non-Christian Religion; No Religion).
	Appendix 21: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour - Additional Controls for Trade Union Membership and Religion (Table 2 Robustness Test)

	
	BESIP Data (Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Graduate * Labour Representation Ratings
White Graduate * Labour BME 
White Graduate * Labour MC
White Graduates * Labour WC 

Ethnic Minority * Labour Representation Ratings
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME 
Ethnic Minority * Labour MC 
Ethnic Minority * Labour WC

Other Whites * Labour Representation Ratings
Other Whites * Labour BME
Other Whites * Labour MC
Other Whites * Labour WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls

	
    - 0.81 (0.15) ** 
    1.16 (0.14) **
    1.31 (0.14) **


       0.25 (0.48) 
       2.63 (0.65) **
       0.47 (0.46)




     0.59 (0.17) **
       0.04 (0.15)
   - 0.75 (0.15) **


       0.98 (0.27) **
     - 0.60 (0.25) *
   - 1.34 (0.25) **   


           0.27 (0.16)
     - 0.13 (0.15)
     - 0.53 (0.15) **

   
     
     

X

	
    - 0.81 (0.16) ** 
   1.17 (0.14) **
   1.28 (0.14) **


      0.06 (0.49) 
      2.40 (0.66) **
      0.32 (0.47)




   0.63 (0.18) **
    - 0.01 (0.16)
 - 0.72 (0.16) **


      0.98 (0.28) **
    - 0.63 (0.26) **
 - 1.32 (0.25) **   


         0.32 (0.17) 
    - 0.15 (0.15)
    - 0.52 (0.14) **

  - 0.13 (0.02) **   
     
     

             X

	
    - 0.77 (0.17) ** 
   0.97 (0.14) **
   1.34 (0.14) **


      0.07 (0.49) 
      2.63 (0.65) **
      0.38 (0.47)




    0.66 (0.19) **
    - 0.12 (0.16)
 - 0.70 (0.16) **


      0.88 (0.28) **
    - 0.55 (0.26) *
 - 1.32 (0.27) **   


        0.28 (0.18)
    - 0.14 (0.15)
    - 0.48 (0.15) **

 - 0.08 (0.02) **
    - 0.42 (0.02) **
    - 0.16 (0.02) **

X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 3.75 (0.45) **
11,145
	- 3.52 (0.46) **
11,145
	- 1.40 (0.47) **
11,145










































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0). These models are exactly the same as those in Table 2 of the main text.  The only difference is that here we show that our results are robust to the inclusion of additional controls for current trade union membership (a binary variable where those who ‘don’t know’ if they are member are included as non-members) and religion (a 6-category variable distinguishing Church of England members from members of the Church of Scotland (and Presbyterians), Catholics, Other Christians (e.g. Methodists and other non-Conformists), Non-Christian Religious Members (e.g. Muslims and Hindus) and those with No Religion.  Our main findings are entirely robust to the inclusion of these additional controls.  Union members, Catholics, religious minorities and the non-religious are more likely to vote Labour.


 Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country; Current Trade Union Membership (Yes; No); Religion (Church of England; Catholic; Church of Scotland / Presbyterian; Other Christian; Non-Christian Religion; No Religion).

Appendix 22:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of Ethnic Minorities and the Working Class on Support for Labour - Additional Controls for Trade Union Membership and Religion (Table 3 Robustness Test)
	
	BESIP Wave 10 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 
Intention 2016)
	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 2019 General Election)

	

Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Respondent Group * Labour BME - WC Rating Interaction
White Graduate * Labour BME - WC
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME - WC
Other Whites * Labour BME - WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Lagged Labour Vote [2017]

Demographic Controls

	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F

	
	
- 0.91 (0.10) **


- 0.17 (0.10)
  0.89 (0.18) **
- 0.34 (0.10) **



  0.56 (0.11) **
  0.93 (0.18) **
  0.34 (0.11) **







X
	
- 0.92 (0.11) **


- 0.32 (0.11) **
   0.83 (0.19) **
- 0.31 (0.10) **



  0.56 (0.12) **
  0.88 (0.20) **
  0.31 (0.12) **

- 0.10 (0.02) **
- 0.46 (0.02) **
- 0.18 (0.02) **



X
	
- 0.49 (0.12) **


  0.53 (0.14) **
  1.40 (0.26) **
  0.09 (0.14) 



  0.31 (0.13) *
  0.28 (0.27) 
  0.11 (0.13) 

  



 

           X
	
- 0.59 (0.14) **


   0.21 (0.21) 
   1.29 (0.47) **
 - 0.16 (0.21) 



   0.60 (0.18) **
   0.34 (0.50) 
   0.38 (0.18) *

- 0.20 (0.05) **





          X
	
- 0.61 (0.15) **


   0.20 (0.31) 
   0.71 (0.56) 
   0.10 (0.29) 



   0.61 (0.19) **
   0.81 (0.46) 
   0.46 (0.18) *





   3.64 (0.17) **

X
	
- 0.74 (0.20) **


   0.06 (0.31) 
   0.45 (0.59) 
 - 0.05 (0.29) 



   0.74 (0.24) **
   1.13 (0.51) *
   0.61 (0.23) **

 - 0.17 (0.08) *



   3.62 (0.19) **

X

	Constant
N – Respondents
	- 0.81 (0.16) 
       11,197
	   1.57 (0.20) **
       11,486
	- 0.87 (0.24) 
       5,450
	- 1.16 (0.65) 
      2,262
	- 3.38 (0.59) **
       2,721
	 - 3.32 (0.69) **
       2,196


Source:  Models A-B: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Models C-F: BESIP Wave 19 [Dec 2019] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017], and the lagged dependent variable, Labour Vote [2017], which was measured in BESIP Wave 13 [June 2017] following the 2017 UK General Election.  Models A and B are weighted using the standard Wave 10 BESIP survey weight.  Model C is weighted the standard Wave 19 BESIP survey weight.  Models D-F are weighted using the Wave 13 (June 2017) to Wave 19 panel weight to adjust for non-random patterns of attribution between those surveys.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  These models are exactly the same as those in Table 3 of the main text.  The only difference is that here we show that our results are robust to the inclusion of additional controls for current trade union membership (a binary variable where those who ‘don’t know’ if they are member are included as non-members) and religion (a 6-category variable distinguishing Church of England members from members of the Church of Scotland (and Presbyterians), Catholics, Other Christians (e.g. Methodists and other non-Conformists), Non-Christian Religious Members (e.g. Muslims and Hindus) and those with No Religion.  Our main findings are entirely robust to the inclusion of these additional controls.  Union members, Catholics, religious minorities and the non-religious are more likely to vote Labour.

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country; Current Trade Union Membership (Yes; No); Religion (Church of England; Catholic; Church of Scotland / Presbyterian; Other Christian; Non-Christian Religion; No Religion).



Appendix 23:  Variables and Coding Decisions

	VARIABLE
	CODING INFORMATION (British Election Study Internet Panel)

	
Respondent Group

	


	White Working Class
	Description = Ethnically white respondents with a lower technical, routine or semi-routine form of employment (non-self-employed), excluding foremen.   Retired or temporarily unemployed respondents are classified on the basis of the last form of employment.   Examples of lower technical, routine and semi-routine jobs include metal workers, shelf fillers, security workers, waiters, cleaners, drivers, checkout workers, assemblers, scaffolders, chemical process workers, miners, telephone salespeople, care workers, childminders, gardeners etc. 

Codes = if p_ethnicity == 1 (‘white British’) | p_ethnicity == 2 (‘any other white background’) & inrange(ns_sec,111-135) (‘lower technical craft occupations’ – ‘routine agricultural occupations’) & selfNumEmployees == 0 (‘does not have employees’) & selfOccStatus == 1 (‘is an employee’).


	White Graduates
	Description = Ethnically white respondents with a university degree (or equivalent) or are currently attending university. 

Codes = if p_ethnicity == 1 (‘white British’) | p_ethnicity == 2 (‘any other white background’) & if inlist(p_educationW10,13,14,15,16,17) (‘highest educational qualification is an undergraduate or postgraduate degree, including nursing/teaching qualifications but not trade / vocational diplomas’) OR workingStatus == 5 (‘currently a full time university student’).


	Other Whites
	Description = Ethnically white respondents who do also do not have a university degree or a routine or semi-routine form of employment (e.g. non-university educated self-employed people, professionals, managers, and intermediate workers, or the long-term unemployed).


	Ethnic Minorities
	Description = Ethnically non-white respondents (including mixed race respondents).

Codes = if inrange(p_ethnicity,3,15) (‘white and Black Caribbean’ to ‘other ethnic group’).


	Labour Black and Asian  [BME] Representation Rating
(0-3)
	Description: Evaluations of how well the respondent believes that the Labour Party looks after the interests of non-white people.  

Question Wording: labLookAfterBA: “Some people say that all political parties look after certain groups and are not so concerned about others. How closely do you think the Labour Party looks after the interests of Black and Asian people?” 1 = Not at all closely; 2 = Not very closely; 3 = Fairly closely; 4 = Very Closely; 9999 = Don’t Know. 

Coding:  Rescaled to run 0-3; don’t knows treated as missing data. 


	Labour Middle Class [MC] Representation Rating
(0-3)
	Description: Evaluations of how well the respondent believes that the Labour Party looks after the interests of middle class people.  

Question Wording: labLookAfterMC: “Some people say that all political parties look after certain groups and are not so concerned about others. How closely do you think the Labour Party looks after the interests of Middle class people?” 1 = Not at all closely; 2 = Not very closely; 3 = Fairly closely; 4 = Very Closely; 9999 = Don’t Know. 

Coding:  Rescaled to run 0-3; don’t knows treated as missing data. 


	Labour Working Class [WC] Representation Rating
(0-3)
	Description: Evaluations of how well the respondent believes that the Labour Party looks after the interests of working class people.  

Question Wording: labLookAfterWC: “Some people say that all political parties look after certain groups and are not so concerned about others. How closely do you think the Labour Party looks after the interests of working class people?” 1 = Not at all closely; 2 = Not very closely; 3 = Fairly closely; 4 = Very Closely; 9999 = Don’t Know. 

Coding:  Rescaled to run 0-3; don’t knows treated as missing data. 


	Labour BME – WC Rating
(-3 - +3)
	Description: Evaluations of how well the respondent believes that the Labour Party looks after the interests of working class people relative to non-white people. 

Coding: labLookAfterBA – labLookAfterWC.  Consequently runs from -3 (respondent believes Labour look after WC interests ‘very closely’ and black and Asian interests ‘not at all closely’) to +3 (the reverse), with 0 as a neutral mid-point where both groups are represented to the same degree. 


	Vote Labour
1 = Labour
0 = Other
	Description: Respondent voted or intends to vote (depending on the exact BESIP wave) for the Labour Party as opposed to any other political party.  

Coding: = 1 if generalElectionVote == 1; = 0 if inlist(generalElectionVote,1,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10).  Non-voters or undecided voters are excluded.

	White Ethnocentrism Scale
(-10 = Cold to whites, warm to non-whites, to
+10 = warm to whites, cold to non-whites).
	Description: Respondent feels closer to white people than non-whites (i.e. greater perceived social distance from non-white people).  

Question Wording: groupThermometer1: “Please rate your feelings towards people from different groups **born in Britain**, with one hundred meaning a very warm, favourable feeling, zero meaning a very cold, unfavourable feeling, and fifty meaning not particularly warm or cold.”

a) warmWhite = White people
b) warm Asian = Asian people
c) warmBlack = Black people

Coding: Respondents warmth towards non-white people was measured by averaging their warmth towards Asians and Blacks.  This value was then subtracted from their warmth towards whites.  This produces a scale ranging (hypothetically) from -100 (maximum warmth to non-whites; maximum coldness to whites) to +100 (maximum warmth to whites; maximum coldness to non-whites), with 0 representing a neutral midpoint where the respondent is equally warm to all ethnic groups.  The scale was subsequently recoded to run from -10 to +10 to aid interpretation.  Respondents who answered ‘don’t know; to any of these questions were excluded. 


	Left-Right Economic 
Value Scale
(0 = Far left; to,
10 = Far right)

	Description: Respondents’ inferred left-right ideological position based on their responses to 5 questions principally probing their attitudes to economic inequality developed by Evans et al (1996).  Specifically, their strength of agreement with the following statements:

a. ‘Government should redistribute income from the better off to those who are less well off’ 
b. ‘Big business takes advantage of ordinary people’ 
c. ‘Ordinary working people do not get their fair share of the nation’s wealth’.
d. ‘There is one law for the rich and one for poor’.
e. ‘Management will always try to get the better of employees if it gets the chance’

Coding: Agreement with these statements was measured on 5-point scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree), with ‘don’t knows’ counted as missing data.  Responses to each item were then summed to produce a 10-point scale of ideology, subsequently reverse coded to run from 0 (‘most left-wing’) to 10 (‘most right-wing’). 

	Liberal – Authoritarian 
Value Scale
(0 = Most liberal; to,
10 = Most authoritarian)

	Description: Respondents’ inferred liberal-authoritarian ideological position based on their responses to 5 questions principally probing their attitudes to authority and the need for strong punishments to prevent infringements on social order developed by Evans et al (1996).  Specifically, their strength of agreement with the following statements:

a. ‘Young people today don’t have enough respect for traditional British values’ 
b. ‘For some crimes, the death penalty is the most appropriate sentence’ 
c. ‘Schools should teach children to obey authority’.
d. ‘Censorship of films and magazines is necessary to uphold moral standards’.
e. ‘People who break the law should be given stiffer sentences’

Coding: Agreement with these statements was measured on 5-point scale (strongly disagree to strongly agree), with ‘don’t knows’ counted as missing data.  Responses to each item were then summed to produce a 10-point scale of ideology, running from 0 (“most libertarian”) to 10 (“most authoritarian”). 

	Immigration 
Preference Scale
(0 = Most anti-immigration; to, 
10  = Most pro-immigration)

	Description:  A measure of respondents’ sentiment towards further immigration into Britain.  

Question Wording: “Some people think that the UK should allow *many more* immigrants to come to the UK to live and others think that the UK should allow *many fewer* immigrants. Where would you place yourself on this scale?”

Coding: Original response scale varied between 0 (‘allow many fewer’) to 10 (‘allow many more’), with ‘don’t knows’ being coded as 99.  For the inferential models conducted using this variable, the variable was reverse-coded so that higher values indicated a desire for ‘many fewer’ immigrations.  ‘Don’t knows’ were counted as missing data and excluded. 


	European Union 
Preference Scale 
(0 = Most pro-EU integration; to, 
10  = Most anti-EU integration)


	Description:  A measure of respondents’ sentiment towards the European Union.

Question Wording: “Some people feel that Britain should do all it can to unite fully with the European Union. Other people feel that Britain should do all it can to protect its independence from the European Union. Where would you place yourself on this scale?”

Coding:  Original response scale varied between 0 (‘unite fully with the EU’) to 10 (‘protect our independence’), with ‘don’t knows’ being coded as 99.  This coding was retained for the purposes of our analysis.  ‘Don’t knows’ were counted as missing data and excluded. 


	Age
18-24 
26-44
45-64
65+
	Coding: Age in years, transformed into a 4-category nominal variable. 

	Gender
Male
Female
	Description: Gender, coded as a binary nominal variable.

	Country
England
Wales
Scotland
	Description: Country of respondent, coded as a 3-category nominal variable.

	Strength of Labour Partisanship



0 = Not a Labour Partisan

1 = Weak Labour Partisan

2 = Fairly Strong Labour Partisan

3 = Very Strong Labour Partisan

	Description: Respondent’s strength of partisan attachment to the Labour Party.

Question Wording:

A) ‘partyId’ = “Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as Labour, Conservative, Liberal Democrat or what?” [8-12 party options listed, as well as ‘Other’, ‘No – None’ and ‘Don’t Know’].  If they answer ‘None’ or ‘DK’ they are asked:

B) ‘partyIdSqueeze’ = “Do you generally think of yourself as a little closer to one of the parties than the others? If yes, which?” [8-12 party options listed, as well as ‘Other’, ‘No – None’ and ‘Don’t Know’].  If the respondent listed party for either this question or the previous one, they are asked:

C) ‘partyIdStrength’ = “Would you call yourself very strong, fairly strong, or not very strong X?” (Where X is the name if the party they had listed on one of the two previous questions): 0 = ‘Very strong’, 2 = ‘Fairly strong’, 3 = Not very strong’, 9999 = ‘Don’t Know’.

Coding: Respondents who were not close to any party, or were close to  a party other than Labour (no matter how close) were coded as ‘0’.  Respondents who answered, ‘Labour’ to either the ‘PartyID’ or ‘partyIDSqueeze’ questions were assigned 1 if they subsequently stated that they were ‘not very strong Labour’, 2 if ‘fairly strong Labour’, and 3 if ‘very strong Labour’.


	Housing Tenure
Homeowner
Private Renter
Council Renter
	Description: Housing tenure of respondent, coded as a 3-category nominal variable.

Coding: = 1 (‘homeowner’) if p_housing == 1 (‘own outright’) | == 2 (‘own with a mortgage’) | == 3 (‘own through shared ownership scheme’).  = 2 (‘private renter’) if p_housing == 4 (‘rent from a private landlord’) |  == 7 (‘pay rent to friend or family member’) | == 8 (‘live rent free with friends or family’) | == 9 (‘other’).  = 3 (‘council renter’) if p_housing == 5 (‘rent from local authority’) | == 6 (‘rent from housing association’). 

	Current TU Membership
Member
Non-Member
	Description: Dichotomous nominal variable recording whether respondent is currently a member of a trade union (‘don’t knows’ classified as non-members’).  

	Religion
Church of England
Roman Catholic
Church of Scotland / Presbyterian
Other Christian
Non-Christian 
Non-Religious
	Description: Religion of respondent, coded as 6-category nominal variable.

	Subjective Class Identity


	Description: Respondents’ subjective class identity, which was then matched to their ethnicity data in order to capture an alternative self-assessment based measure of the white working class for some of the robustness checks details in our appendices.  

This data was taken from successive questions in the British Election Study Internet Panel that asked respondents:

A. ‘subjClass’ = “Do you ever think of yourself as belonging to any particular class?” 1) Yes, Middle Class; 2) Yes, Working Class; 3) Yes, Other [Write In]; 4) No; 99) Don’t Know.

B. ‘subjClassSqueeze’ [asked if responded 3-99 on the previous question]: “Most people say they belong either to the middle class or to the working class. If you had to make a choice, would you call yourself middle class or working class?” 1) Middle Class; 2) Working Class; 99) Don’t Know.

Coding = We classified the subjective white working class as all ethnically white respondents who responded with ‘2’ on question A, or ‘2’ on question B.  All those who responded with anything else (including ‘don’t know’) were classified as non-white working class for the purpose of our supplementary analysis.   Please note that the follow-up ‘squeeze’ question was not asked in Wave 10 (only Wave 19), so for the replication of the models that used this wave of the panel, we use only respondents answers to question A, resulting in a slightly smaller sample pool of white working class respondents. 





	Appendix 24: The Impact of Respondent Social Group on Evaluation of Labour’s Representation of Different Social Groups, 2016-2021

	

	BESIP Data
(Wave 10, Wave 19, Wave 20, and Wave 21, 2016-2021))
	

	

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)


Age Group
26-44
45-64
65+
(Ref: 18-25)

Female
(Ref: Male)

Country
Wales
Scotland
(Ref: England) 

Wave
Wave 19
Wave 20
Wave 21
(Ref: Wave 10)
	a) Labour WC
	b) Labour BME
	c) Labour MC
	d) Labour BME – Labour WC 

	
	   
       0.22 (0.02) **
       0.25 (0.03) **
       0.15 (0.02) **



   - 0.14 (0.02) **
   - 0.15 (0.02) **
   - 0.09 (0.02) **


     0.13 (0.01) **



     - 0.03 (0.02) 
     - 0.15 (0.02) **



      0.05 (0.02) **
      0.08 (0.02) **
    - 0.13 (0.01) **
	   
     - 0.06 (0.02) **
     - 0.06 (0.03) *
       0.02 (0.01) 



  - 0.04 (0.02) *
      0.13 (0.02) **
      0.11 (0.02) **


   - 0.05 (0.01) **



     - 0.09 (0.02) **
     - 0.21 (0.02) **



    - 0.08 (0.02) **
    - 0.10 (0.02) **
    - 0.12 (0.01) **
	   
     - 0.06 (0.02) **
       0.07 (0.02) **
     - 0.09 (0.02) **



    - 0.06 (0.02) **
    - 0.21 (0.02) **
    - 0.34 (0.02) **


     0.08 (0.01) **



       0.07 (0.02) **
       0.15 (0.01) **



   - 0.03 (0.01) *
     0.04 (0.02) *
       0.08 (0.01) **
	
                    - 0.29 (0.02) **
                    - 0.32 (0.03) **
                    - 0.17 (0.02) **



                    - 0.10 (0.03) **
                    - 0.27 (0.02) **
                    - 0.19 (0.02) **


                    - 0.18 (0.01) **



                    - 0.07 (0.02) **
                    - 0.07 (0.02) **



                    - 0.12 (0.02) *
                    - 0.17 (0.02) *
                      0.01 (0.01) 

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	    1.84 (0.03) **
54,545
0.03
	 2.02 (0.03) **
49,859
0.02
	1.63 (0.03) **
53,148
0.04
	0.19 (0.03) **
49,584
0.03




































Source:  A pooled dataset of observations from BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016], Wave 19 [Dec 2019], Wave 20 [June 2020] and Wave 21 [May 2021].  Data are weighted using the relevant standard BESIP wave survey weight.  Standard errors are clustered at the level of the respondent as certain individuals were re-surveyed in multiple waves.   
* p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 


Note: Models A-C present the results from different OLS regressions predicting evaluations of how closely the Labour Party ‘look after the interests of’ working class (‘Labour WC’), black and Asian (‘Labour BME’), and middle class (‘Labour MC’) people respectively.  These variables ranged from 0 (‘not at all closely’) to 3 (‘very closely’).   Model D presents the results from an OLS regression predicting evaluations of the extent to which Labour more closely represent black and Asian people or the working class.  This variable was derived from subtracting respondents’ evaluations of how closely Labour represent the working class from how closely they represent blacks and Asians.  Consequently, the variable runs from -3 to +3, with higher values indicating perceived greater relative emphasis on blacks and Asians rather than the working class. Please note that the data in Models A-C were used to construct Figure 2.A in the main text, and the data in Model D was used to construct Figure 2.B.

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.  Each model also contained a fixed-effect for survey wave. 


Appendix 25:  What Predicts Belief that Labour Represents Black and Asians Better than the Working Class? 

	
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 19 - Dec 2019)
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 21 - May 2021)

	
Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Ethnocentrism Scale [2017]

Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls
	      Model A
	      Model B
	      Model C
	Model D
	      Model E
	Model F

	
	
 - 0.34 (0.03) **
 - 0.42 (0.05) **
 -  0.22 (0.03) **







X

	
 - 0.20 (0.04) **
 - 0.27 (0.06) **
 -  0.13 (0.04) **


  0.07 (0.01) **

- 0.02 (0.01) **
    0.04 (0.01) **

X

	
 - 0.29 (0.07) **
 - 0.21 (0.10) *
 -  0.15 (0.07) *


   




X

	
 - 0.16 (0.08) *
 - 0.16 (0.14) 
 -  0.15 (0.08) 


0.06 (0.02) **


    

X

	
 - 0.24 (0.05) **
 - 0.31 (0.08) **
 -  0.15 (0.05) **







X

	
 - 0.18 (0.06) **
 - 0.32 (0.08) **
 -  0.15 (0.06) **


  

0.02 (0.01) *
    0.04 (0.01) **

X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
R-Squared
	0.17 (0.04) **
21,289
0.03
	   - 0.05 (0.06) 
13,464
0.07
	0.12 (0.11) 
6,057
0.02
	   - 0.04 (0.06) 
2,779
0.03
	  0.26 (0.08) **
7,596
0.03
	   - 0.01 (0.09) 
6,566
0.04


Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in Wave 11 [April 2017].   * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01


Note: Each model in Appendix 25 presents the results from different OLS regressions predicting the extent to which Labour represents ethnic minorities better than the working class.  This is an interval variable ranging from -3 to +3, where higher values indicate belief that Labour represents minorities better.  This variable was constructed by subtracting respondents’ evaluations of how well Labour represents working class interests (0-3) from ratings of how well Labour represent black and Asian interests (0-3).  It is possible to construct this variable for BESIP Waves 10, 19 and 21 (Dec 2016, Dec 2019, and May 2021, respectively).  The table shows how the white working class are consistently more likely than other groups to believe that Labour represent the interests of black and Asian people more closely than working class interests.  Using the Wave 10 data, we can show that this is true controlling for respondent’s levels of ethnocentrism (which was measured in the next wave, in May 2017) without losing too many cases.  We can also control for left-right and libertarian-authoritarian values, which were also measured in Wave 10.  With the Wave 19 data, it is not possible to control for left-right and libertarian-authoritarian values AND ethnocentrism without suffering severe case loss as these variables measured neither in Wave 19, not in the same nearby wave.  Controlling for the earlier measure of ethnocentrism does not change the results, however.  With the Wave 21 data we can show that the group differences are robust to controlling for the two value controls as they were once again included in the Wave 21 survey.  The data in each model were weighted using the Wave 10, 19, and 21 cross-sectional weight (depending on the model).  Please see Appendix 23 for more information on variable coding.   










	Appendix 26: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Middle Class Representation on Evaluations of Labour’s Working Class Representation

	

	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D

	
Labour Middle Class [MC] Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Labour MC Representation * Respondent Group
Labour MC * White Graduate    
Labour MC * Ethnic Minority 
Labour MC * Other Whites

White Ethnocentrism Scale
Left – Right Economic Values Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Values Scale

Demographic Controls

Strength of Labour Partisanship

	   
     0.14 (0.05) **

       0.17 (0.08) *
     - 0.24 (0.14) 
       0.13 (0.08) 



 0.04 (0.05) 
        0.31 (0.08) **
 0.03 (0.05)     





X


	   
     0.14 (0.04) **

       0.15 (0.08) 
     - 0.29 (0.14) *
       0.12 (0.08) 



 0.03 (0.05) 
        0.31 (0.08) **
 0.02 (0.05)     

     - 0.03 (0.01) **



X


	   
     0.16 (0.04) **

       0.10 (0.08) 
     - 0.30 (0.14) *
       0.09 (0.08) 



 0.05 (0.05) 
        0.31 (0.08) **
 0.03 (0.05)     

     - 0.03 (0.01) **
      0.04 (0.01) **
 0.00 (0.01)

X


	   
     0.12 (0.04) **

       0.12 (0.08) 
     - 0.30 (0.14) *
       0.10 (0.08) 



 0.04 (0.05) 
        0.29 (0.07) **
 0.03 (0.05)     

     - 0.03 (0.01) **
      0.06 (0.01) **
      0.01 (0.01) **

X

X

	Constant
N – Respondents 
R2
	    1.57 (0.08) **
14,024
0.05
	 1.61 (0.08) **
14,024
0.05
	  1.48 (0.11) **
14,024
0.06
	  1.28 (0.08) **
14,024
0.09

































Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].
* p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from a different OLS regression. The dependent variables are respondents’ evaluations of how closely the Labour Party ‘look after working class interests’ on a scale of 0 – 3. Perceived Labour representation of BME people is measured on the same scale.  The data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.   Interestingly, we uncover no interaction effect here whereby the WWC associate middle class representation less positively with working class representation than other white groups, regardless of controls.  That said, it should be noted that a) the association between middle class and working class interest representation is not particularly strongly positive for any group (other than minorities, interestingly), and b) very few respondents believe that Labour are very good at representing middle class interests anyway (Appendices 2-3).  It may simply be that those that do are just exceptionally strong Labour partisans who rate the party’s ability to represent all groups extremely positively. Please see Appendix 27 for a visualisation of these associations. 

Demographic Controls: Age Group, Gender; Country.


Appendix 27: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Middle Class Representation on Evaluations of Labour’s Working Class Representation
[image: ][image: ]
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[image: ]Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016].                                                        

Note: Appendix 27 presents predicted values for the variable ‘how closely does Labour represent working class interests’ (0-3) based on coefficients from Models A-D of Appendix 26.  The estimates demonstrate how the value of this variable is predicted to change depending on evaluations of how closely Labour ‘look after the interests of middle class people’, for white working class (red), white graduate (blue), and ethnic minority (black) respondents, respectively. 95% confidence intervals are provided for each point estimate.  The histograms display the observed variation in evaluations of how well Labour looks after middle class people, across the entire sample population. The estimates in all cases are for a middle-aged English male, with the sample average values assigned for all further controls added to each model.  Model A only controls for demographic characteristics (age, gender, and UK country); Model B adds the control for levels of white ethnocentrism; Model C further adds the controls for left-right and libertarian-authoritarian values; Model D adds the control for strength of Labour partisanship.  In all models we can see that the lines for white graduates and the white working class are almost parallel.  This indicates that the impact of evaluations of Labour’s middle class representation has a fairly similar relationship to evaluations of Labour’s working class representation for both groups (unlike the impact of evaluations of the party’s black and Asian representation, displayed in Table 1).   That said, evaluations of how well Labour represents both sides of the class divide are noticeably more positively associated for ethnic minority respondents than the two white groups. 












	Appendix 28: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour,  With Non-Voters Included (Table 2 Robustness Test)

	 
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Graduate * Labour 
Representation Ratings
White Graduate * Labour BME 
White Graduate * Labour MC
White Graduates * Labour WC  

Ethnic Minority * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME 
Ethnic Minority * Labour MC 
Ethnic Minority * Labour WC

Other Whites * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Other Whites * Labour BME
Other Whites * Labour MC
Other Whites * Labour WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls

	
- 0.74 (0.14) **
  1.13 (0.13) **
  1.32 (0.13) **


        0.37 (0.48)
        2.34 (0.64) 
       0.49 (0.46)




  0.55 (0.16) **
      0.10 (0.15) 
     - 0.77 (0.14) **



      0.99 (0.23) **
    - 0.56 (0.23) * 
    - 1.31 (0.23) **



       0.25 (0.16)
     - 0.10 (0.14)
     - 0.54 (0.14) **





X

	
- 0.75 (0.15) **
  1.14 (0.14) **
  1.29 (0.13) **


      0.14 (0.48)
       2.07 (0.64) **
      0.33 (0.46)




  0.61 (0.17) **
      0.04 (0.15)
    - 0.74 (0.15) **



      1.00 (0.24) **
    - 0.58 (0.23) *
    - 1.30 (0.23) **



       0.31 (0.16) *
     - 0.12 (0.15)
     - 0.54 (0.14) 

 - 0.15 (0.02) **



X

	
- 0.71 (0.16) **
  0.94 (0.14) **
  1.36 (0.14) **


      0.06 (0.49) 
      2.26 (0.65) **
      0.38 (0.46)




  0.66 (0.18) **
    - 0.09 (0.16) 
    - 0.70 (0.15) **



       0.97 (0.26) **
     - 0.51 (0.24) *
     - 1.34 (0.25) **



        0.27 (0.17)
     - 0.10 (0.15)
     - 0.50 (0.15) **

     - 0.08 (0.02) ** 
  - 0.41 (0.02) **
    0.18 (0.02) **


X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
	   - 3.44 (0.44) **
11,767
	 - 3.24 (0.44) **
11,767
	- 1.33 (0.45) **
11,767



Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party or an intention to not vote at all (0).  These models are otherwise the same as those in Table 2 of the main text, where the dependent variable was a binary indicator of whether the respondent intended to vote Labour (1) or any other party (0).  Here, however, we also include non-voters in the ‘non supporter’ category.  As it happens, our key findings are unchanged by this different dependent variable: white working class voters who perceived Labour as being close to ethnic minorities were less likely to have a Labour vote intention in mid-2016.   
  
Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.








	Appendix 29: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour,  With Subjective Propensity to Vote Labour   (0-10) as an Alternative Dependent Variable (Table 2 Robustness Test)

	 
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Graduate * Labour 
Representation Ratings
White Graduate * Labour BME 
White Graduate * Labour MC
White Graduates * Labour WC 

Ethnic Minority * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME 
Ethnic Minority * Labour MC 
Ethnic Minority * Labour WC

Other Whites * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Other Whites * Labour BME
Other Whites * Labour MC
Other Whites * Labour WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls

	
- 0.68 (0.14) **
  1.15 (0.14) **
  1.40 (0.12) **


    - 0.65 (0.43)
      0.54 (0.69) 
      0.14 (0.41)




  0.41 (0.16) **
      0.91 (0.16) **
    - 0.65 (0.14) **



      1.32 (0.32) **
      0.31 (0.28) 
    - 0.81 (0.32) *



       0.10 (0.15)
       0.29 (0.15)
     - 0.46 (0.13) **





X

	
- 0.58 (0.14) **
  1.15 (0.14) **
  1.25 (0.12) **


   - 1.03 (0.43) *
     0.94 (0.68) 
   - 0.33 (0.41)




  0.43 (0.16) **
      0.82 (0.16)
    - 0.52 (0.15) **



      1.23 (0.32) **
      0.27 (0.28) 
    - 0.70 (0.32) *



       0.11 (0.15)
       0.23 (0.15)
     - 0.39 (0.13) **

 - 0.23 (0.02) **



X

	
- 0.47 (0.14) **
  0.86 (0.14) **
  1.33 (0.14) **


    - 0.88 (0.43) *
    - 0.66 (0.65) 
    - 0.06 (0.41)




  0.50 (0.16) **
      0.44 (0.16) **
    - 0.50 (0.14) **



       1.17 (0.31) **
       0.29 (0.27) 
     - 0.74 (0.31) 



        0.12 (0.15)
       0.14 (0.15)
     - 0.41 (0.13) **

     - 0.14 (0.02) ** 
  - 0.49 (0.02) **
    0.37 (0.02) **


X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
R-Squared
	   2.76 (0.42) **
13,104
0.26
	 3.09 (0.41) **
13,104
0.27
	- 6.24 (0.42) **
13,104
0.37



Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different OLS regression predicting respondents’ subjective likelihood of voting for the Labour Party.  This was derived from a question in the BESIP that asked respondents: “How likely is it that you would ever vote Labour?”, with responses measured on a scale from 0 (‘very unlikely’) to 10 (‘very likely’). These models are otherwise the same as those in Table 2 of the main text, where the dependent variable was a binary indicator of whether the respondent intended to vote Labour (1) or any other party (0).  As it happens, our key findings are unchanged by this different, somewhat richer, dependent variable: white working class voters who perceive Labour as being close to ethnic minorities state that they are less likely to vote for the party (particularly relative to other members of Labour’s coalition like white graduates and non-whites themselves). 
  
Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.
	Appendix 30: The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Black and Asian (BME), Middle Class (MC), and Working Class (WC) Representation on Support for Labour.  Sample Restricted to ‘Potential Labour Voters’ (PTV Labour > 0) (Table 2 Robustness Test)

	
	BESIP Data 
(Wave 10 - Nov/Dec 2016)

	
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C

	
Labour BME Representation Rating 
Labour MC Representation Rating
Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

White Graduate * Labour 
Representation Ratings
White Graduate * Labour BME 
White Graduate * Labour MC
White Graduates * Labour WC 

Ethnic Minority * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME 
Ethnic Minority * Labour MC 
Ethnic Minority * Labour WC

Other Whites * Labour 
Representation Ratings
Other Whites * Labour BME
Other Whites * Labour MC
Other Whites * Labour WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Demographic Controls

	
- 0.74 (0.19) **
  0.97 (0.17) **
  1.17 (0.16) **


    - 0.21 (0.57)
      2.77 (0.77) **
    - 0.05 (0.55)




  0.68 (0.21) **
      0.11 (0.19)
    - 0.71 (0.18) **



      0.94 (0.31) **
    - 0.59 (0.29) *
    - 1.45 (0.28) **



       0.43 (0.21) *
     - 0.06 (0.18)
     - 0.47 (0.18) **





X

	
- 0.76 (0.20) **
  0.95 (0.17) **
  1.15 (0.17) **


    - 0.41 (0.58)
      2.48 (0.78) **
      0.23 (0.56)




  0.71 (0.21) **
      0.11 (0.19) 
    - 0.69 (0.19) **



      0.95 (0.32) **
    - 0.57 (0.30) 
    - 1.42 (0.29) **



       0.46 (0.21) *
     - 0.05 (0.18)
     - 0.46 (0.18) *

 - 0.09 (0.02) **



X

	
- 0.77 (0.21) **
  0.82 (0.17) **
  1.15 (0.17) **


    - 0.48 (0.59)
      2.53 (0.79) **
    - 0.20 (0.56)




  0.74 (0.23) **
    - 0.01 (0.19)
    - 0.59 (0.19) **



      0.88 (0.32) **
    - 0.48 (0.31) 
    - 1.36 (0.31) **



        0.43 (0.22)
     - 0.03 (0.18)
     - 0.40 (0.19) *

     - 0.05 (0.02) *
  - 0.37 (0.02) **
    0.10 (0.02) **


X


	Constant
N – Respondents 
	- 2.61 (0.53) **
7,298
	- 2.43 (0.53) **
7,298
	- 0.86 (0.55) 
7,298


Source: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Data are weighted using the standard BESIP wave 10 survey weight.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  These models are the same as in Table 2 of the main text; however, in response to a request by an anonymous reviewer, we have attempted to limit our sample to only those respondents who might be considered ‘potential Labour voters’.  The concern is that the pool of people that might be bothered about Labour’s representation of ethnic minority communities (in absolute terms and relative to the representation of the working class) could be largely filled with those who could never imagine voting for the party under any situation.  To assuage these concerns, we have here limited our sample to all those who responded with at least a ‘1’ when presented with a scale running from 0 (‘very unlikely’) to 10 (‘very likely’) on which they were asked to select “how likely is it that you would ever vote for Labour?”.  This means that we exclude the roughly 34% (or so) of our sample that could be considered the least likely Labour voters (or voters that Labour would perhaps have the hardest time canvassing for their support).  This seems to make no difference to our main finding: white working class voters are less likely to support Labour when they associate the party more strongly with the representation of non-white communities (even when controlling for levels of white ethnocentrism).  Our findings are not driven by those who would never vote Labour anyway, but are robust to only examining the two-thirds of our sample that could be considered ‘potential’ Labour voters.  

Please note that we are unable to conduct a similar restricted sample replication analysis on the models from Table 3 of the main text (i.e. 2019 General Election vote choice), as the question about subjective likelihood of ever voting Labour was not included in the relevant BESIP survey wave.  That said, given that we include a lagged dependent variable in that model we are confident that we do enough to control for longstanding dislike / antipathy to the party.

      Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.

Appendix 31:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of Ethnic Minorities and the Working Class on Support for Labour – Additional Control for Absolute Ratings of Labour’s Minority and Working Class Representation (Table 3 Robustness Test)
	
	BESIP Wave 10 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 
Intention 2016)
	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 2019 General Election)

	

Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating
Labour BME + Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Respondent Group * Labour BME - WC Rating Interaction
White Graduate * Labour BME - WC
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME - WC
Other Whites * Labour BME - WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Lagged Labour Vote [2017]

Demographic Controls

	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F

	
	
- 0.87 (0.09) **
   0.23 (0.02) **


- 0.12 (0.10)
   0.79 (0.16) **
- 0.40 (0.09) **



  0.55 (0.10) **
  0.86 (0.17) **
  0.33 (0.10) **







X
	
- 0.89 (0.09) **
   0.29 (0.03) **


- 0.33 (0.11) **
   0.73 (0.18) **
- 0.37 (0.10) **



  0.58 (0.12) **
  0.86 (0.19) **
  0.32 (0.12) **

- 0.10 (0.02) **
- 0.47 (0.02) **
 - 0.20 (0.02) **



X
	
- 0.49 (0.12) **
  0.56 (0.03) **

  0.57 (0.14) **
  1.36 (0.24) **
  0.11 (0.14) 



  0.32 (0.13) **
  0.29 (0.24) 
  0.11 (0.13) 

  



 

           X
	
- 0.49 (0.15) **
 0.60 (0.06) **


  0.48 (0.21) *
  1.45 (0.41) **
  0.02 (0.21) 

   0.49 (0.19) **
   0.30 (0.42) 
   0.32 (0.19) 

- 0.22 (0.05) **





          X
	
- 0.61 (0.15) **
  0.43 (0.07) **

   0.34 (0.30) 
   0.83 (0.49) 
   0.11 (0.28) 



   0.61 (0.19) **
   0.83 (0.43) 
   0.46 (0.18) *





   3.51 (0.17) **

X
	
- 0.67 (0.20) **
   0.45 (0.07) **

   0.28 (0.30) 
   0.69 (0.50) 
   0.04 (0.27) 



   0.68 (0.24) **
   1.08 (0.47) *
   0.54 (0.23) *

-- 0.18 (0.07) **



   3.50 (0.19) **

X

	Constant
N – Respondents
	 - 1.14 (0.16)** 
       11,486
	   0.77 (0.20) **
       11,486
	 - 2.84 (0.26)** 
       5,612
	- 3.56 (0.67) 
      2,297
	- 4.80 (0.64) **
       2,775
	 - 4.99 (0.73) **
       2,231


Source:  Models A-B: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables.  Models C-F: BESIP Wave 19 [Dec 2019] for all variables except the ‘pro-immigration attitudes scale’, which was measured in BESIP Wave 17 [Nov 2019], and the lagged dependent variable, ‘Labour Vote [2017]’, which was measured in BESIP Wave 13 [June 2017] following the 2017 UK General Election.  Models A and B are weighted using the standard Wave 10 BESIP survey weight.  Model C is weighted the standard Wave 19 BESIP survey weight.  Models D-F are weighted using the Wave 13 (June 2017) to Wave 19 panel weight to adjust for non-random patterns of attribution between those surveys.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01 


Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party (0).  These models are exactly the same as those in Table 3 of the main text; however, here we also include an additional control which is the sum of respondents’ evaluations of Labour’s representation of black and Asian (BME) people and working class (WC) people – both of which are measured on a 3-point scale from ‘not at all closely’ (0) to ‘very closely’ (3) – rather than the difference between these two scores (as with ‘Labour BME – Labour WC’).  By including this variable, we hope to further isolate the effect of a respondent believing that Labour better represents minorities than the working class from any other effect of the respondent not believing that Labour represents either group particularly well.  As you can see, however, our main findings holds up: though respondents who believe that Labour represents both groups well are more likely to support the party, white working class voters that think Labour represents minorities more closely than the working class are less likely to support it.



Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.

	
	BESIP Wave 10 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 
Intention 2016)
	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
(DV = Labour Vote 2019 General Election)

	

Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating

Respondent Group
White Graduates
Ethnic Minorities
Other Whites
(Ref: White Working Class)

Respondent Group * Labour BME - WC Rating Interaction
White Graduate * Labour BME - WC
Ethnic Minority * Labour BME - WC
Other Whites * Labour BME - WC

White Ethnocentrism Scale 
Left – Right Economic Value Scale
Liberal-Authoritarian Social Value Scale

Lagged Labour Vote [2017]

Demographic Controls
	Model A
	Model B
	Model C
	Model D
	Model E
	Model F

	
	
- 0.89 (0.09) **


- 0.08 (0.09) 
  0.73 (0.15) **
- 0.36 (0.09) **



  0.55 (0.10) **
  0.91 (0.16) **
  0.34 (0.10) **







          X
	
- 0.92 (0.11) **


- 0.29 (0.11) **
  0.66 (0.17) **
- 0.34 (0.10) **



  0.58 (0.12) **
  0.95 (0.18) **
  0.33 (0.11) **

- 0.10 (0.02) **
- 0.45 (0.02) **
- 0.19 (0.01) **



X
	
 - 0.47 (0.10) **


   0.71 (0.13) **
   1.13 (0.21) **    
   0.17 (0.13) 
 


   0.29 (0.11) **
   0.12 (0.27) 
   0.10 (0.11) 

  


 

           
          X
	
- 0.47 (0.13) **


   0.44 (0.21) *
   1.30 (0.40) **
 - 0.08 (0.21) 



   0.43 (0.16) **
   0.30 (0.44) 
   0.29 (0.16) 

 - 0.23 (0.05) **




          
          X
	
- 0.48 (0.15) **


  0.58 (0.27) *
  1.25 (0.44)  **
  0.32 (0.27)   



   0.41 (0.19) *
   0.77 (0.40) 
   0.33 (0.17) 

 



   3.41 (0.16) **

          
X
	
- 0.55 (0.19) **


 - 0.43 (0.35) 
    1.11 (0.50) * 
     0.16 (0.28) 



   0.46 (0.23) *
   0.87 (0.48) 
   0.39 (0.22) 

 - 0.17 (0.06)   **



  3.31 (0.18) **

          
X

	Constant
N – Respondents
	   0.34 (0.14) **
      11,823
	   1.75 (0.18) **
       11,823
	- 0.69 (0.21) 
       6,017
	- 0.99 (0.61) 
      2,436
	- 3.31 (0.55) **
       3,033
	- 3.21 (0.64) **
       2,432


Appendix 32:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of Ethnic Minorities and the Working Class on Support for Labour, With Non-Voters Included (Table 3 Robustness Test) 
Source:  Models A-B: BESIP Wave 10 [Nov-Dec 2016] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017].  Models C-F: BESIP Wave 19 [Dec 2019] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017], and the lagged dependent variable, Labour Vote [2017], which was measured in BESIP Wave 13 [June 2017] following the 2017 UK General Election.  Models A and B are weighted using the standard Wave 10 BESIP survey weight.  Model C is weighted the standard Wave 19 BESIP survey weight.  Models D-F are weighted using the Wave 13 (June 2017) to Wave 19 panel weight to adjust for non-random patterns of attribution between those surveys.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01.

Note: Each model presents the results from different logistic regressions predicting support for Labour (1) vs any other party or an intention to not vote at all (0).  These models are otherwise the same as those in Table 3 of the main text, where the dependent variable was a binary indicator of whether the respondent intended to vote Labour (1) or any other party (0).  Here, however, we also include non-voters in the ‘non supporter’ category.  As it happens, our key findings are unchanged by this different dependent variable: white working class voters who perceived Labour as being close to ethnic minorities were less likely to have a Labour vote intention in mid-2016 (Models A & B) and in the 2019 general election itself (Models C-F).   

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country.
Appendix 33:  The Impact of Evaluations of Labour’s Relative Representation of Ethnic Minorities and the Working Class on the Defection of White Working Class Supporters from Labour 2017-19.  Sample Restricted to White Working Class 2017 Labour Voters

	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
Baseline Category = Loyalty to Labour Party 2017 – 2019


	







Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating


Demographic Controls
	Defect:
Conservatives
	Defect: 
UKIP / 
Brexit Party
	Defect:
Libs/Greens/
SNP/Plaid 
	Defect:
Abstain

	
	
1.06 (0.35) **


X
	
 0.87 (0.61) 

X
	
 0.81 (0.50)

X
               
	
    - 0.75 (0.48)

X
         

	Constant
	- 2.27 (1.25)
	  - 18.47 (0.50)
	   - 3.06 (0.77)
	- 17.29 (1.06)

	N
	128


MODEL A














	
BESIP Wave 19 Data
Baseline Category = Loyalty to Labour Party 2017 – 2019


	







Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating


White Ethnocentrism Scale 

Demographic Controls
	Defect:
Conservatives
	Defect: 
UKIP / 
Brexit Party
	Defect:
Libs/Greens/
SNP/Plaid 
	Defect:
Abstain

	
	
0.97 (0.42) *

   0.60 (0.21) **
X
	
   0.63 (0.53) 

   0.45 (0.17) *
X
	
0.90 (0.63)


  - 0.03 (0.18)
X
X
	
- 0.80 (0.46)


     0.41 (0.20) *
X
X

	Constant
	- 1.95 (1.20) 
	- 18.50 (0.48) 
	  - 3.47 (1.00)
	   - 17.28 (0.85)

	N
	103


MODEL B
















Source:  BESIP Wave 19 [Dec 2019] for all variables except ethnocentrism, which was recorded in BESIP Wave 11 [April 2017], and the lagged dependent variable, Labour Vote [2017], which was measured in BESIP Wave 13 [June 2017] following the 2017 UK General Election.  Models are weighted using the Wave 13 (June 2017) to Wave 19 panel weight to adjust for non-random patterns of attribution between those surveys.  * p-value < 0.05; ** p-value < 0.01.

Note: The models display the results of two multinomial logit regressions predicting defection from Labour between the June 2017 and December 2019 General Elections among our sample of white working class voters who supported Labour in the 2017 contest.  The models demonstrate the extent to which the belief that Labour represents minorities better than the working class (‘Labour BME – Labour WC Representation Rating’) predicts 4 different types of defection – moving to the Conservatives; moving to UKIP or the Brexit Party; moving to the Lib Dems, Greens, Plaid Cymru or the Scottish National Party [SNP]; moving to abstaining altogether – relative to remaining loyal and continuing to vote for Labour in 2019.   One should note that our sample pool here is relatively modest, and we have relatively few observations of white working class voters who supported Labour in 2017 defecting to parties other than the Conservatives or abstention in 2019 (hence why we amalgamate supporters who opted for one of the right-leaning (UKIP/Brexit Party) or left-leaning (Liberals, Greens, SNP, Plaid) options.  That said, the available evidence suggests that beliefs that the Labour Party better represents minorities than the working class do have value in helping to explain the defection of white working class supporters from the party between 2017 and 2019.  Whether or not one controls for white ethnocentrism (Model A does not, Model B does), white working class respondents that believed that the party better represents minorities were more likely to defect to the Conservatives than stick with the party.  In our sample, they were not statistically significantly more likely to switch to other parties, however.  The evidence suggests that they may also have been less likely to abstain; however, this result is not statistically significant at conventional levels.   The model also suggests that white working class supporters with higher levels of white ethnocentrism were also more likely to switch to the Conservatives and right-wing alternatives like UKIP or the Brexit Party, but not socially liberal alternatives like the Liberal Democrats, Greens, or the civic nationalist Plaid Cymru or SNP, which is what we might expect.  White ethnocentrics also seem slightly more likely to switch to not voting at between 2017 and 2019.

Demographic Controls: Age, Gender; Country



(Cox 2016; Winter and Nichols 2012)
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 10 (Nov-Dec 2016). Violin plots generated using 'VIOPLOT' module in Stata
created by Winter and Nichols (2008).

Note: Left-Right scale derived from respondents’ answers to a 5-item battery of questions on redistribution, class relations and
inequality introduced by Evans et al (1996). See Appendix 23 for more information.
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 10 (Nov-Dec 2016). Violin plots generated using 'VIOPLOT' module in Stata
created by Winter and Nichols (2008)

Note: Lib-Auth scale derived from respondents’ answers to a 5-item battery of questions on traditional values and criminal
justice introduced by Evans et al (1996). See Appendix 23 for more information.
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 10 (Nov-Dec 2016). Violin plots generated using 'VIOPLOT' module in Stata
created by Winter and Nichols (2008).

Note: White ethnocentric scale derived from respondents' relatives 'warmth' to whites versus their average warmth' towards
Asians and black people. See Appendix 23 for more information.
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 10 (Nov-Dec 2016). Violin plots generated using 'VIOPLOT' module in Stata
created by Winter and Nichols (2008).

Note: Immigration scale derived from respondents’ preferences regarding future levels of immigration, measured on a scale
from 0 ‘allow many more' to 10 ‘allow many fewer'. See Appendix 23 for more information.
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 10 (Nov-Dec 2016). Table plots generated using 'TABPLOT' module in Stata,
created by Cox (2016).

Note: Figure shows the percentage of each class-ethnicity group that rate Labour's representation of a given group in a particular
way. See Appendix 23 for more information on variable construction.
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 19 (December 2019). Table plots generated using 'TABPLOT' module in Stata,
created by Cox (2016).

Note: Figure shows the percentage of each class-ethnicity group that rate Labour's representation of a given group in a particular

way. See Appendix 23 for more information on variable construction.
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 21 (May 2021). Table plots generated using TABPLOT module in Stata,
created by Cox (2016).

Note: Figure shows the percentage of each class-ethnicity group that rate Labour's representation of a given group in a particular
way. See Table A6 for more information on variable construction.
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Note: Figure shows the percentage of each class-ethnicity group that rate Labour's relative representation of the working class
and minorities in a particular way. See Appendix 23 for more information on variable construction.
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Source: British Election Study Internet Panel Wave 19 (December 2019). Table plots generated using 'TABPLOT' module in Stata,
created by Cox (2016).

Note: Figure shows the percentage of each class-ethnicity group that rate Labour's relative representation of the working class

and minorities in a particular way. See Appendix 23 for more information on variable construction.
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Note: Figure shows the percentage of each class-ethnicity group that rate Labour's relative representation of the working class
and minorities in a particular way. See Table A6 for more information on this variable.
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