Appendices

Appendix A. Question Wording

Support for the right to wear religious symbols:

“To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements...”

1. “...[GROUP] should have the right to wear their religious symbols in public, while walking in the street.”

2. “...[GROUP] should have the right to wear their religious symbols when studying at public schools or universities.”

3. “...[GROUP] should have the right to wear religious symbols when working for the government as public school teachers, judges, or police officers.”

Shared membership criteria:

1. “Compared to other Canadians, how much do you think [GROUP] care about the concerns and needs of other Canadians?”

2. “The government provides several programs and benefits that seek to help various communities in Canada. Compared to other Canadians, how thankful do you think [GROUP] are to receive these benefits?”

3. “Compared to other Canadians, how willing do you think [GROUP] are to make sacrifices for other Canadians?”

4. “Compared to other Canadians, how much do you think [GROUP] identify with Canada?”

Social dominance orientation:

1. “We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups.”	(Reverse scored).

2. “Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.”

Group empathy:

1. “How often would you say you try to better understand people of other racial or ethnic groups by imagining how things look for their perspective?”

2. “Before criticizing somebody form another racial or ethnic group, how often do you try to imagine how you would feel if you were in their place?”

Canadian identification

1. “I have a lot in common with other Canadians.”

2. “I often think about the fact that I am Canadian.”

Appendix B: Detailed results from latent variable modelling of the shared membership scale. 

[bookmark: _bookmark4]Table B1: Factor loadings for a multi-group confirmatory factor analysis specifying a single factor.

	Assigned group
	Indicator
	B
	SE
	Z
	Beta

	Christians
	Cares
	0.769
	0.047
	16.500
	0.824

	
	Thankful
	0.635
	0.041
	15.344
	0.796

	
	Sacrifice
	0.759
	0.044
	17.127
	0.852

	
	Identity
	0.493
	0.044
	11.326
	0.628

	Muslims
	Cares
	0.734
	0.044
	16.718
	0.829

	
	Thankful
	0.517
	0.055
	9.470
	0.544

	
	Sacrifice
	0.835
	0.043
	19.527
	0.926

	
	Identity
	0.741
	0.047
	15.926
	0.804

	Religious minorities
	Cares
	0.707
	0.047
	15.025
	0.821

	
	Thankful
	0.583
	0.058
	9.999
	0.612

	
	Sacrifice
	0.799
	0.051
	15.776
	0.834

	
	Identity
	0.758
	0.053
	14.399
	0.788






[bookmark: _bookmark5]Table B2: Likelihood ratio tests comparing constrained (1PL) and unconstrained (2PL) GRM IRT models.

	Assigned group
	Model
	AIC
	BIC
	Log likelihood
	χ2(df)

	Christians
	Constrained
	2001.70
	2062.68
	-983.85
	

	
	Unconstrained
	1985.85
	2057.60
	-972.93
	21.84 (3) ∗∗∗

	Muslims
	Constrained
	2021.77
	2081.70
	-973.41
	

	
	Unconstrained
	1986.81
	2057.32
	-973.41
	40.95 (3) ∗∗∗

	Religious minorities
	Constrained
	2041.39
	2100.13
	-1003.70
	

	
	Unconstrained
	2026.83
	2095.94
	-993.56
	20.56 (3) ∗∗∗





Table B3: Discrimination parameters from 2PL GRM of shared membership items evaluating Christians, Muslims, and Religious minorities.

	Membership criterion
	Christians
	Muslims
	Religious Minorities

	Cares
	3.41
	3.03
	3.22

	Thankful
	2.94
	1.34
	1.64

	Sacrifice
	3.67
	3.49
	2.96

	Identity
	1.82
	2.72
	2.90
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Figure B1: Item information curves highlighting contribution of each item in the shared membership scale to reducing measurement error across levels of the latent trait.
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