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[bookmark: _Toc113820342]Readme
This online supplement to "Once They Are Seated: The impact of Radical Right Parties’ Political Representation on Trust and Solidarity" contains results of the main analysis and of additional analyses. Data used in this paper comes from different sources that I have listed below. The data can be downloaded for free by following the provided links.
· European Social Survey rounds 1-9 cumulative data file (https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/downloadwizard/)
· Parliaments and Governments database (http://www.parlgov.org/)
· Standardized world income inequality database (https://fsolt.org/swiid/)
· OECD (https://data.oecd.org/migration/foreign-born-population.htm)
· World bank (https://data.worldbank.org/)
· International Social Survey Programme (https://www.gesis.org/en/issp/home)
· Integrated Values Study (https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSEVStrend.jsp)
If you are interested in skimming the R code that generates these results or if you wish to replicate the results themselves and maybe alter the R code, you will need to work with the RRP_attitude.Rmd file. To use the Rmd replication file, you need a working version of R, RStudio, Rmarkdown, and Latex. All mentioned software packages are open source, free to use and available for Windows, Mac, and Unix operating systems. Once you have installed these, please open RStudio and establish an RStudio project in the unzipped file directory that contains the RRP_attitude.Rmd file. For further information on Rstudio projects and how to set them up, I refer to chapter 8 in R for Data science (Wickham & Grolemund, 2016a). After having set up the RStudio project, you will find all necessary files under the "Files" tab in Rstudio. Open the file by clicking on it under the "Files" tab. The file should open in the top left panel. Rstudio will automatically notify you about all user-written packages that the analysis relies on and that you have not yet downloaded and installed. Please click on "install". To replicate the whole analysis, simply click on "Knit" just below the file tab of the top left panel showing the Rmd file. If you want to alter the R code, you can work on the single R-snippets. For more information on how to edit Rmd files and R snippets see chapter 27 in R for Data science (Wickham & Grolemund, 2016b)
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Appendix A. Identification strategies
[bookmark: _Toc113820344]Two-way fixed effects approach
For this identification strategy, I restrict the sample to the 17 European countries (118 country-years) that have a pre-entrance period of a radical right party in the data. I do so, because my research interest lies in estimating within-country changes in the indicators of trust and solidarity after a radical right party (RRP) has entered parliament in country j. I do not include always-treated countries in the sample to avoid introducing bias because of their treatment status not changing throughout the study period. Including always-treated countries would introduce both negative weighting bias and misrepresentation of the control group trajectory (Ludwig & Brüderl, 2021, p. 475). After listwise deletion on all variables of interest, I end up with a sample size of 181,071 survey responses distributed across 17 countries (118 country-years).  
Table A1 summarizes central information on the countries I have included in the sample. In the second column, I have listed the name of the RRP that entered parliament. If this field is empty it means that the country did not experience a RRP enter parliament during the studied period. Iceland, Ireland, Lithuania, and Luxembourg did not elect a RRP to parliament and thus constitute a comparison group. I also list the first year the RRP entered parliament, whether the country uses a proportional representation system, and whether the voting system requires that political parties exceed a legal electoral threshold to gain parliamentary representation in the national parliament. Czech Republic, France, Hungary, Slovakia, and Ukraine had a RRP enter the national parliament before the start of the data period. However, I choose to still include these countries, since their respective RRPs’ lost their seats in parliament and had not regained them by the first ESS round. When selecting radical right parties that are both characterized as ‘populist’ and ‘nativist, I rely on both Cas Mudde’s (2007, p. 307) classification and the PopuList database (Rooduijn et al., 2019). Using both sources enables me to include RRPs founded after the publication of Cas Mudde’s book (e.g., Vox in Spain).




[bookmark: _Toc113820345]Table A1: List of countries and Radical Right Parties
	Country
	Party name
	Entrance year
	Proportional system
	Threshold

	Cyprus
	National Popular Front
	2016
	Yes
	Yes

	Czechia
	Dawn
	2013
	Yes
	Yes

	Estonia
	Conservative People's Party of Estonia
	2016
	Yes
	Yes

	France
	National Front
	2012
	No
	No

	Germany
	Alternative for Germany
	2017
	Yes
	Yes

	Greece
	Popular Orthodox Rally
	2007
	Yes
	Yes

	Hungary
	Jobbik
	2010
	No
	Yes

	Iceland
	
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Ireland
	
	
	No
	No

	Lithuania
	
	
	Yes
	Yes

	Luxembourg
	
	
	Yes
	No

	Portugal
	Chega
	2019
	Yes
	No

	Slovakia
	Slovak National Party
	2006
	Yes
	Yes

	Spain
	Vox
	2019
	Yes
	No

	Sweden
	Sweden Democrats
	2010
	Yes
	Yes

	UK
	United Kingdom independence party
	2015
	No
	No

	Ukraine
	All-Ukrainian Union “Freedom”
	2012
	Yes
	Yes


Note: United Kingdom’s independence party (UKIP) and Slovak National Party (SNP) lose their representation in parliament during the study period. SNP reenters at the 2016 Slovak parliamentary election while UKIP loses its seats at the 2017 UK general election after having entered the House of Commons for the first time in 2015.
[bookmark: _Toc113820346]Regression discontinuity design approach
In this supplementary identification strategy, I exploit the electoral rule that a RRP’s national representation in country j at time t is determined by whether the party has won enough votes to pass a nationwide electoral threshold that is either defined legally or mathematically. This procedure also means that I can include always-treated countries alongside treated and never-treated countries in the sample if their electoral systems contain an electoral threshold. 
Table A2 lists all the countries in the sample with an electoral threshold. The third column signals whether the threshold is defined by electoral law or calculated as an effective threshold approximating the vote share required to win one seat in parliament using the formula , where S is the total number of seats in parliament and E is the number of electoral districts (Taagepera, 1998, 2002). Since the electoral system does not completely determine the effective threshold, it is important to note that the results are similar if I only include countries in the analysis with a legally defined electoral threshold (see table H2). 28 countries (174 country-years) in the sample have electoral systems that require a political party exceeds a nationwide electoral threshold. The institutional design of the political system is exogenous to party behavior before the election, thus, eliminating this potential confounder (Abou-Chadi & Krause, 2020). 
[bookmark: _Toc113820347]Table A2: List of countries and electoral thresholds
	Country
	Threshold
	Type

	Austria
	4
	Legal

	Belgium
	1.545
	Effective

	Bulgaria
	4
	Legal

	Cyprus
	3.6
	Effective

	Czech Republic
	5
	Legal

	Denmark
	2
	Legal

	Estonia
	5
	Legal

	Finland
	1.2696
	Effective

	Germany
	5
	Legal

	Greece
	3
	Legal

	Hungary
	5
	Legal

	Iceland
	5
	Legal

	Ireland
	2.35
	Effective

	Italy
	3
	Legal

	Latvia
	5
	Legal

	Lithuania
	5
	Legal

	Luxembourg
	2.95
	Effective

	Netherlands
	0.67
	Effective

	Norway
	4
	Legal

	Poland
	5
	Legal

	Portugal
	1.36
	Effective

	Romania
	5
	Legal

	Slovakia
	5
	Legal

	Slovenia
	4
	Legal

	Spain
	1.3454
	Effective

	Sweden
	4
	Legal

	Switzerland
	1.69
	Effective

	Ukraine
	5
	Legal


In the RDD, treatment status D is determined by the RRPs vote share being below or above a defined cutoff c. A RRP is represented in the national parliament  if its vote share is the same or exceeds this electoral threshold  and not represented  if the vote share does not exceed this threshold of representation . According to table A2, this cutoff varies from 0.79 % of the total vote share in the Netherlands to 5 %, which is also the most common threshold. Equation (2) describes the RDD:

where  is the local average treatment effect LATE and  is the RRP vote share distance relative to the country-specific electoral threshold, which constitutes the running variable. Like in the two-way fixed effects models, I control for individual- and country-year specific characteristics that may be associated with the outcome and country- and year fixed effects. In line with standard practice, I rely on both parametric estimations using second-and third-order polynomials and a non-parametric local linear regression using different bandwidths (h) to test the proposed hypotheses (see tables G1-2 & figures G1-2). In each model, I use ESS post-stratification weights adjusted by a weighting factor that divides the total weights for the whole sample by the weights for each country-year giving each country-year equal weights (see Abou-Chadi & Finnigan, 2019 for a similar weighting procedure). To allow for between-individual correlation, I cluster standard errors at the level of country-years. Since the predictor is measured at the country-year level, the estimated regression models have 121 model degrees of freedom. For a two-tailed t-test with a significance level at  the critical value is  (Elff et al., 2021). 
The validity of a regression discontinuity design necessitates that (1) the continuity assumption holds and (2) that no one (e.g., RRPs themselves, their voters, or their competitors) can manipulate RRPs treatment status on either side of the cutoff. The continuity assumption entails that country-years where a RRP barely managed to enter parliament are similar to country-years where the radical right barely lost representation, so, the only change that occurs at the point of discontinuity is the shift in treatment status (de la Cuesta & Imai, 2016, p. 377). Figure H1 shows that treated and untreated units are balanced on all observed covariates except for population density and foreign-born population, which therefore constitute important controls in the estimated models. While I am still unable to eliminate the possibility of unobserved heterogeneity, it strengthens the causal interpretation of the results. Moreover, the manipulation assumption, I argue, is realistic, since manipulation is only possible through electoral fraud or by changing electoral laws (Abou-Chadi & Krause, 2020). However, in a few cases the threshold does not completely determine treatment assignment. As a robustness check, I therefore conduct a fuzzy regression discontinuity design that probabilistically defines treatment status in a two-stage regression framework, where the running variable (i.e., vote share relative to the threshold) is used as an instrument for treatment status. The results of the fuzzy RDD do not deviate from the results of the sharp RDD (see table H2). Additionally, I do not find any evidence of within-group jumps supporting the identification assumption that any effect only happens at the point of discontinuity (see table H1). Yet, it is important to stress that the results should be considered exploratory because of issues of low statistical power.


[bookmark: _Toc113820348]Appendix B. Survey items
(1) I use principal component analysis (PCA) to construct a variable measuring anti-immigrant sentiment. The PCA is estimated using three items that tap into attitudes towards the cultural, societal, and economic consequences of immigration. The survey questions are worded in the following way:
· “Would you say that it is generally bad or good for [country]’s economy that people come to live here from other countries?” 
· “Would you say that [country]’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries? 
· “Is [country] made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from other countries? 
The items are measured on an eleven-point scale ranging from 0 (“Bad for the economy”/”Cultural life undermined”/”Worse place to live”) to 10 (“Good for the economy”/“Cultural life enriched”/“Better place to live”). I change the direction of the items so high values indicate negative and low values indicate positive attitudes towards immigrants. The variables load primarily on one principal component that explains about 79 % of the total variance, which I keep and use as a variable capturing xenophobic sentiments. 
(2) To measure public polarization of anti-immigrant sentiment, I rely on two different measures. The first is the squared deviation of an individual’s anti-immigrant sentiment from the country-year mean of anti-immigrant sentiment: . The second measure I use is a rescaled version of Van der Eijk’s (2001) agreement measure that goes from 0 which represents perfect unimodality and 1 represents perfect polarization. While there is no agreed upon way to measure the polarization of attitudes, both measures has previously been used in peer-reviewed studies (Bischof & Wagner, 2019; Bohman & Hjerm, 2016; Castanho Silva, 2017).
(3) I capture support for redistribution with a single item running on a five-point scale asking respondents about their level of (dis)agreement with the statement that:“The government should take measures to reduce differences in income levels”. Answer options range from 1 completely disagree to 5 completely agree. This survey question has been used frequently to capture support for redistribution and the welfare state (e.g., Jæger, 2006).
(4) To operationalize Welfare chauvinism, I use the following survey item, which has been frequently used in the literature as an indicator of welfare chauvinism (Mewes & Mau, 2013; Reeskens & van Oorschot, 2012; Van Der Waal et al., 2013). 
· “Thinking of people coming to live in [country] from other countries, when do you think they should obtain the same rights to social benefits and services as a citizen already living here?”
The answer scale is ordinal and includes five categories: (1) Immediately on arrival, (2) After living in [country] for a year, (3) only after they have worked and paid taxes for a year, (4) once they have become a [country] citizen, (5) they should never get the same rights. Even though it has been debated whether the item captures a continuous measure of more and less welfare chauvinism (Mewes & Mau, 2013, pp. 130–131; Van Der Waal et al., 2013, pp. 171–172). This discussion notwithstanding, and for reasons of simplicity, I treat the question as a (quasi-)continuous measure of welfare chauvinism. Unfortunately, the question is only part of a special module on welfare attitudes during ESS rounds 4 and 8, which therefore substantially reduces statistical power. 
(5)  To capture institutional trust, I estimate a PCA composed of three survey items that tap into trust towards the parliament, politicians, and the legal system. This institutional trust scale is based on the following three questions: “How much do you personally trust [“the parliament”/ "politicians"/”the legal system”]?”. The items are measured on an eleven-point scale ranging from 0 (No trust) to 10 (Complete trust). In the PCA, the items load primarily on one principal component that explains about 76 % of the total variance, which I extract and use as a variable of institutional trust.
(6) Social trust is measured using the validated three-item scale (Dinesen & Sønderskov, 2015; Reeskens & Hooghe, 2008; Zmerli & Newton, 2008). I capture this scale using PCA. The three questions are asked in the following way: 
“Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people”
“Do you think that most people would try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would they try to be fair?”
“Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that they are mostly looking out for themselves?”
The items are measured on an eleven-point scale ranging from 0 (“You can’t be too careful”/“Most people would try to take advantage of me”/“People mostly look out for themselves”) to 10 (“Most people can be trusted”/“Most people would try to be fair ”/ “People mostly try to be helpful”). In the PCA, the items load on one principal component that explains about 69 % of the total variance, which I use as a variable measuring social trust.
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Appendix C. Two-way fixed effects models
To analyze the data, I run weighted six two-way fixed effects linear regressions with country-clustered robust standard errors; one for each outcome variable. Table C1 and figure C1 display the results. Figure C1 is identical to figure 1 in the main article.
[bookmark: _Toc113820350]Table C1: Regression table of main findings from two-way FE approach
[image: ]
Note: Results are based on weighted linear two-way fixed effects models with cluster-robust standard errors. 95% confidence intervals are in brackets. Two-tailed p-values are indicated by +p<0.1, * p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.001
[bookmark: _Toc113820351][image: ]Figure C1: Coefficient plot of main findings from two-way FE approach

Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals (thin grey and thick black lines) are based on weighted linear two-way fixed effects models with cluster-robust standard errors. 

[bookmark: _Toc113820352]Appendix D. Two-way fixed effects: Characteristics of the electoral systems
One might be concerned that the main results are contingent on the characteristics of the electoral systems. To alleviate this concern, I re-estimate the two-way FE models separately for countries that use a proportional voting system and for countries with an electoral system that has a legally defined voting threshold. Figure D1 shows that the estimates, when restricting the analysis to these two sample definitions, are very similar to the main results presented in table C1 and figure C1. 
[bookmark: _Toc113820353]Figure D1: Effect sizes across sample definitions
[image: ]
Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals are based on weighted linear two-way fixed effects models with cluster-robust standard errors. 
[bookmark: _Toc113820354]Appendix E. Two-way fixed effects: Influential case analysis
In cross-national research, it is crucial to examine whether some countries or country-years are driving the negative relationship between the explanatory variable (national representation of a RRP) and the outcome variable (support for redistribution). To investigate this potential problem further, I conduct influential case analysis using DFbeta plots and leave-one-out models. The results from the main analysis are robust against dropping all influential country-years from the model (see figure E1 and table E1) as well as against dropping entire countries (see figure E2).
[bookmark: _Toc113820355]Figure E1: DFbeta plot





[bookmark: _Toc113820356]Table E1: Test of H2a with and without influential country-year cases
[image: ]
Note: Results are based on weighted linear two-way fixed effects models with cluster-robust standard errors. 95% confidence intervals are in brackets. Two-tailed p-values are indicated by +p<0.1, * p<0.05, **p<0.01, *** p<0.001

[bookmark: _Toc113820357]Figure E2: Leave-one-out models


Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals are based on weighted linear two-way fixed effects models with cluster-robust standard errors. 


[bookmark: _Toc113820358]Appendix F. Two-way fixed effects: pre-and post-event dummies
Readers might be concerned that radical right parties erode support for redistribution prior to their entrance into the national political arena, for instance through their representation in local parliaments or during campaigns. I address this concern by adding a pre-treatment dummy one term before the radical right enters parliament to the model. Figure F1 shows that the estimate of this leading version of the predictor variable is statistically insignificant at conventional levels, thus, lending empirical credibility to the argument that RRPs negative impact on public support for redistribution happens after the party’s election to the national parliament and not prior. Furthermore, I investigate whether the observed negative relationship between a RRPs national representation and public support for redistribution remains in the long-term or wanes within the first term of the radical right’s presence in parliament. Figure F2 suggests that the negative relationship lasts at least 3 electoral terms, which is roughly equivalent to 12 years in parliament.
On a technical note, I point out that the reference period (k) for a model using only post-event dummies includes the country-year observations of the never-treated countries and the pre-treatment periods of the countries where a RRP is eventually elected to parliament. However, for the model using both pre- and post-event dummies the reference period for the post-event dummies slightly changes to the pretreatment period  of the treated countries and the whole period of the never-treated countries. As a result, the post-event dummy estimates are more imprecise failing to reach statistical significance at conventional levels. Ludwig & Brüderl (2021, p. 465) advice against including pre-treatment dummies in a regression model unless it is informed by a theoretical argument, as these dummies may bias the treatment effects and capture other effects that are less interpretable. The bias of the post-event estimates introduced by the inclusion of a pre-event dummy means that I regard the post-treatment estimates shown in figure F2 as more credible when estimating the studied relationship(s). 


[bookmark: _Toc113820359]Figure F1: Flexible two-way FE model with pre-and post-event dummies
[image: ]
Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals is based on a weighted linear two-way fixed effects model with cluster-robust standard errors. Post-event dummies after the third electoral term are truncated due to few observations (Ludwig & Brüderl, 2021)



[bookmark: _Toc113820360]Figure F2: Flexible two-way FE model with post-event dummies
[image: ]
Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals are based on weighted linear two-way fixed effects models with cluster-robust standard errors. Post-event dummies beyond the third electoral term are truncated due to few observations (Ludwig & Brüderl, 2021)
[bookmark: _Toc113820361]Appendix G. Replication code for the regression discontinuity approach
To conduct the regression discontinuity design analysis, I use both a non-parametric and a parametric estimation procedure. In the first approach, I estimate local linear regressions for different bandwidths of the running variable, while, in the latter framework, I model the entire sample using second order and third-order polynomials in a linear regression framework. All models are estimated with individual- and country-year level controls and country-year clustered robust standard errors. Tables G1-2 and figure G1-2 display the results. Figure G1-G2 is identical to Figure 2 in the main article.

[bookmark: _Toc113820362][image: ]Table G1: Parametric approach to RDD: Second-order polynomial estimation


[bookmark: _Toc113820363][image: ]Table G2: Parametric approach to RDD: Third-order polynomial estimation

[bookmark: _Toc113820364]Figure G1: Parametric approach to RDD: Second- and third order polynomials
[image: ]
Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals are based on a sharp regression discontinuity design with cluster-robust standard errors. 


[bookmark: _Toc113820365]Figure G2: Non-parametric approach to RDD: Local linear regression at different bandwidths
[image: ]
Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals are based on a sharp regression discontinuity design with cluster-robust standard errors. 


Appendix H. RDD: Assumptions & robustness checks
In figure H1, I show that the continuity assumption holds for 8 out of 10 observable covariates. According to my sample of countries, RRPs seem to systematically get elected in countries with a higher population density and lower percentage foreign born residents. Thus, these two covariates constitute important controls in the RDD analysis. Additionally, table H1 displays no within-group jumps in the running variable (i.e., RRP vote share in % relative to the defined nationwide electoral threshold). Table H2-H3 further shows that the association remains if I remove countries without a threshold defined by electoral law and if I conduct a fuzzy regression discontinuity design, where the running variable (i.e., vote share relative to the threshold) is an instrument for the predictor variable (i.e., RRPs representation in parliament). 
[bookmark: _Toc113820366]Figure H1: Visualization of test of continuity assumption
[image: ]
Note: Point estimates and associated 90 and 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals are based on a sharp regression discontinuity design with cluster-robust standard errors. The dashed vertical line is the critical α value of 0.05. 
[bookmark: _Toc113820367]Table H1: RDDs of within-group jumps
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[bookmark: _Toc113820368]Table H2: RDD among countries with legal electoral threshold and fuzzy RDD
[image: ]
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Appendix I. Exploratory analysis using Mipex data
I propose the conjecture that the migrant integration policy context moderates nationally elected RRPs erosion of public support for redistribution. Specifically, I consider whether nationally represented RRPs impact on preferences for redistribution is stronger in countries with weak migrant integration policies. My theoretical claim is that poorer integration conditions for immigrants provides fertile ground for radical right elites to construct immigrants as abusers that do not contribute to the welfare system. To explore this expectation further, I use data from the migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) (2007-2019) that assigns a score between 0 and 100 as an indicator of the quality of migrant integration policies in country j at time t. The overall score assigned to each country-year is the mean of six sub-indices measuring the quality of labor market integration policies, family reunification policies, political participation, residence opportunities, citizenship rights, and anti-discrimination legislation. Because I cannot identify a country-year combination for cases in the ESS sample before 2007, I conduct the analysis on a reduced sample. Figure I1a, which is identical to figure 3 in the main article, supports my speculation. It shows that countries with weaker immigrant integration policies and where a RRP is represented in parliament have lower levels of public support for redistribution. The findings are substantially similar when using each of the sub-indices, except in the case of the citizenship rights sub-index. The linear prediction and associated 95% (two-tailed) confidence intervals (ribbon) are based on a weighted linear two-way fixed effects model with cluster-robust standard errors and individual- and country-year controls.




[bookmark: _Toc113820370]Figure I1A-G: The migrant integration policy context
A: Overall
[image: ]
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[bookmark: _Toc113820371]Appendix J. Replication using ISSP data: Support for Redistribution
To strengthen the generalizability of the findings, I replicate the analysis of H2a (i.e., public support for redistribution) using survey data from the international social survey programme. I use the following question, which has similar wording as the ESS item: “On the whole, do you think it should or should not be the government's responsibility to reduce the differences in income between the rich and the poor”. However, the question is measured on a 4-point scale instead of the 5-point scale in the ESS data. Table J1 shows that the estimate has similar magnitude to the coefficient estimated using ESS data, yet it fails to reach statistical significance at conventional levels (-12% of a SD & 95% CI [-0.30;0.06]). I note that this replication analysis has substantially lower power due to the smaller sample size (43,254 individuals, 10 countries, and 31 country-years).  


[bookmark: _Toc113820372]Table J1: International social survey programme – Support for redistribution
[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc113820373]Appendix K. Replication using Integrated values study data: Trust
To strengthen the generalizability of the findings, I replicate the analysis of H3 (i.e., institutional trust) and H4 (social trust) using survey data from the Integrated Values Study, which is a merged trend file of the World Values Survey (Haerpfer et al., 2021) and European Values Study (EVS, 2021). I use a single-survey binary item to capture social trust (“Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?” [ 0 = You can’t be too careful; 1= Most people can be trusted]). To measure institutional trust, I conduct a principal component analysis based on two survey items asking about confidence in the parliament and confidence in the courts on a 4-point scale. The sample size is close to the European social survey sample (106,233, 21 countries, and 91 country-years). Table K1 echoes the null findings found in the main analysis (see table C1 and figure C1). 


[bookmark: _Toc113820374]Table K1: Integrated values study - Trust
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc113820375]Appendix L. Addressing the (null-)findings: Sensitivity analysis and Bayes factors
To assess the minimum effect size the study was sensitive to, I conduct sensitivity analysis for both the two-way FE and RDD approach. I hold the sample size, alpha level, and power fixed and vary the effect size (Cohen’s D). L1-L2 show that both the two-way fixed effects model and regression discontinuity designs are underpowered to identify a small true effect size (Cohen’s D = 0.2) but has enough power to identify a medium-sized true effect (Cohen’s D = 0.5). I note that the statistical power is even lower when decreasing the bandwidth in the non-parametric regression discontinuity design approach and when adding polynomials in the parametric approach. 
	As a supplement to the p-value, table L1 reports Bayes factors approximated using the Bayesian information criterion (BIC), which is given by the formula: . A Bayes factor above 1 indicates that a non-association is more probable, while a Bayes factor below 1 favors the alternative hypothesis.


Figure L1: Sensitivity analysis of the two-way fixed effects models

sFigure L2: Sensitivity analysis of the regression discontinuity design

Table L1. Bayes factors and p-values
	 
	H1a:
Xenophobia
	H1b:
Pol. xenophobia
	H2a:
Redistribution
	H3:
Institutional trust
	H4:
Social trust

	P-value
	0.8802
	0.7327
	0.0168
	0.3872
	0.8301

	Bayes factor
(H0 over H1)
	373
	207
	> 0.01
	92
	362



[bookmark: _Toc113820376]References
Abou-Chadi, T., & Finnigan, R. (2019). Rights for Same-Sex Couples and Public Attitudes Toward Gays and Lesbians in Europe. Comparative Political Studies, 52(6), 868–895. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414018797947
Abou-Chadi, T., & Krause, W. (2020). The Causal Effect of Radical Right Success on Mainstream Parties’ Policy Positions: A Regression Discontinuity Approach. British Journal of Political Science, 50(3), 829–847. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123418000029
Bischof, D., & Wagner, M. (2019). Do Voters Polarize When Radical Parties Enter Parliament? American Journal of Political Science, 63(4), 888–904. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12449
Bohman, A., & Hjerm, M. (2016). In the wake of radical right electoral success: A cross-country comparative study of anti-immigration attitudes over time. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 42(11), 1729–1747. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1131607
Castanho Silva, B. (2017). Populist radical right parties and mass polarization in the Netherlands. European Political Science Review, 10, 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755773917000066
de la Cuesta, B., & Imai, K. (2016). Misunderstandings About the Regression Discontinuity Design in the Study of Close Elections. Annual Review of Political Science, 19(1), 375–396. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-032015-010115
Dinesen, P. T., & Sønderskov, K. M. (2015). Ethnic Diversity and Social Trust: Evidence from the Micro-Context. American Sociological Review, 80(3), 550–573. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122415577989
Elff, M., Heisig, J. P., Schaeffer, M., & Shikano, S. (2021). Multilevel Analysis with Few Clusters: Improving Likelihood-Based Methods to Provide Unbiased Estimates and Accurate Inference. British Journal of Political Science, 51(1), 412–426. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000097
EVS. (2021). EVS Trend File 1981-2017EVS Trend File 1981-2017 (2.0.0) [Data set]. GESIS Data Archive. https://doi.org/10.4232/1.13736
Haerpfer, C., Inglehart, R., Moreno, A., Welzel, C., Kizilova, K., Diez-Medrano, J., Lagos, M., Norris, P., Ponarin, E., & Puranen, B. (2021). World Values Survey Time-Series (1981-2020) Cross-National Data-Set (2.0) [Data set]. World Values Survey Association. https://doi.org/10.14281/18241.15
Jæger, M. M. (2006). What Makes People Support Public Responsibility for Welfare Provision: Self-interest or Political Ideology?: A Longitudinal Approach. Acta Sociologica, 49(3), 321–338. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699306067718
Ludwig, V., & Brüderl, J. (2021). What You Need to Know When Estimating Impact Functions with Panel Data for Demographic Research. Comparative Population Studies, 46. https://doi.org/10.12765/CPoS-2021-16
Mewes, J., & Mau, S. (2013). Globalization, socio-economic status and welfare chauvinism: European perspectives on attitudes toward the exclusion of immigrants. International Journal of Comparative Sociology, 54(3), 228–245. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715213494395
Mudde, C. (2007). Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe. Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511492037
Reeskens, T., & Hooghe, M. (2008). Cross-cultural measurement equivalence of generalized trust. Evidence from the European Social Survey (2002 and 2004). Social Indicators Research, 85, 515–532. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-007-9100-z
Reeskens, T., & van Oorschot, W. (2012). Disentangling the ‘New Liberal Dilemma’: On the relation between general welfare redistribution preferences and welfare chauvinism. International Journal of Comparative Sociology, 53(2), 120–139. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715212451987
Rooduijn, M., van Kessel, S., Froio, C., Pirro, A., De Lange, S., Halikiopoulou, D., Lewis, P., Mudde, C., & Taggart, P. (2019). The PopuList: An Overview of Populist, Far Right, Far Left and Eurosceptic Parties in Europe. https://popu-list.org/
Taagepera, R. (1998). Effective Magnitude and Effective Threshold. Vol. 17(4), 12.
Taagepera, R. (2002). Nationwide threshold of representation. Electoral Studies, 21(3), 383–401. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-3794(00)00045-7
Van Der Eijk, C. (2001). Measuring Agreement in Ordered Rating Scales. Quality & Quantity: International Journal of Methodology, 35(3), 325–341.
Van Der Waal, J., De Koster, W., & Van Oorschot, W. (2013). Three Worlds of Welfare Chauvinism? How Welfare Regimes Affect Support for Distributing Welfare to Immigrants in Europe. Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 15(2), 164–181. https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2013.785147
Wickham, H., & Grolemund, G. (2016a). Chapter 8 Workflow: Projects. In R for data science: Import, tidy, transform, visualize, and model data (First edition). O’Reilly. https://r4ds.had.co.nz/workflow-projects.html
Wickham, H., & Grolemund, G. (2016b). Chapter 27: Rmarkdown. In R for data science: Import, tidy, transform, visualize, and model data (First edition). O’Reilly. https://r4ds.had.co.nz/r-markdown.html
Zmerli, S., & Newton, K. (2008). Social Trust and Attitudes Toward Democracy. Public Opinion Quarterly, 72(4), 706–724. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfn054

Sensitivity: Two-way FE model

D	0.4	0.45	0.5	0.55000000000000004	0.6	0.65	0.7	0.75	0.8	0.85	0.9	0.95	0.31935372238319065	0.34328006059193128	0.36681766587774917	0.39035009926987335	0.41425837348205768	0.43896833598791613	0.46500795692116925	0.49310891291883985	0.52440061022085016	0.5608761004000794	0.60677211537775866	0.67480071132149821	Power (1-B)


Cohen's D



Sensitivity: Regression discontinuity design

D	0.4	0.45	0.5	0.55000000000000004	0.6	0.65	0.7	0.75	0.8	0.85	0.9	0.95	0.24764248423887206	0.2661939142805485	0.2844440190969042	0.30268927962516279	0.32122577729690377	0.34038331333953492	0.3605712134932571	0.38235690133695766	0.40661578916712027	0.43489263042732745	0.47047167821240843	0.52320550455819936	Power (1-B)


Cohen's D



image1.emf
Xenophobia

Pol. 

Xenophobia

Redistribution Welfare chauvinism

Institutional 

trust

Social trust

-0.022 0.282

-0.181

\*

0.297

\*

0.074 0.021

[-0.326; 0.282] [ -1.438; 2.002] [-0.325; -0.037] [ 0.158; 0.437] [-0.643; 0.791] [-0.122; 0.164]

-0.023 -0.079 0.007 -0.009 -0.047

0.016

\*

[-0.058; 0.013] [ -0.251; 0.093] [-0.003; 0.018] [-0.019; 0.001] [-0.108; 0.014] [ 0.001; 0.030]

Education (Ref: primary 

education)

0.083

-1.805

\*

0.034

-0.068

\*

-0.024 0.125

[-0.058; 0.223] [ -2.946; -0.663] [-0.035; 0.102] [-0.134; -0.001] [-0.289; 0.242] [-0.048; 0.298]

0.352

\*

-3.402

\*

-0.009

-0.149

\*

-0.321

\*

0.482

\*

[ 0.195; 0.508] [ -4.413; -2.391] [-0.075; 0.056] [-0.208; -0.091] [-0.580; -0.061] [ 0.342; 0.622]

0.530

\*

-4.333

\*

-0.059

-0.207

\*

-0.520

\*

0.715

\*

[ 0.305; 0.755] [ -5.815; -2.852] [-0.135; 0.018] [-0.307; -0.107] [-0.869; -0.172] [ 0.520; 0.910]

1.233

\*

-4.865

\*

-0.216

\*

-0.335

\*

-1.136

\*

1.200

\*

[ 0.925; 1.540] [ -6.221; -3.509] [-0.290; -0.143] [-0.415; -0.256] [-1.507; -0.766] [ 1.036; 1.365]

-0.103 0.126

0.040

\*

0.012

-0.118

\*

0.178

\*

[-0.221; 0.014] [ -0.216; 0.468] [ 0.007; 0.073] [-0.021; 0.046] [-0.220; -0.017] [ 0.034; 0.323]

-0.221

\*

-0.183

0.124

\*

-0.021

0.185

\*

0.07

[-0.353; -0.089] [ -0.467; 0.102] [ 0.085; 0.163] [-0.054; 0.011] [ 0.067; 0.304] [-0.018; 0.158]

Religious attendance 

(Reference: Never)

-0.255

\*

-1.911

\*

-0.054

\*

0.028

-0.599

\*

0.205

\*

[-0.380; -0.129] [ -2.352; -1.470] [-0.095; -0.013] [-0.012; 0.068] [-0.733; -0.464] [ 0.125; 0.285]

-0.233

\*

-2.179

\*

-0.085

\*

-0.005

-1.121

\*

0.377

\*

[-0.418; -0.048] [ -2.625; -1.732] [-0.143; -0.028] [-0.062; 0.051] [-1.295; -0.946] [ 0.257; 0.497]

Employment status (Ref. 

Employed)

0.006

2.035

\*

0.160

\*

0.009

0.595

\*

-0.530

\*

[-0.175; 0.188] [ 1.257; 2.813] [ 0.108; 0.211] [-0.058; 0.077] [ 0.400; 0.791] [-0.631; -0.430]

0.434

\*

-1.804

\*

-0.057

\*

-0.053

-0.865

\*

0.580

\*

[ 0.294; 0.574] [ -2.556; -1.051] [-0.099; -0.015] [-0.113; 0.007] [-1.057; -0.674] [ 0.356; 0.804]

-0.018

0.613

\*

0.054

\*

0.009 0.097

-0.152

\*

[-0.122; 0.086] [ 0.123; 1.103] [ 0.012; 0.097] [-0.030; 0.049] [-0.005; 0.199] [-0.269; -0.035]

-0.007 -0.112 -0.003 -0.007 -0.039

0.053

\*

[-0.046; 0.031] [ -0.243; 0.018] [-0.016; 0.011] [-0.020; 0.006] [-0.095; 0.017] [ 0.014; 0.091]

0.921

\*

-0.189 -0.006

-0.283

\*

-0.519

\*

-0.111

[ 0.597; 1.245] [ -1.061; 0.683] [-0.048; 0.037] [-0.350; -0.216] [-0.803; -0.235] [-0.289; 0.067]

0.419

\*

1.375

\*

0.108

\*

-0.139

\*

0.336

-0.637

\*

[ 0.145; 0.693] [ 0.670; 2.080] [ 0.063; 0.152] [-0.269; -0.009] [-0.242; 0.913] [-0.818; -0.455]

0.223

\*

-0.806 -0.003

-0.140

\*

-0.523

\*

0.267

\*

[ 0.007; 0.440] [ -1.724; 0.112] [-0.051; 0.044] [-0.237; -0.042] [-0.948; -0.098] [ 0.002; 0.532]

-0.015 -0.124 -0.012 -0.011 0.023

-0.047

\*

[-0.095; 0.065] [ -0.517; 0.270] [-0.027; 0.002] [-0.034; 0.011] [-0.057; 0.103] [-0.092; -0.001]

-0.005 -0.088 -0.04

-0.079

\*

0.688

\*

-0.112

[-0.194; 0.185] [ -0.959; 0.782] [-0.115; 0.035] [-0.127; -0.032] [ 0.283; 1.093] [-0.239; 0.014]

0.099 -0.763 0.047

-0.222

\*

0.087 -0.02

[-0.697; 0.896] [ -4.125; 2.600] [-0.247; 0.341] [-0.312; -0.132] [-1.361; 1.535] [-0.420; 0.380]

-0.169 1.608 0.012

0.091

\*

-0.325 -0.127

[-0.553; 0.216] [ -0.224; 3.441] [-0.076; 0.100] [ 0.051; 0.132] [-1.121; 0.470] [-0.411; 0.157]

-0.03 -0.01 -0.003

-0.077

\*

-0.043 -0.05

[-0.353; 0.292] [ -0.994; 0.973] [-0.068; 0.062] [-0.103; -0.051] [-0.496; 0.410] [-0.208; 0.108]

1.649 -7.924 0.172

-0.969

\*

0.182 -0.927

[-1.306; 4.604] [-15.989; 0.141] [-0.590; 0.935] [-1.306; -0.633] [-3.324; 3.688] [-2.098; 0.244]

R

2

0.094 0.033 0.095 0.146 0.162 0.167

Adj. R

2

0.094 0.033 0.095 0.145 0.161 0.167

RMSE 37.975 208.472 10.336 10.036 37.301 32.853

N individuals 181071 181071 181071 45638 181071 181071

N country-years

118 118 118 118 118 118

N countries 17 17 17 16 17 17

     Lower secondary

RRP vote %

RRP in parliament

     Rarely

Female

Age

     Tertiary

     Post-secondary

     Upper secondary

Not born in country of 

residence

Household size

     Not in workforce

     Student

     Unemployed

     Regularly

     Population density

     Gini  (disponible 

income)

     % Foreign born

     Log GDP

     Log unemployment rate

Survey interview distance

Cannot vote

Ethnic minority


image2.png
Hib: Polarization Xenophobia H2a: Support redistibution

Hia: Xenophobia

oo

1

Ha: Social trust

2

ES

H3: Inst trust

o2

00

H2b: Wellare chauvinism

2

Jusweied uj Aed JyBu (eopey

o

00

51

o

04

00

En

0%

03

02

o1

00

Conditional difference in attitude (in SD)




image3.png
Hib: Pol. immigration H2a: Redistribuion

Hia: Anti-immigration

o2 o1 0o

EE

Ha: Soe.rust

o2

0o

H3: Inst. trust

o2

Wed ul Aued 1uBn [eaipey isiindog

o2 o

s o0 05 10 00
Conditional difference (in SD)

o

Model W Fullsample ® Proportionalsystems A  Legal electoral threshold




image4.emf



26 2728
29


30


31 32
33


34
35


36


37


38


47


4849


505152


53


6465
6667


68


69
70


71


72


73
74


75
7677


7879


80


81


82
83


84


85


86
8788 89


90


91 92


93


94


95 96
97 98100


101


102
103


104 105


106
107


117 118119120
121
149


150
151


152153154
155 156


157


158


159
160161


162
163173


174
175176 177


178


179
180


181
182 183


184
185


186


187


188189
190


202 203


204
205206207


208


209


210 211


212


213214


215


216


217


0.0


0.5


1.0


ParliamentPRRP.in.parliament
Variable


D
F


B
E


TA






image5.emf
With influential cases Without influential cases

-0.181

\*

-0.179

\*

[-0.325; -0.037] [-0.280; -0.077]

0.007 0.007

[-0.003; 0.018] [-0.001; 0.015]

0.034 0.035

[-0.035; 0.102] [-0.034; 0.104]

-0.009 -0.01

[-0.075; 0.056] [-0.079; 0.058]

-0.059 -0.055

[-0.135; 0.018] [-0.132; 0.022]

-0.216

\*

-0.215

\*

[-0.290; -0.143] [-0.290; -0.139]

0.040

\*

0.041

\*

[ 0.007; 0.073] [ 0.008; 0.075]

0.124

\*

0.121

\*

[ 0.085; 0.163] [ 0.083; 0.159]

-0.054

\*

-0.052

\*

[-0.095; -0.013] [-0.093; -0.010]

-0.085

\*

-0.081

\*

[-0.143; -0.028] [-0.136; -0.025]

0.160

\*

0.158

\*

[ 0.108; 0.211] [ 0.105; 0.211]

-0.057

\*

-0.053

\*

[-0.099; -0.015] [-0.096; -0.009]

0.054

\*

0.057

\*

[ 0.012; 0.097] [ 0.014; 0.100]

-0.003 -0.001

[-0.016; 0.011] [-0.015; 0.013]

-0.006 -0.01

[-0.048; 0.037] [-0.055; 0.034]

0.108

\*

0.107

\*

[ 0.063; 0.152] [ 0.063; 0.151]

-0.003 0.001

[-0.051; 0.044] [-0.047; 0.049]

-0.012 -0.012

[-0.027; 0.002] [-0.030; 0.006]

-0.04 -0.017

[-0.115; 0.035] [-0.076; 0.043]

0.047 0.038

[-0.247; 0.341] [-0.225; 0.302]

0.012 -0.027

[-0.076; 0.100] [-0.106; 0.051]

-0.003 -0.003

[-0.068; 0.062] [-0.054; 0.048]

0.172 -0.069

[-0.590; 0.935] [-0.702; 0.564]

R

2

0.095 0.095

Adj. R

2

0.095 0.095

RMSE 10.336 10.333

N individuals 181071 159105

N country-years 118 106

N countries 17 17

     % Foreign born

     Gini coefficient 

(disponible income)

     Population 

density

Employment status (Reference: Employed)

Religious attendance (Ref: Never)

Education (Ref: No or primary education)

     Student

     Not in workforce

Household size

Not born in country 

of residence

Ethnic minority

Cannot vote

     Lower secondary

     Upper secondary

     Post-secondary

     Tertiary

Age

Female

Survey interview 

distance

     Log 

unemployment rate

     Log GDP

     Rarely

     Regularly

     Unemployed

RRP in parliament

RRP vote share in %


image6.emf



−0.189


−0.151


−0.184


−0.114


−0.119


−0.184


−0.189


−0.19


−0.197


−0.172


−0.147


−0.2


−0.176


No Cyprus


 No Czech Republic


No Estonia


No France


No Germany


No Greece


No Hungary


No Portugal


No Slovakia


No Spain


No Sweden


No UK


No Ukraine


−0.3 −0.2 −0.1 0.0
Conditional difference (in SD) in support for redistribution


P
op


ul
is


t R
ad


ic
al


 R
ig


ht
 P


ar
ty


 in
 P


ar
lia


m
en


t






image7.png
-oan

EE

03

(0S) UoRNquISIPaI 0} 110ddNs Uy BOUBIBHIP [BUORIPUOD

Pre- and post PRRP entrance




image8.png
-0.183
-0.208
-0282

= & B <
S s 3 B}

7 T T
(@s) uonnquysipel Joj poddns Ul sousiayIp [BUOHPUOD

-05

Number of PRRP entries




image9.emf
0.022 1.235

-0.119

\*

0.220

\*

0.078 0.109

[ -0.307; 0.351] [ -0.682; 3.152] [ -0.229; -0.009] [ 0.031; 0.408] [ -0.555; 0.712] [ -0.115; 0.334]

-100307.685 302487.677 28570.103

116246.849

\*

-157224.065 148294.29

[-399106.330; 198490.960] [-1180283.568; 1785258.922] [ -55952.605; 113092.811] [ 15851.550; 216642.148] [-770112.980; 455664.850] [ -26855.027; 323443.608]

0.024 -0.397 -0.008 -0.004 -0.068 -0.028

[ -0.030; 0.078] [ -0.891; 0.096] [ -0.029; 0.012] [ -0.026; 0.018] [ -0.207; 0.071] [ -0.070; 0.015]

100307.753 -302489.747 -28570.119

-116246.889

\*

157223.801 -148294.378

[-189519.491; 390134.997] [-1785317.001; 1180337.507] [-109092.322; 51952.084] [-206183.703; -26310.075] [-438180.437; 752628.039] [-323444.727; 26855.970]

0.052

-1.485

\*

0.047

\*

-0.025 0.05

-0.206

\*

[ -0.040; 0.143] [ -1.967; -1.002] [ 0.019; 0.075] [ -0.087; 0.036] [ -0.069; 0.170] [ -0.299; -0.114]

0.328

\*

-3.371

\*

-0.025

-0.093

\*

-0.414

\*

-0.638

\*

[ 0.234; 0.422] [ -3.915; -2.827] [ -0.054; 0.005] [ -0.156; -0.031] [ -0.541; -0.287] [ -0.738; -0.538]

0.516

\*

-4.040

\*

-0.071

\*

-0.133

\*

-0.574

\*

-0.829

\*

[ 0.398; 0.634] [ -4.695; -3.386] [ -0.111; -0.032] [ -0.218; -0.048] [ -0.726; -0.421] [ -0.949; -0.710]

1.338

\*

-4.506

\*

-0.228

\*

-0.287

\*

-1.336

\*

-1.361

\*

[ 1.217; 1.458] [ -5.070; -3.943] [ -0.264; -0.193] [ -0.355; -0.219] [ -1.493; -1.178] [ -1.472; -1.250]

-0.043

\*

0.078

0.040

\*

0.033

\*

-0.108

\*

-0.220

\*

[ -0.082; -0.004] [ -0.073; 0.229] [ 0.028; 0.051] [ 0.009; 0.057] [ -0.148; -0.069] [ -0.266; -0.175]

-0.135

\*

-0.421

\*

0.138

\*

-0.041

\*

0.219

\*

-0.118

\*

[ -0.181; -0.089] [ -0.589; -0.253] [ 0.124; 0.152] [ -0.065; -0.017] [ 0.176; 0.262] [ -0.160; -0.076]

-0.283

\*

-1.633

\*

-0.031

\*

0.035

\*

-0.574

\*

-0.208

\*

[ -0.339; -0.226] [ -1.878; -1.388] [ -0.045; -0.016] [ 0.002; 0.067] [ -0.630; -0.518] [ -0.249; -0.167]

-0.275

\*

-1.788

\*

-0.054

\*

0.005

-1.052

\*

-0.380

\*

[ -0.345; -0.204] [ -2.098; -1.478] [ -0.073; -0.035] [ -0.040; 0.049] [ -1.136; -0.967] [ -0.431; -0.329]

-0.028

1.778

\*

0.173

\*

-0.01

0.643

\*

0.536

\*

[ -0.115; 0.059] [ 1.301; 2.255] [ 0.147; 0.198] [ -0.063; 0.044] [ 0.549; 0.737] [ 0.465; 0.606]

0.463

\*

-1.796

\*

-0.054

\*

-0.081

\*

-0.890

\*

-0.508

\*

[ 0.379; 0.547] [ -2.192; -1.401] [ -0.079; -0.030] [ -0.131; -0.030] [ -0.981; -0.799] [ -0.588; -0.428]

-0.096

\*

0.666

\*

0.057

\*

-0.003

0.178

\*

0.221

\*

[ -0.149; -0.044] [ 0.417; 0.915] [ 0.042; 0.072] [ -0.030; 0.024] [ 0.118; 0.239] [ 0.172; 0.270]

-0.026

\*

-0.098

-0.014

\*

-0.001

-0.062

\*

-0.085

\*

[ -0.048; -0.004] [ -0.225; 0.028] [ -0.021; -0.007] [ -0.012; 0.010] [ -0.087; -0.037] [ -0.106; -0.063]

-0.022 -0.068 -0.01 0.082 0.031

0.052

\*

[ -0.075; 0.032] [ -0.312; 0.175] [ -0.024; 0.004] [ -0.001; 0.165] [ -0.058; 0.120] [ 0.019; 0.085]

0.820

\*

0.071 0.004

-0.328

\*

-0.342

\*

0.272

\*

[ 0.723; 0.917] [ -0.319; 0.462] [ -0.018; 0.027] [ -0.388; -0.267] [ -0.441; -0.243] [ 0.201; 0.342]

0.472

\*

1.104

\*

0.086

\*

-0.166

\*

0.303

\*

0.563

\*

[ 0.363; 0.582] [ 0.627; 1.580] [ 0.059; 0.114] [ -0.231; -0.101] [ 0.115; 0.492] [ 0.465; 0.662]

0.212

\*

-0.929

\*

-0.033

\*

-0.150

\*

-0.578

\*

-0.219

\*

[ 0.120; 0.303] [ -1.420; -0.438] [ -0.064; -0.003] [ -0.212; -0.088] [ -0.720; -0.436] [ -0.311; -0.127]

-0.012 -0.046 -0.008 -0.022

0.548

\*

0.058

[ -0.124; 0.099] [ -0.580; 0.487] [ -0.036; 0.021] [ -0.067; 0.023] [ 0.352; 0.744] [ -0.005; 0.121]

0.004 -0.599 -0.056 0.075 -0.107 -0.14

[ -0.312; 0.320] [ -1.677; 0.478] [ -0.165; 0.053] [ -0.094; 0.245] [ -0.724; 0.510] [ -0.301; 0.021]

-0.092 0.663 -0.027

0.110

\*

-0.276

0.226

\*

[ -0.277; 0.094] [ -0.343; 1.669] [ -0.084; 0.030] [ 0.056; 0.164] [ -0.665; 0.114] [ 0.092; 0.361]

0 0.309

0.073

\*

-0.188

\*

0.073 0.028

[ -0.143; 0.143] [ -0.374; 0.992] [ 0.033; 0.112] [ -0.290; -0.085] [ -0.144; 0.290] [ -0.062; 0.118]

-2.411

\*

-6.579

\*

-0.282 -0.045 -1.327 0.279

[ -3.661; -1.161] [ -12.021; -1.137] [ -0.637; 0.073] [ -1.129; 1.038] [ -3.585; 0.931] [ -0.464; 1.022]

-0.112 2.043 0.015 0.028 0.247 0.054

[ -0.367; 0.144] [ -0.228; 4.314] [ -0.080; 0.110] [ -0.083; 0.139] [ -0.469; 0.964] [ -0.161; 0.268]

-0.023 0.4 0.008 0.005 0.069 0.029

[ -0.076; 0.031] [ -0.093; 0.894] [ -0.013; 0.029] [ -0.018; 0.028] [ -0.070; 0.207] [ -0.014; 0.071]

R

2

0.088 0.042 0.12 0.127 0.247 0.223

Adj. R

2

0.088 0.042 0.119 0.126 0.247 0.222

RMSE 46.128 242.672 13.142 12.939 46.28 41.009

N individuals 253226 253226 253226 65505 253226 253226

N country-years 174 174 174 39 174 174

N countries 28 28 28 16 28 28

Institutional trust Social trust

PRRP vote share

Education (reference: No or primary education)

     Lower secondary

RRP in parliament

RRP vote % relative to threshold

Squared PRRP vote share in % relative to threshold



Xenophobia Pol. xenophobia Redistribution Welfare chauvinism

NILF

     Upper secondary

     Post-secondary

     Tertiary

Age

Female

Religious attendance (Ref: Never)

     Rarely

     Regularly

Employment status (Ref: Employed)

     Unemployed

     Student

Household size

Survey interview distance

Not born in country of residence

Minority

Cannot vote

RRP in parliament X squared vote % relative to threshold

     Log unemployment rate

     Log GDP

     % foreign born

     Gini

     Population density

RRP in parliament X Vote % relative to threshold


image10.emf
-0.117 2.804

-0.242

\*

1.029

\*

1.042 0.316

[ -0.671; 0.437] [ -1.917; 7.525] [ -0.450; -0.033] [ 0.707; 1.351] [ -0.162; 2.246] [ -0.112; 0.745]

-104622.995 323397.122 26963.719

92456.414

\*

-149561.824

150108.445

\*

[-356524.805; 147278.816][-1565792.269; 2212586.512][ -52433.912; 106361.349] [ 63599.074; 121313.754] [-562209.038; 263085.391][ 76671.835; 223545.055]

0.218 -1.59 0.084

-0.706

\*

-0.616 -0.151

[ -0.205; 0.640] [ -4.875; 1.694] [ -0.068; 0.235] [ -0.918; -0.494] [ -1.374; 0.142] [ -0.446; 0.143]

0.025 -0.151 0.012

-0.092

\*

-0.068 -0.015

[ -0.027; 0.078] [ -0.532; 0.230] [ -0.008; 0.031] [ -0.120; -0.065] [ -0.164; 0.028] [ -0.051; 0.021]

104623.479 -323401.795 -26963.533

-92457.766

\*

149560.352

-150108.805

\*

[-136803.223; 346050.181][-2214790.154; 1567986.564][-104283.633; 50356.566][-121474.290; -63441.242][-288284.697; 587405.400][-223865.807; -76351.804]

0.05

-1.477

\*

0.046

\*

-0.025 0.053

-0.206

\*

[ -0.041; 0.141] [ -1.957; -0.996] [ 0.019; 0.074] [ -0.087; 0.036] [ -0.067; 0.173] [ -0.298; -0.113]

0.326

\*

-3.364

\*

-0.025

-0.093

\*

-0.411

\*

-0.637

\*

[ 0.233; 0.420] [ -3.911; -2.817] [ -0.055; 0.005] [ -0.155; -0.031] [ -0.538; -0.284] [ -0.737; -0.537]

0.517

\*

-4.041

\*

-0.071

\*

-0.129

\*

-0.572

\*

-0.829

\*

[ 0.399; 0.636] [ -4.695; -3.387] [ -0.111; -0.032] [ -0.214; -0.045] [ -0.723; -0.420] [ -0.948; -0.710]

1.336

\*

-4.502

\*

-0.229

\*

-0.287

\*

-1.335

\*

-1.361

\*

[ 1.216; 1.457] [ -5.065; -3.939] [ -0.264; -0.193] [ -0.355; -0.219] [ -1.492; -1.177] [ -1.472; -1.249]

-0.043

\*

0.078

0.040

\*

0.032

\*

-0.108

\*

-0.220

\*

[ -0.082; -0.004] [ -0.074; 0.229] [ 0.028; 0.051] [ 0.009; 0.055] [ -0.148; -0.069] [ -0.266; -0.175]

-0.135

\*

-0.421

\*

0.138

\*

-0.041

\*

0.219

\*

-0.118

\*

[ -0.181; -0.089] [ -0.589; -0.253] [ 0.124; 0.152] [ -0.066; -0.017] [ 0.176; 0.261] [ -0.160; -0.076]

-0.283

\*

-1.633

\*

-0.031

\*

0.035

\*

-0.575

\*

-0.208

\*

[ -0.339; -0.226] [ -1.878; -1.388] [ -0.045; -0.016] [ 0.002; 0.067] [ -0.631; -0.519] [ -0.249; -0.168]

-0.275

\*

-1.789

\*

-0.054

\*

0.005

-1.052

\*

-0.380

\*

[ -0.345; -0.205] [ -2.099; -1.479] [ -0.073; -0.035] [ -0.040; 0.049] [ -1.137; -0.968] [ -0.431; -0.329]

-0.027

1.776

\*

0.173

\*

-0.01

0.642

\*

0.536

\*

[ -0.114; 0.060] [ 1.301; 2.251] [ 0.147; 0.199] [ -0.063; 0.044] [ 0.548; 0.736] [ 0.465; 0.606]

0.463

\*

-1.798

\*

-0.054

\*

-0.080

\*

-0.890

\*

-0.508

\*

[ 0.379; 0.547] [ -2.193; -1.402] [ -0.079; -0.030] [ -0.131; -0.030] [ -0.981; -0.799] [ -0.588; -0.428]

-0.096

\*

0.669

\*

0.057

\*

-0.002

0.181

\*

0.222

\*

[ -0.148; -0.044] [ 0.421; 0.917] [ 0.041; 0.072] [ -0.030; 0.025] [ 0.120; 0.241] [ 0.173; 0.270]

-0.026

\*

-0.097

-0.014

\*

-0.001

-0.061

\*

-0.084

\*

[ -0.048; -0.004] [ -0.223; 0.028] [ -0.021; -0.007] [ -0.012; 0.011] [ -0.085; -0.036] [ -0.106; -0.063]

-0.023 -0.072 -0.01 -0.142 0.026

0.051

\*

[ -0.076; 0.030] [ -0.314; 0.170] [ -0.023; 0.004] [ -0.357; 0.074] [ -0.061; 0.112] [ 0.017; 0.084]

0.819

\*

0.074 0.004

-0.328

\*

-0.342

\*

0.272

\*

[ 0.723; 0.916] [ -0.315; 0.462] [ -0.019; 0.027] [ -0.388; -0.268] [ -0.441; -0.243] [ 0.201; 0.342]

0.472

\*

1.107

\*

0.086

\*

-0.165

\*

0.307

\*

0.564

\*

[ 0.363; 0.582] [ 0.631; 1.582] [ 0.059; 0.113] [ -0.230; -0.100] [ 0.119; 0.495] [ 0.465; 0.662]

0.213

\*

-0.934

\*

-0.033

\*

-0.151

\*

-0.580

\*

-0.219

\*

[ 0.121; 0.304] [ -1.426; -0.442] [ -0.063; -0.003] [ -0.213; -0.088] [ -0.721; -0.438] [ -0.312; -0.127]

-0.012 -0.073 -0.005

0.192

\*

0.528

\*

0.054

[ -0.123; 0.100] [ -0.597; 0.451] [ -0.034; 0.024] [ 0.025; 0.358] [ 0.342; 0.714] [ -0.006; 0.114]

0.04 -0.547 -0.06

0.568

\*

0.011 -0.117

[ -0.273; 0.354] [ -1.686; 0.592] [ -0.170; 0.049] [ 0.302; 0.834] [ -0.614; 0.636] [ -0.282; 0.047]

-0.058 0.713 -0.031

0.292

\*

-0.165

0.248

\*

[ -0.251; 0.134] [ -0.307; 1.734] [ -0.088; 0.025] [ 0.023; 0.562] [ -0.571; 0.241] [ 0.111; 0.384]

-0.002 0.265

0.076

\*

0.245 0.033 0.02

[ -0.140; 0.135] [ -0.380; 0.910] [ 0.037; 0.115] [ -0.151; 0.641] [ -0.182; 0.248] [ -0.070; 0.109]

-2.107

\*

-6.340

\*

-0.303 2.732 -0.494 0.436

[ -3.360; -0.854] [ -11.945; -0.735] [ -0.659; 0.052] [ -0.544; 6.008] [ -2.853; 1.864] [ -0.313; 1.184]

-0.566 4.525 -0.176

1.212

\*

1.279 0.291

[ -1.530; 0.398] [ -3.327; 12.377] [ -0.515; 0.163] [ 0.941; 1.483] [ -0.410; 2.968] [ -0.379; 0.962]

-0.213 1.605 -0.085

0.720

\*

0.634 0.156

[ -0.635; 0.210] [ -1.685; 4.894] [ -0.236; 0.066] [ 0.495; 0.945] [ -0.127; 1.395] [ -0.139; 0.451]

-0.025 0.151 -0.012

0.092

\*

0.068 0.015

[ -0.078; 0.027] [ -0.230; 0.531] [ -0.031; 0.008] [ 0.065; 0.119] [ -0.028; 0.164] [ -0.021; 0.051]

R

2

0.088 0.042 0.12 0.127 0.248 0.223

Adj. R

2

0.088 0.042 0.12 0.127 0.248 0.222

RMSE 46.126 242.665 13.141 12.935 46.25 41.007

Num. obs. 253226 253226 253226 65505 253226 253226

N country-years 174 174 174 39 174 174

N countries 28 28 28 16 28 28

RRP in parliament X squared vote 

% relative to threshold

RRP in parliament X Cubic vote 

% relative to threshold

Cubic PRRP vote share in % 

relative to threshold

     Log unemployment rate

     Log GDP

     % foreign born

     Gini

     Population density

RRP in parliament X Vote % 

relative to threshold

NILF

Household size

Survey interview distance

Not born in country of residence

Minority

Cannot vote

Religious attendance (Ref: Never)

     Rarely

     Regularly

Employment status (Ref: Employed)

     Unemployed

     Student

     Lower secondary

     Upper secondary

     Post-secondary

     Tertiary

Age

Female

Social trust

RRP in parliament

RRP vote % relative to threshold

Squared PRRP vote share in % 

relative to threshold

PRRP vote share

Education (reference: No or primary education)



Xenophobia Pol. xenophobia Redistribution Welfare chauvinism Institutional trust


image11.png
Hb: Pol. Xenophobia H2a: Redistribuion

Hita: Xenophobia.

0o

1

2

Ha: Soc.trust

ES

EN

S0 75

B3
H3: Insttrust

00

3

025 000

H2b: Chauvinism

)

JUBLUEIIEY [EUOHEN Ul dyy

02 04 05

7 3 oo

[

Conditional Difference (in SD)

o5 1o

oo

® 2polynomials A 3 polynomials

Polynomial




image12.png
Conditional difference in support for redistribution (in SD)

00

1

5w = WIS
RRP in national parliament

BW = Full sample





image13.png
Populist Radical Right Party in Parliament

Survey response distance to previous election

Respondents household size

Respondents educational attainment

Respondents age.

Population density | @

Logged unemployment rate:

Logged GDP-

Gini cosffcient

Female respondents

% foreign bomn

00 035 050 075 100
Pvalue




image14.emf
Within-jump: Treatment group Within-jump: Control group

-0.042 0.013

[ -0.160; 0.077] [ -0.385; 0.411]

-22478.548 -131100.78

[-57410.438; 12453.342] [-582193.086; 319991.527]

-0.001 -0.015

[ -0.007; 0.005] [ -0.130; 0.099]

22478.547 131100.804

[-12453.877; 57410.971] [-361539.430; 623741.037]

0.019

0.050

\*

[ -0.015; 0.053] [ 0.008; 0.093]

-0.070

\*

0.001

[ -0.106; -0.033] [ -0.041; 0.043]

-0.123

\*

-0.035

[ -0.170; -0.077] [ -0.093; 0.024]

-0.280

\*

-0.191

\*

[ -0.325; -0.236] [ -0.242; -0.141]

0.028

\*

0.052

\*

[ 0.014; 0.042] [ 0.034; 0.071]

0.151

\*

0.113

\*

[ 0.134; 0.167] [ 0.092; 0.135]

-0.019

\*

-0.050

\*

[ -0.036; -0.001] [ -0.073; -0.028]

-0.023

\*

-0.087

\*

[ -0.046; -0.000] [ -0.117; -0.058]

0.190

\*

0.162

\*

[ 0.156; 0.224] [ 0.124; 0.200]

-0.075

\*

-0.050

\*

[ -0.108; -0.042] [ -0.087; -0.013]

0.054

\*

0.048

\*

[ 0.036; 0.073] [ 0.024; 0.071]

-0.024

\*

0.002

[ -0.033; -0.015] [ -0.007; 0.012]

0.008 -0.007

[ -0.017; 0.033] [ -0.047; 0.033]

0.082

\*

0.099

\*

[ 0.050; 0.114] [ 0.054; 0.144]

-0.052

\*

0.022

[ -0.088; -0.015] [ -0.019; 0.063]

-0.017

\*

0.006

[ -0.033; -0.001] [ -0.013; 0.025]

0.01 -0.011

[ -0.031; 0.052] [ -0.049; 0.026]

-0.130

\*

0.065

[ -0.247; -0.014] [ -0.103; 0.233]

0.037 -0.022

[ -0.025; 0.100] [ -0.139; 0.094]

0.081

\*

0.038

[ 0.036; 0.127] [ -0.016; 0.093]

0.111 -1.351

[ -0.245; 0.466] [ -3.007; 0.304]

-0.001 -0.098

[ -0.058; 0.056] [ -0.677; 0.482]

0.001 0.058

[ -0.005; 0.007] [ -0.162; 0.278]

R

2

0.129 0.095

Adj. R

2

0.128 0.094

RMSE 13.715 12.252

Num individuals 158353 132168

N country-years 99 75

RRP in Parliament X vote % relative to threshold

RRP in Parliament X squared vote % relative to threshold

     Female

     Rarely

     Survey distance

     Log unemployment rate

     Log GDP

     % foreign born

     Gini

Population density

     Student

NILF

Household size

Not born in country

Minority

Cannot vote

Tertiary

Age

Religious attendance (Ref: Never)

Employment status (Ref: Employed)

     Regularly

     Unemployed

RRP in parliament

RRP vote % relative to threshold

Squared PRRP vote % relative to threshold

Education (Ref: No or primary education)

     Lower secondary

     Upper secondary

     PRRP vote share

     Post-secondary


image15.emf
Legal threshold Fuzzy RDD

-0.140

\*

-0.158

\*

[-0.269; -0.010] [-0.272; -0.045]

-0.028

[-0.131; 0.075]

-0.012

[-0.034; 0.010]

0.065

\*

0.046

\*

[ 0.029; 0.102] [ 0.019; 0.074]

-0.009 -0.025

[-0.048; 0.031] [-0.055; 0.004]

-0.074

\*

-0.070

\*

[-0.125; -0.022] [-0.109; -0.030]

-0.209

\*

-0.229

\*

[-0.254; -0.165] [-0.265; -0.194]

0.052

\*

0.040

\*

[ 0.038; 0.066] [ 0.028; 0.051]

0.142

\*

0.138

\*

[ 0.124; 0.159] [ 0.124; 0.152]

-0.021

\*

-0.031

\*

[-0.040; -0.003] [-0.045; -0.016]

-0.047

\*

-0.054

\*

[-0.072; -0.022] [-0.073; -0.034]

0.194

\*

0.173

\*

[ 0.159; 0.229] [ 0.147; 0.199]

-0.036

\*

-0.054

\*

[-0.068; -0.005] [-0.078; -0.030]

0.066

\*

0.056

\*

[ 0.046; 0.086] [ 0.041; 0.072]

-0.014

\*

-0.014

\*

[-0.024; -0.005] [-0.021; -0.007]

0.005 0.004

[-0.025; 0.035] [-0.019; 0.027]

0.109

\*

0.085

\*

[ 0.080; 0.137] [ 0.058; 0.113]

-0.035

-0.033

\*

[-0.076; 0.006] [-0.063; -0.003]

-0.006 -0.011

[-0.024; 0.012] [-0.025; 0.002]

-0.004 -0.011

[-0.053; 0.045] [-0.039; 0.018]

0.11 -0.046

[-0.161; 0.382] [-0.155; 0.062]

0.028 -0.047

[-0.048; 0.105] [-0.103; 0.008]

0.126

\*

0.069

\*

[ 0.074; 0.178] [ 0.029; 0.110]

-0.354

-0.419

\*

[-1.024; 0.316] [-0.771; -0.068]

0.032

[-0.070; 0.134]

0.012

[-0.010; 0.034]

R

2

0.141 0.119

Adj. R

2

0.141 0.119

RMSE 13.289 13.144

N individuals 168957 253226

N country-years

119 174

N countries 19 28

     Population density

PRRP in Parliament X Vote % 

relative to threshold

PRRP in Parliament X squared vote 

% relative to threshold

Cannot vote

Survey distance

     Log unemployment rate

     Log GDP

     % foreign born

     Gini coefficient (Disponible 

income)

     Unemployed

     Student

     Not in workforce

Household size

Not born in country

Minority

Age

Female

Religious attendance (Ref: Never)

     Rarely

     Regularly

Employment status (Ref: Employed)

RRP in parliament

PRRP vote share in % relative to 

threshold

Squared PRRP vote share in % 

relative to threshold

Education (reference: No or primary education)

     Lower secondary

     Upper secondary

     Post-secondary

     Tertiary


image16.jpeg
Redistribution

0.2

0.0

40

50

60
Mipex_overall

70

80

90

Parliament
. PRRP not in parliament
. PRRP in parliament




image17.emf



−0.3


−0.2


−0.1


0.0


0.1


25 50 75 100
Mipex_labor


R
ed


is
tr


ib
ut


io
n


Parliament


PRRP not in parliament


PRRP in parliament






image18.emf



−0.50


−0.25


0.00


0.25


40 60 80
Mipex_familyreu


R
ed


is
tr


ib
ut


io
n


Parliament


PRRP not in parliament


PRRP in parliament






image19.emf



−0.50


−0.25


0.00


0.25


0 20 40 60 80
Mipex_polit


R
ed


is
tr


ib
ut


io
n


Parliament


PRRP not in parliament


PRRP in parliament






image20.emf



−0.2


−0.1


0.0


0.1


50 60 70 80 90
Mipex_residence


R
ed


is
tr


ib
ut


io
n


Parliament


PRRP not in parliament


PRRP in parliament






image21.emf



−0.8


−0.4


0.0


0.4


30 50 70
Mipex_citizenship


R
ed


is
tr


ib
ut


io
n


Parliament


PRRP not in parliament


PRRP in parliament






image22.emf



−0.4


−0.2


0.0


40 60 80 100
Mipex_antidiscrimination


R
ed


is
tr


ib
ut


io
n


Parliament


PRRP not in parliament


PRRP in parliament






image23.emf
RRP in parliament -0.119

[-0.299; 0.062]

RRP vote share in % -0.004

[-0.012; 0.004]

     Primary education -0.023

[-0.113; 0.067]

     Secondary education

-0.252

\*

[-0.371; -0.133]

     Tertiary education

-0.509

\*

[-0.643; -0.376]

Age

0.034

\*

[ 0.000; 0.069]

Female

0.115

\*

[ 0.060; 0.171]

Log unemployment rate 0.011

[-0.044; 0.065]

Log GDP 0.051

[-0.129; 0.230]

% foreign born -0.056

[-0.117; 0.005]

Gini 0.021

[-0.042; 0.085]

Population density -0.069

[-0.482; 0.344]

R

2

0.062

Adj. R

2

0.062

RMSE 5.421

N individuals 43254

N country-years 31

N countries 10

Redistribution

Education (Ref: No education)


image24.emf
Institutional trust Social trust

RRP in parliament 0.024 -0.033

[-0.082; 0.130] [-0.074; 0.009]

RRP vote share in % 0.004 -0.002

[-0.010; 0.017] [-0.007; 0.002]

     Medium 0

0.064

\*

[-0.047; 0.046] [ 0.045; 0.082]

     High

-0.118

\*

0.171

\*

[-0.208; -0.028] [ 0.126; 0.215]

Age

-0.039

\*

0.019

\*

[-0.066; -0.012] [ 0.010; 0.029]

Female

-0.029

\*

-0.003

[-0.051; -0.006] [-0.013; 0.008]

     Part time 0.006 0.003

[-0.025; 0.038] [-0.015; 0.021]

     Self-employed 0.039 0.01

[-0.004; 0.083] [-0.009; 0.030]

     Retired -0.011

-0.036

\*

[-0.038; 0.017] [-0.052; -0.021]

     Housewife -0.045

-0.047

\*

[-0.099; 0.009] [-0.070; -0.024]

     Unemployed

0.126

\*

-0.058

\*

[ 0.082; 0.170] [-0.084; -0.033]

     Student

-0.213

\*

0.053

\*

[-0.238; -0.187] [ 0.028; 0.079]

     Cohabit

0.070

\*

0.005

[ 0.019; 0.121] [-0.012; 0.023]

     Divorced

0.144

\*

-0.038

\*

[ 0.110; 0.178] [-0.056; -0.020]

     Separated

0.177

\*

-0.035

\*

[ 0.117; 0.236] [-0.057; -0.012]

     Widowed

-0.030

\*

-0.021

\*

[-0.057; -0.002] [-0.034; -0.007]

     Single 0.032 0.004

[-0.006; 0.070] [-0.012; 0.020]

World Values Survey -0.059 -0.052

[-0.196; 0.079] [-0.128; 0.024]

Log unemployment rate

0.093

\*

-0.003

[ 0.043; 0.143] [-0.029; 0.022]

Log GDP 0.145 0.005

[-0.028; 0.317] [-0.060; 0.070]

Gini (Disp. Income)

-0.101

\*

-0.005

[-0.175; -0.027] [-0.030; 0.019]

Population density -0.608 0.066

[-1.286; 0.070] [-0.114; 0.246]

R

2

0.124 0.126

Adj. R

2

0.124 0.126

RMSE 9.04 4.277

Num. obs. 106233 106233

N country-years 91 91

N countries 21 21

Employment status (Reference: Employed full time)

Marital status (Reference: Married)

Education (Reference: No or primary education)


