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A large body of literature has examined how personality traits relate to political attitudes and behavior.
However, like many studies in personality psychology, these investigations rely on Western, educated,
industrialized, rich and democratic (WEIRD) samples. Whether these findings generalize to minority pop-
ulations remains underexplored. We address this oversight by studying if the observed correlations
between personality traits and political variables using WEIRD respondents are consistent with that
observed using immigrant minorities. We use the Immigrant panel (LISS-I panel) in the Netherlands with
data on first- and second-generation immigrants from Western and non-Western countries. The results
indicate that the association between personality and political outcomes are, with few exceptions, highly
similar for immigrant minorities compared to the general population.

© 2020 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Most research on the implications of personality traits for
behavior has been limited to samples composed of people from
societies that are Western, educated, industrialized, rich and
democratic (WEIRD). This narrow focus is problematic for a robust
and externally valid personality science, because it might bias our
understanding of basic relationships within psychology (Henrich,
Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010). Such concerns challenge assumptions
about the generalizability of findings from a specific sample to a
broader population. Nevertheless, almost all published research
in leading psychological journals remain composed exclusively of
WEIRD samples (Rad, Martingano, & Ginges, 2018).

Many groups remain underrepresented in much research by
social and behavioural scientists (e.g., Causadias, Vitriol, & Atkin,
2018) and investigations of the external validity of nonrepresenta-
tive samples are uncommon (Vitriol, Larsen, & Ludeke, 2019). The
generalizability of observations from WEIRD samples in the polit-
ical domain to other populations is in need of evaluation. For
example, ideas that are observed in WEIRD cultures - such as a
positive correlation between social conservatism and free-market
ideology - appear to be the exception rather than the rule when
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a more diverse range of cultures are explored (Malka, Lelkes, &
Soto, 2017). Personality traits appear to exhibit replicable (Soto,
2019) and generalizable (Vitriol et al., 2019) links to political
behaviors within the (largely WEIRD) evidence base accumulated
thus far. However, direct evaluations of the generalizability of
personality-politics links are needed across a more diverse range
of populations.

Examining immigrant populations provides the opportunity to
explore generalizability beyond WEIRD samples and to investigate,
in greater detail, an understudied population that has specific
importance as a political group. For example, immigrant popula-
tions generally exhibit lower rates of political participation and
engagement, with some of these differences appearing to derive
from political norms in their country or region of origin
(Aleksynska, 2011; De la Garza, 2004). Understanding how individ-
ual differences in political behaviors do or do not connect to per-
sonality in ways comparable to those observed in native
populations is thus of interest.

To our knowledge, only a few studies have examined correla-
tions between personality traits and political variables for both
WEIRD and non-WEIRD respondents (e.g., Alper & Yilmaz, 2019;
Duckitt & Sibley, 2016)." However, these studies are limited by

! Fatke (2017) sought to provide a study of how personality and ideology associate
across cultures. However, because the personality data used in that study appears to
be have zero validity outside of a small number of WEIRD countries (Ludeke & Larsen,
2017), it is yet to be examined what can be learned from those results.
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sampling characteristics and a focus on a narrow set of the broader
category of political variables that existing research has linked to
personality traits. For example, personality traits matter for attitudes
towards immigration (Dinesen, Klemmensen, & Ngrgaard, 2016), but
no previous studies have examined how immigrants’ personality
traits relate to their immigration attitudes or other political atti-
tudes, more generally. As we show in this paper, there are interest-
ing patterns among immigrants that differ from what is commonly
reported in the existing literature on this particular question.

There remains a clear need for systematic tests of the similari-
ties and differences in how exactly personality relates to political
variables for both Western and non-Western respondents. The cur-
rent study was intended to address this gap in the literature. The
approach we pursued makes use of information on not only
whether the respondent is a first- or second-generation immigrant,
but also whether the respondent is from a Western or non-
Western background.

We expected personality-politics relationship to be robust
across these populations. While mean-level differences in personal-
ity traits has been observed across geographic region (Rentfrow,
Gosling, & Potter, 2008), the generalizability of personality effects
has been substantiated by other investigations of different types
of groups both outside (Soto, 2020) and inside the political domain
(Vitriol et al., 2019). Accordingly, we did not expect to observe
heterogeneity in the political effects of personality across the
groups examined here. However, because there are unique histo-
ries and experiences across immigrants and non-immigrants,
WEIRD and non-WEIRD, and because cross-cultural studies have
observed some noteworthy differences within the political domain
(Malka et al., 2017), formal investigations of generalizability to test
our expectations are needed. Differences in personality-politics
relationships between these groups could inform our theoretical
understanding of sources of variability in the relationship between
personality traits and social belief or behaviour in real-world con-
texts, including but not limited to politics.

2. Current study

We examined whether the size and direction of the relationship
between personality traits and political variables differ for WEIRD
respondents compared to different immigrant minority groups. We
use data collected within the same study using the same measures
on both native citizens, often studied in the field, and first- and
second-generation immigrants with either a Western or non-
Western background. The data were collected as part of the Immi-
grant panel (LISS-I panel) in the Netherlands, where users are able
to match Big Five personality traits to a series of political outcomes
such as ideology, political participation and immigration attitudes.

This approach allows us to obtain directly comparable
estimates for the different groups and compare the personality-
politics correlations across groups in a systematic manner.
Previous research in the Netherlands finds that personality
measures are reliable for first-generation immigrants and majority
group members (Nijenhuis, van der Flier, & van Leeuwen, 1997).
This is paramount as we know that personality measures can in
some cases be substantially less reliable across different cultural
settings (cf. Ludeke & Larsen, 2017). As we demonstrate below, this
is not a concern in the current study.

The present study is not hypothesis-driven, as we suggest that
the results will be informative whether or not personality-
politics relationships generalize well across the groups studied.
Prior work has provided some reasons to expect a substantial
degree of generalizability, including studies already noted above
(Vitriol et al., 2019; Soto, 2020) as well as a meta-analysis of per-
sonality’s links to political ideology, which reported similar effects

across studies (Sibley, Osborne, & Duckitt, 2012). Also of interest is
the finding that immigrants often report political attitudes similar
to those expressed by natives, even in regard to immigration policy
(Strijbis & Polavieja, 2018). However, substantial cross-cultural
divergences for seemingly fundamental features of political life
have been observed (Malka et al., 2017), and other studies report
on the importance of immigrant background (and first- versus
second-generation status) for political attitudes (Dinesen &
Hooghe, 2010). The question of whether personality-politics corre-
lations differ in a systematic manner across the groups in questions
thus remains an open one in need of direct evaluation.

3. Methods
3.1. Data source and participants

To examine heterogeneity in the relationship between person-
ality traits and political variables across different immigrant (vs.
non-immigrant) groups, we rely on high-quality survey data
fielded in the Netherlands and administered in the Dutch language.
Specifically, we utilize the Immigrant panel (LISS-I panel), which
consists of approximately 1600 households (2400 individuals) of
which 1100 (1700 individuals) were of non-Dutch origin.

We link two separate waves of survey data for the same
respondents. The wave with personality questions was in the
field May 2014. The political questions were assessed in Decem-
ber 2013. This panel design, in which personality and political
variables are assessed in a different wave than the wave, is a
major strength of our investigation as it helps minimize biased
estimates of the relationship (see Gerber, Huber, Doherty,
Dowling, & Ha, 2010).

The sample was drawn from the population register by Statis-
tics Netherlands. A group of non-Western immigrants were sam-
pled, namely people with Moroccan, Turkish, Surinamese and
Antillean background. In addition, there was a group of immigrants
with Western European origin. Crucially for our purpose, the sam-
ple also included a control group of respondents of Dutch origin to
facilitate comparisons.

Our final sample, which uses those taking part in the relevant
survey waves, consists of 1086 participants. This includes 373
Dutch respondents, 170 first-generation Western respondents,
198 first-generation non-Western respondents, 224 s-generation
Western respondents, and 121 s-generation non-Western respon-
dents. 46% of the respondents are men, the average age is 48 years,
20% of the respondents have a university education and 46% of the
respondents are in paid employment. Additional information on
the data source is available at https://www.lissdata.nl/about-
panel/.

Because the present work re-analyzes data collected by others
for other purposes, the sample size was not determined with our
power analyses in mind. Nevertheless, it does provide significant
statistical power. With this sample size, to detect differences in
correlations between Western and non-Western respondents, we
estimated we had 91.45% power to detect a difference in correla-
tion of modest-to-moderate magnitude (i.e., r = 0.20; specifically,
between r = 0.00 and r = 0.20).

3.2. Measures

3.2.1. Status as immigrant and “Westerner”

We rely on the standard definitions of Statistics Netherlands
and study five groups in total: (1) Dutch, (2) first generation
Western, (3) first generation non-Western, (4) second generation
Western and (5) second generation non-Western.
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3.2.2. Political variables
For the political variables of interest, we rely on ten measures of
varying lengths:

(1) anti-immigration attitudes (four items including, “It is good
if society consists of people from different cultures”).

(2) political efficacy (six items on internal and external political
efficacy);

(3) EU integration (single-item using a five-point scale from
“European unification has already gone too far” to “Euro-
pean unification should go further”);

(4) ideology (single-item using an eleven-point scale from “Left”
to “Right”);

(5) political interest (single-item using a three-point scale from
“Not interested” to “Very interested”);

(6) political involvement (assessment of engagement in seven
types of political activities);

(7) media use (assessment of use of four sources of news);

(8) political participation (single-item assessing voting in most
recent parliamentary elections);

(9) political trust (single-item eleven-point scale from “No con-
fidence at all” to “Full confidence” in the Dutch govern-
ment); and

(10) satisfaction with Dutch democracy (single-item eleven-
point scale from “Very dissatisfied” to “Very satisfied”).

In Online Appendix A, we present the full English-language
question wordings for all measures.

3.2.3. Personality traits

Personality traits were measured using 50 items from the Inter-
national Personality Item Pool (IPIP; Goldberg et al., 2006). The
personality wave was in the field in May of 2014. To ensure that
the personality traits were reliable across the different groups in
our analysis, we conducted reliability tests for all traits in the dif-
ferent groups. We found strong Cronbach’s alpha coefficients
across all groups with a minimum coefficient score of 0.75 (all reli-
ability scores are available in Online Appendix C).

3.3. Analysis
The data and data syntax for this analysis is available at https://

osf.io/ps62w/?view_only=2e7b789a4de742af822bbff974addcfd.
The analytical approach pursued here show the correlations

Anti-immigration Efficacy
Openness  —o— -
Neuroticism —— ——
Extraversion —.— ——
Conscientiousness —— E
Agreeableness < —e— —.—
Involvement Media use
Openness —— -
Neuroticism —— ——
Extraversion —— ——
Conscientiousness —— ——
Agreeableness —— ——
02 00 02 02 00 02

between personality traits and political variables for different immi-
grant groups as well as native Dutch. The means, standard devia-
tions, and intercorrelations for all variables are available in
Appendix B.

4. Results

Prior to engaging in any testing of differences in the relationship
between personality and politics among different subgroups, we
present the overall results of all personality-politics correlations.
Fig. 1 shows the average correlations between the Big Five person-
ality traits and the ten political measures using the full sample.
Importantly, these findings confirm that personality traits mean-
ingfully predict a broad range of outcomes in the political domain.
Consistent with prior research, not all traits are of similar conse-
quence within the political domain, with traits like Openness typ-
ically providing the most pronounced links.

Next, we show the correlations among all groups. We do this in
order to provide an impressionistic overview of the similarity of
results across groups. Fig. 2 shows the 250 correlations of interest:
Five personality traits with ten political measures in the five partic-
ipant types studied here. Overall, there is little evidence that per-
sonality traits and political variables are related in fundamentally
different ways between Western and non-Western respondents,
or between first- and second-generation immigrants, as most cor-
relations are highly similar and thereby comparable to the results
in Fig. 1. In other words, across the five groups we find that the cor-
relations are relatively stable and do not vary in ways that suggest
WEIRD respondents differ from non-WEIRD respondents in how
their personality connect to their political behaviors and attitudes.

For example, the single most-pronounced relationship we
observed (between Openness and political efficacy) occurs in a rel-
atively constrained range (rs 0.25 to 0.40) across all groups. This
does not appear to be a fluke, as similarly small ranges of effect
sizes were observed for the next two most pronounced relation-
ships - that between Extraversion and efficacy, and between Open-
ness and political interest.

However, not all relationships appeared to be uniform. Some
apparently divergent results were difficult to interpret and likely
represent chance findings, such as the markedly different relation-
ship that Agreeableness had with political participation between
2nd generation Western and non-Western immigrants. But other
results were more suggestive and potentially theoretically
interesting.

EU integration Ideology Interest

—— —e— —e—
—— —— ——

—e— —o— —
—— — —
—— —e— ——
Participation Political trust Sat. democracy

—— —— ——
— —— —

—— —e— ——

—— —— ——

—— —— ——

02 00 02 02 00 02 02 00 0.2

Fig. 1. Correlations between personality traits and political measures, full sample. Note: Correlation coefficients between Big Five traits and political outcomes. Error bars
represent 95% confidence intervals. Ideology is scored with right-wing responses scoring high.
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Fig. 2. Correlations for Big Five traits and outcomes across immigrant groups. Note: Correlation coefficients between Big Five traits and political outcomes for five different
groups. Regression models are reported in Online Appendix D. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. Ideology is scored with right-wing responses scoring high.

For example, the relationship between Openness and attitudes
towards EU integration were intriguing. Whereas respondents
with a Western background matched previous research in exhibit-
ing a positive relationship between the two (Curtis & Nielsen,
2018), this effect was non-significant (and significantly smaller;
p =.012) among those with a non-Western background. It is plau-
sible that attitudes on EU integration might have a different origin
among those of Western and non-Western backgrounds. This may
be especially as those of non-Dutch Western background included
many EU citizens who would themselves have made use of EU
integration to arrive in the Netherlands. Openness is also a com-
paratively stronger predictor of satisfaction with Dutch democracy
among those of non-Western background (p = .04), which might
also be desirable to interpret if the salient comparisons for such
individuals are less democratic (or less successfully-democratic)

governments. A third result of potential interest concerns anti-
immigration attitudes: Whereas among those with a Western
background these attitudes exhibited the expected positive coeffi-
cient with Conscientiousness expected based on previous research
(Dinesen et al., 2016), among non-Western immigrants the same
coefficient was negative; although neither of these coefficients
were significant, the difference between the two was (p = .025).
However, the relationship between personality and politics
appears largely robust across the different populations assessed.
In Online Appendix D we provide OLS regression models with
interaction tests to provide formal tests of the group differences.
In each regression, we regress the specific outcome on the interac-
tion between each trait and the group indicator in question (con-
trolling for the other group indicator). We run separate models
for each trait to ensure that there is sufficient statistical power to
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find an interaction in the case that there is a heterogenous effect of
the personality trait on the political outcome. For example, we can
examine whether the correlation between Openness and political
interest differ between the Western and non-Western sample, con-
trolling for whether the respondent is a first- or second-generation
immigrant. This provides a formal test of whether there are statis-
tically significant differences in how a given personality trait
relates to a specific political variable across the group indicator.
Following the main findings from Fig. 2, for the large majority of
tests, correlations between personality traits and political variables
are statistically indistinguishable across groups.

In sum, our analysis produces limited evidence that the correla-
tions between personality and political variables differ between
Western and non-Western respondents. While it is important to
study heterogeneous samples not limited to WEIRD characteristics,
the results substantiate the conclusion that, for personality-politics
correlations, relationships are robust and stable.

5. Discussion

Immigrant minorities have received some attention in the liter-
ature. However, most research has focused on explaining native
citizens’ attitudes towards immigration and immigrants (Kustov,
Laaker, & Reller, 2019). Surprisingly, only a paucity of work has
examined the political attitudes of immigrant minorities or how
these attitudes differ from native populations. Even less attention
has been devoted to the psychological correlates of political atti-
tudes and how they might differ between native citizens and
immigrants. Personality-politics relationships among native citi-
zens, especially WEIRD populations, have received substantial
attention in the literature. Yet we know little about how (or if)
the relevance of individual differences, such as the Big Five person-
ality traits, generalize to underrepresented minority groups. The
current work was intended to address this gap.

One reason for this omission concerns the difficulty of obtaining
samples with immigrant and other non-WEIRD populations. Here,
we use high-quality survey data on both personality traits and var-
ious political variables to examine the extent to which personality-
politics correlations differ between native citizens and immigrant
minority groups. The results show that these correlations are gen-
erally robust and stable. In most cases, we find no differences
between native citizens and various immigrant groups. Interpret-
ing those results which were significant must be done with
extreme caution, given the number of tests undertaken by our
analysis.

Future research is needed to investigate the extent to which our
observations in the current study are consistent across additional
samples, immigrant groups, and cultural contexts. Some recent
work has highlighted one area of modest, but expected, divergence
in observed political effects of personality that are arise due to
variability in the length of Big Five measures. Specifically, recent
work has shown that the relationships between personality and
political variables is attenuated by the use of brief measures
(Bakker & Lelkes, 2018). LISS-I assesses the Big Five with five times
as many items as most representative samples. So, it is no surprise
that the average absolute value of personality-politics correlations
in the present sample are about twice as large as reported in a
recent meta-analysis of ten representative samples (Vitriol et al.,
2019). This suggests that the failure of the present study to detect
differences in personality-politics correlations is unlikely to reflect
any deficit in statistical power specifically attributable to abridged
measures of personality traits. It is noteworthy that aside from the
more pronounced relationships in LISS-I, the pattern of correlation
between personality and politics appears highly comparable
between LISS-I and those meta-analytic results; for only one result

(concerning Openness and Efficacy) is the difference in correlation
greater than |0.20|, and for 93% of comparisons the correlations dif-
fer by less than |0.12].

While our results show remarkedly similar results across differ-
ent groups within LISS, they also point towards interesting avenues
for future work to better understand differences in how personality
traits relate to political outcomes for different groups. One inter-
esting finding is the diverging links Conscientiousness had with
immigration attitudes and that Openness had with EU integration
and Dutch democracy when comparing those of Western and non-
Western backgrounds. This observation demonstrates that some
established findings might not generalize to non-WEIRD respon-
dents, and additional investigations are needed in order to exam-
ine the external validity of these relationships.

Our investigation contributes to a growing body of literature
moving beyond WEIRD respondents. However, we mostly attend
to the distinction of Western and non-Western immigration to
WEIRD contexts, and do not address all the WEIRD or non-
WIERD characteristics. Most obviously, our non-WEIRD sample
(non-Western immigrants to a WEIRD nation) is distinctive. Immi-
grants are of course an important population in their own right,
and so the present finding of generalizability is as noteworthy for
the study of immigrant politics as for issues of WEIRDness. But
future work is clearly needed with less WEIRD populations than
that used here to more fully evaluate the generalizability of these
relationships. Such research will help promote a robust science
in the study of individual differences and a more externally valid
understanding of the implications of personality traits for political
variables and social behavior, more generally.
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A. Question wordings

A.1. Big Five personality traits
Description: On the following pages, there are phrases describing people’s behaviors. Please

use the rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you. Describe
yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you
honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and
roughly your same age. Please read each statement carefully, and then fill in the bubble that

corresponds to the number on the scale.

—_

. Am the life of the party. (1+)

. Feel little concern for others. (2-)
. Am always prepared. (3+)

. Get stressed out easily. (4+)

. Have a rich vocabulary. (5+)

. Don’t talk a lot. (1-)

. Am interested in people. (2+)

. Leave my belongings around. (3-)

O© 00 3 O »n B~ WD

. Am relaxed most of the time. (4-)

—_
=)

. Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas. (5-)

[u—
p—

. Feel comfortable around people. (1+)

—_
[\

. Insult people. (2-)

[
W

. Pay attention to details. (3+)

._
N

. Worry about things. (4+)

—_
93]

. Have a vivid imagination. (5+)

—
o)}

. Keep in the background. (1-)

—
3

. Sympathize with others’ feelings. (2+)

—_
o)

. Make a mess of things. (3-)
. Seldom feel blue. (4-)

N =
S O

. Am not interested in abstract ideas. (5-)

[\
—_

. Start conversations. (1+)

N
[\

. Am not interested in other people’s problems. (2-)

[\
W

. Get chores done right away. (3+)

[\
IS

. Am easily disturbed. (4+)



25. Have excellent ideas. (5+)

26. Have little to say. (1-)

27. Have a soft heart. (2+)

28. Often forget to put things back in their proper place. (3-)
29. Get upset easily. (4+)

30. Do not have a good imagination. (5-)

31. Talk to a lot of different people at parties. (1+)
32. Am not really interested in others. (2-)

33. Like order. (3+)

34. Change my mood a lot. (4+)

35. Am quick to understand things. (5+)

36. Don’t like to draw attention to myself. (1-)
37. Take time out for others. (2+)

38. Shirk my duties. (3-)

39. Have frequent mood swings. (4+)

40. Use difficult words. (5+)

41. Don’t mind being the center of attention. (1+)
42. Feel others’ emotions. (2-+)

43. Follow a schedule. (3+)

44. Get irritated easily. (4+)

45. Spend time reflecting on things. (5+)

46. Am quiet around strangers. (1-)

47. Make people feel at ease. (2+)

48. Am exacting in my work. (3+)

49. Often feel blue. (4+)

50. Am full of ideas. (5+)

Answers: very inaccurate [1], moderately inaccurate [2], neither inaccurate nor accurate [3],
moderately accurate [4], very accurate [5].
Coding: (1) Extraversion, (2) Agreeableness, (3) Conscientiousness, (4) Neuroticism, or (5)

Openness. Direction: + or -.



A.2 Political outcomes

Concept

Question wording

Answers

Anti-
immigration

It is good if society consists of people from
different cultures.

Legally residing foreigners should be entitled to
the same social security as Dutch citizens.

There are too many people of foreign origin or
descent in the Netherlands.

It does not help a neighborhood if many people
of foreign origin or descent move in.

5 point scale from
“fully disagree” to
“fully agree”

EU
integration

Some people and political parties feel that
European unification should go a step further.
Others think that European unification has
already gone too far. Where would you place
yourself on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means
that European unification should go further and
0 means that it has already gone too far?

5 point scale from
“European unification
has already gone too
far” to “European
unification should go
further”

Ideology

Where would you place yourself on the scale
below, where 0 means left and 10 means right?

11 point scale from
“Left” to “Right”

Involvement

In what other way did you raise a political issue
or influence politicians or the government?

- by making use of radio, television or
newspaper

- by making use of a political party or
organization

- participated in a government-organized public
hearing, discussion or citizens participation
meeting

- contacted a politician or civil servant

- participated in an action group

- participated in a protest action, protest march
or demonstration

- participated in a political discussion or
campaign by Internet, e-mail or SMS

No, yes

Efficacy

Parliamentarians do not care about the opinions
of people like me

Political parties are only interested in my vote
and not in my opinion

People like me have no influence at all on

government policy

That is not true,
that is true




I am well capable of playing an active role in
politics

I have a clear picture of the most important
political issues in our country

Politics sometimes seems so complicated that
people like me can hardly understand what is
going on

Interest Are you very interested in political topics, fairly 3 point scale from “Not
interested or not interested? interested” to “Very
interested”
Participation ~ Did you vote in the most recent parliamentary No, yes
elections?
Satisfaction How satisfied are you with the way in which the 11 point scale from
democracy following institutions operate in the "Very dissatisfied" to
Netherlands? Democracy "Very satisfied"
Media use Do you follow the news: No, yes

- on television and/or radio

- on Internet

- in a free daily newspaper such as Metro or
Spits

- in a bought newspaper or one that you have a
subscription to

Political trust

Can you indicate, on a scale from 0 to 10, how
much confidence you personally have in each of
the following institutions? Dutch government

11 point scale from
“No confidence at all”
to “Full confidence”




B. Descriptive statistics

Table B.1: Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for All Variables

N M SD a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Dutch 1,086 0.34 048
2. First generation 1,086 0.34 047 -0.52
3. Non-Western 1,086 0.29 0.46 -0.47 0.38
4. Openness 1,086 0.60 0.15 0.78  0.01 -0.07 -0.08
5. Conscientiousness 1,086 0.62 0.16 0.80 0.03 -0.01 -0.09 0.29
6. Extraversion 1,086 0.54 0.17 086 0.05 -0.06 -0.03 038 0.15
7. Agreeableness 1,086 0.67 0.16 082 0.09 -0.10 -006 036 038 032
8. Neuroticism 1,086 043 0.18 087 -0.07 0.02 0.04 -0.19 -020 -027 -0.12
9. Ideology 953 0.00 0.50 0.11 -0.12 -0.14 -0.01 0.09 0.06 -0.11 -0.08
10. Interest 1,085 0.00 0.50 0.03 -0.01 -0.03 023 0.06 015 007 -0.14 -0.01
11. Efficacy 1,084 0.00 0.50 0.04 -0.07 -0.03 031 0.02 021 0.11 -0.16 -0.01 0.34
12. Involvement 1,084 0.00 0.50 0.01 0.02 001 020 -002 0.14 0.06 -0.07 -0.07 025 0.28
13. Participation 970 0.00 0.50 0.10 -0.11 -0.12  0.13 0.05 006 0.1 -0.11 0.04 025 021 0.10
14. Media use 1,085 0.00 0.50 0.07 -0.09 -0.06 0.18 0.06 0.10 0.10 -0.09 000 033 0.19 0.17 0.16
15. Political trust 1,068 0.00 0.50 0.07 -0.10 -0.11 0.12 0.0 0.08 0.07 -0.08 0.09 005 032 000 020 0.05
16. Satisfaction democracy 1,043 0.00 0.50 0.05 -0.09 -0.09 0.I5 0.06 009 012 -009 003 0.09 028 0.00 0.19 0.10 0.66
17. Anti-immigration 1,084 0.00 0.50 0.13 -0.12 -0.18 -0.17 0.01 -0.05 -0.16 0.07 040 -0.13 -0.19 -0.12 -0.13 -0.08 -0.20 -0.22
18. EU integration 990 0.00 0.50 -0.02 0.02 0.09 0.13 -0.09 0.08 -0.01 -0.03 -0.13 0.13 024 0.11 0.11 0.08 033 030 -033




Table B.2: Descriptive statistics, Dutch sample

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Median Pctl(75) Max
Dutch 373 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1

First generation 373 0.00 0.00 O 0 0 0 0

Non-Western 373 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0

Openness 373 0.60 0.14 0.03 050 0.61 0.69 0.97
Conscientiousness 373 0.63 0.17 0.14 0.51 063 0.74 097
Extraversion 373 0.55 0.17 0.05 042 055 0.66 1.00
Agreeableness 373 0.69 0.15 0.17 060 0.69 0.77 1.00
Neuroticism 373 0.41 0.17 0.00 0.29 039 0.53 0.95
Ideology 336 0.07 048 -1.17 -0.22 0.01 0.48 1.19
Interest 373 0.02 048 -0.84 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.82
Efficacy 373 0.03 0.52 -0.66 -0.35 -0.05 0.25 1.16
Involvement 373 0.01 0.52 -0.33 -0.33 -0.33 0.14 2.51
Participation 357 0.07 043 -1.09 023 023 023 0.23
Media use 373 0.05 047 -1.02 0.03 0.03 0.55 1.08
Political trust 369 0.05 048 -1.13 -0.21 025 047 1.16
Satisfaction democracy 360 0.04 0.47 -1.35 -0.18 0.06 0.29 0.99
Anti-immigration 373 0.09 0.52 -1.14 -0.29 0.03 0.36 1.55
EU integration 349 -0.01 048 -0.61 -0.61 -0.18 0.24 1.09




Table B.3: Descriptive statistics, 1st gen. Western sample

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Median Pctl(75) Max
Dutch 170 0.00 0.00 O 0 0 0 0

First generation 170 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1

Non-Western 170 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0

Openness 170 0.61 0.16 0.22 050 0.61 0.72 0.97
Conscientiousness 170 0.64 0.14 0.29 051 0.63 0.74 0.97
Extraversion 170 0.52 0.18 0.03 039 053 0.63 1.00
Agreeableness 170 0.65 0.17 0.00 0.54 066 0.77 0.97
Neuroticism 170 0.44 0.18 0.03 032 042 055 0.95
Ideology 152 -0.03 0.52 -1.17 -0.46 0.01 0.25 1.19
Interest 170 0.01 0.48 -0.84 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.82
Efficacy 170 -0.04 047 -0.66 -0.35 -0.05 0.25 1.16
Involvement 170 -0.01 0.50 -0.33 -0.33 -0.33 0.14 298
Participation 123 -0.05 0.54 -1.09 0.23 023 023 0.23
Media use 170 -0.06 0.49 -1.02 -0.50 0.03 042 1.08
Political trust 169 0.01 0.50 -1.13 -0.21 0.02 0.47 1.16
Satisfaction democracy 164 0.01 0.46 -1.35 -0.18 0.06 0.29 0.76
Anti-immigration 170 -0.01 049 -1.14 -032 001 0.21 1.55
EU integration 158 -0.06 0.50 -0.61 -0.61 -0.18 0.24 1.09




Table B.4: Descriptive statistics, 1st gen. non-Western sample

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Median Pctl(75) Max
Dutch 198 0.00 0.00 O 0 0 0 0

First generation 198 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1

Non-Western 198 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1

Openness 198 0.56 0.15 0.00 044 056 0.67 1.00
Conscientiousness 198 0.60 0.17 0.09 049 0.60 0.74 0.94
Extraversion 198 0.52 0.16 0.08 042 053 0.63 1.00
Agreeableness 198 0.64 0.15 0.17 054 066 0.74 1.00
Neuroticism 198 0.43 0.19 0.00 030 042 055 0.87
Ideology 164 -0.13 048 -1.17 -046 0.01 0.25 1.19
Interest 198 -0.02 0.52 -0.84 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.82
Efficacy 198 -0.05 0.48 -0.66 -0.35 -0.05 0.25 1.16
Involvement 198 0.04 0.53 -0.33 -033 -0.33 0.14 298
Participation 181 -0.10 0.57 -1.09 0.23 023 023 0.23
Media use 198 -0.07 0.53 -1.02 -0.50 0.03 0.03 1.08
Political trust 194 -0.14 0.53 -1.13 -0.44 0.02 0.25 1.16
Satisfaction democracy 187 -0.13  0.60 -1.35 -0.41 0.06 0.29 0.99
Anti-immigration 198 -0.14 041 -1.14 -046 -0.15 0.17 1.36
EU integration 172 0.08 0.52 -0.61 -0.18 024 0.24 1.09




Table B.5: Descriptive statistics, 2nd gen. Western sample

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Median Pctl(75) Max
Dutch 224 0.00 0.00 O 0 0 0 0

First generation 224 0.00 0.00 O 0 0 0 0

Non-Western 224 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0

Openness 224 0.61 0.14 0.28 050 061 0.69 0.97
Conscientiousness 224 0.63 0.16 0.06 051 063 0.74 1.00
Extraversion 224 0.54 0.17 0.03 042 055 0.66 0.92
Agreeableness 224 0.67 0.15 0.17 0.57 0.69 0.77 1.00
Neuroticism 224 043 0.17 0.05 032 045 053 095
Ideology 196 0.05 0.53 -1.17 -0.22 0.01 0.48 1.19
Interest 223 -0.01 0.50 -0.84 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.82
Efficacy 222 0.02 0.51 -0.66 -0.35 -0.05 025 1.16
Involvement 222 -0.01 047 -0.33 -0.33 -0.33 0.14 2.03
Participation 206 0.05 045 -1.09 023 023 023 0.23
Media use 223 0.03 049 -1.02 0.03 0.03 0.55 1.08
Political trust 220 0.03 0.50 -1.13 -0.21 0.02 0.47 0.93
Satisfaction democracy 218 0.04 0.49 -1.35 -0.18 0.29 0.29 0.99
Anti-immigration 222 0.06 0.51 -1.14 -0.26 0.02 0.35 1.55
EU integration 202 -0.02 0.51 -0.61 -0.61 -0.18 0.24 1.09
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Table B.6: Descriptive statistics, 2nd gen. non-Western sample

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Median Pctl(75) Max
Dutch 121 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 0 0

First generation 121 0.00 0.00 O 0 0 0 0

Non-Western 121 1.00 0.00 1 1 1 1 1

Openness 121 0.61 0.15 0.28 0.50 0.61 0.72 097
Conscientiousness 121 0.59 0.18 0.00 046 0.60 0.71 1.00
Extraversion 121 0.54 0.19 0.00 042 0.55 0.68 1.00
Agreeableness 121 0.67 0.16 0.20 0.57 0.69 0.80 1.00
Neuroticism 121 046 0.18 0.03 034 047 0.61 1.00
Ideology 105 -0.07 047 -1.17 -046 0.01 0.25 0.72
Interest 121 -0.01 0.54 -0.84 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.82
Efficacy 121 0.01 047 -0.66 -035 -0.05 0.25 1.16
Involvement 121 -0.05 0.44 -0.33 -0.33 -0.33 0.14 2.03
Participation 103 -0.09 0.57 -1.09 023 023 023 0.23
Media use 121 -0.001 0.53 -1.02 -0.50 0.03 0.55 1.08
Political trust 116 -0.001 0.49 -1.13 -0.21 0.02 0.25 1.16
Satisfaction democracy 114 0.02 046 -1.35 -0.18 0.06 0.29 0.99
Anti-immigration 121 -0.15 0.48 -0.97 -047 -0.15 0.17 1.36
EU integration 109 0.04 048 -0.61 -0.18 024 024 1.09
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C. Big Five reliability scores per group
Table C.1: Cronbach’s alpha scores for all groups and traits

Dutch First First Second Second
background generation  generation generation  generation
foreign, foreign, foreign, foreign,
Western non- Western non-
background Western background Western
background background
Openness 0.78 0.80 0.78 0.77 0.76
Conscientiousness 0.82 0.75 0.78 0.80 0.83
Extraversion 0.87 0.87 0.81 0.87 0.88
Agreeableness 0.82 0.85 0.79 0.82 0.83
Neuroticism 0.87 0.88 0.87 0.86 0.87
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D. Regression models

Results: Anti-immigration

1 2) (3) “ (5) (6) @) (®) ) (10)
g;r:ligf;f;g“"“ foreign, Western g 10 011" 011" -0.13™  -0.11" 020 016  -003  -009 021"
(0.04)  (0.05) (0.05 (0.04) (0.05) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.14)  (0.09)
&f;tffr?zfgfgici‘;ﬁgn’ non- 025" 004 015 026" -033"" 035" 002 -0.15 022 -034"
(0.13)  (0.13) (0.11) (0.14)  (0.09) (0.13)  (0.13) (0.11)  (0.14)  (0.08)
gzzigfoﬁi’éeramn foreign, Western 00 003 003 -004 003 002 005 -003 -004 -0.03
(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
ng‘gfngl‘:::]iagfggnfgreig“’ non- 022 003 -0.15  -025"  -035" -023" -023™ -024™ -025™ -0.24""
(0.14)  (0.13) (0.11)  (0.15)  (0.10)  (0.05)  (0.05) (0.05)  (0.05)  (0.05)
Openness -0.63™ -0.70™"
(0.12) (0.13)
Openness x Non-Western -0.01
(0.22)
Conscientiousness 0.13 0.12
(0.11) (0.11)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western -0.44™
(0.20)
Extraversion -0.13 -0.13
(0.10) 0.11)
Extraversion x Non-Western -0.15
(0.19)
Agreeableness -0.58™ -0.56™
(0.11) (0.12)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.001
0.21)
Neuroticism 0.15 0.13
(0.10) (0.10)
Neuroticism x Non-Western 0.22
0.18)
Openness x First generation 0.16
0.21)
Consciqntiousness x First 041"
generation
(0.20)
Extraversion x First generation -0.15
(0.18)
Agreeableness x First generation -0.05
(0.20)
Neuroticism x First generation 0.25
0.17)
Constant 047 0.01 0.16™" 0.49™ 0.03 0.51™" 0.01 0.16™ 0.48™" 0.04
(0.08)  (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09)  (0.05)
Observations 1,084 1,084 1,084 1,084 1,084 1,084 1,084 1,084 1,084 1,084
R? 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.05
Adjusted R? 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.07 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.04
Residual Std. Error (df =1077) 0.48 0.49 0.49 0.48 0.49 0.48 0.49 0.49 0.48 0.49
F Statistic (df = 6; 1077) 1428 8.10™ 807" 13.76™ 870" 1440 798" 8.07 1378 878

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

ok

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).
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Results: EU integration

& @ 3) “) (5) (6) M ®) © a0

First generation foreign, Western 005 004 -004 -004 -004 0.1 0.4 003 -0.02 -0.02
background

0.05 (0.05) (0.05) (0.05 (0.05 (0.14) (0.14) (0.11) (0.15) (0.09)
First generation foreign, non-Western — yse 04 014 005 -003 026" 00004 007 012  0.12
background

0.14)  (0.14) (0.12) (0.16) (0.09) (0.14)  (0.14) (0.11) (0.15) (0.09)
Second generation foreign, Western 2001 -0.001 -0.003 -0.003 0.0004 -0.01  -0.001 -0.003 -0.002 -0.001
background

0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Second generation foreign, non-Western 041" -0.002 010 0.02 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06
background

(0.15)  (0.14) (0.12) (0.16) (0.10)  (0.05)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)

Openness 0.65™ 0.57
(0.13) (0.14)
Openness x Non-Western -0.59"
(0.23)
Conscientiousness -0.28™ -0.30™"
(0.12) (0.12)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western 0.09
0.21)
Extraversion 0.25™ 0.27"
(0.11) 0.11)
Extraversion x Non-Western -0.07
(0.20)
Agreeableness -0.04 -0.01
(0.12) (0.13)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.07
(0.23)
Neuroticism -0.19" -0.08
(0.11) (0.11)
Neuroticism X Non-Western 0.30
(0.19)
Openness x First generation -0.26
(0.22)
Conscientiousness x First generation 0.15
(0.21)
Extraversion x First generation -0.13
(0.19)
Agreeableness x First generation -0.03
(0.21)
Neuroticism X First generation -0.05
(0.18)
Constant -0.41™  0.16™ -0.15"  0.01 0.06 -0.36™  0.17"  -0.16" -0.01 0.02
0.08)  (0.08) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05) (0.09)  (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 991 991 991 991 991 991 991 991 991 991
R? 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
Adjusted R? 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.002 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.002  0.004
Residual Std. Error (df = 984) 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
F Statistic (df = 6; 984) 5727 259 2447 140 201" 486™ 2647 249" 139  1.60

wrk

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, ™" p < 0.01. Reference groups for
dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).
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Results: Ideology

M @ 3) “) (%) (6) ()] (®) © (10)

First generation foreign, Western
background

o

-0.117"  -0.11"  -0.10 -0.12"  -0.10™ 0.05 0.23 -0.08 0.18 -0.13

0.05)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.15) (0.14) (0.12) (0.15)  (0.09)

First generation foreign, non-Western
background

*x

-0.35"  -0.01 -0.28 -0.32"  -0.19"  -0.06 0.13 -0.18 0.08  -0.23"

(0.15)  (0.14) (0.12) (0.16) (0.09) (0.14) (0.14) (0.11)  (0.15)  (0.09)

Second generation foreign, Western

-0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02
background

(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)

Hxk *x

Second generation foreign, non-

Western background -0.29" 0.05 -0.22" 025 -0.12  -0.14 -0.13"  -0.15" -0.15™ -0.13"
(0.16)  (0.14)  (0.13)  (0.16) (0.10)  (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06)
Openness -0.15 0.02
(0.13) (0.14)
Openness x Non-Western 0.23
(0.24)
Conscientiousness 0.35™ 0.42"
(0.12) (0.12)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western -0.31
(0.21)
Extraversion 0.14 0.19"
(0.11) (0.11)
Extraversion X Non-Western 0.14
(0.20)
Agreeableness -0.44™ -0.22"
(0.12) (0.13)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.15
(0.23)
Neuroticism -0.17 -0.217
(0.11) (0.11)
Neuroticism x Non-Western -0.04
(0.19)
Openness x First generation -0.26
(0.23)
Conscientiousness x First generation -0.53™
0.21)
Extraversion x First generation -0.04
(0.20)
Agreeableness x First generation -0.45™
0.21)
Neuroticism x First generation 0.06
(0.19)
Constant 0.16™ -0.15" -0.001 038" 0.14™ 0.06 -0.19™  -0.03 023" 0.16™
(0.08)  (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.05) (0.09) (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954 954
R? 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03
Adjusted R? 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02
Residual Std. Error (df = 947) 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49
F Statistic (df = 6; 947) 423" 554™ 468" 6.64™  4.69™ 4297 628" 4617 7387 470

ok

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p <0.05, “"p < 0.01. Reference groups for
dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).

Results: Political involvement
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(1 (2 (3) 4) (5) (6) @) ®) ) (10)
E;rcslt(gg:;ﬁg“"“ foreign, Western 2003  -002 001 -001 -001 030" 011 004 006 -0.07
(0.05)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.13) (0.14) (0.11) (0.14) (0.09)
E;‘CS]E ggr";f;gﬁ"“ foreign, non-Western 5>« 09 003 004 002 037 016 009 011  -002
(0.13)  (0.13) (0.11)  (0.15) (0.09) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.14) (0.09)
gzzl‘(’gfoi‘;‘éeraﬁ"“ foreign, Western 20.03 002 -002 002 -002 -003 -002 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02
(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
gzgl‘("g“rjoﬁi‘(‘fra“on foreign, non-Western 1 g1 013 006 007 -007 006 -0.06 -006 -0.05
(0.14)  (0.13)  (0.12) (0.15) (0.10) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Openness 0.79™" 0.90™"
(0.12) (0.13)
Openness x Non-Western -0.28
(0.22)
Conscientiousness -0.04 -0.01
(0.11) (0.11)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western -0.09
(0.20)
Extraversion 0.35™ 0.42"
(0.10) (0.11)
Extraversion X Non-Western 0.13
(0.19)
Agreeableness 0.19 0.23"
(0.12) (0.12)
Agreeableness x Non-Western -0.004
021)
Neuroticism -0.19" -0.22"
(0.10) .11
Neuroticism x Non-Western 0.04
(0.18)
Openness x First generation -0.53™
021
Conscientiousness x First generation -0.21
(0.20)
Extraversion X First generation -0.09
(0.19)
Agreeableness x First generation -0.11
(0.20)
Neuroticism X First generation 0.13
(0.18)
Constant -0.46™  0.03 -0.18"  -0.12 0.09" -0.53""  0.01 -0.22"™  -0.15"  0.10
(0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085
R? 0.05 0.004 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.004 0.02 0.01 0.01
Adjusted R? 0.04 -0.002 0.02 0.001  0.001 0.04 -0.001 0.02 0.001  0.002
Residual Std. Error (df = 1078) 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
F Statistic (df = 6; 1078) 8.63™" 0.64 3.95™ 1.13 1.23 9.49™" 0.79 3.90™ 1.18 1.31

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

wxk

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X

Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).

Results: Media consumption
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First generation foreign, Western

background -0.11™  -0.11" -0.10" -0.10" -0.10" 0.12 -0.06 -0.03 -0.04 -0.21™
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.14)  (0.09)
E;‘igf;f;daﬁ‘m foreign, non-Western 5 73 922° 002 036" 0207 0.3 006 -004 -005 022"
(0.13)  (0.13) (0.11)  (0.15)  (0.09)  (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.14)  (0.09)
g:zl‘(’zfoi‘;‘éeram’“ foreign, Western 2003 002 -0.02 -0.02 -001 -003 -002 -002 -001 -0.01
0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)  (0.04)
f;;;’t‘::ngg::fgtr‘gsn?w‘gn’ non- 020 -0.15 004 031" 013 -006 -0.05 -0.05 -005 -0.04
0.14)  (0.13) (0.12) (0.15) (0.10)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)  (0.05)
Openness 0.53™" 0.74™"
(0.12) (0.13)
Openness x Non-Western 0.23
(0.22)
Conscientiousness 0.14 0.22"
(0.11) 0.11)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western 0.17
(0.20)
Extraversion 0.31" 0.30""
(0.10) (0.11)
Extraversion X Non-Western -0.17
(0.19)
Agreeableness 0.19 0.33™
(0.12) (0.12)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.38"
0.21)
Neuroticism -0.30™" -0.34™
(0.10) 0.11)
Neuroticism X Non-Western 0.19
(0.18)
Openness x First generation -0.38"
0.21)
Conscientiousness x First generation -0.08
(0.20)
Extraversion x First generation -0.13
(0.18)
Agreeableness x First generation -0.09
(0.20)
Neuroticism x First generation 0.25
(0.18)
Constant -026™ -003 -0.12° -0.07 0.8 -039™ 008 -0.11" -0.18" 0.19™
(0.08) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086
R? 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02
Adjusted R? 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Residual Std. Error (df = 1079) 0.49 0.50 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.50 0.49 0.49 0.49
F Statistic (df = 6; 1079) 7.857 2707 35177 4.0077 343" 8.24™ 2,607 3.44™ 348" 358

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

#rk

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X

Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).

Results: Political efficacy
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First generation foreign, Western

*x

wx

background -0.08" -0.07 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 0.19 -0.28 -0.06  -0.28 -0.13
(0.04) (0.05)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.13)  (0.14) (0.11)  (0.14)  (0.09)
&ﬁ:;ﬁgif;‘:;;ggﬁg“’ non- 0.13 017  -007 035" -0.10 022" 028" 007 -028" -0.14°
(0.13) (0.13)  (0.11)  (0.15)  (0.09) (0.12)  (0.13) (0.11) (0.14)  (0.09)
g:zl‘(’zfoi‘;‘éeram’“ foreign, Western g5 001 0001 -0.001 0004  -002 -0.005 0001 -0.001 0.004
(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
f;;;’t‘::ngg::fgfgsn?w‘gn’ non- 0.16 2010 002 -030° 002 002 -001l -001 -001 001
(0.14)  (0.13) (0.11) (0.15) (0.10)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Openness 1.16™ 1.24™"
(0.12) (0.13)
Openness x Non-Western -0.29
(0.21)
Conscientiousness 0.02 -0.03
(0.11) (0.11)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western 0.15
(0.20)
Extraversion 0.57" 0.57"
(0.10) (0.11)
Extraversion X Non-Western 0.01
(0.19)
Agreeableness 0.20" 0.20
(0.12) (0.12)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.43"
0.21)
Neuroticism -0.45™" -0.49™"
(0.10) (0.11)
Neuroticism x Non-Western 0.07
(0.18)
Openness * First generation -0.45™
(0.20)
Conscientiousness x First generation 0.33
(0.20)
Extraversion x First generation 0.02
(0.18)
Agreeableness x First generation 0.34"
(0.20)
Neuroticism x First generation 0.17
(0.18)
Constant -0.67" 0.0l -029™ -0.11 021" -0.72™ 005 -029"" -0.11 023
(0.08) (0.08)  (0.06) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08)  (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085 1,085
R? 0.10 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.11 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.03
Adjusted R? 0.10 -0.0000  0.04 0.01 0.02 0.10 0.002  0.04 0.01 0.02
Residual Std. Error (df = 1078) 0.47 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.49 0.47 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.49
F Statistic (df = 6; 1078) 20.61"" 1.00 836™ 338" 508" 21.16™ 136 836" 3.16™ 522"

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

#rk

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).

Results: Political interest
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First generation foreign, Western

background -0.02 -0.01 0.002 -0.004  0.0000 0.15 -0.02 0.05 -0.12 -0.12
(0.04)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.13)  (0.14) (0.11)  (0.14)  (0.09)
g‘ig’;ﬁdﬁﬁ"n foreign, non-Western - o3 517 018 005 -010 015 005 003 -0.05 -0.15"
(0.13)  (0.13) (0.11)  (0.15)  (0.09) (0.13)  (0.13) (0.11)  (0.14)  (0.09)
g:zﬁzfoii‘éeram’“ foreign, Western 504 004 -003 003 -003  -005 -0.04 -003 -003 -003
(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
f;;;’t‘::ngg::fgtr‘gsn?w‘gn’ non- 20.0003 -0.17  0.17  -005 -009  -005 -003 -0.04 -004 -001
(0.14)  (0.13)  (0.12)  (0.15)  (0.10)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Openness 0.80™" 0.88™"
(0.12) (0.13)
Openness x Non-Western -0.07
0.22)
Conscientiousness 0.09 0.15
(0.11) 0.11)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western 0.22
(0.20)
Extraversion 0.53" 0.45™
(0.10) (0.11)
Extraversion X Non-Western -0.38™
(0.19)
Agreeableness 0.20" 0.14
(0.12) (0.12)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.03
0.21)
Neuroticism -0.417" -0.47"
(0.10) (0.11)
Neuroticism X Non-Western 0.16
(0.18)
Openness x First generation -0.27
0.21)
Conscientiousness x First generation 0.02
(0.20)
Extraversion x First generation -0.10
(0.18)
Agreeableness x First generation 0.18
(0.20)
Neuroticism x First generation 0.28
(0.18)
Constant -0.45™  -0.03  -0277"  -0.11  0.19™ -0.50""  -0.07 -022"" -0.07 022"
(0.08)  (0.07) (0.06) (0.08)  (0.05) (0.08)  (0.07) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086 1,086
R? 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.004  0.02 0.01 0.02
Adjusted R? 0.05  -0.0004 0.02 -0.0003 0.01 0.05 -0.002  0.02  0.0004 0.01
Residual Std. Error (df = 1079) 0.49 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.49 0.48 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.49
F Statistic (df = 6; 1079) 9.99™ 092 473 0.95 3.45™ 10277 071 4.08™ 1.08 375

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

#rk

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).

Results: Political participation
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First generation foreign, Western

background -0.12"  -0.12" -0.12" -0.11" -0.117 -0.02 -0.25"  -0.30" -0.04
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.15)  (0.12)  (0.16)  (0.10)
E;‘igf;f;daﬁ‘m foreign, non-Western 5 19 o.15 029" 053 -0.19" 006 0307 034" -0.09
(0.14)  (0.14)  (0.12) (0.16)  (0.09) (0.14)  (0.12)  (0.15)  (0.09)
g:zl‘(’zfoi‘;‘éeram’“ foreign, Western o 50 002 =002  -002  -0.01 002  -002 001  -0.01
0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
f;;;’t‘::ngg::fgfgsn?w‘gn’ non- 020 -0.14 029" -055" -0.17 0.15™ -0.16™ -0.16™ -0.15™
0.15)  (0.14)  (0.12)  (0.16)  (0.10) (0.06)  (0.06) (0.06)  (0.06)
Openness 0.40™"
(0.13)
Openness x Non-Western 0.06
(0.23)
Conscientiousness 0.15 0.19
(0.12) (0.12)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western -0.03
0.21)
Extraversion 0.09 0.09
(0.11) (0.11)
Extraversion X Non-Western 0.25
(0.20)
Agreeableness 0.19 027"
(0.13) (0.13)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.58™
(0.23)
Neuroticism -0.28™ 021"
(0.11) (0.11)
Neuroticism x Non-Western 0.07
(0.19)
Openness x First generation
Conscientiousness x First generation -0.16
(0.22)
Extraversion x First generation 0.25
(0.21)
Agreeableness x First generation 0.29
(0.22)
Neuroticism x First generation -0.17
(0.19)
Constant -0.17"  -0.03 0.02 -0.07 018 -0.16" -0.05 0.02 -0.12  0.15™
(0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.05) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 971 971 971 971 971 971 971 971 971 971
R? 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03
Adjusted R? 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02
Residual Std. Error (df = 964) 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.49 0.49
F Statistic (df = 6; 964) 6.04™ 379" 418" 658 490" 610" 3.88"" 4.19™ 576" 502"

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

#rk

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).
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Results: Political trust

O] @ 3 “ (€)) (6 O] ® © (10
E:igg:;:g“on foreign, Western 004 003 003 -003 -003 012 002 -002 004 -00l
(0.05)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.14) (0.14) (0.11) (0.14) (0.09)
E;fligfxggﬁ"“ foreign, non-Western 5 15 038" 023" 028 017 001 017 -0.07 011 -0.16
(0.14)  (0.13)  (0.11) (0.15) (0.09) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.14) (0.09)
g:zl‘(’zfoifl‘éeraﬁon foreign, Western 500 002 -001  -001 001 -002 -002 -001 001 -001
(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
f;;;g?ngSES;Z?gsn?re‘gn’ non- 004 024" 0.0 -0.15 -003 005 005 005 -0.05 -0.04
(0.15)  (0.13)  (0.12) (0.15) (0.10)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)  (0.05)
Openness 0.39™" 0.48™"
(0.12) (0.13)
Openness x Non-Western -0.03
(0.22)
Conscientiousness -0.12 -0.02
(0.11) (0.11)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western 0.32
(0.20)
Extraversion 0.18" 0.21"
(0.10) 0.11)
Extraversion x Non-Western 0.09
(0.19)
Agreeableness 0.16 0.25"
(0.12) (0.12)
Agreeableness x Non-Western 0.16
(0.22)
Neuroticism -0.217 -0.20°
(0.10) (0.11)
Neuroticism X Non-Western -0.01
(0.18)
Openness x First generation -0.27
0.21)
Conscientiousness x First generation -0.02
(0.20)
Extraversion x First generation -0.02
(0.19)
Agreeableness x First generation -0.10
(0.20)
Neuroticism x First generation -0.04
(0.18)
Constant -0.19"  0.13" -0.05 -0.06 0.13™ -024™  0.06 -0.07 -0.12 013"
(0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069
R? 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Adjusted R? 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02
Residual Std. Error (df = 1062) 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.49 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
F Statistic (df = 6; 1062) 546" 3.60™" 4117 4.03™ 4217 5737 30777 40777 398 422"

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

ok

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).
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Results: Satisfaction with democracy

(1) 2) 3) ) ) (6) (7 (®) ©) (10)
E;‘csli ggf;ifgmn foreign, Western 2003 -003 002 -001 -002 -006 -022 006 005  0.05
0.05)  (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.14) (0.14) (0.11) (0.14)  (0.09)
back g T ROMWESIET 0,417 0407 0217 014 009 017 0347 008 009 009
(0.14) (0.13)  (0.11)  (0.15) (0.09) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.14)  (0.09)
g:zl‘(’zfoifl‘éeraﬁon foreign, Western 5 001 0003 001 001 001 -0003 0003 001 001 001
(0.04)  (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
f;;;’:::ngg::fg?gjn?re‘gn’ non- 031" 025" 007 -001 007 002 -001 002 -001 -0.01
(0.15)  (0.14)  (0.12) (0.16) (0.10) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Openness 0.34™" 047"
0.13) (0.13)
Openness x Non-Western 0.46™
0.23)
Conscientiousness 0.06 0.09
.11 ©.11)
Conscientiousness x Non-Western 0.40"
021)
Extraversion 0.20 0.27"
(0.10) 0.11)
Extraversion X Non-Western 0.09
(0.20)
Agreeableness 0.35™ 0.38™
0.12) (0.13)
Agreeableness x Non-Western -0.01
0.22)
Neuroticism -0.20" -0.19
0.11) 0.11)
Neuroticism x Non-Western -0.15
(0.19)
Openness x First generation 0.05
0.22)
Conscientiousness x First generation 0.30
021
Extraversion x First generation -0.14
(0.19)
Agreeableness x First generation -0.09
021
Neuroticism x First generation -0.17
(0.18)
Constant -0.17"  0.0003  -0.07 -020" 0.12" -024™ -0.02 -0.11° -0.23"  0.11"
0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.08) (0.05) (0.08) (0.08) (0.06) (0.09) (0.05)
Observations 1,044 1,044 1,044 1,044 1,044 1,044 1,044 1,044 1,044 1,044
R? 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02
Adjusted R? 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02
Residual Std. Error (df = 1037) 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49
F Statistic (df = 6; 1037) 6.98™  3.87""  3.74™ 470" 412" 626" 3587 380" 4.73  4.15™

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. “p < 0.1, “p < 0.05,

ok

p <0.01. Reference groups for

dummy-coded variables are as follows: First generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); First generation foreign, non-Western (0 =
native dutch); Second generation foreign, Western (0 = native Dutch); Second generation foreign, non-Western (0 = native Dutch); IV X
Non-Western (0 = Western); IV X First Generation (0 = second generation + native Dutch).
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