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1 Sampling procedures and data collection 

The Post-Conflict Attitudes for Peace (PAP) survey was fielded in 2016 (Guatemala: January; 

Nepal: March-April; Northern Ireland: May-July) as face-to-face interviews. The sample 

includes 3,229 respondents (Guatemala: 1,216; Nepal: 1,200; Northern Ireland: 813). 

The interviews took 40–50 minutes to complete on average. To ensure informed consent, 

potential respondents were informed about the nature of the survey and asked if they would be 

willing to participate. The respondents were explained that the survey was conducted for 

academic purposes and that all answers would be confidential. 

Questionnaire 

The PAP questionnaire was developed as a part of the research project Attitudes for Peace: 

Post-Conflict Public Opinion, funded by the Research Council Norway. In addition to standard 

questions about politics, it includes questions about conflict experiences and views on the post-

conflict political institutions. The questionnaire was piloted and revised in collaboration with 

national survey teams. The project group also conducted a series of expert interviews to help 

refining some questions and ensure that they were appropriate in the given context. 

Sampling 

The three samples are representative on the national level. However, relying on local sampling 

practices and -frames, the sampling procedures varied somewhat between cases. In Guatemala 

and Nepal, a three-stage sampling design was employed: 1. The primary sampling unit (PSU) 

was drawn in the first stage of sampling (Guatemala: 120 segments within municipalities; 

Nepal: 60 wards), based on a national sampling frame (Guatemala: the 2015 electoral roll; 

Nepal: the 2011 census). 2. Within the PSUs, households were drawn randomly. 3. Within the 

households, respondents were selected based on the ‘last birthday’ rule (Guatemala) or the Kish 

grid1 method (Nepal). In Northern Ireland, the Postcode Address File provided the sampling 

frame, from which households were drawn at random. Respondents were selected within the 

household based on the ‘next birthday’ rule. In Guatemala and Nepal, the samples were drawn 

to include an equal number of men and women, stratified by urban-rural areas, while the 

Northern Irish sampling was modified to avoid an overrepresentation of older respondents. 

 
1
 Leslie Kish, ‘A Procedure for Objective Respondent Selection within the Household,’ Journal of the American 

Statistical Association 44(247) (1949): 380–387. 
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2 Descriptive statistics 

This section provides additional descriptive statistics for central variables. 

 

Figure A-1. Support for violence by item and country (% Yes per item) 

 

 

  Figure A-2. Dichotomous support for violence by country 

 

Table A-1. Descriptive statistics for all variables 

  
Guate-
mala   Nepal   

Northern 
Ireland   Pooled 

  Mean   Mean   Mean   Mean SE Min Max Obs 

Support violence 0.50  0.42  0.22  0.40 0.38 0 1 2,978 

Econ. dissatisfaction 3.70  3.78  3.21  3.61 0.64 1 4 3,208 

Social dissatisfaction  3.37  2.97  2.27  2.95 0.87 1 4 3,173 

Political dissatisfaction  3.29  2.73  2.14  2.81 0.79 1 4 2,932 

Political exclusion 0.67  0.64  0.37  0.59 0.49 0 1 2,904 

Discrimination 0.12  0.19  0.12  0.15 0.36 0 1 3,192 

Efficacy 0.40  0.18  0.37  0.31 0.56 0 2 3,180 
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Poverty 2.91  2.19  1.60  2.31 1 1 4 3,197 

Age 36.1  41.1  46.3  40.5 15.7 18 96 3,229 

Male 0.50  0.50  0.47  0.49 0.5 0 1 3,229 

Education 3.85   3.04   4.40   3.68 1.24 1 5 3,225 

 

 

Table A-2. Bivariate correlations for grievance variables and political efficacy 

 

 

  

Economic 

dissatis-

faction

Social 

dissatis-

faction

Political 

dissatis-

faction

Political 

exclusion

Discrimi-

nated 

group

Political 

efficacy Poverty

Economic dissatisfaction  1

Social dissatisfaction  0.43***  1

Political dissatisfaction  0.34***  0.55***  1

Political exclusion  0.13***  0.13***  0.20***  1

Discriminated group  0.01 -0.01  0.05***  0.08***  1

Political efficacy -0.10*** -0.07*** -0.05*** -0.04** -0.05***  1

Poverty  0.18***  0.26***  0.33***  0.10***  0.05***  0.00  1

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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3 Plotting interaction effects: Interaction term and constituent terms 

Figures A-3-7 show uncertainty estimates for the interaction terms by country. Figures A-3-5 

correspond to Models 3-5 in Table 1. Figures A-6-7 report the same analysis for the remaining 

grievance variables. 

 

Figure A-3. Estimated effect of the interaction between discriminated group and efficacy on support for 

political violence. 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 

Figure A-4. Estimated effect of the interaction between exclusion and efficacy on support for political 

violence. 95 % confidence intervals. 
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Figure A-5. Estimated effect of the interaction between economic dissatisfaction and efficacy on support 

for political violence. 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

  

Figure A-6. Estimated effect of the interaction between social dissatisfaction and efficacy on support for 

political violence. 95 % confidence intervals. 
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Figure A-7. Estimated effect of the interaction between political dissatisfaction and efficacy on support for 

political violence. 95 % confidence intervals. 
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4 Plotting interaction effects: Effect of grievance by level of political efficacy 

Figures A-8-9 correspond to Figures 6-8 in the main analysis, but for the remaining grievance 

variables. 

 

Figure A-8. Estimated effects of social dissatisfaction on support for political violence, by level of political 

efficacy and country. 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 

Figure A-9. Estimated effects of political dissatisfaction on support for political violence, by level of 

political efficacy and country. 95 % confidence intervals.  
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5 Regression diagnostics 

Table A-3 reports VIF values for Model 2 and all interaction models. They suggest 

multicollinearity could be a problem for the models interacting efficacy and the dissatisfaction 

indices. Centering the dissatisfaction variables (around the value 3, the median for the indices) 

removes the problem, and OLS results hold up using centered variables. Figures A-10 – A-12 

allow for graphic inspection of the residuals of Models 2 and 4. Because the residuals are not 

normally distributed and exhibit heteroscedasticity, we run logistic regression next. Figure A-

12 suggests influential observations are not a problem. 

Table A-3. Variance inflation factors (VIF) for the main regression models 

 

 

   

Figure A-10. Distribution of residuals, for Models 2 (left panel) and 4 (right panel).  

  

Model 2

(M3) 

Discrim. 

group 

(M4) 

Political 

exclusion 

(M5) 

Economic 

dissatisf. 

Social 

dissatisf.

Political 

dissatisf.

Economic dissatisfaction 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.73 1.34 1.33

Social dissatisfaction 1.59 1.59 1.59 1.59 1.83 1.60

Political dissatisfaction 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.76 1.77 2.09

Discriminated group 1.03 1.26 1.03 1.03 1.03 1.03

Political exclusion 1.08 1.08 1.39 1.08 1.08 1.08

Efficacy 1.06 1.20 2.50 31.8 14.1 14.3

Efficacy * Discriminated gr. 1.34

Efficacy * Exclusion 2.74

Efficacy * Econ. dissatisfaction 31.5

Efficacy * Soc. dissatisfaction 14.1

Efficacy * Pol. dissatisfaction 14.3

Poverty 1.43 1.43 1.43 1.43 1.43 1.43

Education 1.53 1.53 1.53 1.53 1.53 1.53

Male 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05

Age 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25

Country: Nepal 1.93 1.93 1.94 1.94 1.94 1.94

Country: Northern Ireland 2.43 2.43 2.43 2.43 2.43 2.43
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Figure A-11. Residuals by fitted values, for Models 2 (left panel) and 4 (right panel). 

 

  

Figure A-12. Cook’s D by country, for Models 2 (left panel) and 4 (right panel). 
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6 Logistic regression: Support for violence (on any item) 

Figures A-13 – A-18 correspond to Figures 5, A-3 and 6-8, but use logistic regression. The 

dependent variable is the dichotomous variable described in Figure A-2. 

  

Figure A-13. Estimated effects of grievance on support for political violence, by country; using logistic 

regression (DV: support on any item). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 

Figure A-14. Estimated effects of discriminated group on support for political violence, by level of political 

efficacy and country; using logistic regression (DV: support on any item). 95 % confidence intervals. 
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Figure A-15. Estimated effects of political exclusion on support for political violence, by level of political 

efficacy and country; using logistic regression (DV: support on any item). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 

 

Figure A-16. Estimated effects of economic dissatisfaction on support for political violence, by level of 

political efficacy and country; using logistic regression (DV: support on any item). 95 % confidence 

intervals.  
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Figure A-17. Estimated effects of social dissatisfaction on support for political violence, by level of political 

efficacy and country; using logistic regression (DV: support on any item). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 

Figure A-18. Estimated effects of political dissatisfaction on support for political violence, by level of 

political efficacy and country; using logistic regression (DV: support on any item). 95 % confidence 

intervals.  



14 

 

7 Logistic regression: Support for violence (by item) 

Figures A-19 – A-22 correspond to Figure 5, but use logistic regression. The dependent variable 

is each item (scenario) of support for violence in Figure A-1 (inequality increases, gov’t treats 

some regions more favorably, military becomes too powerful, gov’t becomes repressive). 

  

Figure A-19. Estimated effects of grievance on support for political violence, by country; using logistic 

regression (DV: support if inequality increases). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

  

Figure A-20. Estimated effects of grievance on support for political violence, by country; using logistic 

regression (DV: support if gov’t treats groups/ regions more favorably). 95 % confidence intervals. 



15 

 

 

Figure A-21. Estimated effects of grievance on support for political violence, by country; using logistic 

regression (DV: support if military become too powerful). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 

 

Figure A-22. Estimated effects of grievance on support for political violence, by country; using logistic 

regression (DV: support if gov’t becomes repressive). 95 % confidence intervals. 
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8 Logistic regression: Support for violence (on all items) 

Figures A-23 and A-24 correspond to Figures 5 and 6, but use logistic regression (and show 

latter for Guatemala only). The dependent variable flags respondents who reported support for 

violence on all items, to try to get around potential ceiling effects (in Guatemala in particular). 

  

Figure A-23. Estimated effects of grievance on support for political violence, by country; using logistic 

regression (DV: support on all items). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 

Figure A-24. Estimated effects of grievance variables on support for political violence, by level of political 

efficacy in Guatemala; using logistic regression (DV: support on all items). 95 % confidence intervals.  
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9 Removing education and poverty controls 

Table A-4 replicates Table 1 in the article, but without controls for education and poverty. 

Table A-4. OLS regressions of support for political violence, not controlling for education and poverty 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Support Support Support Support 

     

Economic dissatisfaction 0.045*** 0.045*** 0.045*** 0.066*** 

 (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.017) 

Social dissatisfaction -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.001 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Political dissatisfaction 0.033** 0.033** 0.033** 0.033** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Discriminated group -0.037 -0.049 -0.037 -0.035 

 (0.028) (0.031) (0.028) (0.028) 

Political exclusion 0.043** 0.043** 0.053** 0.043** 

 (0.019) (0.019) (0.022) (0.019) 

Political efficacy -0.025* -0.032** -0.006 0.168** 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.019) (0.075) 

Pol. eff. x discrim.  0.052   

  (0.046)   

Pol. eff. x exclusion   -0.032  

   (0.029)  

Pol. eff. x econ. dissatisf.    -0.054*** 

    (0.021) 

Male 0.044*** 0.045*** 0.045*** 0.045*** 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Age -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Country: Nepal -0.067** -0.067** -0.068** -0.067** 

 (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) 

Country: Northern Ireland -0.189*** -0.189*** -0.190*** -0.189*** 

 (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) 

Constant 0.252*** 0.256*** 0.246*** 0.172** 

 (0.071) (0.072) (0.071) (0.077) 

     

Observations 2,562 2,562 2,562 2,562 

R-squared 0.095 0.096 0.096 0.098 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors clustered by 

primary sampling unit and adjusted for stratification.  
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10 Adding unemployment and student controls 

Table A-5 replicates Table 1 in the article, but adds dummies for employment status. 

Table A-5. OLS regressions of support for political violence, controlling for employment status 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Support Support Support Support 

Economic dissatisfaction 0.043*** 0.043*** 0.043*** 0.064*** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.017) 

Social dissatisfaction 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Political dissatisfaction 0.031** 0.031** 0.031** 0.031** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Discriminated group -0.045 -0.054* -0.046* -0.044 

 (0.028) (0.032) (0.028) (0.028) 

Political exclusion 0.043** 0.043** 0.055** 0.043** 

 (0.019) (0.019) (0.023) (0.019) 

Political efficacy -0.024* -0.029** -0.001 0.172** 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.019) (0.072) 

Pol. eff. x discrim. group  0.037   

  (0.046)   

Pol. eff. x exclusion   -0.040  

   (0.030)  

Pol. eff. x econ. dissatisf.    -0.055*** 

    (0.020) 

Poverty 0.029*** 0.029*** 0.029*** 0.029*** 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Education -0.035*** -0.035*** -0.035*** -0.035*** 

 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

Employment status: Student 0.070** 0.071** 0.071** 0.063* 

 (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) 

Employment status: Unemployed 0.011 0.012 0.013 0.011 

 (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) 

Male 0.058*** 0.058*** 0.058*** 0.058*** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Age -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.002*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Country: Nepal -0.073** -0.073** -0.074** -0.073** 

 (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) 

Country: Northern Ireland -0.131*** -0.131*** -0.132*** -0.130*** 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) 

Constant 0.332*** 0.333*** 0.325*** 0.253*** 

 (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.091) 

     

Observations 2,543 2,543 2,543 2,543 

R-squared 0.112 0.113 0.113 0.115 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors clustered 

by primary sampling unit and adjusted for stratification. Reference category for 

employment status is employed/retired/unable to work. 
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11 Accounting for conflict experience 

Table A-6 replicates Table 1 in the article, but adds a set of dummy variables to control for 

conflict experience, i.e., victimization and participation (see note below). 

Table A-6. OLS regressions of support for political violence, controlling for conflict experience 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES Support Support Support Support Support 

      

Economic dissatisfaction 0.044*** 0.042*** 0.042*** 0.043*** 0.064*** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.017) 

Social dissatisfaction 0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.001 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Political dissatisfaction 0.033** 0.032** 0.032** 0.032** 0.032** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Discriminated group -0.050* -0.051* -0.059* -0.052* -0.050* 

 (0.028) (0.028) (0.032) (0.028) (0.028) 

Political exclusion 0.043** 0.042** 0.042** 0.053** 0.042** 

 (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.023) (0.019) 

Political efficacy  -0.024* -0.028** -0.002 0.179** 

  (0.013) (0.013) (0.019) (0.072) 

Pol. eff. x discrim.   0.031   

   (0.046)   

Pol. eff. x exclusion    -0.037  

    (0.029)  

Pol. eff. x econ. dissatisf.     -

0.056*** 

     (0.020) 

Poverty 0.027** 0.026** 0.026** 0.026** 0.026** 

 (0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010) 

Education -0.036*** -

0.036*** 

-

0.036*** 

-

0.036*** 

-

0.036*** 

 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

Male 0.058*** 0.057*** 0.057*** 0.057*** 0.057*** 

 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Age -0.002*** -

0.002*** 

-

0.002*** 

-

0.003*** 

-

0.002*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Country = 2, Nepal -0.066** -0.074** -0.074** -0.075** -0.075** 

 (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) 

Country = 3, Northern Ireland -0.123*** -

0.128*** 

-

0.128*** 

-

0.129*** 

-

0.128*** 

 (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) 

Innocent victim1 0.039** 0.039** 0.039** 0.038** 0.038** 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Complex victim1 0.060* 0.062** 0.061* 0.062** 0.061** 

 (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) 

Former participant1 0.002 -0.014 -0.014 -0.014 -0.010 

 (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.059) 
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Constant 0.320*** 0.354*** 0.355*** 0.347*** 0.270*** 

 (0.085) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.092) 

      

Observations 2,556 2,544 2,544 2,544 2,544 

R-squared 0.114 0.114 0.115 0.115 0.117 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors clustered 

by primary sampling unit and adjusted for stratification.  
1 Following Moffett (2016), we distinguish between innocent and complex victims.  

Hence, innocent victim denotes respondents who report of directly or indirectly (through 

family members or witnessing) experiencing conflict-related violence, but who did not 

themselves participate in the armed conflict. Complex victims are those respondents who 

report of victimization, but who also report of active participation, whether voluntarily or 

forced, while former participants are those respondents who report of previous 

participation in the armed conflict, but who do not report of any form of victimization. 

Reference category for conflict experience is respondents who were neither a victim nor a 

participant in armed conflict.  

See Moffett, Luke. 2016. ‘Reparations for “Guilty Victims”: Navigating Complex 

Identities of Victim-Perpetrators in Reparation Mechanisms’. International Journal of 

Transitional Justice 10(1): 146–67. 
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12 Adding identity group dummy variables 

Figures A-25 and A-26 correspond to Figures 5 and 7, but control for identity group dummies. 

In Guatemala the groups we account for are distinguished by whether an indigenous language 

is spoken at home or not; in Northern Ireland by Catholic, Protestant, or Other upbringing. In 

Nepal we distinguish between Hill Brahmin, Hill Chhetri, Hill Dalit, Hill Janajati, Terai 

Brahmin/Chhetri, Terai Dalit, Terai Janajati. Other Terai Caste, and Newar.  

  

Figure A-25. Estimated effects of grievance on support for political violence, by country; with identity group 

dummies. 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

  

Figure A-26. Estimated effects of political exclusion on support for political violence, by level of political 

efficacy and country; with identity group dummies. 95 % confidence intervals. 
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13 Accounting for objective political exclusion 

Figures A-27 – A-29 take objective political exclusion into account. The identity groups 

reported in the survey data are matched to the Ethnic Power Relations Dataset (EPR, v.ETH-

2018) as follows, using the EPR documentation available at https://growup.ethz.ch/pfe. Groups 

in the survey data identified as included in EPR: ‘Non-indigenous’ in Guatemala; ‘Hill 

Brahmin’, ‘Hill Chhetri’, ‘Terai Brahmin/Chhetri’, and ‘Newar’ in Nepal; ‘Protestant’ and 

‘Catholic’ in Northern Ireland.2 Groups in the survey data identified as excluded in EPR: 

‘Indigenous’ in Guatemala; ‘Hill Dalit’, ‘Terai Dalit’, ‘Hill Janajati’, ‘Terai Janajati’, and 

‘Muslim’ in Nepal. Groups in the survey data with no clear parallel in EPR, which we code as 

missing in these analyses: ‘Other Terai caste’ in Nepal; ‘Other’ in Northern Ireland.  

Figure A-27 corresponds to Figure 5, but replace perceived with objective exclusion (left 

panel), and adds objective political exclusion (right panel). It shows that the relationship 

between political exclusion and support for violence is driven by variation in perceived 

(subjective), not objective, political exclusion. Figures A-28 and A-29 correspond to Figure 7, 

but run the analysis separately for the objectively excluded and included. They show that in 

Nepal the interaction between perceived (subjective) political exclusion and is driven by the 

objectively excluded, as might be expected. Interestingly, more disaggregated analyses reveal 

that in Northern Ireland, it is driven by Protestants (and the ‘Other’ group). 

 

  

Figure A-27. Estimated effects of objective political exclusion (EPR) on support for political violence; 

excluding (left panel) and including (right panel) subjective political exclusion. 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

 
2 EPR codes both ‘Catholics’ and ‘Protestants’ in Northern Ireland as excluded (powerless) because they are not 

formally represented in the central (UK) government. Because the ‘Other’ group has no parallel in EPR, that results 

is an EPR exclusion variable with no variation in Northern Ireland. Coding both ‘Catholics’ and ‘Protestants’ as 

included (in the NI government) does not change overall results to any noticeable extent. More disaggregated 

analyses reveal the relationship (and interaction) we find in the full sample is driven by ‘Protestants’ and ‘Other’ 

(coded as missing here), but does not exist among ‘Catholics’.  
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Figure A-28. Estimated effects of (subjective) political exclusion on support for political violence, by level 

of political efficacy and country; among members of objectively excluded groups (EPR). 95 % CIs. 

 

 

Figure A-29. Estimated effects of (subjective) political exclusion on support for political violence, by level 

of political efficacy and country; among members of objectively included groups (EPR). 95 % CIs. 
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14 Missing value analyses 

Tables A-7 and A-8 investigate potential patterns in item non-response. They show that 

observations are not missing at random. Figures A-30 – A-33 correspond make strategic 

imputations of missing values to gauge the range of bias that this systematic item non-response 

could be introducing. For each regression model, three sets of imputations are used. First, as an 

‘easy test’, we give all observations with missing values the combination of values we expect 

to work most clearly in the direction of our expectations; i.e., the highest possible values on 

both support and grievances (and lowest value on efficacy). Second, as a ‘hard test’, we give 

them the values that should work most clearly against our expectations; i.e., the highest possible 

value on support (and efficacy), and lowest possible value on grievance; then vice versa. 

Table A-7. Logistic regression with DV flagging respondent that did not answer questions about support 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Missing on  

support 

Guatemala Nepal Northern 

Ireland 

     

Economic dissatisfaction 0.248 -0.630 0.702 0.353* 

 (0.190) (0.430) (0.609) (0.211) 

Social dissatisfaction -0.128 -0.133 -0.218 -0.123 

 (0.137) (0.227) (0.296) (0.187) 

Political dissatisfaction -0.232 -0.030 -0.662 -0.201 

 (0.170) (0.420) (0.407) (0.217) 

Discriminated group 0.162 -0.047 0.041 0.233 

 (0.269) (0.676) (0.494) (0.374) 

Political exclusion 0.210 0.041 0.343 0.270 

 (0.207) (0.456) (0.410) (0.277) 

Political efficacy 0.088 -0.765* 0.937** 0.142 

 (0.183) (0.433) (0.382) (0.250) 

Poverty 0.190* -0.037 0.299 0.195 

 (0.112) (0.180) (0.192) (0.172) 

Education -0.081 -0.100 -0.058 -0.101 

 (0.106) (0.219) (0.142) (0.285) 

Male 0.213 -0.077 0.659 0.099 

 (0.197) (0.430) (0.439) (0.270) 

Age -0.006 0.001 0.004 -0.010 

 (0.006) (0.014) (0.017) (0.007) 

Country: Nepal -0.009    

 (0.364)    

Country: Northern Ireland 1.888***    

 (0.334)    

Constant -3.909*** -0.292 -5.605** -2.205 

 (0.971) (1.654) (2.477) (1.622) 

     

Observations 2,657 976 1,082 599 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors 

clustered by primary sampling unit and adjusted for stratification. 
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Table A-8. Logistic regression with DV flagging respondent that did not answer questions about support, 

using dummy variables to flag observations missing on explanatory variables 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Missing on  

support 

Guatemala Nepal Northern 

Ireland 

     

Missing on econ. dissatisf. -1.710*** -2.313*** - -1.262 

 (0.623) (0.808)  (0.988) 

Missing on soc. dissatisf. 0.622 1.469** - 0.521 

 (0.457) (0.638)  (0.562) 

Missing on pol. dissatisf. 1.458*** 1.742*** 2.987*** 0.295 

 (0.198) (0.386) (0.412) (0.290) 

Missing on discrim. group 1.246** 1.200* - 1.413** 

 (0.497) (0.612)  (0.702) 

Missing on exclusion 0.903*** 1.121*** 1.069*** 0.597** 

 (0.180) (0.333) (0.298) (0.269) 

Missing on efficacy 1.077*** 1.003* 1.624*** 1.256** 

 (0.391) (0.600) (0.221) (0.510) 

Missing on poverty -0.534 -0.489 - -0.416 

 (0.798) (1.038)  (1.256) 

Education -0.256*** -0.160 -0.243* -0.233 

 (0.076) (0.146) (0.140) (0.192) 

Male 0.089 -0.081 0.436 0.091 

 (0.150) (0.279) (0.412) (0.217) 

Age 0.001 0.012 0.011 -0.004 

 (0.005) (0.009) (0.016) (0.006) 

Country: Nepal -0.310    

 (0.246)    

Country: Northern Ireland 0.989***    

 (0.194)    

Constant -2.372*** -3.255*** -3.832*** -0.897 

 (0.403) (0.803) (0.910) (0.977) 

     

Observations 3,225 1,214 1,199 811 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Standard errors in parentheses. Standard errors 

clustered by primary sampling unit and adjusted for stratification. 
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Figure A-30. Estimated effects of political exclusion on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and grievance, lowest value on efficacy (easy test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-31. Estimated effects of political exclusion on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and efficacy, lowest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-32. Estimated effects of political exclusion on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with lowest value on support and efficacy, highest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 
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Figure A-33. Estimated effects of discrimination on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and grievance, lowest value on efficacy (easy test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-34. Estimated effects of discrimination on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and efficacy, lowest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

  

Figure A-35. Estimated effects of discrimination on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with lowest value on support and efficacy, highest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 
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Figure A-36. Estimated effects of econ. dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and grievance, lowest value on efficacy (easy test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-37. Estimated effects of econ. dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and efficacy, lowest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-38. Estimated effects of econ. dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with lowest value on support and efficacy, highest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 
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Figure A-39. Estimated effects of social dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and grievance, lowest value on efficacy (easy test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-40. Estimated effects of social dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and efficacy, lowest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-41. Estimated effects of social dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with lowest value on support and efficacy, highest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals.  
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Figure A-42. Estimated effects of political dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and grievance, lowest value on efficacy (easy test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-43. Estimated effects of political dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with highest value on support and efficacy, lowest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 

 

Figure A-44. Estimated effects of political dissatisf. on support, by level of political efficacy and country; missing values 

imputed with lowest value on support and efficacy, highest value on grievance (hard test). 95 % confidence intervals. 


