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Abstract
Previous research has shown that the public tends to see some groups as less deserving of
social rights. Our focus in this article is whether they are also seen as less entitled to
engage in political claims-making. Recent theorists of inclusive nationalism argue that
whether minorities are seen as having the right to codetermine the future may depend
on whether the majority believes minorities are morally committed to the nation.
Drawing on a unique survey experiment, we test this intuition by analyzing how majority
perceptions of a minority’s commitment to the larger society influence support for claims-
making by immigrants and national minorities. We show that immigrants, French-speak-
ing Quebeckers, and Indigenous peoples are judged more harshly about their right to
make claims and that this is in part explained by the majority’s views that these groups
are not, in fact, committed members of the larger political community.

Résumé
Des recherches antérieures ont montré que le public a tendance à considérer certains
groupes comme des sujets de droits sociaux moins dignes que d’autres. Dans cet article,
nous nous demandons si certains groupes sont également considérés comme moins
habilités à exprimer des revendications politiques. Les théoriciens récents du nationalisme
inclusif soutiennent que le fait que les minorités soient perçues comme ayant le droit de
décider conjointement de l’avenir peut dépendre du fait que la majorité estime que les
minorités sont moralement engagées envers la nation. En nous appuyant sur une
expérience d’enquête unique, nous testons cette intuition en analysant comment les per-
ceptions de la majorité concernant l’engagement des minorités envers la société dans son
ensemble influencent le soutien aux revendications des immigrants et des minorités natio-
nales. Nous montrons que les immigrants, les Québécois francophones et les peuples
autochtones sont jugés plus sévèrement quant à leur droit de faire entendre leur voix,
ce qui s’explique en partie par l’opinion de la majorité selon laquelle ils ne sont pas, en
fait, des membres engagés de la grande communauté politique.
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Introduction
Across the democratic world, the forces of backlash, illiberalism and exclusion are
transforming the political landscape. Immigrants are being attacked politically and
sometimes assaulted physically, and other minorities are often pilloried and mar-
ginalized in political life. Some commentators argue that this sort of exclusion is
the inevitable result of the way that modern states are built around ideologies of
nationalism. On this view, the inclusion of minorities will only be possible if and
when we shift to a postnational world order.

Others argue, however, that an inclusive nationalism is possible, under two con-
ditions. The first condition is that majorities adopt a conception of the nation that
allows immigrants and other types of minorities an accessible path to full member-
ship. The second condition is that immigrants and minorities are seen as embrac-
ing that path and thereby showing their commitment to joining the nation as an
“ethical community.”1 Much has been written on the first condition, including
detailed studies of the (gradual, uneven, fragile) liberalization of naturalization
and enfranchisement policies over time to remove racial, religious and other ascrip-
tive barriers to full citizenship,2 as well as efforts to conceive of multicultural
democracy and forms of political community that have space in them for the rec-
ognition and inclusion of national minorities (see, for example, Kymlicka, 1995;
Ivison, 2002; Gagnon and Tully, 2001). However, much less has been written
about the second condition. Are newcomers and national minorities seen by the
majority as committed to a larger “we”? Are they seen as embracing and upholding
the “ethic of membership” that makes the nation an ethical community,3 including
the commitments of loyalty and solidarity that are often said to be constitutive of
nationhood?4

If this second condition is not met—if immigrants and other minorities are per-
ceived by the majority as less committed to the national “we”—they are likely to
suffer what we will call “membership penalties” (Banting et al., 2020; Harell
et al., 2021, 2022). They may be formally admitted into the nation but continue
to be seen as less deserving and their claims-making seen as less legitimate. They
would not be excluded from the nation but rather subject to a “form of differenti-
ated and hierarchized inclusion” within the nation, creating a hierarchy between a
privileged ethnonational core and penalized minorities (Antonsich and Petrillo,
2019: 719). These membership penalties are not precluded by citizenship; members
of minorities who are citizens can still suffer such penalties.

Our aim in this article is to test whether we can identify such membership penalties
rooted in perceptions of the (lack of) moral commitment to the nation and their con-
sequences for political inclusion. In principle, such membership penalties could show
up in a variety of policy domains. For example, perceptions of minorities’ lack of
commitment could affect whether minorities are seen as deserving of welfare state
benefits (see, for example, Harell et al., 2021). There is indeed a growing literature
on perceptions of the deservingness of minorities in relation to the welfare state
and how perceptions of their “we”-ness affects these deservingness judgments.5
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However, our focus in this article is on a more specifically political issue: namely
support for claims-making by minorities in the political process. We are interested
in political or democratic solidarity, as distinct from the social solidarity implicit in
the welfare state.6 In our view, this is a particularly important domain for exploring
membership penalties. It is one thing to extend social protection to immigrants and
minorities but quite another to accept that these groups have the right to (co)deter-
mine the future of the country. In colloquial terms, the test of whether someone
belongs (to a family or to a nation) is not whether they are welcome in one’s
home but whether they have the right to move around the furniture. And it is pos-
sible that majorities only extend the right to move around the furniture to those
minorities whom they see as morally committed to the national “we.” Insofar as
the majority has doubts about whether minorities are willing and loyal members,
the majority may give less weight to the voices and interests of these groups and
give them less of a role in determining the nation’s future.7

We believe that this is a central issue for the future of multicultural democracies.
Claims-making is an essential part of democratic politics, and so whether immi-
grants and national minorities enter the political process on equal terms is a crucial
test of any truly progressive conception of inclusive nationalism. A nationalism that
enabled newcomers to become citizens but left them stigmatized and suspect as
democratic actors would hardly serve as an effective counter to the illiberal and
undemocratic forces we see today. Similarly, a nationalism that sees demands
from internal minorities for recognition and accommodation as suspect or hostile
to a national “we” is equally problematic.

Our aim, therefore, is to better understand attitudes toward minority claims-
making. To do so, we draw on a unique survey experiment collected among a sample
of 2,100 Canadians designed to explore how citizens react to a series of questions
regarding minority claims-making, and we vary the group making the claim, the
types of claims made and the means of making the claim. As we will see, the evidence
suggests that immigrants and national minorities in Canada do indeed face a “mem-
bership penalty” in terms of the perceived legitimacy of their claims-making. Their
right to engage in claims-making is consistently seen as lower than that of the major-
ity, and part of the explanation for this is majority perceptions of the minority’s lack of
commitment to the larger society (what we will call “membership perceptions”). To be
sure, other factors are also at work, including old-fashioned out-group animosity as
well as perceptions of need. But our evidence suggests that even when controlling
for other factors that affect deservingness judgments, membership perceptions matter.
Moreover, this is true not just for immigrant newcomers but also for French-speaking
Quebeckers and Indigenous peoples. All three groups are penalized for their perceived
lack of moral commitment to the larger society.

These findings raise a number of complicated issues, both empirically and nor-
matively. Normatively, we might think that it is inappropriate to expect minorities
to prove their loyalty to the larger society in order to be seen as equal democratic
agents. This is particularly true in relation to colonized Indigenous peoples or to
historic substate nations who have their own national projects and who have
been the victims of the state’s nation-building policies. Why should they feel loyalty
to a larger society that has colonized or conquered them? And even in relation to
immigrants, we might worry that the majority’s perceptions of moral commitment
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are deeply skewed and that immigrants are being subjected to unreasonable tests of
commitment that inevitably produce membership penalties. If the prospects for
inclusive nationalism go through majority perceptions of a minority group’s com-
mitment to the larger society, we may conclude that the pursuit of inclusive nation-
alism is both normatively indefensible and empirically unattainable.

On the other hand, our evidence also suggests that these membership penalties
are quite variable. Some members of the majority accept that there are diverse ways
of belonging to Canada, including more multicultural and multinational modes of
belonging, in which a commitment to Canada coexists with robust commitments to
the minority’s own identities and political aspirations. In that respect, the central
lesson of this research, we would suggest, neither confirms nor refutes the feasibility
of an inclusive nationalism, nor does it specify the outer limits of this inclusiveness
in particular contexts. Rather, we hope to identify some neglected obstacles to such
an inclusive nationalism and also perhaps to enrich our thinking about how narra-
tives and practices of nationhood can either create or mitigate these membership
penalties.

Shared Membership and Support for Claims-Making by Minorities
Claims-making is democracy in action. Much of what happens in democratic
governance involves individuals or groups advancing claims on the state or the
wider community, followed by others reacting to those claims—embracing them,
rejecting them or ignoring them. To be sure, democratic discourse is not exclusively
about groups advancing self-interested claims; politics is also about general societal
issues, such as environmentalism. Nevertheless, a focus on specific claims repre-
sents a tougher test of the acceptance of the political agency of immigrants and var-
ious minorities within a political community. How do minority claims fare in
comparison with claims originating from within the majority population?

As Bloemraad argues, claims-making is “a relational process”: people or groups
make claims on others, and as a result, the “flip-side of claims-making is recogni-
tion” (2018: 14). The key question is whether the wider society recognizes the
claimant as a legitimate member of the political community, one entitled to
advance claims on others. Understanding the politics of claims-making in this
way requires an examination of the “processes by which people and institutions
evaluate whether a claimant meets the criteria of membership” (Bloemraad,
2018: 14).

In principle, we could understand “membership” in relation to many different
types or levels of community, from neighbourhoods to supranational institutions.
But in the modern era, the dominant reference point for recognition of political
membership is the nation. In the words of Rogers Brubaker, nationhood is “a polit-
ical claim. It is a claim on people’s loyalty, on their attention, on their solidarity”; it
can be used to “mobilize loyalties, kindle energies, and articulate demands” (2004:
116). In Brubaker’s view, the nation is simultaneously inclusive and exclusive, and
“the interesting questions concern the particular ways in which ‘nation’ is used to
include or exclude in particular settings” (122). Our concern is whether newcomers
and national minorities are recognized as committed members of the nation and
with the consequences of such judgments for the fate of claims they advance.
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Given the centrality of claims-making in democratic politics, there are surpris-
ingly few studies of claims-making to guide this enterprise.8 Voss and her colleagues
examine claims-making on behalf of undocumented immigrants in the United
States, one of the paradigmatic examples of a group that is resident in a country
(and often eager to naturalize) but whose members are not seen as legitimate.
And indeed the authors’ analysis shows that none of the available ways of framing
their claims—whether in terms of human rights, civil rights or American values—is
effective in generating public support for government assistance for irregular
migrants (Voss et al., 2020). There is also a small literature on another case of con-
tested membership, namely dual citizens. Jasinskaja-Lahti and colleagues conclude
that dual citizens are often seen as potentially disloyal and that this leads to reduced
support for their right to make claims (Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2019; Kunst et al.,
2019). In both cases—irregular migrants and dual citizens—the obstacle to minority
claims-making is not (or not only) race or religion but rather a perception that the
group’s membership commitment is morally compromised even when compared to
others of the same race and religion.9 These studies provide glimpses of how support
for minority claims-making is shaped by membership perceptions, but there are as
yet few systematic attempts to study this phenomenon.

People’s response to claims-making depends not only on the group identity of
the person making the claim but also on the substantive content of the claim
and on the tactics used to express the claim. For example, controversies over flag
burning in the United States are less about the group doing the burning than
the act itself. Similarly, certain forms of civil disobedience or disruptive behaviour
that are seen as threatening or raising safety concerns are less tolerated, regardless
of the group protesting (Stouffer, 1963; Marcus et al., 1995; Gibson and Gouws,
2000; Stenner, 2005; Huddy et al., 2005; Crawford and Xhambazi, 2015). Of course,
evaluations or interpretations of an act or the process may well be coloured by the
group performing them. When members of a group are not viewed as legitimate
members of the political community, their actions are more likely to be seen as dan-
gerous or disruptive. So questions about who is making the claim, the content of
the claim and the tactics used to advance the claim will often interact in shaping
perceptions about the legitimacy of the claims-making practice.

In this article, we are especially interested in whether perceptions of membership
play an important and distinct role in shaping support for minority claims-making.
We are also interested in whether the nature of the claim and the way in which it is
advanced matter. Specifically, we ask two related sets of questions. First, to what
extent does the public support the rights of immigrants and national minorities
to make claims on the state or society, and how does this vary by the nature of
those claims or the process through which they are advanced? Second, to what
extent can perceptions of membership explain these group differences?

We seek to answer these questions by an analysis of the Canadian experience.
Canada represents a fascinating case, since it is home to a complex set of ethnic
and national groups, including three sets of minorities, a French-speaking substate
nation, large immigrant groups characterized by a rich diversity of ethnic, religious
and racial backgrounds, and the historic Indigenous peoples. These different
minorities are normally seen as having quite varied relationships with the
pan-Canadian community, and the country has made concerted efforts over time
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to build a more multicultural conception of nationhood that accommodates multi-
ple identities and diverse ways of being Canadian. If minorities in Canada are
viewed as not fully part of the shared community, similar dynamics might well
be expected—and even more pronounced—elsewhere.

Data and Methods
We draw on data from an original online survey experiment of Canadians collected
from August to September, 2017 (n = 2,100). The self-administered online question-
nairewas fielded throughQualtricswho recruits from third-party online panel vendors.
A quota system based on age, gender and education was used to screen potential
respondents, which resulted in samples that reflect these measured population param-
eters. In addition, oversamples were collected of French-speaking Quebeckers, immi-
grants and visible minorities in order to allow for a sufficient sample for cross-group
comparisons. The final sample includes 534 first-generation immigrants (25%); 710
French-speakers, of which 670 live in Quebec; and 773 visible minorities (37%).

Our analysis here is restricted to English-speaking Canadians that are not immi-
grants (n = 828). We use this group not necessarily to capture the numeric majority
but rather what is viewed as a cultural, or historically dominant, majority. It has the
added advantage of ensuring that when we explore the nature of reactions to
minority group-based claims, members of those groups do not influence the esti-
mate of the effect.

The heart of our analysis focuses on an embedded experiment within the ques-
tionnaire. Participants were presented with a scenario where a randomized group
(Seniors, French-speaking Quebeckers, Immigrants, Aboriginal Peoples10) is making
demands on the Canadian government. Seniors were selected as a group generally
seen as deserving within society and, importantly, unlikely to activate any minority
group considerations.11 To them, we add the three salient minority groups. The sce-
nario also varies in terms of (a) the nature of the act (a letter-writing campaign, a
public protest, a street blockade) and (b) the nature of the claim (to increase funding
to address poverty within their community; to do more to protect [group rights]).
The act manipulation varies from a peaceful, nondisruptive act (letter-writing) to
more contentious, disruptive forms of political action. Finally, we vary whether
minority claims are about poverty in their group—a common problem in all groups
in Canada—or whether claims are specific to the group. Here the group-specific
claim varies based on the type of group and reflects current political debate (do
more to protect… a Senior Bill of Rights, language rights for French-speaking
Quebeckers, religious practices of immigrants, and Aboriginal land claims).

The scenarios read as follows:

Now we would like you to imagine the following situation. A group representing
[GROUP] recently [ACT] in order to demand that the Canadian government
[CLAIM]. Thinking about this group’s demands, please tell us how much you
agree or disagree with the following statements.

While in an ideal experimental set-up the group-based claim would be identical,
in reality the salient types of claims made by different groups in society vary. We
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chose to prioritize generalizability by making believable claims by each group, but
of course the differences across groups in the type of claim condition should be
interpreted with caution, as part of the levels of support will be driven by the nature
of the group-specific claim itself.

Participants then responded to a question on a 5-point agree/disagree scale
about whether the group has the right to make such a claim (standardized from
0 to 1), where higher scores indicate more support for the right of the group to
make the claim.

As noted earlier, we are interested primarily in testing two hypotheses. First, is
support for minority groups lower compared to seniors? Second, if such gaps exist,
do “membership perceptions” help to explain why minority claims-making is seen
as less legitimate? We also explore how this gap is affected by the substance of the
claim (for example, whether it is framed in more universal or group-specific terms)
and by whether the act is more disruptive.

To measure what we are calling “membership perceptions,” we draw on our pre-
vious work on a membership index (Banting et al., 2020; Harell et al. 2021, 2022),
which captures attitudes toward the commitment of minority groups to the larger
society. We are interested in capturing the extent to which groups are seen as part
of a larger political community defined by norms of reciprocity and a shared com-
mitment to each other. The index is a seven-item measure asked separately for each
group under consideration here, as well as for English-speaking Canadians. The
seven items are:

• Identity: How much do you think each of the following groups identifies with
Canada? (4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Cares: How much do you think each of the following groups cares about the
concerns and needs of other Canadians? (4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Patriotic: How would you rate [Group] on a scale: patriotic to unpatriotic?
(7-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Thankful: The government provides various programs and benefits that seek
to help various communities in Canada. How thankful do you think each of
the following groups are to receive these benefits? (4-point scale, standardized
0–1)

• Reciprocity: One way citizens contribute to society is by working and paying
taxes. Do you think the following groups are contributing their fair share, or
more or less than their fair share? (3-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Sacrifice: How willing do you think each of the following groups are to make
sacrifices for other Canadians? (4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Fight: If Canada was involved in a war, how willing do you think people from
each of the following groups would be to volunteer to fight for Canada?
(4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

Each question is standardized on a 0–1 scale where the higher end of the scale
reflects a perception of minorities as committed to the larger society and where the
lower end reflects a perception of minorities as uncommitted. While there is some
variation across questions based on the group under consideration (see Appendix B
for details), further analysis suggests that the scales generally work very well as a
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single scale (Cronbach’s alpha > .8 for each scale in the full sample and > .84 among
the English-speaking non-immigrant sample).

Our hypothesis is that these membership perceptions matter in determining
whether minority claims-making is seen as legitimate. But as noted earlier, mem-
bership perceptions are clearly not the only factor at play. We are particularly inter-
ested in two other factors that are widely seen as shaping deservingness judgments:
out-group distance (where more negative attitudes drive down deservingness) and
perceptions of group need (which enhances deservingness). Out-group distance is
measured through a standard feeling thermometer question about social distance.
Distance is measured on an 11-point scale standardized from 0 to 1, where higher
scores indicate the respondent feels more distant from the interests, feelings and
ideas held by members of that group.12 This measure effectively captures more neg-
ative out-group attitudes and is a proxy for prejudice. Group need is measured by a
question about whether each group is better off (0), worse off (1) or about the same
(.5) as other Canadians.

As we will see, both out-group distance and perceptions of group need do mat-
ter. But our hypothesis is that even when we control for these factors, perceptions of
membership commitment contribute to understanding who is most willing to rec-
ognize the claims-making rights of other groups in society. Reducing negative out-
group affect is an essential step toward a more equal and inclusive society, but the
social psychology literature suggests that the absence of prejudice toward out-
groups does not guarantee inclusion within the in-group and the solidarity that
accompanies it.13 In-group solidarity requires some further assumptions regarding
loyalty to the group and caring about its members. This is what our membership
battery is intended to capture. And as we noted earlier, we suspect that membership
perceptions may be particularly salient in relation to democratic solidarity, which
concerns the right to shape the future of the society.

While our main focus is the relationship between membership perceptions, out-
group distance and group need in shaping reactions to minority claims-making, we
also include a number of other controls, including support for political protest and
strength of national identity. Support for political protest is measured by level of
disagreement with two statements: (1) Free speech is just not worth it if it
means that we have to put up with the danger to society of extremist political
views, and (2) Political protests are disruptive and should be limited. Responses
were on a 5-point agree/disagree scale (Cronbach’s alpha = .59). National identity
is measured by the strength of one’s personal identification with Canadians
using an 11-point scale recoded to run 0–1, where higher scores indicate feeling
closer to “Canadians in general.” Our aim, again, is to test whether the majority’s
evaluation of the legitimacy of minority’s claims-making is not reducible to either
their general attitudes toward protest or to their own strength of national identity
but rather also depend on their perceptions of the minority’s commitment to a
national “we.” Finally, while the experimental manipulations do not require any
additional controls because they are randomly assigned, we include a fuller battery
of controls in models that include the membership index, as we expect respondents’
level on these variables to be in part explained by other socio-demographic vari-
ables. (See Appendix A for a full list of control variables, as well as Appendix C
for details on the balance of treatment categories.)
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Analysis
We begin by looking at the patterns of support for claims-making and then address
the role of membership judgments in explaining these patterns.

Patterns of support for claims-making:

Table 1 presents the mean support for claims-making by treatment. Here, we are
most interested in whether minority groups differ from seniors. Recall that seniors
are considered a reference group likely associated with the majority and seen as
deserving of various benefits. As expected, seniors’ claims-making activities are
clearly endorsed at a higher level than for any of the three minority groups.
Interestingly, however, claims-making by Aboriginal peoples receive a significantly
higher level of support than either immigrants or French-speaking Quebeckers.
These group-based differences are reproduced within the other treatments as
well. We find little evidence of an overall difference between general versus group-
specific claims, though respondents are less supportive of the right to make claims
in more contentious ways. The protest, and especially the blockade treatment, led to
lower levels of support.

As noted earlier, recognition of the right to make claims likely varies based not
only on the group and the nature of its claims but also on the tactic used to advance
that claim. In terms of tactics, we expected letter-writing campaigns to be viewed as
most acceptable and blockades to be the least, though the differences are small and
only statistically distinguishable between the letter-writing campaign and blockade.
All are above the midpoint, suggesting, on average, agreement with the right to
make a claim—though it should be noted that it is rather tepid given that, at
least for letter-writing and protests, they are unequivocally legal forms of
claims-making.

These limited differences, again, hide an important underlying group-based
dynamic. When presented with the innocuous letter-writing campaign, there is
much greater agreement with claims-making when seniors are the group (.78) com-
pared to Indigenous peoples (.65) and especially French-speaking Quebeckers (.53)
and immigrants (.51). That 27-point gap increases to almost 35 points for the
blockade scenario. In other words, group-based considerations are clearly

Table 1 Support for Claims-Making by Treatment (raw means)

Combined Seniors
Aboriginal
Peoples

French-
speaking

Quebeckers Immigrants

Group 0.77 (0.018) 0.65 (0.021) 0.48 (0.020) 0.45 (0.022)
Nature of claim

General 0.60 (0.025) 0.76 (0.04) 0.69 (0.044) 0.49 (0.046) 0.49 (0.050)
Group-specific 0.57 (0.013) 0.78 (0.020) 0.63 (0.024) 0.48 (0.022) 0.44 (0.026)

Act
Letters 0.62 (0.019) 0.78 (0.028) 0.65 (0.035) 0.53 (0.036) 0.51 (0.044)
Protest 0.57 (0.019) 0.78 (0.032) 0.63 (0.040) 0.50 (0.032) 0.45 (0.039)
Blockade 0.54 (0.020) 0.76 (0.036) 0.65 (0.037) 0.42 (0.037) 0.41 (0.036)

Note: Limited to English-speaking non-immigrant sample.
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fundamental to how claims-making is perceived by English-speaking native-born
Canadians.

Figure 1 summarizes the experimental results. It presents the marginal effect of
each treatment on support for claims-making based on a linear regression that
includes a three-way interaction between each treatment. No other control variables
are included, as the experimental manipulations are independent of respondent
characteristics.14

Figure 1 makes clear the effect of shifting from seniors to the three minority
groups, which drives down support for claims-making, and the effect is particularly
strong when immigrants and French-speaking Quebeckers are the claims-makers.
As noted, the effects of the nature of the claim and the type of act have relatively
smaller marginal effects, though these hide some underlying group dynamics,
which we will turn to in the next section. This suggests that group-based consider-
ations are heavily influencing the ways in which people are responding to these
scenarios. Non-immigrant English-speaking Canadians—taken here to represent
the cultural majority (if not in numbers, then in status)—tend to be more suppor-
tive of claims-making by a “deserving in-group,” namely seniors, and less suppor-
tive of claims by minority groups.

Membership and claims-making

If group-based considerations are central to understanding political solidarity, then
how can we understand the types of considerations that might drive this hierarchy?
Past research suggests that support for claims-making can be affected both by group

Figure 1 Marginal Effects of Treatment on Right to Make Claims
Note: Marginal effects based on a three-way interaction between experimental treatments. Restricted to
English-speaking non-immigrants. Model on which results are based is available in Appendix D.
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distance (a central finding of research on political tolerance) and by perceptions of
need and control (a central finding of research on “deservingness”). We suspect that
the hierarchy observed in the previous section may be driven in part because people
simply dislike a group (group affect, which drives down support) or because they
view the group as in greater need for reasons beyond their control (perceptions
of greater disadvantage or discrimination, which may drive up support).
Similarly, we might expect the claims made by some groups to induce more sym-
pathy. Indeed, the literature on support for redistribution points to the importance
of deservingness judgments based both on perceived need and responsibility for the
situation that requires help. Yet, while these may be part of the story, they cannot
fully explain when people are willing to recognize the rights of other groups to
make a claim. Indeed, people’s willingness to recognize the rights of others “to
move around the furniture” is likely also be driven by whether they are seen as
full and willing members of the political community. Even in the absence of prej-
udice and with equal levels of need, we expect majority group members to be more
supportive of claims when they consider those making the claim to be committed
members of the shared community.

In Table 2, we provide an overview of how groups are viewed on these various
dimensions. On affect, there is a clear in-group bias. Not surprisingly,
English-speaking native-born Canadians tend to feel closest to their in-group (.17),
while the other three groups score in the middle of the group thermometer. There
is also some variation among the minority groups, with a somewhat greater willing-
ness to express lower levels of affect toward French-speaking Quebeckers compared
to Immigrants and Aboriginal peoples ( p < .05). It should not be surprising then
that we find a similar hierarchy on membership, with English-speaking Canadians
evaluating themselves as more committed members. The other groups are more
often viewed as (equally) less committed on average ( p < .01). There is a clear
view of these three groups as outsiders—the majority group respondents felt greater
distance toward them and were much more likely to say they cared less and were less
committed to the Canadian political community.

The story is more differentiated for perceptions of whether each community is
doing worse off than other Canadians (need) or face more discrimination. These
capture more structural barriers that may induce sympathy for their demands. On
need, there is recognition that Aboriginals face economic hardship (.70) and, to a
lesser extent, that immigrants do (.57). French-speaking Quebeckers and
English-Speaking Canadians are less distinct here, though still significantly differ-
ent ( p < .01). There is also recognition of the greater discrimination faced by
racialized minorities, such as Aboriginal peoples and immigrants, and a clear

Table 2 Mean Group Perceptions

Group distance Membership Need Discrimination

Aboriginal Peoples 0.45 0.49 0.70 0.83
Immigrants 0.49 0.51 0.57 0.80
French-speaking Quebeckers 0.55 0.50 0.46 0.49
English-speaking Canadians 0.17 0.71 0.39 0.29

Note: Restricted to English-speaking non-immigrants.
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sense that English-speaking Canadians face relatively less discrimination than
other groups. In sum, the image here suggests that English-speaking non-
immigrants in Canada clearly view the three groups as outsiders in the political
community, despite recognition of higher levels of economic and social barriers
they face.

In Table 3, we test whether these group-based perceptions can explain support
for claims-making. To do so, we regress these perceptions on claims-making sepa-
rately for each group we examined in the experiment (excluding seniors), while
controlling for Canadian identity and general support for protest and for relevant
socio-demographic variables, which may influence claims-making more gener-
ally.15 We also include the two remaining experimental manipulations for full spec-
ification. Recall that the attitudinal variables have all been recoded to run from 0 to
1, so the unstandardized beta coefficients represent moving from 0 to 1 on these
scales. The role of membership judgments stands out here. Membership percep-
tions are powerful, significant predictors of support for claims-making across
each of the groups. When English-speaking non-immigrants see Aboriginal peo-
ples, immigrants and French-speaking Quebeckers as members of a shared com-
munity, they are far more likely to see their claims as legitimate.

This is not to say that other variables are insignificant or behave unexpectedly.
For example, group distance shows a negative effect for Aboriginal peoples and
French-speaking Quebeckers, and it is in the expected direction for immigrants,
though not significant. Need is a more consistent predictor of support for
claims-making. For each group, greater need is significantly related to more support
for claims-making. Similarly, perceived discrimination faced by the group tends to
increase support for claims (though falls short of significance for Aboriginal peo-
ples). Comparatively speaking, though, the effect size of membership is substan-
tively larger and more consistently significant compared to other group-based
attitudes. And this is not simply a problem of collinearity. While group distance
and membership perceptions are correlated, as we would expect (r = .4 to .55),
there is no evidence of high variable inflation factors for variables (all below 2,
excluding interactions). It appears, then, that while less group affect may be a bar-
rier to more inclusive membership perceptions, membership perceptions them-
selves are driving political solidarity—insofar as we can measure this through
recognition of a group’s right to mobilize to make a claim.

When we consider other controls in the model in Table 3, beyond the experi-
mental treatments, we see few significant effects. National identity has no effect;
those holding more negative views toward protest in general are not more or less
likely to recognize groups’ rights to make a claim. There are few effects for the
demographic controls, in part because of our extensive attitudinal controls. We
do find a negative effect for age in the case of immigrants and French-speaking
Quebeckers, and Conservatives are less supportive of the rights of immigrants to
make claims, even after controlling for differences in a host of attitudes.

In Figure 2, we illustrate the effect of membership by estimating the predicted
level of claims support across the membership scale. Figure 2 provides the estimated
effect holding all other variables in the model constant. The reference line at .77 is
the estimate of support for seniors, with a 95 per cent confidence interval.16
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Figure 2 makes clear that when the minority group is judged relatively poorly in
terms of membership, support for claims-making is generally negative: respondents
on average disagree that the group has the simple right to make the claim. And the
gap with the average score for seniors is substantial. In contrast, on the high end of
the membership perceptions scale, the difference in support for claims closes and
there are no longer any substantive differences in the support of claim by group,

Table 3 Support for Claims-Making by Group

Aboriginal Peoples Immigrants French-speaking Quebeckers

Membership 0.488*** 0.504*** 0.424***
(5.18) (4.99) (4.31)

Group distance −0.135* −0.0648 −0.140**
(−1.71) (−0.74) (−2.02)

Need 0.117** 0.110* 0.165*
(2.08) (1.77) (1.83)

Discrimination 0.0935 0.161** −0.0948
(1.25) (2.26) (−1.43)

Canadian identity 0.0641 −0.0637 −0.0615
(0.63) (−0.52) (−0.58)

Negative view of protest −0.118 −0.0530 −0.0457
(−1.54) (−0.62) (−0.61)

Protest 0.216* −0.0333 −0.0659
(1.94) (−0.29) (−0.65)

Blockade 0.202** −0.159 −0.179*
(2.08) (−1.33) (−1.74)

Group claim 0.158* 0.0165 −0.0587
(1.95) (0.16) (−0.72)

Protest*Group claim −0.265** −0.0776 0.0599
(−2.16) (−0.60) (0.53)

Blockade*Group claim −0.209* 0.0147 0.0810
(−1.85) (0.11) (0.69)

Visible minority 0.00484 0.0344 0.0286
(0.12) (0.84) (0.73)

Man −0.0385 0.0163 0.0407
(−0.93) (0.39) (1.05)

University −0.00590 0.0398 0.0244
(−0.12) (0.74) (0.52)

Income −0.0168 0.00826 0.0158
(−1.32) (0.59) (1.34)

Age −0.00577 −0.0478*** −0.0374***
(−0.44) (−3.68) (−3.16)

Conservative −0.0380 −0.162*** −0.0699
(−0.69) (−2.84) (−1.37)

NDP −0.0432 −0.0903 −0.0102
(−0.69) (−1.44) (−0.19)

Green 0.00833 −0.0452 −0.0685
(0.11) (−0.42) (−0.65)

Non-partisan −0.0777 −0.0563 −0.0637
(−1.45) (−1.02) (−1.14)

Constant 0.295* 0.344* 0.541***
(1.78) (1.71) (3.37)

1. N 192 215 219

Note: Parentheses include t-statistic. Models limited to English-speaking non-immigrants.
* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01
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with support for Aboriginal peoples particularly high. Clearly, membership judg-
ments are a powerful factor in support for minority claims-making, largely closing
the group-based differences we observe in our experiment.

In sum, we have shown that recognition of the right to make claims varies sub-
stantially by the type of group making the claim. English-speaking Canadians were
far less likely to agree that immigrants and French-speaking Quebeckers—and, to a
lesser extent, Indigenous peoples—had the basic right to make a political claim
compared to seniors. These group-based distinctions were reproduced across differ-
ent types of claims and different forms of political action (despite the fact that,
overall, people were less supportive of protest, and particularly blockades). We
show that ingrained group-based perceptions partly account for these effects and,
in particular, that membership perceptions have a powerful effect in shaping sup-
port for claims-making.

Conclusion
Claims-making lies at the heart of democratic politics. Yet our findings in Canada
suggest that immigrant groups, Indigenous peoples and French-speaking
Quebeckers all face group-based penalties in advancing their claims in the political
process. Even though members of the groups we consider here are either citizens or
are eligible for citizenship, their political claims are seen as less legitimate. While we
are only able to test the types of claims made in this article (a universal claim about
poverty reduction as well as group-based claims specific to salient issues for each

Figure 2 Estimated Impact on Claims-Making by Membership Perceptions
Note: Predicted probabilities of support for claims-making for membership scores. Horizontal line represents the
average claims-making score for seniors. Restricted to English-speaking non-immigrants. Estimates based on models
in Table 3.
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group), we suspect that the underlying dynamic would be similar for other types of
claims-making. This is an empirical question for future research.

Our findings also suggest that this failure to recognize the basic political rights of
minorities is, in part, tied to perceptions that they are less committed to the larger
society. These “membership perceptions” are powerful predictors of public support
for the claims advanced by each group. Importantly, though, we show that when
groups are perceived by the majority as being committed to the larger society,
gaps in support for claims-making are reduced, or even disappear. This speaks
directly to the power of membership perceptions in supporting political solidarity
across historic group lines.

There are, however, fascinating differences in the membership penalties across
these historic groups. We find that people tend to agree more strongly that
Indigenous peoples have the right to make claims compared to immigrants and
French-speaking Quebeckers, a difference that survives numerous robustness
checks. An unmeasured factor is clearly driving the difference. One possibility is
that there is a third set of criteria beyond humanitarian needs-based sources and
membership-based sources of support for minority claims-making. While we
have no measures of the recognition of historic wrongs against Indigenous peoples,
future research should explore how considerations of remedial justice and reconcil-
iation may help to underpin the majority’s support of Indigenous claims. Many
respondents may have been aware of the extensive public discussion in recent
years about historical and contemporary wrongs relating to Indigenous peoples,
and our group-based claim about land rights may have further activated such con-
siderations. While membership is clearly a powerful predictor of support for
claims-making, the fact that differences between groups remain, despite relatively
similar membership penalties, suggests further research is needed.

Nonetheless, our findings point to the importance of the concept of member-
ship. The concept draws on the literature on deservingness, which developed pri-
marily in studies of the welfare state and the exclusion of unpopular minority
groups from its benefits. Traditionally, this literature concentrated primarily on
majority perceptions of the economic need of immigrants and national minorities
and whether they are responsible for their own economic problems (as a result of
laziness or poor life choices). The concept of membership builds beyond this focus,
exploring the extent to which deservingness judgments reflect perceptions of
mutual commitment. This represents a link to the literature on national solidarity,
which suggests that perceptions of “we-ness” are likely to also shape public support
for an inclusive welfare state. Membership has the potential to bridge the literatures
on deservingness and solidarity and give us a fuller understanding of why minor-
ities are often seen as less deserving. As we see in this article, the implications
extend beyond social solidarity to inclusive forms of democratic politics.

These issues cry out for both further empirical investigation and normative
reflections. Empirically, we need comparative analysis to determine whether mem-
bership perceptions play a similar role in shaping responses to minority
claims-making in other countries. Are membership penalties larger or smaller in
Canada compared to other countries? And this, in turn, connects to long-standing
debates about the role of multiculturalism in Canada. From its origins, Canada has
addressed the realities of diversity, in relation to Indigenous peoples,
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French-Canadians and successive waves of immigration. As a result, Canada has
made efforts over time to build a more inclusive conception of nationhood that
accepts and accommodates multiple identities and diverse ways of being
Canadian.17 Insofar as these efforts have been successful in shaping public percep-
tions, we might expect membership penalties for minorities to be smaller in Canada
than in some other countries that proclaim a more unitary or assimilationist con-
ception of nationhood. And indeed, some other evidence suggests that multicultur-
alism in Canada has helped immigrant-origin ethnic groups to become (and to be
seen as) committed members of the nation (Bloemraad, 2012). We believe that a
systematic comparative analyses of membership penalties across countries will pro-
vide an important new lens for empirically testing whether multiculturalism—or
other state efforts to construct more inclusive conceptions of nationhood—in fact
reduce membership penalties for minorities.

Even if an inclusive nationalism can reduce membership penalties, we are still
left with the normative challenge. Why should the standing of minorities as legit-
imate democratic actors depend on majority perceptions of their commitment to
the common society? This seems particularly inappropriate in settler states or mul-
tination states, and Canada is both. The quest of French-speaking Quebec and
Indigenous peoples for greater self-government can be perceived by members of
the majority as a form of disengagement with Canada, and a central task is to
explore how the quest for self-government can be seen as itself a form of engage-
ment and contribution, perhaps tied to ideas of “nested nationality.” The sources of
membership perceptions are likely based in people’s understanding of the historical
context of groups’ inclusion within a state and current discourses about their com-
mitment to a shared political community, as well as long-standing sources of bias
and inequality. While we discuss these possibilities more elsewhere (Banting et al.,
2020; Harell et al., 2022), further research is needed about how people’s member-
ship perceptions are formed over time.

We cannot resolve these questions here, except to say that our evaluation of
inclusive nationalism is likely to depend on what we see as the alternatives and,
in particular, what are the alternative grounds for generating democratic solidarity.
As we noted earlier, removing out-group animosity does not, by itself, generate sol-
idarity, which seems to require some sense of mutual commitment to a superordi-
nate “we.” Our findings suggest that however that “we” is defined, we need to attend
to majority perceptions of minorities’ commitment to it.
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Notes
1 For one version of this two-step argument, see Miller (2017).
2 On the shift away from ascriptive conceptions of national citizenship, see Bloemraad et al. (2019).
3 On nationalism as an “ethics of membership,” see Kymlicka (2015).
4 On loyalty and solidarity as the defining features of nationalism, see Wimmer (2018).
5 For a review of this literature, see Banting et al. (2020) and Harell et al. (2022).
6 On the distinction between political and social solidarity, see Banting and Kymlicka (2017).
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7 In the social psychology literature, this is sometimes discussed under the heading of “prototypicality”
effects. When groups make decisions, greater weight is (often unconsciously) accorded to the views of
those who are seen as prototypical of the group. And in relation to nationhood, it is members of the his-
torically dominant ethnonational group who are seen as prototypical (Devos and Banaji, 2005; Devos and
Heng, 2009).
8 Our focus in this article is on majority perceptions of minority claims-making, but for an interesting
discussion of how minorities view each other’s claims, see Glasford and Calcagno (2012), who argue
that minority group claims receive broader support from other minority groups when groups are encour-
aged to think in universal, rather than group specific, terms.
9 In both cases, there are immigrants from the same racial/religious background who either entered legally
(in the Voss study) or who renounced their prior citizenship (in the Jasinskaja-Lahti study) and whose
claims-making was therefore more widely accepted.
10 Note that at the time of fielding, the term Aboriginal was used in the survey itself. When referring to the
survey results, we maintain this language to reflect the term seen by survey respondents.
11 Winter (2008) shows that old-age security tends to be associated with the White majority in the United
States.
12 The original scale ran from 0 to 10, with higher scores indicating closer. We have reversed the scale in
our analysis.
13 See, for example, Brewer’s (1999) classic piece.
14 This is not to say that other variables will not influence how people react to the claims-making scenario
but rather that we are interested in the general effects of the treatments and not individual-level variation in
support for claims-making more generally.
15 Seniors are included in the model because the theoretical framework for this article assumes that seniors
are a deserving group that is part of the national community. We note, however, when we rerun the models
in Table 3 with those over 60 years old excluded, the results remain largely unchanged, and notably the
effect of membership perceptions remain positive and significant.
16 The estimate is based on a model for seniors where all variables in Table 3 are included, except for
group feeling thermometers, membership and discrimination (for which we do not have measures specif-
ically about seniors). This is because seniors tend to be a group viewed favourably in Western democracies
as particularly deserving of social solidarity. There is also some (limited) evidence that seniors in some con-
text are associated with the ethnocultural majority, though this finding is limited to the United States
(Winter, 2008).
17 For the canonical statement, see Taylor’s (1994) “Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognition,”
which argues that Canada is built upon “deep diversity,” acknowledging the legitimacy of many different
ways of belonging to Canada, including multinational belonging—that is, belonging to Canada through
belonging to one of its “nations within.”

References
Antonsich, Marco and Enza Roberta Petrillo. 2019. “Ethno-cultural Diversity and the Limits of the

Inclusive Nation.” Identities 26 (6): 706–24.
Banting, Keith and Will Kymlicka, eds. 2017. The Strains of Commitment: The Political Sources of Solidarity

in Diverse Societies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Banting, Keith, Will Kymlicka, Allison Harell and Rebecca Wallace. 2020. “Beyond National Identity: Liberal

Nationalism, Shared Membership, and Solidarity.” In Liberal Nationalism and Its Critics: Normative and
Empirical Questions, ed. Gina Gustavsson and David Miller. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bloemraad, Irene. 2012. Understanding “Canadian Exceptionalism” in Immigration and Pluralism Policy.
Washington, DC: Migration Policy Institute.

Bloemraad, Irene. 2018. “Theorizing the Power of Citizenship as Claims-Making.” Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 44 (1): 4–26.

Bloemraad, Irene, Will Kymlicka, Michèle Lamont and Leanne S. Son Hing. 2019. “Membership without
Social Citizenship? Deservingness & Redistribution as Grounds for Equality.” Daedalus 148 (3): 73–104.

Canadian Journal of Political Science 553

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423922000403 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423922000403


Brewer, Marilynn B. 1999. “The Psychology of Prejudice: Ingroup Love and Outgroup Hate?” Journal of
Social Issues 55 (3): 429–44.

Brubaker, Rogers. 2004. “In the Name of the Nation: Reflections on Nationalism and Patriotism.”
Citizenship Studies 8 (2): 115–27.

Crawford, Jarret T. and Eneda Xhambazi. 2015. “Predicting Political Biases against the Occupy Wall Street
and Tea Party Movements.” Political Psychology 36 (1): 111–21.

Devos, Thierry and Mahzarin Banaji. 2005. “American =White?” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 88 (3): 447–66.

Devos, Thierry and Leakhena Heng. 2009. “Whites Are Granted the American Identity More Swiftly than
Asians.” Social Psychology 40 (4): 192–201.

Gagnon, Alain-G. and James Tully, eds. 2001. Multinational Democracies. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Glasford, Demis and Justine Calcagno. 2012. “The Conflict of Harmony: Intergroup Contact, Commonality
and Political Solidarity between Minority Groups.” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology 48 (1):
323–28.

Harell, Allison, Keith Banting, Will Kymlicka and Rebecca Wallace. 2021. “Shared Membership beyond
National Identity: Deservingness and Solidarity in Diverse Societies.” Political Studies. OnlineFirst,
May 8. https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321721996939.

Harell, Allison, Will Kymlicka and Keith Banting. 2022. “The Boundaries of Generosity: Membership,
Inclusion, and Redistribution.” In Handbook on Migration and Welfare, ed. Marcus Crepaz.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Huddy, Leonie, Stanley Feldman, Charles Taber and Gallya Lahav. 2005. “Threat, Anxiety and Support of
Anti-Terrorist Policies.” American Journal of Political Science 49 (3): 595–608.

Ivison, Duncan. 2002. Postcolonial Liberalism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gibson James and Amanda Gouws. 2000. “Social Identities and Political Intolerance: Linkages within the

South African Mass Public.” American Journal of Political Science 44 (2): 278–92.
Jasinskaja-Lahti, Inga, Tuuli Anna Renvik, Jolanda Van der Noll, Vivi Eskelinen, Anette Rohmann and

Maykel Verkuyten. 2019. “Dual Citizenship and the Perceived Loyalty of Immigrants.” Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations 23 (70): 996–1013.

Kunst, Jonas R., Lotte Thomsen and John F. Dovidio. 2019. “Divided Loyalties: Perceptions of Disloyalty
Underpin Bias toward Dually-Identified Minority-Group Members.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 117 (4): 807–38.

Kymlicka, Will. 1995. Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Kymlicka, Will. 2015. “Solidarity in Diverse Societies: Beyond Neoliberal Multiculturalism and Welfare
Chauvinism.” Comparative Migration Studies 3 (1): 1–19.

Marcus, George E., John L. Sullivan, Elizabeth Theiss-Morse and Sandra L. Wood. 1995. With Malice
toward Some: How People Make Civil Liberties Judgments. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Miller, David. 2017. “Solidarity and Its Sources.” In The Strains of Commitment: The Political Sources of
Solidarity in Diverse Societies, ed. Keith Banting and Will Kymlicka. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Stenner, Karen Lee. 2005. The Authoritarian Dynamic. New York: Cambridge University Press.
Stouffer, Samuel A. 1963. Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties: A Cross-Section of the Nation

Speaks Its Mind. Gloucester, MA: Peter Smith.
Taylor, Charles. 1994. Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognition. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Voss, Kim, Fabiana Silva and Irene Bloemraad. 2020. “The Limits of Rights: Claims-Making on Behalf of

Immigrants.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 46 (4): 791–819.
Wimmer, Andreas. 2018. Nation Building. Princeton: Princeton University Press.
Winter, Nicholas J. G. 2008. Dangerous Frames: How Ideas about Race and Gender Shape Public Opinion.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

554 Keith Banting et al.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423922000403 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321721996939
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032321721996939
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423922000403


Appendix A Variable Coding
Experimental Treatment Text:
Now we would like you to imagine the following situation. A group representing [GROUP] recently [ACT] in
order to demand that the Canadian government [CLAIM]. Thinking about this group’s demands, please tell
us how much you agree or disagree with the following statements.

[GROUP] have the right to make such claims. (5-point agree/disagree scale).
Variables:

Membership: Membership is measured based on responses to the follow seven items which were asked
about four groups: English-speaking Canadians, French-speaking Quebeckers, Aboriginals, Immigrants.
The seven items are combined for each group into a single membership scale.

• Identity: How much do you think each of the following groups identifies with Canada? (4- point
scale, standardized 0–1)

• Cares: How much do you think each of the following groups cares about the concerns and needs of
other Canadians? (4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Patriotic : How would you rate [Group] on a scale: patriotic to unpatriotic? (7-point scale, standard-
ized 0–1)

• Thankful: The government provides various programs and benefits that seek to help various commu-
nities in Canada. How thankful do you think each of the following groups are to receive these ben-
efits? (4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Reciprocity: One way citizens contribute to society is by working and paying taxes. Do you the fol-
lowing groups are contributing their fair share, or more or less than their fair share? (3-point scale,
standardized 0–1)

• Sacrifice: How willing do you think each of the following groups are to make sacrifices for other
Canadians? (4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

• Fight: If Canada was involved in a war, how willing do you think people from each of the following
groups would be to volunteer to fight for Canada? (4-point scale, standardized 0–1)

Group Distance: Please rate how close you feel to the following groups on a scale from 0 to 10, where “10”
means you feel close to the interests, feelings and ideas held by members of that group, and “0” means you feel
distant from that group. Recoded from 0 (close) to 1 (distant).

Need: In general, do you think the following groups are better off, worse off, or about the same as other
Canadians? Recoded: better off (0), worse off (1) or about the same (.5) as other Canadians.

Discrimination: In general, do you think the following groups face more discrimination, less discrimina-
tion or about the same as other Canadians? Recoded more (1), same (.5) and less (0).

National Identity: The strength of ones’ personal identification with Canadians using an 11- point
scale recoded to run 0–1, where higher scores indicate feeling closer to “Canadians in general”.

Negative View of Protests: Support for political protest is measured by level of disagreement with two
statements: 1) Free speech is just not worth it if it means that we have to put up with the danger to society
of extremist political views, and 2) Political protests are disruptive and should be limited. Responses were
on a 5 point agree/disagree scale (Cronbach’s alpha=.59).
Other Socio-Demographic Controls:

Non-white: To which racial or ethnic group do you belong (check all that apply): White/Caucasian; Black;
Asian; South Asian; Hispanic/Latino; Arab/Middle Eastern; First Nations, Inuit or Métis; Other. Recoded as 0
if White/Caucasion was selected alone, 1 if any other group was selected, alone or in combination.

Male: Are you: Male (1) Female (0)
University: What is the highest level of education that you have completed? Did not complete high school

(0); Completed secondary/high school (0); Some technical, community college, CEGEP, Collège classique (0);
Some university (0); Bachelor’s Degree (1); Master’s degree, professional degree or doctorate (1)

Income:What isyourannualhousehold income?20k-40k (1); 40k-60k (2); 60k=80k (3); 80k-100k (4); 100k+ (5).
Age: How old are you? 18–24; 25–29; 30–39; 40–49; 50–59; 60–69; 70+
Partisanship: In federal politics, do you usually think of yourself as… Liberal, Conservative, NDP, Bloc,

Green, None of these.
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Appendix B Membership Perceptions by Group

Aboriginal Peoples Immigrants Franco Quebeckers

Fair Share 0.34 [0.32, 0.36] 0.42 [0.40, 0.44] 0.48 [0.46, 0.50]
Sacrifice 0.37 [0.35, 0.40] 0.41 [0.39, 0.43] 0.36 [0.34, 0.38]
Fight 0.39 [0.37, 0.41] 0.36 [0.34, 0.38] 0.41 [0.39, 0.43]
Patriotic 0.55 [0.53, 0.57] 0.52 [0.50, 0.54] 0.54 [0.52, 0.56]
Cares 0.56 [0.54, 0.58] 0.55 [0.53, 0.57] 0.53 [0.51, 0.55]
Thankful 0.59 [0.57, 0.61] 0.72 [0.70, 0.74] 0.57 [0.55, 0.59]
Identity 0.64 [0.62, 0.67] 0.57 [0.55, 0.59] 0.60 [0.58, 0.62]
Mean difference compared to

English- speaking Canadians
−0.21 [−.22, −0.18] −0.20 [−0.22, −0.18] −0.21 [−0.22, −0.19]

Note: Raw means with 95% confidence interval in brackets. Restricted to English-speaking non- immigrants.

In Appendix Table B, we present mean scores for each individual item in the membership index, as well as the
overall difference scores. There is a broader range of scores for Aboriginal peoples and immigrants than for
French-speaking Quebeckers, suggesting some specificity to the membership criteria under consideration for
each group. Furthermore, and importantly, the overall assessment of membership for each of these groups,
when compared to English-speaking Canadians, is negative and significantly different than zero. In other
words, each of these groups is rated lower on perceived membership than the cultural majority.

Appendix C: Balance Tests for Each Treatment
The value displayed for t-tests are the differences in the means across the groups.

***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent critical level.
Note: Sample limited to English-speaking non-immigrants (excluding those who identify as Aboriginal)

in order to match sample used in analysis.

Action
(1) (2) (3) t-test t-test t-test

Letter Protest Blockade Difference Difference Difference
Variable N Mean/SE N Mean/SE N Mean/SE (1)-(2) (1)-(3) (2)-(3)

Non-White 267 0.348 292 0.401 269 0.398 −0.052 −0.049 0.003
[0.029] [0.029] [0.030]

Man 266 0.500 292 0.503 268 0.493 −0.003 0.007 0.011
[0.031] [0.029] [0.031]

University 267 0.247 291 0.223 269 0.212 0.024 0.035 0.011
[0.026] [0.024] [0.025]

Income 264 3.330 288 3.406 265 3.460 −0.077 −0.131 −0.054
[0.104] [0.097] [0.105]

Age 267 3.142 291 3.065 269 3.123 0.077 0.020 −0.057
[0.098] [0.098] [0.102]
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Demand
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Aboriginal
Land
Claims

Seniors
Bill

of Rights

Language
rights for
French-
speakers

Quebeckers

Religious
practice for
immigrants

Poverty
within

community
Variable N Mean/SE N Mean/SE N Mean/SE N Mean/SE N Mean/SE

Non-White 157 0.389 146 0.301 180 0.411 171 0.368 174 0.431
[0.039] [0.038] [0.037] [0.037] [0.038]

Man 156 0.506 146 0.486 180 0.500 171 0.503 173 0.497
[0.040] [0.042] [0.037] [0.038] [0.038]

University 156 0.224 146 0.240 180 0.228 171 0.216 174 0.230
[0.034] [0.035] [0.031] [0.032] [0.032]

Income 154 3.617 143 3.315 178 3.326 170 3.359 172 3.390
[0.142] [0.138] [0.132] [0.123] [0.124]

Age 156 3.205 146 3.116 180 3.156 171 2.971 174 3.103
[0.129] [0.141] [0.125] [0.124] [0.125]
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t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference
(1)-(2) (1)-(3) (1)-(4) (1)-(5) (2)-(3) (2)-(4) (2)-(5) (3)-(4) (3)-(5) (4)-(5)

Non-White 0.087 −0.023 0.020 −0.042 −0.110** −0.067 −0.130** 0.043 −0.020 −0.063

Man 0.020 0.006 0.003 0.009 −0.014 −0.017 −0.011 −0.003 0.003 0.006

University −0.015 −0.003 0.008 −0.006 0.012 0.023 0.010 0.011 −0.002 −0.014

Income 0.302 0.291 0.258 0.227 −0.011 −0.044 −0.075 −0.033 −0.064 −0.031

Age 0.089 0.050 0.234 0.102 −0.039 0.146 0.013 0.185 0.052 −0.133
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Group
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Seniors
Aboriginal
Peoples

French-speaking
Quebeckers Immigrants

Variable N Mean/SE N Mean/SE N Mean/SE N Mean/SE

Non-White 179 0.335 206 0.413 224 0.406 219 0.370
[0.035] [0.034] [0.033] [0.033]

Man 179 0.475 204 0.520 224 0.496 219 0.502
[0.037] [0.035] [0.033] [0.034]

University 179 0.240 205 0.215 224 0.228 219 0.228
[0.032] [0.029] [0.028] [0.028]

Income 176 3.301 201 3.493 222 3.342 218 3.450
[0.126] [0.122] [0.116] [0.109]

Age 179 3.034 205 3.259 224 3.201 219 2.936
[0.127] [0.113] [0.111] [0.109]

t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test t-test
Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference Difference
(1)-(2) (1)-(3) (1)-(4) (2)-(3) (2)-(4) (3)-(4)

Non-White −0.077 −0.071 −0.035 0.006 0.043 0.036

Man −0.045 −0.021 −0.027 0.024 0.017 −0.007

University 0.026 0.013 0.012 −0.013 −0.014 −0.001

Income −0.191 −0.041 −0.148 0.150 0.043 −0.107

Age −0.225 −0.167 0.097 0.058 0.322** 0.265*
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Appendix D: Model for Figure 1.

Coef s.e. t p. val

Act
Protest −0.003 (0.147) −0.02 0.981
Blockade 0.075 (0.126) 0.59 0.553
Group
Aboriginal Peoples −0.134 (0.125) −1.08 0.282
French-speaking Quebeckers −0.172 (0.127) −1.35 0.177
Immigrants −0.147 (0.139) −1.06 0.289
Act*Group
Protest#Aboriginals 0.097 (0.188) 0.52 0.605
Protest#French-speaking Quebeckers −0.063 (0.184) −0.34 0.731
Protest#Immigrants −0.095 (0.187) −0.51 0.611
Blockade#Aboriginals 0.125 (0.161) 0.78 0.438
Blockade#French-speaking Quebeckers −0.178 (0.169) −1.06 0.291
Blockade#Immigrants −0.194 (0.174) −1.11 0.266
Claim
Group-specific Claim 0.070 (0.108) 0.65 0.517

Act*Claim
Protest#Group Specific Claim −0.005 (0.158) −0.03 0.977
Blockade#Group Specific Claim −0.124 (0.141) −0.88 0.38
Group*Claim
Aboriginals#Group Specific Claim 0.008 (0.137) 0.06 0.952
French-speaking Quebeckers#Group Specific Claim −0.096 (0.140) −0.68 0.494
Immigrants#Group Specific Claim −0.145 (0.150) −0.97 0.333
Act*Group*Claim
Protest#Aboriginals#Group Specific Claim −0.131 (0.205) −0.64 0.524
Protest#French-speaking Quebeckers#Group

Specific Claim
0.054 (0.200) 0.27 0.789

Protest#Immigrants#Group Specific Claim 0.039 (0.204) 0.19 0.849
Blockade#Aboriginals#Group Specific Claim −0.142 (0.183) −0.77 0.439
Blockade#French-speaking Quebeckers#Group

Specific Claim
0.111 (0.190) 0.59 0.558

Blockade#Immigrants#Group Specific Claim 0.142 (0.194) 0.73 0.466
Constant 0.722 0.101 7.17 0
N 826
Adj. R-Squared 0.146

Note: Linear regression where dependent variable is right to make claim.
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