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Appendix A – Variable descriptions & summary statistics  

 

Table A1: ANES Question Wording  

 K8. Are people trustworthy  

Question Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that 

you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?  

Response-1. MOST PEOPLE CAN BE TRUSTED 

Response-5. CAN’T BE TOO CAREFUL  

 

 L8. Civic Organizations  

Question Here is a list of some organizations people can belong to. There are labor 

unions, associations of people who do the same kinds of work, fraternal 

groups such as Lions or Kiwanis, hobby clubs or sports teams, groups 

working on political issues, community groups, and school groups. Of course, 

there are lots of other types of organizations, too. Not counting membership 

in a local church or synagogue, are you a member of any of these kinds of 

organizations? 

Response-1. Yes 

Response-5. No 

 

 L8a. Civic Organizations - Number 

Question How many organizations are you currently a member of? 

Response-1. No organizations  

Response-2. One organization  

Response 3  Number of organizations greater than one indicated  

 

 B4. Attends Meetings   

Question Did you go to any political meetings, rallies, speeches, dinners, or things like 

that in support of a particular candidate? 

Response-1. Yes 

Response-5. No  

 

Table A2: Latinobarometer Question Wording 

 Q15STGBS – Generalized Trust  

Question Generally speaking, would you say that you can trust most people, or that you 

can never be too careful when dealing with people? (WAIT FOR ANSWER 

AND TICK ONLY ONE) 

Response-1. One can trust most people 

Response-2. One can never be too careful when dealing with others 
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Table A3: Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) Question Wording 

 CC417a  

Question During the past year did you … (Check if applicable)  

 Attend local political meetings (such as school board or city council) 

 

 

 

Table A4: Dependent Variables – summary statistics  

Name N Mean SD Median Min Max 

US: Trust  2368 0.49 0.5 0 0 1 

Brazil: Trust 1227 0.07 0.26 0 0 1 

Civic Organizations - Binary 1424 0.41 0.49 0 0 1 

Civic Organizations – Ordered 1424 0.83 1.26 0 0 5 

ANES: Attends Local Meetings 1423 0.27 0.44 0 0 1 

CCES: Attends Local Meetings  102,540 0.17 0.38 0 0 1 

Notes: US trust question and alternative DVs collected from 2000 & 2004 ANES. Brazil trust 

data collected from 2015 Latinobarometer. Trust variables rescaled where: 0 equals “Can’t be 

too careful” and 1 equals “Most people can be trusted”. Civic Organization – Binary variable 

rescaled where: 0 equals “Respondent does not belong to a civic organization” and 1 equals 

“Respondent does belong to a civic organization”. ANES: Attends Local Meetings and CCES: 

Attends Local Meetings variables coded such that 1 equals “Respondent has attended a local 

meeting within the last year”. Across variables, respondents who responded, “Don’t know” or 

“Refused” are dropped from analysis.   
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Figure A1: US states included in analysis 
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Table A5: ANES respondent variables – descriptions  

Variable Description  

Respondent race A categorical variable. Coded one if the respondent self-identifies 

as White, two if the respondent self identifies as Black, three is the 

respondent self identifies as Hispanic/Latino, and coded four if the 

respondent self identifies as some other race (Asian, Native 

American, Mixed/Two or more races). Respondents who refused 

to identify their race were dropped from the analysis.  

Respondent male A dichotomous variable. Coded one if a respondent is male and 

zero if the respondent is female.  

Respondent age A measure of a respondents self-identified age at the time of the 

survey.  

Respondent age 

squared 

The Respondent age variable squared. Not included in the ANES, 

constructed for this analysis.  

Respondent education An ordinal variable. Coded one if a respondent indicated they 

completed less than 8 years of grade school. Coded two if the 

respondent indicated that they completed some secondary 

schooling, but did not graduate. Coded three if they graduated 

from secondary school or received an equivalent diploma (e.g. 

GED). Coded five if the respondent completed some post-

secondary education, but did not graduate. Coded five if the 

respondent has conferred an Associates or technical degree. Coded 

six if the respondent has conferred a four-year bachelorette degree. 

Coded seven if the respondent has received any level of post 

bachelorette education. Respondent who declined to provide an 

indication of educational attainment were dropped from analysis.    

Respondent religiosity A categorical variable. Coded zero if the respondent does not 

identify as religious or is not Christian/Jewish. A large majority of 

these respondents identify as agnostic or atheist. Coded one if the 

respondent is a practicing Christian/Jewish, but never attends 

religious services. Coded two if the respondent is a practicing 

Christian/Jewish and attends services a few times a year (e.g. 

Christmas, Easter). Coded three if the respondent is a practicing 

Christian/Jewish and attends services a few times a month. Coded 

four if the respondent is a practicing Christian/Jewish and attends 

services weekly.  

Respondent income A categorical variable. Coded 1 if the respondent reports a 

household income of under $5,000 in the previous year. Coded 

two if the respondent reports a household income between $5,000 

and $9,999. Coded three if a respondent reports a household 

income between $10,000 and $14,999. Coded four if the 

respondent reports a household income between $15,000 and 

$24,999. Coded five if the respondent reports a household income 

between $25,000 and $34,999. Coded six if the respondent reports 

a household income between$35,000 and $49,999. Coded seven if 

the respondent reports a household income between $50,000 and 
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$64,999. Coded eight if a respondent reports a household income 

between $65,000 and $74,999. Coded nine if a respondent reports 

a household income between $75,000 and $84,999. Coded ten if a 

respondent reports a household income between $95,000 and 

$94,999. Coded eleven if the respondent reports a household 

income between $95,000 and $104,999. Coded twelve if the 

respondent reports a household income over $105,000. 

Respondents who refused to provide their household income are 

coded with a fourteen.  

Respondent occupation A categorical variable. Respondents are assigned one of fourteen 

possible occupational descriptions, codes on the ANES come from 

US Census occupation description codes.  

Respondent region ID The respondent’s two letter state postal code. Used to identify 

which region that the respondent resided in at the time of the 

survey. Only respondents that reside within the 35 states that 

existed at the time of the 1860 US Census are included in analysis. 

All other respondents are dropped. NOTE: As this is an 

identification variable, summary statistics are not provided.    
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 Table A6: ANES 2000 respondent variables – summary statistics 

Name N  (%)  Mean SD Median Min  Max 

Respondent race 1414 
 

1.35 0.78 1 1 4 

1 White (%) 1126 79.63  
    

2 Black (%) 156 11.03  
    

3 Hispanic/Latino (%) 61 4.31  
    

4 Other (%) 71 5.02  
    

Respondent male 1424 44.00 0.44 0.5 0 0 1 

Respondent age 1416 
 

48.2 17.1 46 18 96 

Respondent age squared  1416 
 

2615.77 1779.83 2116 324 9216 

Respondent education 1420 
 

4.32 1.63 4 1 7 

1 Less than 8th grade 

(%) 

52 3.66  
    

2 9-11th grade (%) 88 6.2  
    

3 High school diploma 

(%) 

397 27.96  
    

4 Some college (%) 300 21.13  
    

5 Two-year degree (%) 132 9.3  
    

6 Four-year degree (%) 301 21.2  
    

7 Advanced degree (%)  150 10.56  
    

Respondent Religiosity 1421 
 

2.61 2 3 0 5 

0 Not applicable (%) 430 30.26  
    

1 Never attends service 

(%) 

7 0.49  
    

2 Attends a few times a 

year (%) 

214 15.06  
    

3 Attends a few times a 

month (%) 

207 14.57  
    

4 Attends almost weekly 

(%) 

161 11.33  
    

5 Attends weekly (%)  402 28.29  
    

Respondent income 1422 
 

5.46 26.12 5 1 90 

1 Under $5000 (%) 135 9.92  
    

2 $5000-$9,999 (%) 127 8.93  
    

3 $10,000-$14,999 (%) 141 9.92  
    

4 $15,000-$24,999(%) 187 13.15  
    

5 $25,000-$34,999 (%) 218 15.33  
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6 $35,000-$49,999 (%) 192 13.5  
    

7 $50,000-$64,999 (%) 106 7.45  
    

8 $65,000-$74,999 (%) 40 2.81  
    

9 $75,000-$84,999 (%) 37 2.6  
    

10 $85,000-$94,999 (%) 23 1.62  
    

11 $95,000-$104,999 (%) 18 1.27  
    

12 Over $105,000 40 2.81  
    

13 Refused  117 8.23  
    

Respondent occupation 1417 
 

4.63 3.74 4 0 13 

0 Not in labor force (%) 124 8.75  
    

1 Executive, manager 

(%) 

193 13.62  
    

2 Professional specialty 

occupations (%)  

294 20.27  
    

3 Technicians (%) 58 4.09  
    

4 Sales occupation (%) 141 9.95  
    

5 Administrative support 

(%) 

177 12.49  
    

6 Private household (%) 5 0.35  
    

7 Protective service (%) 26 1.83  
    

8 Service except 

protective and household 

(%)  

131 9.24  
    

9 Farming, forestry and 

fishing (%) 

18 1.27  
    

10 Precision production 

(%)  

118 8.33  
    

11 Machine operators, 

assemblers, inspectors 

(%) 

56 3.95  
    

12 Transportation (%) 45 3.18  
    

13 Handlers, equipment 

cleaners, helpers and 

laborers (%)  

29 2.05  
    

Notes: All variables collected or constructed from the 2000 ANES.  
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 Table A7: ANES 2004 respondent variables – summary statistics 

Name N  (%)  Mean SD Median Min  Max 

Respondent race 944 
 

1.45 0.81 1 1 4 

1 White (%) 1126 79.63  
    

2 Black (%) 156 11.03  
    

3 Hispanic/Latino 

(%) 

61 4.31  
    

4 Other (%) 71 5.02  
    

Respondent male 944 47.00 0.47 0.50 0 0 1 

Respondent age 944 
 

48.24 17.31 48 18 90 

Respondent age 

squared  

944 
 

2626.27 1757.08 2304.00 324.00 8100.00 

Respondent 

education 

944 
 

4.52 1.63 5 1 7 

1 Less than 8th 

grade (%) 

29 3.04  
    

2 9-11th grade (%) 58 6.08  
    

3 High school 

diploma (%) 

279 29.25  
    

4 Some college (%) - -  
    

5 Two-year degree 

(%) 

303 31.76  
    

6 Four-year degree 

(%) 

171 17.92  
    

7 Advanced degree 

(%)  

114 11.95  
    

Respondent 

Religiosity 

944 
 

2.82 1.61 3 0 5 

0 Not applicable 

(%) 

308 32.81  
    

1 Never attends 

service (%) 

5 0.52  
    

2 Attends a few 

times a year (%) 

139 14.57  
    

3 Attends a few 

times a month (%) 

144 15.09  
    

4 Attends almost 

weekly (%) 

124 12.68  
    

5 Attends weekly 

(%)  

237 28.84  
    

Respondent income 944 
 

5.46 26.12 5 1 90 

1 Under $5000 (%) 135 9.92  
    

2 $5000-$9,999 (%) 127 8.93  
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3 $10,000-$14,999 

(%) 

141 9.92  
    

4 $15,000-

$24,999(%) 

187 13.15  
    

5 $25,000-$34,999 

(%) 

218 15.33  
    

6 $35,000-$49,999 

(%) 

192 13.5  
    

7 $50,000-$64,999 

(%) 

106 7.45  
    

8 $65,000-$74,999 

(%) 

40 2.81  
    

9 $75,000-$84,999 

(%) 

37 2.6  
    

10 $85,000-$94,999 

(%) 

23 1.62  
    

11 $95,000-$104,999 

(%) 

18 1.27  
    

12 Over $105,000 40 2.81  
    

13 Refused  117 8.23  
    

Respondent 

occupation 

944 
 

4.81 3.72 4 0 13 

0 Not in labor force 

(%) 

88 9.22  
    

1 Executive, 

manager (%) 

115 12.02  
    

2 Professional 

specialty 

occupations (%)  

176        18.45  
    

3 Technicians (%) 16 1.68  
    

4 Sales occupation 

(%) 

108 11.32  
    

5 Administrative 

support (%) 

137 14.36  
    

6 Private household 

(%) 

- -  
    

7 Protective service 

(%) 

21 2.20  
    

8 Service except 

protective and 

household (%)  

104 10.90  
    

9 Farming, forestry 

and fishing (%) 

17 1.78  
    

10 Precision 

production (%)  

79 8.28  
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11 Machine 

operators, 

assemblers, 

inspectors (%) 

32 3.35  
    

12 Transportation 

(%) 

28 2.94  
    

13 Handlers, 

equipment cleaners, 

helpers and laborers 

(%)  

23 2.41  
    

Notes: All variables collected or constructed from the 2004 ANES.  
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Table A8: CCES respondent variables – descriptions  

Variable Description  

Respondent race A categorical variable. Coded one if the respondent self-identifies 

as White, two if the respondent self identifies as Black, three is the 

respondent self identifies as Hispanic/Latino, and coded four if the 

respondent self identifies as some other race (Asian, Native 

American, Mixed/Two or more races). Respondents who refused 

to identify their race were dropped from the analysis.  

Respondent male A dichotomous variable. Coded one if a respondent is male and 

zero if the respondent is female.  

Respondent age A measure of a respondents self-identified age at the time of the 

survey.  

Respondent age 

squared 

The Respondent age variable squared. Not included in the CCES, 

constructed for this analysis.  

Respondent education An ordinal variable. Coded one if a respondent indicated they 

completed less than high school. Coded two if they graduated 

from secondary school or received an equivalent diploma (e.g. 

GED). Coded three if the respondent completed some post-

secondary education, but did not graduate. Coded four if the 

respondent has conferred an Associates or technical degree. Coded 

five if the respondent has conferred a four-year bachelorette 

degree. Coded six if the respondent has received any level of post 

bachelorette education. Respondent who declined to provide an 

indication of educational attainment were dropped from analysis.    

Respondent religiosity A categorical variable. Coded between zero and six – ranging 

from never attending religious services to attending more than 

once a week. Higher values indicate greater levels of attendance.  

Respondent income A categorical variable. Coded one of 20 categories with increasing 

numbers indicating higher family income. Respondents who 

refused to provide a household income are included within their 

own category.  

Respondent occupation A categorical variable. Respondents are assigned one of 8 

occupation codes. Full-time, Part-time, temporarily laid off, 

unemployed, retired, permanently disabled, homemaker, student, 

or other.  

Respondent County 

FIPS 

The respondent’s five digit FIPS identification code. Used to 

identify which region that the respondent resided in at the time of 

the survey. Only respondents that reside within the 35 states that 

existed at the time of the 1860 US Census are included in analysis. 

All other respondents are dropped. NOTE: As this is an 

identification variable, summary statistics are not provided.    
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Table A9: CCES respondent variables – summary statistics 

Name N  (%)  Mean SD Median Min  Max 

Respondent race 118,602 
 

0.53 0.23 0 0 7 

1 White (%) 89,636 75.58  
    

2 Black (%) 13,806 11.64  
    

3 Hispanic/Latino (%) 8,415 7.10  
    

4 Other (%) 6,745 5.69  
    

Respondent male 118,602  0.53 0.50 0 0 1 

Respondent age 118,602  51.49 15.65 54 18 99 

Respondent age 

squared  

118,602  2896.21 1562.02 2916 324 9801 

Respondent education 118,602  3.64 2.46 3 1 6 

1 No HS Diploma 3,045 2.57  
    

2 High school diploma 

(%) 

29,837 25.15  
    

3 Some college (%) 31,553 26.60  
    

4 Two-year degree (%) 10,645 8.89  
    

5 Four-year degree (%) 29,001 24.45  
    

6 Advanced degree (%)  14,521 12.24  
    

Respondent Religiosity 118,470 
 

3.81 1.72 4 1 7 

1 Never (%) 22,907 19.34  
    

2 Seldom(%) 27,864 23.52  
    

3 Attends a few times a 

year (%) 

18,408 15.54  
    

4 Attends a few times a 

month (%) 

10,976 9.26  
    

5 Once a Week (%) 23,982 20.24  
    

6 More than once a 

week(%)  

13,276 11.21  
    

Respondent income 118393  12.09 19.24 8 1 97 

Respondent occupation 118,602 
 

3.43 2.46 3 1 9 

1 Full-time 47,021 39.65  
    

2 Part-time 12,155 10.25  
    

3 – Temp. laid off 944 0.8  
    

4 Unemployed 8635 7.28  
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5 Retired 27,872 23.5  
    

6 Permanently 

Disabled 

6333 5.34  
    

7 Homemaker 7501 6.32  
    

8 Student 4824 4.07  
    

9 Other  3317 2.80  
    

Respondent’s County 

Urbanity  

118,602  80.74 24.05 91.65 0 100 
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Table A10: US state variables – descriptions  

Variable Description 

Gini coefficient of 

inequality (1860) 

A continuous variable, bounded between zero and one. The 

variable is calculated in the same manner that an income Gini 

coefficient is measured; a value of zero would indicate that all 

farms in a state are perfectly equal in size and a score of one 

would indicate that farms within a state are perfectly unequal in 

size. The census provided a categorical measure of farm acreage 

sizes at the county level. The farm acreages are aggregated to the 

state level. Collected from Nunn (2008) replication files, originally 

gathered from 1860 Census. 

Slaves on holdings with 

10+ / Total Population 

A continuous variable, bounded between zero and one. The census 

provided a categorical measure of the scope of slave holdings at 

the state level. The largest category for reporting slave holdings is 

a holding with ten or more slaves. The proportion of slaves that 

were located on holdings of ten or more slaves are summed and 

divided over the total population of each state. Collected from 

Nunn (2008) replication files, originally gathered from 1860 

Census. 

N. of lynchings (100s) A continuous variable. The variable is calculated as the as the total 

number of lynchings (in hundreds) occurring in the post-slavery 

period within each state. Higher numbers indicate a greater 

number of lynchings in the state. Data was collected from the 

Equal Justice Initiative’s 2017 report (here).   

Slaves / Total 

population (1860) 

A continuous variable, bounded between zero and one. The 

variable is calculated as the total number of individuals within a 

state that are identified as slaves over the total population of the 

state. Higher values indicate that a larger amount of a state’s 

population is enslaved. Collected from Nunn (2008) replication 

files, originally gathered from 1860 Census.  

Population density 

(1860) 

A continuous variable. The variable measures the number of 

individuals living in each state, at the time of the 1860 census, 

over the size of the state – measured in square kilometers. 

Collected from Nunn (2008) replication files.  

Percent state 

population urban 

A continuous variable bounded between zero and one hundred.  

The variable records the percent of each state’s population that 

resides in an urban area at the time of the 2000 census. Collected 

from the 2000 US Census. 

State area (sq km) A continuous variable bounded between 0 and infinity. The 

variable represents the size of each state measured in square 

kilometers. Reported in (000s) of kilometers. Collected from the 

US Census.    

 

 

 

https://lynchinginamerica.eji.org/drupal/sites/default/files/2017-07/lynching-in-america-3d-edition-spread.pdf
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Table A11: US state variables – summary statistics  

Name N  Mean SD Median Min  Max 

Gini coefficient of 

inequality (1860) 

2328 0.48 0.04 0.49 0.38 0.56 

Slaves on holdings with 

10+ / Total population 

2328 0.11 0.15 0 0 0.48 

N. of lynchings (100s) 2328 1.20 1.75 0.15 0 6.54 

Slaves / Total population 

(1860) 

2328 0.14 0.19 0 0 0.57 

Population density (1860) 2328 0.32 0.38 0.17 0.01 1.67 

Percent state population 

urban  

2328 79.87 11.31 78.66 36.66 94.95 

State area (sq km) 2328 216.72 177.87 145.75 3.14 695.66 

Notes: Variables collected from Nunn (2008) replication files, unless otherwise noted. Available 

here. Percent state population urban and state area variables collected from the 2000 US Census.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://scholar.harvard.edu/nunn/pages/data-0
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Figure A2: Brazilian states included in analysis 

 

Notes: The region of Acre was excluded from analysis as geographic boundaries were disputed 

and subsequently changed in the 1899 Acre War. Brazil went through a series of administrative 

restructurings in the 20th century in which regions were subdivided. In cases where states were 

subdivided, respondents from the new regions are grouped with the historic ‘parent’ state. 

Respondents from Roraima (RR) region are linked to the historic Amazonas (AM) state. 

Respondents form the Federal District (DF) and Tocantins (TO) are linked with the historic 

Goiás (GO) state. Respondents from Mato Grosso do Sul (MS) and Rondônia (RO) are linked 

with the historic Mato Grosso (MT) state. Respondents from Amapá (AP) are linked with the 

historic Pará (PA) state.    

 



19 
 

Table A12: Brazil respondent variables – descriptions  

Variable Description  

Respondent race A categorical variable. Coded one if the respondent self-identifies 

as White, two if the respondent self identifies as Black, three is the 

respondent self identifies with one of Brazil’s Indigenous tribes, 

coded four if the respondent identifies as Mixed (Mestizo or 

Mulatto), and coded five if the respondent self identifies as some 

other race (e.g. Asia, Spanish). Respondents who refused to 

identify their race were dropped from the analysis.  

Respondent male A dichotomous variable. Coded one if a respondent is male and 

zero if the respondent is female.  

Respondent age A measure of a respondents self-identified age at the time of the 

survey.  

Respondent age 

squared 

The Respondent age variable squared. Not included in the 

Latinobarometer, constructed for this analysis.  

Respondent education An ordinal variable. Coded one if the respondent is illiterate. 

Coded two if the respondent attended, but did not complete 

primary school (US equivalent of less than 8th grade). Coded three 

if the respondent completed primary school (US equivalent of 

finishing 8th grade). Coded four if the respondent attended, but did 

not complete secondary school (US equivalent of completing 9th-

11th grade). Coded five if the respondent completed secondary 

school (US equivalent of a high school diploma). Coded six if the 

respondent attended, but did not complete some form of post-

secondary education. Coded seven if the respondent completed 

any form of post-secondary education. Respondent who declined 

to provide an indication of educational attainment were dropped 

from analysis.    

Respondent religiosity A categorical variable. Coded zero if the respondent identifies as 

agnostic or atheist. Coded one if the respondent identifies as 

religious, but does not practice. Coded two if the identifies as 

religious, and seldom practices. Coded three if the respondent 

identifies as religious and practices frequently. Coded four if the 

respondent is religious and practices very frequently.  

Respondent income A categorical variable. Coded one if the respondent indicates that 

their wages are insufficient and faces severe economic hardship 

(e.g.  cannot feed oneself). Coded two if the respondent indicates 

that their wages are insufficient and they face some economic 

hardship (e.g. occasionally has difficulty putting food on the 

table). Coded three if the respondent has a sufficient wage to 

survive, but is unable to save money. Coded four if the respondent 

has both a sufficient wage and can save any amount of income. 

Respondents who refused to answer the question are dropped from 

analysis.  

Respondent occupation A categorical variable. Respondents are coded one if they 

voluntarily choose not to participate in the labor force. Coded two 
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if the individual is retired from work. Coded three if the 

respondent is a salaried employee in the private sector. Coded four 

if the respondent is a salaried employee in the public sector. 

Coded five if the respondent is self-employed. Coded six if the 

respondent is a student. Coded seven if the respondent is 

unemployed. Respondents who did not answer the question are 

dropped from analysis.  

Respondent urbanity A categorical variable. Respondents are coded one if they reside in 

a community of fewer than 20,000 individuals at the time of the 

survey. Coded two if the respondent resides in a community of 

20,000 to 50,000 individuals. Coded three if the respondent 

resides in a community of 50,001 to 100,000 individuals. Coded 

four if the respondent resides in a community of more than 

100,000 individuals. Coded five the respondent resides in one of 

Brazil’s regional capitals. Respondents who did not answer the 

question are dropped from analysis. 

Respondent state ID The respondent’s two letter state abbreviation. Used to identify 

which region that the respondent resided in at the time of the 

survey. Respondents are grouped into one of 20 extant states in 

1872 Brazil. See notes on Figure A4 for a description of coding 

decisions. NOTE: As this is an identification variable, summary 

statistics are not provided.    
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 Table A13: Brazil respondent variables – summary statistics   

Name N  (%) Mean SD Median Min  Max 

Respondent race 1214 
 

2.53 1.84 2 1 5 

1 White (%) 516 42.5  
    

2 Black (%) 201 16.56  
    

3 Indigenous (%) 10 0.82  
    

4 Mixed (%) 301 24.79  
    

5 Other (%) 186 15.32  
    

Respondent male 1240 49 0.49 0.5 0 0 1 

Respondent age 1240 
 

40.5 16.29 38 16 92 

Respondent age squared  1240 
 

109.46 1475.41 1444 256 8464 

Respondent education 1240 
 

3.98 1.82 4 1 7 

1 Illiterate (%) 110 8.87  
    

2 Primary incomplete (%) 273 22.02  
    

3 Primary complete (%) 118 9.52  
    

4 Secondary incomplete (%) 122 9.84  
    

5 Secondary complete (%) 382 30.81  
    

6 Higher incomplete (%) 114 9.19  
    

7 Higher complete (%) 121 9.76  
    

Respondent religiosity  1239 
 

2.21 1.21 2 0 4 

Not applicable (%) 172 13.88  
    

Not practicant (%) 110 8.88  
    

Not very practicant (%) 422 34.06  
    

Practicant (%) 361 29.14  
    

Very practicant (%) 174 14.04  
    

Respondent income 1222 
 

2.84 0.81 3 1 4 

Not sufficient has big problems 

(%) 

68 5.56  
    

Not sufficient has problems 

(%) 

313 25.61  
    

Sufficient (%) 585 47.87  
    

Sufficient can save  (%) 256 20.95  
    

Respondent occupation  1240 
 

2.84 1.73 3 0 6 

Not in labor force (%) 137 11.05  
    

Retired 170 13.71  
    

Salaried employee private 

sector (%) 

275 22.18  
    

Salaried employee public sector 

(%) 

105 8.47  
    

Self-employed (%) 382 30.81  
    

Student (%) 72 5.81  
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Unemployed (%) 99 7.98  
    

Respondent urbanity  1240 
 

3.65 3.41 4 1 5 

1 Less than 20,000 residents 

(%) 

161 12.98  
    

2 20,000-50,000 (%) 101 8.15  
    

3 50,001-100,000 (%) 127 10.24  
    

4 More than 100,000 (%) 462 37.26  
    

5 Regional capital (%) 389 31.37  
    

Notes: All variables collected or constructed from the 2015 Latinobarometer.   
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Table A14: Brazil state variables – descriptions  

Variable Description 

Slaves / Total 

population (1875) 

A continuous variable, bounded between zero and one. The 

variable is calculated as the total number of individuals within a 

state that are identified as slaves over the total population of the 

region. Higher values indicate that a larger amount of a state’s 

population is enslaved. Collected from Bucciferro (2011).  

Population density 

(1872) 

A continuous variable. The variable measures the number of 

individuals living in each state, in 1872, over the size of the region 

– measured in square kilometers. Collected from United States of 

Brazil (1901).   

State area (sq km) A continuous variable bounded between 0 and infinity. The 

variable represents the size of each state measured in square 

kilometers. Reported in (000s) of kilometers. Collected from the 

Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics.     

 

 

 

Table A15: Brazil region variables – summary statistics 

Name N  Mean SD Median Min  Max 

Slaves / Total population (1875)  1240 0.16 0.09 0.16 0.02 0.37 

Population density (1872)  1240 3.46 3.1 2.88 0.03 11.35 

State area (sq km) 1240 348.70 339.52 248.22 21.92 1559.16 

Notes: Population density measured as persons per square kilometer. Slaves / Total population 

(1875) collected from Bucciferro (2011). Population density (1872) collected from United States 

of Brazil (1901).  
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Appendix B – In paper models with all variables reported 

 

Table B1: Table 1 US Full Table 

       DV: Trust in People  

  

 b/se 

Respondent-level variables    

Respondent race—White  0.000 

 (.) 

Black -1.092** 

 (0.220) 

Hispanic / Latino -0.617** 

 (0.233) 

Other -0.374+ 

 (0.193) 

Respondent education 0.230** 

 (0.044) 

Respondent religiosity 0.043 

 (0.034) 

Male 0.265** 

 (0.095) 

Respondent age 0.041* 

 (0.017) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Respondent income 0.032 

 (0.032) 

Respondent occupation – Not 

in labor force 

0.000 

 (.) 

Executive, manager 0.467* 

 (0.188) 

Professional specialty 

occupation  

0.474* 

 (0.210) 

Technicians -0.006 

 (0.422) 

Sales occupation 0.315* 

 (0.160) 

Administrative support 0.304 

 (0.213) 

Private household -0.376 

 (1.443) 

Protective service -0.537 

 (0.365) 

Service except protective and -0.261 
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household 

 (0.227) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing 0.012 

 (0.298) 

Precision production -0.046 

 (0.216) 

Machine operators, 

assemblers, inspectors 

0.160 

 (0.206) 

Transportation  -0.261 

 (0.215) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, 

helpers and laborers 

-0.006 

 (0.442) 

State-level variables    

Slaves / Total population (1860) -1.345** 

 (0.281) 

[-3.482] 

Pct. state population urban -0.014** 

 (0.004) 

[-3.037] 

Population density (1860) 0.229* 

 (0.122) 

[1.324] 

State area (sq. km) 0.001** 

 (0.000) 

[1.557] 

Year 2004 dummy -0.338** 

 (0.103) 

Constant -3.399** 

 (0.815) 

N. of cases 2293 

AIC 2872.018 

BIC 3032.671 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. One tailed test. Standard errors clustered on 35 states. 

State level wild cluster bootstrap z statistics reported in brackets Associated with Table 1, 

column 1 in the paper.   

 

 

 

 

 



26 
 

Table B2: Table 1 Brazil Full Table 

 (1) 

 Trust in people 

 b/se 

Respondent-level variables  

Respondent race – White  0.000 

 (.) 

Black 0.693** 

 (0.317) 

Indigenous  0.199 

 (1.212) 

Mixed 0.287 

 (0.338) 

Other -0.219 

 (0.342) 

Respondent education -0.040 

 (0.067) 

Respondent age 0.032 

 (0.030) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Male -0.427+ 

 (0.234) 

Respondent income—Not 

sufficient, has big problems 

0.000 

 (.) 

Not sufficient, has problems -0.800** 

 (0.378) 

Sufficient -0.734 

 (0.560) 

Sufficient, can save -1.061 

 (0.657) 

Respondent occupation – Not in 

labor force 

0.000 

 (.) 

Retired 0.964 

 (0.738) 

Salaried employee, private 

sector 

0.904 

 (0.653) 

Salaried employee, public 

sector  

-0.403 

 (0.565) 

Self employed  1.071* 

 (0.599) 

Student 2.127** 
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 (0.499) 

Unemployed 1.189* 

 (0.588) 

Respondent religiosity—Not 

applicable  

0.000 

 (.) 

Not practicant  -0.874 

 (0.558) 

Not very precticant -0.684* 

 (0.369) 

Praciticant  -0.334 

 (0.416) 

Very practicant  -0.456 

 (0.616) 

Respondent urbanity—Less 

than 20,000 residents  

0.000 

 (.) 

20,001-50,000 0.639 

 (0.757) 

50,001-100,000 0.302 

 (0.992) 

More than 100,000 -0.106 

 (0.570) 

Regional capital  0.127 

 (0.603) 

Region-level variables   

Slaves / Total population (1875)  -5.392* 

 (3.223) 

[-2.038] 

Population density (1872) 0.135 

 (0.084) 

[2.010] 

State area (sq. km) 0.000 

 (0.001) 

[0.805] 

Constant -2.847** 

 (1.217) 

N. of cases 1185.000 

AIC 594.293 

BIC 690.766 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. One tailed test. Standard errors clustered on 20 states. 

State level wild cluster bootstrap z statistics reported in brackets.  Associated with Table 1, 

column 2 in the paper.   
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Table B3: Table 2 -- ANES Alternative DVs Columns 1-3 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 L8. Is R a member 

of any 

organizations 

L8a. How many 

organizations is R 

current 

L7. Attend 

community 

meeting about 

issue in 

 b/se b/se b/se 

    

Slaves / Total population (1860) -1.167** -1.111** -1.364+ 

 (0.342) 

[-2.651] 

(0.314) 

[-2.769] 

(0.934) 

[-1.425] 

Respondent race—White  0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Black -0.398 -0.387 1.092** 

 (0.255) (0.243) (0.397) 

Hispanic / Latino 0.187 0.204 -0.050 

 (0.217) (0.221) (0.941) 

Other -0.354+ -0.345 -0.341 

 (0.211) (0.230) (1.068) 

Respondent education 0.370** 0.359** 0.165 

 (0.055) (0.050) (0.111) 

Respondent religiosity 0.083** 0.073** 0.125 

 (0.030) (0.028) (0.095) 

Respondent gender 0.100 0.153 0.450* 

 (0.167) (0.173) (0.269) 

Respondent age 0.051** 0.053** 0.078 

 (0.019) (0.020) (0.063) 

Respondent age squared -0.000** -0.000** -0.001 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 

Respondent income 0.018 0.011 0.083 

 (0.064) (0.060) (0.078) 

Respondent occupation – Not in labor force 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Executive, manager -0.164 -0.195 0.453 

 (0.253) (0.218) (0.522) 

Professional specialty occupation  -0.188 -0.191 0.349 

 (0.251) (0.227) (0.552) 

Technicians -0.116 -0.256 0.047 

 (0.350) (0.332) (0.761) 

Sales occupation 0.032 -0.169 -0.663 

 (0.192) (0.207) (0.985) 

Administrative support -0.408 -0.465* -0.073 

 (0.249) (0.234) (0.660) 

Private household 0.833 0.125 0.000 

 (0.618) (0.453) (.) 

Protective service 1.107* 0.936+ 0.151 
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 (0.542) (0.533) (0.985) 

Service except protective and household -0.317 -0.480+ -0.476 

 (0.256) (0.245) (0.767) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing 0.053 -0.094 0.087 

 (0.590) (0.513) (0.692) 

Precision production 0.202 0.036 -0.291 

 (0.339) (0.346) (0.838) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors -0.050 -0.120 -0.267 

 (0.358) (0.360) (0.940) 

Transportation  0.151 0.106 -1.017 

 (0.407) (0.410) (1.381) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers and 

laborers 

-0.096 -0.300 0.000 

 0.000 (0.403) (.) 

Population density (1860) 0.228 0.273 -0.654 

 (0.226) 

[1.147] 

(0.181) 

[1.652] 

(0.719) 

[-0.842] 

Pct. state population urban -0.016** -0.017** -0.032** 

 (0.006) 

[-2.056] 

(0.006) 

[-2.301] 

(0.016) 

[-1.817] 

State area (sq. km) 0.000 0.000 -0.001 

 (0.000) 

[0.918] 

(0.000) 

[0.831] 

(0.001) 

[0.391] 

Constant -1.981**  -3.559* 

 (0.702)  (1.852) 

cut1    

Constant  2.001**  

  (0.654)  

cut2    

Constant  2.958**  

  (0.670)  

cut3    

Constant  3.907**  

  (0.670)  

cut4    

Constant  4.735**  

  (0.665)  

cut5    

Constant  5.389**  

  (0.659)  

N. of cases 1358 1358 1324 

AIC 1722.486 3222.230 1521.278 

BIC 1910.340 3410.138 1708.868 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. One tailed test. Standard errors clustered on 35 states. 

State level wild cluster bootstrap z statistics reported in brackets.  Associated with Table 2, 

columns 1-3 in the paper.   
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Table B4: Table 2 -- CCES Alternative DV Column 4  

 (1) 

 Attend local 

political meetings 

(such as school 

board or city 

council) 

 b/se 

  

Slaves / Total population (1860) -0.341** 

 (0.069) 

[-5.124] 

White 0.000 

 (.) 

Black -0.276** 

 (0.048) 

Hispanic -0.359** 

 (0.056) 

Asian -0.650** 

 (0.108) 

Native American 0.307** 

 (0.099) 

Mixed 0.319** 

 (0.065) 

Other 0.461** 

 (0.057) 

Middle Eastern 0.117 

 (0.253) 

Male 0.000 

 (.) 

Female -0.357** 

 (0.021) 

Age 0.069** 

 (0.005) 

Age squared -0.001** 

 (0.000) 

Education 0.281** 

 (0.007) 

Full-time 0.000 

 (.) 

Part-time 0.059+ 

 (0.036) 

Temporarily laid off 0.321** 

 (0.101) 

Unemployed -0.092* 

 (0.044) 
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Retired -0.094** 

 (0.030) 

Permanently disabled -0.349** 

 (0.053) 

Homemaker -0.230** 

 (0.049) 

Student 0.483** 

 (0.064) 

Other 0.349** 

 (0.052) 

Family income 0.003** 

 (0.000) 

More than once a week 0.000 

 (.) 

Once a week -0.145** 

 (0.032) 

Once or twice a month -0.015 

 (0.038) 

A few times a year -0.205** 

 (0.034) 

Seldom -0.470** 

 (0.034) 

Never -0.673** 

 (0.033) 

Don't know -0.634** 

 (0.129) 

Urbanity -0.004** 

 (0.000) 

[-9.286] 

Population density (1860) -0.001** 

 (0.000) 

[-1.113] 

Area (sq. km.) 0.000** 

 (0.000) 

[2.933] 

Survey year 2008 0.000 

 (.) 

Survey year 2010 0.276** 

 (0.026) 

Survey year 2012 0.053+ 

 (0.031) 

Constant -3.924** 

 (0.137) 

N. of cases 89132 

AIC 75783.361 

BIC 76234.459 
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Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Two tailed test. Standard errors clustered on 1,941 

counties. Associated with Table 2, column 4 in the paper. Variation in family income categories 

due to survey scales changing between surveys.   
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Table B5: Table 3 Full Results  

  DV: Trust in People:      

 Logit (Land Gini) Logit (Plantation 

Slavery) 

Logit (Attitudes) 

Respondent-level variables  

 

   

Respondent race—White  0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Black -1.091** -1.085** -1.040** 

 (0.220) (0.225) (0.214) 

Hispanic / Latino -0.615** -0.613** -0.586* 

 (0.234) (0.233) (0.233) 

Other -0.373+ -0.372+ -0.370+ 

 (0.194) (0.193) (0.192) 

Respondent education 0.229** 0.229** 0.226** 

 (0.044) (0.044) (0.044) 

Respondent religiosity 0.043 0.044 0.049 

 (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) 

Male 0.265** 0.266** 0.277** 

 (0.094) (0.095) (0.095) 

Respondent age 0.041* 0.041* 0.043* 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Respondent income 0.032 0.031 0.030 

 (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) 

Respondent occupation – Not in 

labor force 

0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Executive, manager 0.468* 0.470* 0.437* 

 (0.186) (0.188) (0.188) 

Professional specialty occupation  0.475* 0.474* 0.459* 

 (0.210) (0.211) (0.210) 

Technicians -0.006 -0.000 -0.049 

 (0.421) (0.427) (0.420) 

Sales occupation 0.317* 0.317* 0.311* 

 (0.159) (0.158) (0.157) 

Administrative support 0.304 0.305 0.282 

 (0.214) (0.213) (0.215) 

Private household -0.377 -0.350 -0.351 

 (1.451) (1.479) (1.518) 

Protective service -0.535 -0.532 -0.577 

 (0.366) (0.365) (0.365) 

Service except protective and 

household 

-0.261 -0.258 -0.279 

 (0.227) (0.227) (0.223) 
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Farming, forestry, and fishing 0.019 0.009 0.067 

 (0.299) (0.298) (0.304) 

Precision production -0.046 -0.045 -0.071 

 (0.216) (0.216) (0.216) 

Machine operators, assemblers, 

inspectors 

0.159 0.158 0.121 

 (0.206) (0.205) (0.197) 

Transportation  -0.261 -0.260 -0.294 

 (0.215) (0.215) (0.213) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, 

helpers and laborers 

-0.004 -0.006 -0.020 

 (0.441) (0.442) (0.444) 

State-level variables     

Gini coefficient of income 

inequality (1860) 

-0.451   

 (2.121) 

[-0.215] 

  

Slaves on holdings with 10+ / Total 

population (1860) 

 -2.681  

  (4.023) 

[-0.638] 

 

N. of lynchings (100s)   -0.168** 

   (0.030) 

[-2.252] 

Slaves / Total population (1860) -1.272** 0.749 -0.095 

 (0.418) 

[-2.368] 

(3.052) 

[0.820] 

(0.301) 

[-0.292] 

Population density (1860) 0.226+ 0.194 0.292* 

 (0.007) 

[1.267] 

(0. 140) 

[1.060] 

(0.127) 

[3.811] 

Pct. state population urban -0.013+ -0.013** -0.018** 

 (0.006) 

[-1.780] 

(0.005) 

[-2.464] 

(0.004) 

[-1.502] 

State area (sq. km) 0.001** 0.001** 0.001** 

 (0.000) 

[1.573] 

(0.000) 

[0.077] 

(0.000) 

[1.781] 

Year 2004 dummy -0.338** -0.336** -0.347** 

 (0.104) (0.102) (0.105) 

Constant -2.799** -3.428** -3.337** 

 (1.033) (0.827) (0.806) 

N. of cases 2293 2293 2293 

AIC 2873.954 2873.462 2864.778 

BIC 3040.345 3039.853 3031.169 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Standard errors clustered on 35 states. State level wild 

cluster bootstrap z statistics reported in brackets.   Associated with Table 3 in paper.  
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Appendix C – Alternative Estimation Strategies 

 

Mixed Effects Overview:  

To further verify the results presented in the article, I use a multi-level modeling approach, 

examining the effects of respondent-level and geographic-level factors on social capital. 

Multilevel analysis is appropriate when one unit of analysis is clustered within a second unit of 

analysis (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002; Gelman and Hill, 2007). The respondents within each 

survey are clustered within regions. A multi-level model accounts for the fact that individuals 

within regions may be more closely related to one another than individuals located in other 

regions. These varyingly systemic similarities between respondents within a region violates the 

independent observations assumption required in maximum likelihood models. Failure to 

appropriately account for the violation can results in downwardly-biased standard errors 

(Steenbergen and Jones, 2002; Raudenbush and Byrk, 2002; Gelman and Hill, 2007).  

The models below are replications of the models presented in the paper. The first table 

estimates replications of the effect of slavery on social capital in the US – column 1 – and the 

effect of slavery on social capital in Brazil – column 2. The second table replicates the 

theoretical linkage estimated in Table 2 of the paper. Column 1 replicated the 1860 land Gini 

coefficient model and column 2 replicates the plantation slavery model. All models include the 

same coefficients presented in the original paper. All mixed effects models are structured 

identically as varying intercept models. The models are structured such that each region’s 

population of respondents is independently estimated to find its own intercept along the y-axis. 

Thus, the model helps account for unique differences between each group of respondents. The 



36 
 

findings presented in the mixed effects models produce similar findings to the results presented 

in the paper. 

Reconstruction:  

A reviewer requested that I assess if there were heterogeneous outcomes to social capital 

because of the post-slavery Reconstruction period in the American South. In tables C6 through 

C8, I re-estimate the impact of slavery on social capital including a dichotomous measure for 

former confederate estates. Controlling for Reconstruction states fails to alter the negative 

association between historic slavery and social capital in the United States.        
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Table C1: Mixed effects extent of slavery in the U.S. and modern social capital 

         DV: Trust in People 

                    b/se 

Respondent-level variables  

Respondent race – White  0.000 

 (.) 

Black  -1.092** 

 (0.220) 

Hispanic / Latino -0.617** 

 (0.233) 

Other -0.374+ 

 (0.193) 

Respondent education 0.230** 

 (0.044) 

Respondent religiosity  0.043 

 (0.034) 

Respondent gender 0.265** 

 (0.095) 

Respondent age 0.041* 

 (0.017) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Respondent income 0.032 

 (0.032) 

Respondent occupation – Not in labor force 0.000 

 (.) 

Executive, manager 0.467* 

 (0.188) 

Professional specialty occupation  0.474* 

 (0.210) 

Technicians -0.006 

 (0.422) 

Sales occupation 0.315* 

 (0.160) 

Administrative support 0.304 

 (0.213) 

Private household -0.376 

 (1.443) 

Protective service -0.537 

 (0.365) 

Service except protective and household -0.261 

 (0.227) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing 0.012 

 (0.298) 

Precision production -0.046 
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 (0.216) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors 0.160 

 (0.206) 

Transportation  -0.261 

 (0.215) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers and laborers -0.006 

 (0.442) 

State-level variables  

Slaves / Total population (1860) -1.345** 

 (0.281) 

Pct. state population urban -0.014** 

 (0.004) 

Population density (1860) 0.229+ 

 (0.122) 

State area (sq. km) 0.001** 

 (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy  -0.338** 

 (0.103) 

Constant -3.399** 

 (0.815) 

Random Effects  

Var (state) 0.000 

 (0.000) 

N. of cases 

N. of groups 

2293 

35 

AIC 2872.018 

BIC 3032.671 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table C2: Mixed effects extent of slavery in Brazil and modern social capital 

 DV: Trust in People 

                                b/se 

Respondent-level variables  

Respondent race – White  0.000 

 (.) 

Black 0.539+ 

 (0.287) 

Indigenous  0.287 

 (1.067) 

Mixed 0.260 

 (0.308) 

Other 0.346 

 (0.317) 

Respondent education -0.108 

 (0.078) 

Respondent age 0.023 

 (0.031) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Male -0.448+ 

 (0.236) 

Respondent income—Not 

sufficient, has big problems 

0.000 

 (.) 

Not sufficient, has problems -0.841* 

 (0.409) 

Sufficient -0.591 

 (0.499) 

Sufficient, can save -0.847 

 (0.647) 

Respondent occupation – Not in 

labor force 

0.000 

 (.) 

Retired 1.013 

 (0.745) 

Salaried employee, private sector 0.899 

 (0.641) 

Salaried employee, public sector  -0.353 

 (0.625) 

Self employed  1.048+ 

 (0.561) 

Student 2.155** 

 (0.515) 

Unemployed 1.255* 

 (0.509) 
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Respondent religiosity—Not 

applicable  

0.000 

 (.) 

Not practicant  -0.893 

 (0.630) 

Not very precticant -0.447 

 (0.486) 

Praciticant  -0.124 

 (0.490) 

Very practicant  -0.031 

 (0.637) 

Respondent urbanity—Less than 

20,000 residents  

0.000 

 (.) 

20,001-50,000 1.232+ 

 (0.726) 

50,001-100,000 1.328 

 (0.908) 

More than 100,000 0.774 

 (0.669) 

Regional capital  0.846 

 (0.654) 

Region-level Variables  

Slaves / Total population (1875) -9.810* 

 (4.488) 

Population density (1872) 0.230+ 

 (0.134) 

State area (sq. km) -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Constant -3.410* 

 (1.395) 

Random Effects  

Var (region) 1.312* 

 (0.650) 

N. of cases 

N. of groups 

1185 

20 

AIC 560.746 

BIC 657.218 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table C3: Mixed effects -- ANES alternative measures of social capital  

 (1) (2) (3) 

 L8. Is R a member 

of any 

organizations 

L8a. How many 

organizations is R 

current 

L7. Attend 

community 

meeting about 

issue in 

 b/se b/se b/se 

    

Respondent race – White  0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Black  -0.573** -0.387 1.139** 

 (0.178) (0.243) (0.413) 

Hispanic / Latino -0.203 0.204 -0.026 

 (0.182) (0.221) (0.941) 

Other -0.277 -0.345 -0.345 

 (0.226) (0.230) (1.061) 

Respondent education 0.261** 0.359** 0.157 

 (0.039) (0.050) (0.113) 

Respondent religiosity  0.065+ 0.073** 0.133 

 (0.036) (0.028) (0.097) 

Respondent gender 0.091 0.153 0.445 

 (0.123) (0.173) (0.280) 

Respondent age 0.041** 0.053** 0.081 

 (0.015) (0.020) (0.061) 

Respondent age squared -0.000** -0.000** -0.001 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 

Respondent income -0.161** 0.011 0.091 

 (0.039) (0.060) (0.079) 

Respondent occupation – Not in labor force 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Executive, manager 0.126 -0.195 0.532 

 (0.167) (0.218) (0.545) 

Professional specialty occupation  0.011 -0.191 0.380 

 (0.204) (0.227) (0.561) 

Technicians 0.340 -0.256 0.162 

 (0.313) (0.332) (0.770) 

Sales occupation -0.002 -0.169 -0.611 

 (0.146) (0.207) (0.984) 

Administrative support -0.360+ -0.465* -0.036 

 (0.211) (0.234) (0.648) 

Private household 1.247* 0.125 0.000 

 (0.582) (0.453) (.) 

Protective service 0.729* 0.936+ 0.251 

 (0.319) (0.533) (0.999) 

Service except protective and household -0.422+ -0.480+ -0.433 
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 (0.216) (0.245) (0.782) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing -0.236 -0.094 0.038 

 (0.357) (0.513) (0.713) 

Precision production 0.037 0.036 -0.213 

 (0.264) (0.346) (0.866) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors -0.161 -0.120 -0.188 

 (0.277) (0.360) (0.951) 

Transportation  0.046 0.106 -0.976 

 (0.385) (0.410) (1.406) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers and 

laborers 

-0.062 -0.300 0.000 

 (0.297) (0.403) (.) 

State-level variables    

    

Slaves / Total population (1860) -0.892** -1.111** -1.261 

 (0.278) (0.314) (1.023) 

Population density (1860) 0.055 0.273 -0.776 

 (0.259) (0.181) (0.844) 

Pct. state population urban -0.012* -0.017** -0.032* 

 (0.007) (0.006) (0.019) 

State area (sq. km.) 0.000 0.000 -0.001 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) 

Constant -1.686**  -3.746* 

 (0.633)  (1.838) 

State Random Intercepts    

Constant 0.012 0.000 0.233 

 (0.013) (0.000) (0.251) 

cut1    

Constant  2.001**  

  (0.654)  

cut2    

Constant  2.958**  

  (0.670)  

cut3    

Constant  3.907**  

  (0.670)  

cut4    

Constant  4.735**  

  (0.665)  

cut5    

Constant  5.389**  

  (0.659)  

N. of cases 1364 1366 1354 

N. of Groups 35 35 35 

AIC 2598.726 3223.886 526.046 

BIC 2759.489 3385.512 660.945 
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Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. One tailed tests Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table C4: Mixed effects CCES alternative measures of social capital  

 (1) 

 Attend local 

political meetings 

(such as school 

board or city 

council) 

 b/se 

  

Slaves / Total population (1860) -0.329** 

 (0.065) 

White 0.000 

 (.) 

Black -0.212** 

 (0.037) 

Hispanic -0.301** 

 (0.049) 

Asian -0.647** 

 (0.103) 

Native American 0.338** 

 (0.099) 

Mixed 0.358** 

 (0.071) 

Other 0.469** 

 (0.055) 

Middle Eastern 0.081 

 (0.257) 

Male 0.000 

 (.) 

Female -0.324** 

 (0.020) 

Age 0.060** 

 (0.004) 

Age squared -0.000** 

 (0.000) 

Education 0.245** 

 (0.007) 

Full-time 0.000 

 (.) 

Part-time 0.140** 

 (0.033) 

Temporarily laid off 0.413** 

 (0.104) 

Unemployed 0.051 



45 
 

 (0.043) 

Retired -0.021 

 (0.031) 

Permanently disabled -0.150** 

 (0.052) 

Homemaker -0.210** 

 (0.049) 

Student 0.526** 

 (0.062) 

Other 0.426** 

 (0.052) 

Respondent income 0.003** 

 (0.000) 

Prefer not to say 0.501** 

 (0.085) 

More than once a week 0.000 

 (.) 

Once a week -0.172** 

 (0.032) 

Once or twice a month -0.021 

 (0.038) 

A few times a year -0.240** 

 (0.035) 

Seldom -0.491** 

 (0.033) 

Never -0.698** 

 (0.036) 

Don't know -0.619** 

 (0.131) 

Urbanity -0.005** 

 (0.000) 

Population density (1860) -0.001 

 (0.001) 

Area (sq. km) 0.000** 

 (0.000) 

Survey year 2008 0.000 

 (.) 

Survey year 2010 0.277** 

 (0.025) 

Survey year 2012 0.052+ 

 (0.029) 

Constant -3.983** 

 (0.141) 

Variance Respondent -level   

Constant -9.228 

 (3263.164) 
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Variance County Random Intercepts  

Constant -1.849** 

 (0.117) 

N. of cases 89132.000 

AIC 75750.525 

BIC 76220.418 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table C5: Mixed Effects Table 3 Results  

  DV: Trust in People:      

 Logit (Land Gini) Logit (Plantation 

Slavery) 

Logit (Attitudes) 

Respondent-level variables  

 

   

Respondent race—White  0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Black -1.091** -1.085** -1.040** 

 (0.220) (0.225) (0.214) 

Hispanic / Latino -0.615** -0.613** -0.586* 

 (0.234) (0.233) (0.233) 

Other -0.373+ -0.372+ -0.370+ 

 (0.194) (0.193) (0.192) 

Respondent education 0.229** 0.229** 0.226** 

 (0.044) (0.044) (0.044) 

Respondent religiosity 0.043 0.044 0.049 

 (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) 

Male 0.265** 0.266** 0.277** 

 (0.094) (0.095) (0.095) 

Respondent age 0.041* 0.041* 0.043* 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Respondent income 0.032 0.031 0.030 

 (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) 

Respondent occupation – Not in 

labor force 

0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Executive, manager 0.468* 0.470* 0.437* 

 (0.186) (0.188) (0.188) 

Professional specialty occupation  0.475* 0.474* 0.459* 

 (0.210) (0.211) (0.210) 

Technicians -0.006 -0.000 -0.049 

 (0.421) (0.427) (0.420) 

Sales occupation 0.317* 0.317* 0.311* 

 (0.159) (0.158) (0.157) 

Administrative support 0.304 0.305 0.282 

 (0.214) (0.213) (0.215) 

Private household -0.376 -0.350 -0.351 

 (1.451) (1.479) (1.518) 

Protective service -0.535 -0.532 -0.577 

 (0.366) (0.365) (0.365) 

Service except protective and 

household 

-0.261 -0.258 -0.279 

 (0.227) (0.227) (0.223) 
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Farming, forestry, and fishing 0.019 0.009 0.067 

 (0.299) (0.298) (0.304) 

Precision production -0.046 -0.045 -0.071 

 (0.216) (0.216) (0.216) 

Machine operators, assemblers, 

inspectors 

0.159 0.158 0.121 

 (0.206) (0.205) (0.197) 

Transportation  -0.261 -0.260 -0.294 

 (0.215) (0.215) (0.213) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, 

helpers and laborers 

-0.004 -0.006 -0.020 

 (0.441) (0.442) (0.444) 

State-level variables     

Gini coefficient of income 

inequality (1860) 

-0.451   

 (2.121)   

Slaves on holdings with 10+ / Total 

population (1860) 

 -2.681  

  (4.023)  

N. of lynchings (100s)   -0.168** 

   (0.030) 

Slaves / Total population (1860) -1.272** 0.749 -0.095 

 (0.418) (3.052) (0.301) 

Population density (1860) 0.226+ 0.194 0.292* 

 (0.127) (0.140) (0.127) 

Pct. state population urban -0.013+ -0.013** -0.018** 

 (0.007) (0.005) (0.004) 

State area (sq. km) 0.001** 0.001** 0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy -0.338** -0.336** -0.347** 

 (0.104) (0.102) (0.105) 

Constant -1.339 -1.540* -1.311* 

 (0.908) (0.600) (0.588) 

Random Effects    

Variance Respondent-level -28.453 -29.459 -27.260 

 (45.258) (31.119) (31.574) 

Variance State Random Intercepts -0.786** -0.786** -0.787** 

 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

N. of cases 

N. of groups  

1356 

35 

1356 

35 

1356 

35 

AIC 2873.954 2873.462 2864.778 

BIC 3040.345 3039.853 3031.169 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Standard errors clustered on 35 states. Associated with 

Table 3 in paper.  
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 C6. Reconstruction   

Reconstruction Dichotomous variable coded 1 if a state was part of the Reconstruction plan 

following the conclusion of the Civil War. 

Response-1 Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North 

Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia 

 

 

Table C7: Reconstruction and Social Capital 

 (1) 

 Trust in people 

 b/se 

Respondent-level variables  

Respondent race – White  0.000 

 (.) 

Black  -1.088** 

 (0.225) 

Hispanic / Latino -0.617** 

 (0.233) 

Other -0.373+ 

 (0.194) 

Respondent education 0.228** 

 (0.044) 

Respondent religiosity   0.044 

 (0.034) 

Respondent gender 0.265** 

 (0.095) 

Respondent age 0.041* 

 (0.017) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Respondent income 0.032 

 (0.032) 

Respondent occupation – Not in labor force 0.000 

 (.) 

Executive, manager 0.473* 

 (0.188) 

Professional specialty occupation  0.481* 

 (0.211) 

Technicians 0.012 

 (0.426) 

Sales occupation 0.323* 

 (0.162) 

Administrative support 0.310 
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 (0.214) 

Private household -0.360 

 (1.457) 

Protective service -0.531 

 (0.365) 

Service except protective and household -0.259 

 (0.227) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing -0.007 

 (0.300) 

Precision production -0.042 

 (0.217) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors 0.159 

 (0.206) 

Transportation  -0.256 

 (0.213) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers and 

laborers 

-0.010 

 (0.442) 

Region-level variables  

  

Slaves / Total population (1860) -2.044+ 

 (1.147) 

Reconstruction 0.286 

 (0.432) 

Pct. state population urban -0.013** 

 (0.005) 

Population density (1860) 0.194 

 (0.133) 

State area (sq. km)  0.001* 

 (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy -0.337** 

 (0.103) 

Constant -3.420** 

 (0.823) 

N. of cases 2293 

AIC 2873.494 

BIC 3039.885 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Two tailed test. Standard errors clustered on 35 states.  
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Table C8: Mixed Effects Reconstruction and Social Capital  

 (1) 

 Trust in people 

 b/se 

Respondent-level variables  

Respondent race – White  0.000 

 (.) 

Black  -1.088** 

 (0.225) 

Hispanic / Latino -0.617** 

 (0.233) 

Other -0.373+ 

 (0.194) 

Respondent education 0.228** 

 (0.044) 

Respondent religiosity  0.044 

 (0.034) 

Respondent gender 0.265** 

 (0.095) 

Respondent age 0.041* 

 (0.017) 

Respondent age squared -0.000 

 (0.000) 

Respondent income 0.032 

 (0.032) 

Respondent occupation – Not in labor force 0.000 

 (.) 

Executive, manager 0.473* 

 (0.188) 

Professional specialty occupation  0.481* 

 (0.211) 

Technicians 0.012 

 (0.426) 

Sales occupation 0.323* 

 (0.162) 

Administrative support 0.310 

 (0.214) 

Private household -0.360 

 (1.457) 

Protective service -0.531 

 (0.365) 

Service except protective and household -0.259 

 (0.227) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing -0.007 

 (0.300) 

Precision production -0.042 
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 (0.217) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors 0.159 

 (0.206) 

Transportation  -0.256 

 (0.213) 

Handlers, equipment cleaners, helpers and 

laborers 

-0.010 

 (0.442) 

  

Region-level variables  

Slaves / Total population (1860) -2.044+ 

 (1.147) 

Reconstruction 0.286 

 (0.432) 

Pct. state population urban -0.013** 

 (0.005) 

Population density (1860) 0.194 

 (0.133) 

State area (sq. km) 0.001* 

 (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy  -0.337** 

 (0.103) 

Constant -1.548* 

 (0.606) 

State Random Intercepts  

Constant 0.000 

 (0.000) 

N. of cases 2293 

AIC 2873.494 

BIC 3039.885 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Appendix D – Observation-specific Log Likelihood Distributions   

 

Figure D1: Distribution of Log-Likelihood Differences – Attitudes vs. Depth of Slavery 

 

Figure D2: Distribution of Log-Likelihood Differences – Inequality Land Gini vs. Depth of 

Slavery 
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Figure D3: Distribution of Log-Likelihood Differences – Inequality Plantation Slavery vs. 

Depth of Slavery 

 

Figure D4: Distribution of Log-Likelihood Differences – Attitudes vs. Inequality Land Gini 
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Figure D5: Distribution of Log-Likelihood Differences – Attitudes vs. Inequality Plantation 

Slavery 
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Appendix E – Causal Mediation Analysis 

 

Overview:  

 

In appendix E, I implement a procedure for mediation analysis with observational data (Imai, 

Keele, and Tingley 2010). Under the ignorability assumption, the estimates of the ACME are 

identical to the product of coefficients method (Baron and Kenny, 1986). However, such an 

assumption is hard to meet for both observational and experimental data (Green, Ha, and Bullock 

2010).  

Mediation analysis relies on an assumption of sequential ignorability.  The assumption 

consists of two conditions, that the treatment is randomized and that the mediator is also 

randomized. These assumptions are made sequentially. First, that the treatment is ignorable 

given observed confounders and second, that the mediator is ignorable given the treatment and 

confounders. Empirical analyses of observational data include a number of control variables 

related to the treatment and the outcome to work to satisfy the first assumption (see:  

Emmenegger, Marx, and Schraff 2015; Caro 2015; Wang 2013, Negro and Longhofer 2018). 

The strategy of this approach is that the first assumption is met after conditioning on potential 

pretreatment covariates. I work to accomplish this be include a large vector of individual level 

covariates and state level effects. The second condition is not warranted in either observational 

or randomized experiments because only the treatment is randomized, not the mediator. Analyses 

control for variables related to the mediator and the outcome to try to comply with this condition. 

Because sequential ignorability cannot be directly tested, sensitivity analysis provides an 

effective method for probing the plausibility of sequential ignorability. The goal of sensitivity 

analysis is to quantify the degree to which the key assumption of sequential ignorability must be 
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violated for a researcher’s original conclusion to be reversed. If an inference is sensitive, a slight 

violation of the assumption may lead to substantively different conclusions. In the mediation 

packages, the sensitivity analysis proceeds by quantifying the degree of sequential ignorability 

violation as the correlation between the error terms of the mediator and outcome models, and 

then calculating the true values of the average causal mediation effect for given values of this 

sensitivity parameter,  𝜌 (rho). The original findings are deemed sensitive if the true effects are 

found to vary widely as function of 𝜌.  

The tables below report results and sensitivity analysis for the inequality and attitudinal 

hypotheses respectively. The results of the mediation analysis comport with the findings of 

model reported in the main body of the paper. Yet, results need to be interpreted with caution. 

Beginning with the inequality measure. Results of the mediation analysis produce a 

similar results to the discrimination tests presented in the paper. Slavery is positively associated 

with depth of slavery. However, I fail to find evidence of a relationship between land inequality 

and modern social capital. Instead, for this model I find evidence of a direct, negative association 

between slavery and social capital.  

Moving to the attitudinal hypothesis, I find a positive association of slavery on the 

lynchings measure. In the second stage of the model I find negative association between 

lynchings and social capital. The model fails to report a significant association between slavery 

and social capital. The simulated results suggest that most that the negative relationship between 

slavery and social capital can be attributed to the mediated relationship of the lynchings measure.   

The results reported in this analysis should be interpreted with caution. Again, while the 

results do comport with the findings of tests relying on less stringent assumptions, the results of 
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both mediation models are sensitive to potential confounders. Slight variations in 𝜌 can alter the 

sign of the mediation model. Alternatively, I can use the product of R2’s measure of sensitivity 

of the mediator and outcome models. When the product of the total variance explained by an 

unobserved confounder is 0.048, for the inequality model, 0.049, for the attitudinal model the 

average causal mediation effect would be zero. While, the results of the mediation do not mean a 

confounder exists the sensitivity analysis indicates that a potential confounder would need to 

explain relatively little variation in the model to alter the significance of findings.  Unfortunately, 

the models remain sensitive regardless of the vector of control variables included in the empirical 

model. Additionally, sensitivity analysis for multi-level data are currently unsupported in 

statistical packages (Tingley et al. 2014).Thus, this alternative estimation strategy – while 

encouraging for the results presented in this paper -- should serve as a basis as to potential 

empirical barriers for further disentangling the long term effects of slavery on social capital.     
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Table D1a: OLS Regression of US slavery on Land Inequality in 1860 with Clustered SE 

  

 DV: Gini coefficient of income inequality (1860) 

 b/se 

Slaves / Total population (1860) 0.143** 

 (0.004) 

Population density (1860) 0.024** 

 (0.001) 

State area (sq. km) 0.000** 

 (0.000) 

Constant 0.437** 

 (0.001) 

N. of cases 2,306 

R squared 0.440 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors clustered by state in 

parentheses.  
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Table D1b: Probit of Land Inequality in 1860 on Trust with Clustered SE  

 (1) 

 Trust in people 

 b/se 

Respondent Black -0.649** 

 (0.092) 

Respondent Hispanic -0.376** 

 (0.125) 

Respondent Other -0.222+ 

 (0.132) 

Respondent education 0.148** 

 (0.022) 

Respondent gender 0.178** 

 (0.063) 

Respondent age 0.027** 

 (0.009) 

Respondent age squared -0.000+ 

 (0.000) 

Respondent religiosity 0.026+ 

 (0.016) 

Respondent Income 0.022 

 (0.020) 

Executive, manager 0.101 

 (0.088) 

Professional specialty occupation  -0.183 

 (0.166) 

Technicians 0.016 

 (0.102) 

Sales occupation 0.024 

 (0.095) 

Administrative support -0.243 

 (0.783) 

Private household -0.490* 

 (0.224) 

Protective service -0.322** 

 (0.112) 

Service except protective and household -0.172 

 (0.218) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing -0.217+ 

 (0.118) 

Precision production -0.064 

 (0.157) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors -0.329+ 

 (0.174) 

Transportation  -0.163 

 (0.208) 
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Gini coefficient of income inequality 

(1860) 

-0.072 

 (1.078) 

Slaves / Total population (1860) -0.782** 

 (0.239) 

Pct. state population urban -0.008* 

 (0.004) 

Population density (1860) 0.143 

 (0.102) 

State Area (sq. km.) 0.001* 

 (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy  -0.204** 

 (0.058) 

Constant -0.844+ 

 (0.466) 

N. of cases 2306 

AIC 2896.584 

BIC 3057.396 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors clustered by state in 

parentheses.  
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Table D1c: Mediation Effects – Land Gini   

 

  

 DV: Trust in people 

 b/ci 

Average Causal Mediation Effect -0.005 

 (-0.106  0.088) 

Average Direct Effect -0.258 

 (-0.392   -0.108) 

Pct. Of Total Effect Mediated 0.020 

 (0.015  0.034) 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. 95% simulated confidence intervals in parentheses. 

Simulations equal 5,000.   
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Table D2a: OLS Regression –Sensitivity Analysis   

  

 DV: Gini coefficient of income inequality (1860) 

 b/se 

Slaves / Total population (1860) 0.143** 

 (0.003) 

Population density (1860) 0.025** 

 (0.002) 

State area (sq. km.) 0.000** 

 (0.000) 

Constant 0.438** 

 (0.001) 

N. of cases 2,306 

R squared 0.434 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table D2b: Probit of Land Inequality in 1860 – Sensitivity Analysis  

 (1) 

 Trust in people 

 b/se 

Respondent Black -0.649** 

 (0.092) 

Respondent Hispanic -0.376** 

 (0.126) 

Respondent Other -0.222 

 (0.135) 

Respondent education 0.148** 

 (0.022) 

Respondent gender 0.178** 

 (0.063) 

Respondent age 0.027** 

 (0.009) 

Respondent age squared -0.000* 

 (0.000) 

Attends religiosity 0.026+ 

 (0.016) 

Respondent Income 0.022 

 (0.019) 

Executive, manager 0.101 

 (0.089) 

Professional specialty occupation  -0.183 

 (0.161) 

Technicians 0.016 

 (0.102) 

Sales occupation 0.024 

 (0.095) 

Administrative support -0.243 

 (0.623) 

Private household -0.490* 

 (0.209) 

Protective service -0.322** 

 (0.112) 

Service except protective and household -0.172 

 (0.243) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing -0.217+ 

 (0.122) 

Precision production -0.064 

 (0.155) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors -0.329+ 

 (0.173) 

Transportation  -0.163 
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 0.101 

Gini coefficient of income inequality 

(1860) 

-0.072 

 (1.086) 

Slaves / Total population (1860) -0.782** 

 (0.243) 

Pct. state population urban -0.008* 

 (0.004) 

Population density (1860) 0.143 

 (0.102) 

State area (sq. km.) 0.001* 

 (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy -0.204** 

 (0.058) 

Constant -0.844+ 

 (0.463) 

N. of cases 2306 

AIC 2896.584 

BIC 3057.396 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Figure D1: Sensitivity of rho perimeter – Land Gini    

 

Note: Shaded areas represent 95 percent confidence intervals. 
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Table D3a: OLS Regression of US slavery on Lynchings with Robust SE  

  

 DV: N. of lynchings (100s) 

 b/se 

Slaves / Total population (1860) 7.960** 

 (0.136) 

Population density (1860) -0.001 

 (0.028) 

State area (sq. km) 0.001** 

 (0.000) 

Constant -0.211 

 (0.029) 

N. of cases 2,306 

R squared 0.744 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors clustered by state in 

parentheses.  
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Table D3b: Probit of Lynchings on Trust with Clustered SE  

 (2) 

 Trust in people 

 b/se 

Respondent Black -0.615** 

 (0.093) 

Respondent Hispanic -0.356** 

 (0.125) 

Respondent Other -0.220+ 

 (0.133) 

Respondent education 0.146** 

 (0.022) 

Respondent gender 0.184** 

 (0.063) 

Respondent age 0.028** 

 (0.009) 

Respondent age squared -0.000* 

 (0.000) 

Respondent religiosity 0.030+ 

 (0.016) 

Respondent Income 0.021 

 (0.020) 

Executive, manager 0.104 

 (0.088) 

Professional specialty occupation  -0.198 

 (0.168) 

Technicians 0.025 

 (0.102) 

Sales occupation 0.022 

 (0.095) 

Administrative support -0.183 

 (0.806) 

Private household -0.501* 

 (0.225) 

Protective service -0.321** 

 (0.112) 

Service except protective and household -0.125 

 (0.218) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing -0.218+ 

 (0.118) 

Precision production -0.078 

 (0.156) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors -0.336+ 

 (0.175) 

Transportation  -0.158 

 (0.209) 
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N. of lynchings (100s) -0.110** 

 (0.033) 

Slaves / Total population (1860) 0.028 

 (0.292) 

Pct. state population urban -0.011** 

 (0.003) 

Population density (1860) 0.184+ 

 (0.102) 

State area (sq.km) 0.001** 

 (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy -0.210** 

 (0.059) 

Constant -1.516** 

 (0.345) 

N. of cases 2306 

AIC 2885.745 

BIC 3046.557 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors clustered by state in 

parentheses.  
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Table D3c: Mediation Effects – Lynchings   

  

 DV: Trust in people 

 b/ci 

Average Causal Mediation Effect -0.285* 

 (-0.428  -0.121) 

Average Direct Effect 0.006 

 (-0.174   0.173) 

Pct. Of Total Effect Mediated 1.016 

 (0.769  1.592) 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. 95% simulated confidence intervals in parentheses. 

Simulations equal 5,000.   
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Table D4a: OLS Regression on Lynchings –Sensitivity Analysis   

  

 DV: N. of lynchings (100s) 

 b/se 

Slaves / Total population (1860) 7.779** 

 (0.107) 

Population density (1860) -0.369** 

 (0.052) 

State area (sq. km.) 0.001** 

 (0.000) 

Constant 0.211** 

 (0.050) 

N. of cases 2,306 

R squared 0.744 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Table D4b: Logit of Lynchings – Sensitivity Analysis 

  

 Trust in people 

 b/se 

Respondent Black -0.615** 

 (0.093) 

Respondent Hispanic -0.356** 

 (0.126) 

Respondent Other -0.220 

 (0.136) 

Respondent education 0.146** 

 (0.022) 

Respondent gender 0.184** 

 (0.063) 

Respondent age 0.028** 

 (0.009) 

Respondent age squared -0.000* 

 (0.000) 

Respondent religiosity  0.030+ 

 (0.016) 

Respondent Income 0.021 

 (0.019) 

Executive, manager 0.104 

 (0.089) 

Professional specialty occupation  -0.198 

 (0.161) 

Technicians 0.025 

 (0.102) 

Sales occupation 0.022 

 (0.095) 

Administrative support -0.183 

 (0.618) 

Private household -0.501* 

 (0.209) 

Protective service -0.321** 

 (0.112) 

Service except protective and household -0.125 

 (0.245) 

Farming, forestry, and fishing -0.218+ 

 (0.122) 

Precision production -0.078 

 (0.155) 

Machine operators, assemblers, inspectors -0.336+ 

 (0.174) 

Transportation  -0.158 

 (0.204) 
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N. of lynchings (100s) -0.110** 

 (0.033) 

Slaves / Total population (1860) -0.223 

 (0.609) 

Pct. state population urban -0.011** 

 (0.003) 

Population density (1860) 0.184+ 

 (0.102) 

State area (sq. km.) 0.001** 

 (0.000) 

Year 2004 dummy -0.210** 

 (0.058) 

Constant -0.770* 

 (0.330) 

N. of cases 2306 

AIC 2885.745 

BIC 3046.557 

Notes: + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p <0.01. Two-tailed tests Robust standard errors in parentheses.  
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Figure D2: Sensitivity of rho perimeter – Lynchings    

 

Note: Shaded areas represent 95 percent confidence intervals. 
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