
10

Appendix
Survey Items and Operationalization
Table A1. Identity Dimension (Ingroup Identification)
The following four items measure identification with one's issue-based ingroup. Items were adapted across all four issue domains using placeholder references [Ingroup, Issue] filled based on respondents' self-placement.

	Item
Code
	Facet
	Item Wording

	ident1
	Affective
bonding
	"When I meet someone who [Ingroup position on Issue], I
feel connected to this person."

	ident2
	Perceived
similarity
	"I have a lot in common with other [Ingroup, Issue]."

	ident3
	Value
congruence
	"I have similar values as other [Ingroup, Issue]."

	ident4
	Identity
salience
	"When I talk about [Ingroup, Issue], I usually say 'we' instead
of 'they'."


Response scale: 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree

Table A2. Comparison Dimension (Outgroup Derogation)
The following four items measure negative evaluation of and perceived threat from the outgroup.

	Item
Code
	Facet
	Item Wording

	resent
	Resentment
	"[Outgroup, Issue] have different values and norms than I
do."

	depriv
	Perceived
disadvantage
	"People like me are systematically disadvantaged while
[Outgroup, Issue] get more than they deserve."

	threat1
	Symbolic threat
	"[Outgroup, Issue] are a threat to other people's freedom."

	threat2
	Realistic threat
	"[Outgroup, Issue] are a threat to me personally."


Response scale: 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree

Table A3. Alternative Measures of Affective Polarization (Criterion Validity)

Measure	Item Wording	Scale

Self-Placement	"Where would you position yourself on this issue?"
Extremity computed as |position − 5|.
Issue-specific anchors: 0 = Strong supporter, 10 = Strong opponent
Group assignment: 0–4 = Supporters; 6–10 = Opponents; 5 = excluded

0–10



	Feeling Thermometer
	"Thinking about the following groups, what do you feel towards these groups of people? Please describe your feelings using a thermometer ranging from 0 to 10. 0 means you feel very cold and negative towards the
group. 10 means you feel very warm and positive towards the group."
	0–10

	
	Targets: (1) Strict opponents of [Issue]; (2) Strong supporters of [Issue]
	

	Character Traits
	"Now please think about [strict opponents / strong supporters] of [Issue]. What characterizes people from this group? Please respond on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means 'does not apply at all' and 5 means 'fully applies'."
	1–5

	
	Traits: Arrogance, Open-mindedness, Selfishness, Honesty
	

	Political Distance
	"How much would you like to talk about politics with the following people?"
	1–5

	
	Targets: (1) Strong supporters of [Issue]; (2) Strict opponents of [Issue]
	(1 = very much, 5 = very reluctantly)

	Social Distance
	"How would you feel if your child married someone who is a [strong supporter / strict opponent] of [Issue]?"
	1–5

	
	
	(1 = very
happy, 5 = very unhappy)


Note. [Issue] refers to the respective issue domain (migration, climate protection, vaccination, gender-inclusive language). Feeling thermometer index computed as ingroup warmth minus outgroup warmth. Character distance computed as mean absolute difference between ingroup and outgroup trait ratings across all four traits. Political and social distance items reverse-coded so that higher values indicate greater distance from the outgroup.

Table A4. Democratic Attitude Measures

	Construct
	Item Wording
	Scale

	Democratic Support
	"To what extent do you agree or disagree
	1–5

	
	with the following statements?"
	

	
	(1) "Democracy is the best political system
	(1 = strongly

	
	under all circumstances."
	disagree,

	
	(2) "Under certain circumstances, a
	5 = strongly agree)

	
	dictatorship can be better than a
	

	
	democracy."
	

	
	(3) "For people like me, it makes no
	

	
	difference whether we live in a democracy
	

	
	or a dictatorship."
	

	Democracy
	"In your view, how important is it for
	0–10

	Conception
	democracy in general that ..."
	

	(Normative
	
	

	Expectations)
	
	

	
	(1) "... national elections are free and fair?"
	(0 = not at all

	
	
	important,

	
	(2) "... the different political parties clearly
	10 = extremely

	
	differ from each other in terms of content?"
	important)



	
	(3) "... the media can freely criticize the government?"
	

	
	(4) "... the rights of minorities are protected?"
	

	
	(5) "... the courts treat all people equally?"
	

	Democracy Evaluation (Perceived Performance)
	"In your opinion, to what extent do the following statements apply to Switzerland?"
	0–10

	
	(1) "Federal elections are free and fair."
	(0 = does not apply at all,

	
	(2) "The different political parties in Switzerland clearly differ from each other in terms of content."
	10 = fully applies)

	
	(3) "The media in Switzerland can freely criticize the government."
	

	
	(4) "The rights of minorities are protected in
Switzerland."
	

	
	(5) "The courts in Switzerland treat all people equally."
	

	Democracy Satisfaction
	Computed as: Democracy Evaluation − Democracy Conception
	Difference score

	Institutional Trust
	"How much do you trust ...?"
	0–10

	
	(1) "... the Federal Council?"
	(0 = do not trust at all,

	
	(2) "... the National Council and Council of States?"
	10 = trust completely)

	
	(3) "... the judiciary?"
	

	Political Tolerance
	"And to what extent do you agree with the following statements?"
	1–5

	
	"[Outgroup] should not be allowed to ..."
	(1 = strongly agree,

	
	(1) "... organize public events."
	5 = strongly disagree)

	
	(2) "... work as a teacher at a school."
	

	
	(3) "... vote and participate in referendums."
	

	
	(4) "... participate in demonstrations."
	

	
	(5) "... run for public office."
	


Note. [Outgroup] refers to the opposing position on the respective issue domain based on respondents' self-placement. Democratic Support items (2) and (3) reverse-coded so that higher values indicate stronger democratic support. Political Tolerance items reverse-coded so that higher values indicate greater tolerance. Democracy Satisfaction computed as the difference between perceived democratic performance (Democracy Evaluation) and normative democratic expectations (Democracy Conception).


Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Full Results
Table B1. Standardized Factor Loadings by Issue Domain

Item	Migration	Climate	Vaccination   Gender


	Identity
	

	ident1 (bonding)
	.66
	.73
	.76
	.72
	

	ident2 (similarity)
	.86
	.85
	.91
	.92
	

	ident3 (values)
	.90
	.85
	.92
	.91
	

	ident4 (salience)
	.73
	.60
	.77
	.70
	

	Comparison
	
	
	
	
	

	resent (resentment)
	.61
	.55
	.66
	.56
	

	depriv
(disadvantage)
	.61
	.54
	.62
	.64
	

	threat1 (symbolic)
	.82
	.80
	.85
	.84
	

	threat2 (realistic)
	.76
	.78
	.84
	.81
	

	Factor correlation
	.64
	.52
	.64
	.60
	


Note. Standardized factor loadings from the two-factor CFA model. WLSMV estimation. All loadings significant at p < .001.


Table B2. Model Fit Comparison: Two-Factor vs. One-Factor Models

	Domain
	Model
	χ²
	df
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA
	SRMR
	Δχ²

	Migration
	Two-factor
	206.38
	19
	.991
	.987
	.087
	.055
	–

	
	One-factor
	692.88
	20
	.960
	.943
	.179
	.105
	185.40***

	Climate
	Two-factor
	267.50
	19
	.981
	.972
	.106
	.069
	–

	
	One-factor
	856.67
	20
	.920
	.889
	.210
	.129
	228.19***

	Vaccination
	Two-factor
	279.68
	19
	.992
	.989
	.104
	.063
	–

	
	One-factor
	897.34
	20
	.966
	.952
	.213
	.120
	239.22***

	Gender
	Two-factor
	150.66
	19
	.996
	.993
	.071
	.050
	–

	
	One-factor
	781.69
	20
	.963
	.948
	.200
	.117
	205.46***


Note. WLSMV estimation; χ² is the mean- and variance-adjusted (scaled) statistic. Δχ² is the scaled difference test comparing one- against two-factor models. ***p < .001.

Scale Reliability: Detailed Results
Table C1. Scale Reliability Indicators

	Domain
	Dimension
	Items
	α_ord
	ρ_C
	ω
	Mean
	SD

	Migration
	Identity
	4
	.865
	.846
	.841
	3.23
	0.92

	
	Comparison
	4
	.767
	.798
	.775
	2.96
	0.90

	Climate
	Identity
	4
	.836
	.821
	.815
	3.23
	0.90

	
	Comparison
	4
	.724
	.779
	.748
	3.01
	0.83

	Vaccination
	Identity
	4
	.898
	.887
	.882
	3.08
	1.01



	
	Comparison
	4
	.796
	.855
	.813
	2.77
	0.93

	Gender
	Identity
	4
	.876
	.869
	.862
	2.95
	1.02

	
	Comparison
	4
	.782
	.809
	.789
	2.83
	0.93


Note. α_ord = ordinal alpha based on polychoric correlations; ρ_C = composite reliability from CFA; ω = McDonald's omega. All indicators computed for complete cases per domain.


APSIT Index Construction

The APSIT index was constructed following these steps:

Subscale means: For each dimension (Identity, Comparison), compute the arithmetic mean across the four items, requiring at least 3 valid responses.
Standardization: Z-standardize both subscale means within each issue domain.

Index computation: Calculate APSIT as the arithmetic mean of the two z-standardized subscales:
[image: ]

Final standardization: Z-standardize the resulting index across all issues to anchor on a common metric.

Figure D1 displays the distribution of the APSIT index across the different issue domains included in the analysis. The distributions are broadly comparable across domains, suggesting that the index captures variation in affective polarization consistently across issue areas.

Figure D1. Distribution of the APSIT Index Across Issue Domains

[image: ]
Note. Density plots display the distribution of the standardized APSIT index separately for each issue domain. All distributions approximate normality with comparable dispersion.

Robustness to the Aggregation Rule
The APSIT index combines the identity and comparison subscales additively, as their standardized arithmetic mean (Bollen 1989). Because this treats the dimensions as compensatory, we reconstructed the index under two conjunctive rules that instead require elevated scores on both dimensions, a geometric mean and a minimum. As neither is defined on standardized scores with negative values, all three indices were computed on the raw subscale means (1 to 5) and then z-standardized. The reconstructed indices are nearly collinear with the additive one (r = .92 to .99 across domains), and re-estimating the convergent and criterion-validity models (Figure D2) and the incremental-validity models (Figure D3) under each rule leaves the coefficient pattern unchanged in sign, significance, and relative magnitude. The minimum rule attenuates the coefficients slightly, as expected since it discards information from the higher-scoring dimension, but reverses no substantive conclusion. The bidimensional measure is thus robust to the aggregation rule.
Figure D2. APSIT Coefficient under Alternative Aggregation Rules (Convergent and Criterion Validity)

[image: ]
[image: ]Figure D3. APSIT Coefficient under Alternative Aggregation Rules (Incremental Validity)
Dependent Variables: Democratic Attitudes
Table E1. Operationalization of Democratic Attitude Measures

	Construct
	Scale
	Computation

	Democratic Support
	1–5
	Mean

	Democracy Evaluation
	1–5
	Mean

	Democracy Conception
	1–5
	Mean

	Democracy Satisfaction
	—
	Evaluation − Conception

	Institutional Trust
	1–5
	Mean

	Political Tolerance
	1–5
	Mean (reversed)


Note. Higher values indicate stronger democratic support, more positive evaluation, higher satisfaction, greater trust, and more tolerance.


Control Variables
All regression models include the following controls:

	Variable
	Operationalization
	Coding

	Gender
	Self-reported
	0 = Female, 1 = Male

	Age
	Years
	Continuous

	Education
	Highest completed level
	1–7 ordinal scale

	Income
	Subjective financial situation
	1–5 (1 = very difficult, 5 = comfortable)

	Left-Right
	Self-placement
	0–10, z-standardized





Language region	Survey language	Dummy (ref = German)


Sample Characteristics
Table G1. Sample Descriptive Statistics by Issue Domain

	Characteristic
	Migration
	Climate
	Vaccination
	Gender
	Total

	N
	1,000
	1,000
	1,000
	1,001
	4,001

	Female (%)
	50.6
	50.3
	48.9
	52.0
	50.5

	Age (mean)
	47.6
	47.2
	47.6
	46.9
	47.3

	Education (mean)
	5.6
	5.7
	5.6
	5.7
	5.6

	German (%)
	61.9
	64.0
	64.8
	64.5
	63.8

	French (%)
	29.4
	28.4
	27.5
	27.9
	28.3

	Italian (%)
	8.7
	7.6
	7.7
	7.6
	7.9

	Supporters (%)
	30.2
	41.3
	42.4
	27.8
	35.4

	Opponents (%)
	51.1
	39.5
	43.3
	55.3
	47.3

	Neutral (%)
	18.7
	19.2
	14.3
	16.9
	17.3


Note. Supporters = self-placement 0–4; Opponents = self-placement 6–10; Neutral = self-placement 5.

Regression Tables: Criterion Validity
Table H1. Criterion Validity: APSIT Predicting Feeling Thermometer (Outgroup Warmth)

	Predictor
	Migration
	Climate
	Vaccination
	Gender

	APSIT
	2.066***
	1.426***
	2.147***
	1.867***

	
	(0.154)
	(0.162)
	(0.138)
	(0.184)

	Identity
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Comparison
	—
	—
	—
	—

	Controls
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	518
	500
	493
	479

	Adj. R²
	.294
	.254
	.315
	.209

	
Table H2. Criterion Validity: Identity and Comparison Predicting Feeling Thermometer

	Predictor
	Migration
	Climate
	Vaccination
	Gender

	Identity
	1.691***
	1.239***
	1.809***
	1.266***

	
	(0.196)
	(0.182)
	(0.172)
	(0.209)

	Comparison
	0.95***
	0.734***
	0.811***
	0.941***

	
	(0.189)
	(0.185)
	(0.164)
	(0.203)



	Controls
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	N
	518
	500
	493
	479

	Adj. R²
	.302
	.259
	.334
	.210


Note. OLS regression. Robust standard errors (HC3) in parentheses. Controls: gender, age, education, income, left-right self-placement, language region. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05.

Table H3. Criterion Validity: APSIT Predicting Social Distance Measures

	Outcome
	Predictor
	Migration
	Climate
	Vaccination
	Gender

	Character distance
	APSIT
	0.272***
	0.174***
	0.070
	0.077

	
	
	(0.044)
	(0.046)
	(0.044)
	(0.051)

	Political distance
	APSIT
	0.291***
	0.209***
	0.133*
	0.144*

	
	
	(0.054)
	(0.050)
	(0.055)
	(0.059)

	Social distance
	APSIT
	0.318***
	0.275***
	0.182**
	0.196**

	
	
	(0.057)
	(0.049)
	(0.058)
	(0.061)


Note. OLS regression. Robust standard errors (HC3) in parentheses. All models include full control set. ***p <
.001, **p < .01, *p < .05.


Full Regression Results
Table I: Separate Models: APSIT Only vs. Feeling Thermometer Only
This table reports coefficients from models entering APSIT and the Feeling Thermometer index separately (not jointly). These baseline models establish the total effects of each measure before examining their joint and decomposed effects in Table J.
Table I1. Separate Models – Migration

	Outcome
	Model 4a: APSIT only
	Model 4b: FT only

	
	β Adj. R²
	β Adj. R²

	Democratic support
	−0.023 .145
	0.078* .154

	Democracy evaluation
	−0.052 .090
	0.067 .083

	Democracy satisfaction
	−0.088 .085
	−0.071 .076

	Institutional trust
	−0.083 .049
	−0.054 .044

	Political tolerance
	−0.337*** .152
	−0.159*** .072

	
Table I2. Separate Models – Climate

	Outcome
	Model 4a: APSIT only
	Model 4b: FT only
	

	
	β Adj. R²
	β Adj. R²
	

	Democratic support
	−0.010 .151
	0.149*** .191
	

	Democracy evaluation
	0.004 .081
	0.055 .081
	



	Democracy satisfaction
	−0.076 .077
	−0.117** .086

	Institutional trust
	−0.002 .033
	−0.016 .037

	Political tolerance
	−0.325*** .168
	−0.071 .077

	
Table I3. Separate Models – Vaccination

	Outcome
	Model 4a: APSIT only
	Model 4b: FT only

	
	β Adj. R²
	β Adj. R²

	Democratic support
	−0.063 .125
	0.067* .121

	Democracy evaluation
	−0.082* .107
	−0.013 .100

	Democracy satisfaction
	−0.098* .065
	−0.051 .057

	Institutional trust
	−0.089* .112
	−0.009 .104

	Political tolerance
	−0.338*** .142
	−0.217*** .073

	
Table I4. Separate Models – Gender

	Outcome
	Model 4a: APSIT only
	Model 4b: FT only

	
	β Adj. R²
	β Adj. R²

	Democratic support
	−0.108** .117
	0.089* .107

	Democracy evaluation
	−0.009 .082
	−0.020 .069

	Democracy satisfaction
	−0.058 .083
	−0.104** .083

	Institutional trust
	0.051 .046
	−0.011 .047

	Political tolerance
	−0.346*** .216
	−0.232*** .149


Note. Standardized coefficients from OLS regression. HC3 robust standard errors. Controls: gender, age, education, income, left-right self-placement, language region. Model 4a includes APSIT only; Model 4b includes Feeling Thermometer index only. Feeling Thermometer index = ingroup warmth − outgroup warmth. Comparing coefficients and R² values across columns shows the relative predictive power of each measure when entered alone. p < .05, p < .01, p < .001.


Table J: Incremental Validity of APSIT Relative to Feeling Thermometers Table J1. Incremental Validity – Migration
	Outcome
	Model 1
	Model 2
	
	Δ R²

	
	APSIT	FT
	Identity	Comparison
	FT
	M2−M1

	Democratic
support
	−0.187***	0.169***
	0.005	−0.207***
	0.147**
	0.010

	Democracy
evaluation
	−0.110	0.129*
	0.180**	−0.275***
	0.075
	0.045

	Democracy
satisfaction
	−0.030	−0.054
	0.134*	−0.150**
	−0.086
	0.017



	Institutional trust
	−0.029
	−0.038
	0.274***
	−0.270***
	−0.099
	0.061

	Political tolerance
	−0.598***
	0.173***
	−0.023
	−0.667***
	0.099*
	0.108

	
Table J2. Incremental Validity – Climate

	Outcome
	Model 1
	
	Model
2
	
	
	Δ R²

	
	APSIT	FT
	Identity
	Comparison
	FT
	M2−M1

	Democratic
support
	−0.236***	0.258***
	−0.022
	−0.255***
	0.240***
	0.014

	Democracy
evaluation
	−0.026	0.065
	0.087
	−0.111*
	0.047
	0.011

	Democracy
satisfaction
	0.084	−0.160***
	0.110*
	−0.005
	−0.171***
	0.002

	Institutional
trust
	−0.030	−0.002
	0.113*
	−0.141**
	−0.022
	0.019

	Political
tolerance
	−0.613***	0.221***
	−0.038
	−0.681***
	0.170***
	0.115

	
Table J3. Incremental Validity – Vaccination

	Outcome
	Model 1
	
	Model
2
	
	
	Δ R²

	
	APSIT
	FT
	Identity
	Comparison
	FT
	M2−M1

	Democratic
support
	−0.223***
	0.212***
	−0.005
	−0.220***
	0.168***
	0.009

	Democracy
evaluation
	−0.099*
	0.052
	0.100
	−0.172***
	−0.007
	0.014

	Democracy
satisfaction
	0.010
	−0.056
	−0.006
	0.014
	−0.052
	−0.001

	Institutional trust
	−0.098*
	0.065
	0.061
	−0.144**
	0.023
	0.007

	Political tolerance
	−0.669***
	0.222***
	0.008
	−0.675***
	0.082
	0.096



Table J4. Incremental Validity – Gender-Inclusive Language

	Outcome
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Δ R²

	
	APSIT	FT
	Identity	Comparison	FT
	M2−M1

	Democratic
support
	−0.309***	0.272***
	−0.052	−0.302***	0.253***
	0.014

	Democracy
evaluation
	−0.005	−0.015
	0.197***	−0.194***	−0.044
	0.041

	Democracy
satisfaction
	0.094*	−0.150***
	0.121*	−0.008	−0.160***
	0.003



	Institutional
trust
	0.051
	−0.045
	0.237***	−0.167***
	−0.077
	0.041

	Political
tolerance
	−0.589***
	0.081
	−0.007	−0.663***
	0.030
	0.100


Note. Standardized coefficients. FT = Feeling Thermometer index. Model 1: APSIT + FT. Model 2: Identity + Comparison + FT. Controls: gender, age, education, income, left-right, language region. HC3 robust SEs. *p <
.05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

Table J5. Opponent−Supporter Differences in Identity and Comparison Slopes

	Outcome
	
	Identity
	
	
	Comparison
	

	Outcome
	Mig
	Cli	Vac
	Gen
	Mig
	Cli	Vac
	Gen

	Democratic support
	−0.278**
*
	−0.146*	−0.274**
*
	−0.03
2
	0.019
	−0.11	−0.03
4	8
	−0.049

	Democracy evaluation
	−0.681**
	−0.530**	−1.017**
*
	0.009
	−0.18
7
	0.277	0.181
	0.077

	Democracy satisfaction
	−0.254
	−0.200	−0.245
	0.165
	−0.37
7
	−0.03	−0.09
7	8
	0.045

	Institutiona l trust
	−0.691**
	−0.748**	−1.192**
*	*
	−0.07
7
	−0.31
1
	0.256	−0.12
3
	0.167

	Political tolerance
	−0.112
	−0.147	0.191*
	0.085
	−0.12
2
	0.071	0.007
	−0.181
*


Note. Entries are opponent-minus-supporter differences in the identity and comparison slopes, estimated as camp × dimension interactions within each issue domain (Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006), with HC3 robust standard errors. Negative values indicate a weaker (more negative) slope among opponents. All models include the full control set. N = 610–726 per model. ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05.




K. Supplementary Figures
Figure K1. Parallel Analysis Plots – Migration
[image: ]
Figure K2. Parallel Analysis Plots – Climate
[image: ]

Figure K3. Parallel Analysis Plots – Vaccination



Figure K4. Parallel Analysis Plots – Gender




Data Availability Statement
Replication data, code, codebook, and survey questionnaire are available from the
- institutional repository. Due to data protection requirements, the anonymized dataset is available upon reasonable request from the corresponding author.AI Use Declaration
During the preparation of this manuscript, the authors used an AI-based assistant (Claude, Anthropic) to support the writing and to assist with the empirical work in R, including checking the analysis output and the consistency of reported results. The authors designed and conducted all analyses themselves and take full responsibility for the content.
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