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Appendix A: Summary Statistics  
Variable N Mean SD Min Max 
Net Communist Support 10804 0.32 1.87 -4 4 
Percent Migrants 10804 0.28 0.31 0.04 0.98 
Percent International Migrants 10804 0.10 0.12 0.01 0.42 
Russia 10804 0.38 0.49 0 1 
Prussia 10804 0.47 0.50 0 1 
Years Independent before 
1939 10804 21.14 13.13 0 58 
Red Priests (rank and file) 10804 0.09 0.05 0.04 0.27 
Red Bishops  10804 0.28 0.45 0 1 
Capital investments 10804 29.69 11.30 7.4 67.5 
Heavy production 10804 25.51 11.50 3.9 51.8 
Light production 10804 12.29 11.86 1.8 49.5 
Agricultural production 10804 23.26 13.96 3.2 65.8 
Church Attendance 10804 1.32 0.76 0 2 
Primary Education 10804 0.53 0.50 0 1 
Secondary Education 10804 0.27 0.45 0 1 
Higher education 10804 0.13 0.33 0 1 
Village 10804 0.33 0.47 0 1 
Small town 10804 0.11 0.31 0 1 
Medium town 10804 0.15 0.36 0 1 
Large town 10804 0.15 0.36 0 1 
City 10804 0.10 0.31 0 1 
Occupation 10804 9.60 5.75 0 18 
Gender 10804 0.47 0.50 0 1 
Age 10800 43.26 15.72 17 92 
Survey date (in months) 10804 47.02 16.13 24 67 
Survey date (in months) 
squared 10804 2470.68 1462.67 576 4489 
 
Appendix B: Maps  
Map 1: Borders of the Imperial Partitions Overlaid on a Contemporary Map of Poland 
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Map 2: Years of independence of the 49 wojewodztwa (current in the 1980s) 

 
Map 3: Administrative Division of Poland in 1950 and 1975 (current in the 1980s) 
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The map above illustrates the administrative divisions of Poland at the time our migrant 
data was collected (in dark red) and at the time the CBOS surveys were conducted (in 
light grey). Converting the Percent Migrant variable into a variable matching the 1975 
wojewodztwa required a calculation of the proportion of each old wojewodztwo in the 
new wojewodztwo and a reweighing of the data to match the CBOS survey.  

Map 4: Map of ratio of solidarity membership rates according to survey answers to actual 
solidarity membership rates across the 49 wojewodztwa. Note: Solidarity membership 
density is calculated using data extracted from the Encyclopedia of Solidarity, which 
reports in separate chapters for each Solidarity district the membership count before the 
introduction of Martial Law that disbanded Solidarity. However, because Solidarity 
districts did not overlap with the wojewodztwa, we had to reconstruct the official 
memberships by reweighing the data using population counts in the “unmatched 
districts.” The question asked of survey respondents was “Were you between August 
1980 and December 1981 a member of the Solidarity trade union.” If all respondents had 
given sincere answers and if our survey was representative of Poles with regard to their 
membership in the dissident trade union, the ration would be 1 throughout. Clearly, it is 
not and this can be attributed to center-periphery dynamics, immigration and other factors 
we discuss in (Nalepa and Pop-Eleches 2016). From the point of view of our analysis 
here, however, the most important aspect of this map is that the rate of “underreporting” 
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membership does not seem to following any clear pattern, nor does it correlate with the 
borders of former empires or areas associated with high or low migration.  
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Appendix C: Testing the Persistent Disarticulation Theory 

In the section devoted to alternative explanations, we posited the long-lasting effect of 
disarticulation (persistent disarticulation) as the root cause of uneven support for the 
Communist regime across Poland created by church going. We also noted the challenge 
of documenting societal disarticulation in the 1950s with no survey data from this time. 
We can however attempt to utilize our 1980s survey data to test the persistent 
disarticulation hypothesis. We propose two strategies. The first relies on pairs of 
questions asked by CBOS where respondents were asked first “What do you think a 
majority of society thinks about the recent strike activity” (referring to the strike wave of 
summer 1988, which brought the entire country to a standstill). Respondents could 
provide one of five answers: that the majority of society is “fully supportive of strike 
activity”, “partially supportive,”  “largely indifferent”, “partially opposing” or “fully 
opposing”. They also could have chosen “Hard to say” as their answer. The next few 
questions asked respondents about their personal reception of strike activity. They could 
agree of disagree with whether or not they received the news “calmly” with 
“satisfaction,” with “enthusiasm,”  with “fear,” or with “anger.” Finally, they were asked 
if they supported the strike activity.  As before, in each instance also, they could choose 
the answer “Hard to Say.” 

For each of the six individual questions, and the one “other”-oriented question we created 
dummy variables, coding as “1” an answer that specified an opinion and “0” for a “Hard 
to Say.” We are less interested in what precise opinions the respondents had about the 
strike activity than in whether they had one at all, particularly relative to whether they 
were able to form an opinion about their own reaction. The strikes of the summer of 1988 
were such a significant event in the lives of Poles at that time that if one were to ever talk 
to neighbors and colleagues at work or social circles that would be the time. Thus, to the 
extent that individuals themselves have opinions about strike activity but are not able to 
specify the attitudes of members of society around them can be interpreted as a sign of 
societal disarticulation.  

 
To conduct our first test, we first create an index of personal responses made up of the 
questions about individual reactions.  In the next step, we regressed the “other-oriented” 
dummy variable on this index along with a the host of our demographic and economic 
controls from our previous analysis (percentage of migrants, capital investment, industrial 
production in both heavy and light industry, education, town size, occupation and gender) 
Standard errors are clustered at the wojewodztwo level. The results of this probit 
regression (probit because the DV was dichotomous) are presented in model 1 below and 
show no evidence that areas of higher migration reduce respondents’ willingness to 
evaluate community attitudes. 
 
The second strategy relied on a measure we created using the fact that respondents can be 
identified down to their wojewodztwo and to the size of their town. Thus, although we 
cannot tell which respondents come from the same communities, we can expect 
respondents from the same wojewodztwo and a town or village of the same size to share 
knowledge about the attitudes of members of their community. The extent to which these 
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opinions about the attitudes of others differ among respondents from towns of the same 
size can be interpreted as evidence of social disarticulation. As a measure of divergence 
we used the standard deviation of responses to our original other-regarding question 
about attitudes to the strikes of summer 1988. Recall, that respondents could believe that 
members of their community were “fully supportive of strike activity”, “partially 
supportive,”  “largely indifferent”, “partially opposing” or “fully opposing” to strike 
activity. They could choose “Hard to Say.” We then created a new unit of analysis: the 
set of respondents coming from a town of the same size in the same wojewodztwo. And 
we calculated the standard deviation of the responses to our “other”-related question 
based on answers from respondents in the cluster matching our new unit of analysis. In 
calculating the standard deviations of these responses, we left the “Hard to Say” response 
out.   Next, we regressed the thus calculated standard deviations on the percentage of 
migrants, alongside our standard controls. We would evidence of persistent social 
disarticulation the ability of % migrants (in the same size town in the same 
wojewodztwo) to predict the standard deviation in responses. Model 2 in Table C1 lacks 
such evidence. 

Appendix D: Testing the Recovered Territories Effect Theory 

Table C1: (1) (2) (3) 
Personal views about strikes     0.248**   

 (0.084)   

% Migrants 0.027 -0.088 0.081 

 (0.027) (0.097) (0.085) 

Capital investments -0.003# 0.005 0.000 

 (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) 

Heavy industry production 0.001# -0.005 0.000 

 (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) 

Light industry production -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 

 (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) 

Village -0.109# 0.431** 0.111 

 (0.065) (0.053) (0.106) 

Small town -0.054 0.268** -0.093 

 (0.068) (0.094) (0.122) 

Medium town -0.097 0.341** 0.029 

 (0.064) (0.086) (0.089) 

Large town -0.090 0.432** 0.065 

 (0.070) (0.066) (0.100) 

City -0.105 0.628** 0.071 

 (0.077) (0.095) (0.102) 

Demographic & time controls Yes Yes Yes 
District level econ controls 
Observations 

Yes 
1,475 

Yes  
1,440 

Yes 
2,262 
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A possible criticism of the effect of our migration variable coming from someone 
well familiar with the most recent history of Poland is that what we call the migration 
effect is nothing more than a “Recovered Territories effect.” Namely that the Recovered 
Teritories became more deliberate targets of infiltration than other parts of Poland. This 
could be because priests were more vulnerable to recruitment.  A potential source of such 
vulnerability was the insecurity of Church property in those lands. In accordance with 
decrees expelling and expropriating Germans, the communist state in Poland laid claims 
to real estate and land owned by the Catholic Church in the Recovered territories. This 
included not only church buildings, but also convents and land attached to them. Nuns 
and monks inhabiting those convents were “interned” in so-called “concentration 
convents” and frequently had to rely on parishes for food and clothing until their situation 
was resolved (RFE, OSA 300-1-2-74220). Raina (1995) documents numerous exchanges, 
between the bishops in the Recovered Territories and the Communist government taking 
place between 1945 and 1972 and regarding the status of Church buildings and land. The 
desire of clergy in the Recovered Territories to secure church property and land and 
ensure the safety of “interned” nuns and monks made them more susceptible to pressures 
from the Communist Party and less likely to pursue an active anti-communist political 
agenda. On the other hand, given the geo-political significance of the Recovered 
Territories, the communists may have been keener of recruiting enough agents among 
Catholic priests residing there to have an institutional ally in the spread of propaganda 
that the RT had for ages been organically Polish. Taken together, these two factors 
suggest that the weaker anti-communist effects of church attendance in the Recovered 
Territories could be due to the fact that the Catholic leadership there easier targets of 
infiltration than elsewhere in Poland. Fortunately, our data allows us to test this 
institutional disarticulation theory in a regression that tests the main hypotheses from our 
paper with data limited to the RT. We see below, that our results replicate (the migration 
effect is still significant even after restricting our universe of cases to RT regions only. 

Table D1 below is, in essence, a  replication of Table 1, but instead of length of 
independence we used the Recovered Territories. effect. What we see is that the effect is 
completely swallowed up by migration, even more so than the length of independence 
was. 

Table D1 (1) (2) (3) 
% Migrants -0.507* -1.249** -1.249** 
 (0.248) (0.427) (0.427) 
Church attendance -0.463** -0.480** -0.480** 
 (0.051) (0.049) (0.049) 
% Migrants # 
Church attendance 

0.350** 0.528** 0.528** 

 (0.093) (0.149) (0.149) 
Recovered 
Territories 

 0.597* 0.597* 

  (0.282) (0.282) 
Prussian Empire # 
Church Attendance 

 0.000 0.000 

  (0.000) (0.000) 
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Russian Empire # 
Church attendance 

 -0.144 -0.144 

  (0.104) (0.104) 
Capital Investments 0.002 0.003 0.003 
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 
Heavy Industry 
Production 

-0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

 (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) 
Light Industry 
Production 

-0.001 -0.000 -0.000 

 (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) 
Agricultural 
Production 

0.005 0.005 0.005 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 
Primary/Vocational 
Education 

-0.082 -0.083 -0.083 

 (0.103) (0.102) (0.102) 
Secondary 
education 

-0.142 -0.142 -0.142 

 (0.108) (0.108) (0.108) 
Higher education -0.232# -0.235# -0.235# 
 (0.131) (0.130) (0.130) 
Village 0.260** 0.260** 0.260** 
 (0.087) (0.086) (0.086) 
Small town 0.195# 0.194# 0.194# 
 (0.114) (0.113) (0.113) 
Medium town 0.245** 0.244** 0.244** 
 (0.094) (0.094) (0.094) 
Large town 0.005 0.007 0.007 
 (0.114) (0.114) (0.114) 
City 0.003 0.005 0.005 
 (0.110) (0.110) (0.110) 
Months post 
Martial Law 

0.088** 0.088** 0.088** 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 
District level 
economic controls 

Yes  Yes Yes 

Demographic and 
time controls 

Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 10,800 10,800 10,800 
 
Appendix E: Information about the CBOS Surveys 
 

The Center for Public Opinion Research (CBOS) was created when Poland’s 
communist authorities came to the realization that that relying on reports from the secret 
police alone left them unprepared for outbreaks of popular dissidence. The Martial Law 



 9 

scenario could have been avoided altogether had the authorities been adequately 
informed of popular support for the Solidarity trade union. Relying exclusively on the 
reports from Sluzba Bezpieczenstwa (SB), the state secret police was no longer feasible, 
because this data had informed the decision to legalize Solidarity. “Intelligence” provided 
by SB led the authorities to believe that Solidarity would be a marginalized movement 
with no more than a few hundred thousand members. To the communists’ surprise, 
Solidarity membership exceeded nine million members in a matter of months (Holzer 
1990, Lopinski et.al. 1990). As it turned out, SB’s estimates were based on an outdated 
informer network that failed to keep up with the rapidly growing dissident community. 
Critically, the secret police lacked agents in many dissident cells that ended up fueling 
Solidarity membership upon legalization. At the same time, in the Polish United Workers 
Party—Polska Zjednoczona Partia Robotnicza (PZPR), the official name of the 
Communist Party in Poland—membership was dwindling dramatically, as rank and file 
members surrendered their party IDs. By late 1981, PZPR’s membership was barely a 
quarter of Solidarity’s.   

At that point, the communists responded in the only way they knew. In order to 
close the door on a foreign intervention to demobilize the dissident movement 
(resembling the Soviet and Warsaw Pact crackdowns in Hungary in 1956 and in Prague 
in 1968, respectively), on December 12th, 1981, the Polish communist military 
commanders introduced Martial Law and arrested over 10,000 members of the Solidarity 
leadership. In the winter of 1981, 18 months after the legalization of the independent 
trade union, not only the Polish communists, but also leaders from the Warsaw Pact 
countries were worried about the future of communism in Poland. The trade union itself 
was outlawed alongside smaller independent organizations. A curfew hour was 
introduced; all telephone conversations became closely monitored and national borders 
were sealed. The military reinstated a six-day working week and placed mass media, 
public administration, health services, power stations, coal mines, and key industrial 
plans as well as the transportation network under its management (Paczkowski 2008). 

The provisions of Martial Law stayed in place until July 22, 1983. Even before the 
restrictions of the military regime began to be lifted (which happened gradually 
throughout 1982), the lesson learned was clear: the regime needed alternative sources of 
information to SB reports about the political views of Polish citizens.  A set of 17 
nationally representative public opinion surveys between 1985-90, ten of which are 
analyzed here, is the by-product of this realization of the communist regime 
(Kwiatkowski, 2004). 

While the political consequences of this recognition are beyond the scope of this 
paper,1 the byproduct of the regime’s realization is. The polling company CBOS was 
given a fair amount of autonomy in running the surveys, which allays potential concerns 
that the poll design may have been biased to produce results favorable to the communist 
regime (Kwiatkowski 2004). Among other strategies, the managerial positions of CBOS 
were staffed by sociologists from Warsaw University’s IFiS, the relatively independent 
social science department, whose team of sociologists under the leadership of Stefan 
Nowak and Wojciech Adamski started conducting public opinion poll surveys during the 
18 month period when Solidarity was a legal trade union. 
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These surveys provide us with a unique insight into one of the most fascinating episodes 
of 20th century political history and more broadly into the temporal dynamics of regime 
and opposition support in a country undergoing the transition from a relatively 
consolidated authoritarianism in late 1985 to a fledgling democracy by early 1990 
(Adamski 1982). 

Setting aside potential for response bias due to conducting surveys in 
authoritarian setting, we may wonder how representative they are of the general Polish 
population at the time of the surveys. Through documents obtained from CBOS and 
interviews with current CBOS staff who are still working at the polling company or have 
recently retired, we were able to reconstruct many details of the sampling procedure used 
in the early 1980s. The stratification was done by dividing the country into 49 layers, 
corresponding to the 49 regions (wojewodztwa). This was followed by classifying the 
localities in each region into one of three categories: wojewodztwo capital, other 
towns/cities, and villages. In addition, the layer with the nation’s capital, Warsaw, was 
divided into “Center” and “Periphery.” This resulted in 150 primary sampling units 
accounting for the (1) administrative division of the country in 1985-1989; (2) the type of 
locale (wojewodztwo capital, non-capital city, village); (3) historical/geographical 
divisions. The secondary sampling units were addresses sampled using random number 
generators with uniform distributions. The sampling units in the third stage were adults 
permanently living at the addresses sampled in the second sampling stage. Enumerators 
used the Kish selection grid to choose the adult who would participate in the face-to-face 
survey. The number of addresses sampled in each of the primary sampling units was 
matched to reflect data from the Central Statistical Office. 

Although, this procedure should result in a nationally representative sample, to 
ensure that the final sample was also representative of Poles across wojewodztwa in 
1985-1989, we compared it with regard to basic demographics to data from statistical 
yearbooks, published annually in Poland. This yearbook provided three types of 
information disaggregated across wojewodztwa: the proportion of females, the 
proportions of urban, as opposed to village dwellers, and the proportion of the population 
below 18 and of “production age” (between 18 and retirement). This allowed us to create 
matching categories in our survey data, using the age of respondents, their gender and the 
size of their locality. In the case of “production age” we had to account for the fact that 
Polish women were able to retire earlier than men (at age 59 as opposed to 64).  We also 
had to account for the fact that the survey was not conducted with Poles under 18. Thus, 
in order to make the census share of retirees comparable to the survey share of retirees, 
we expressed the census percentage of retirees as a proportion of the percentage of (1-% 
under 18-year olds) in a given wojewodztwo. In order to compare the mean values of 
respondents in each wojewodztwo in our surveys to the yearbook data, we created 7 (for 
7 surveys)*3 (for three demographic variables) paired vectors: (s1, s2 ,s3,…., s49) ; (c1, c2 
,c3,…., c49), where si represents the survey mean in wojewodztwo i and ci represents the 
census mean in wojewodztwo i. We then calculated the standard deviation around the 
mean for each wojewodztwo in each survey and used those standard errors to compare 
the vectors of means in a Hausman test, in R using the following formula:  
Haus<-function (c,s,sd,n) { 
  se <- sd/sqrt(n) 
  t(c-s) %*% diag(se**-2) %*% (c-s) 
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}, 
where c is the census mean, s is the survey mean, sd is the standard deviation around the 
mean in a given wojewodztwo and n is the number of observations per wojewodztwo. 
The function Haus follows a chi-square distribution with 48 (49-1 wojewodztwa) degrees 
of freedom and is used to test the joint hypothesis that the vector of sample means does 
not differ from the Census values.  
Using this test, we were able to reject this hypothesis in the case of all city means, all 
retirement means, and one female mean (in the June 1985 survey). This meant that the 
surveys were not representative of the wojewodztwo population as far was the numbers 
of retirees and city dwellers were concerned, although they were ---with one exception---
representative of the number of females per wojewodztwo. To remedy this problem, we 
created and applied to our data the following sets of weights. cf

it /sf
ij , cm

it /sm
ij , cc

it /sc
ij , cv

it 
/sv

ij, cr
it /sr

ij , cp
it /sp

ij . And thus, cf
it /sf

ij is the weight applied to females is wojewodztwo i 
in survey j, where cf

ij is the average proportion of females in wojewodztwo i in year t and 
sf

ij is the percentage of female respondents in wojewodztwo i in survey j. cm
it /sm

ij is the 
weight applied to males in wojewodztwo i, survey j, and cc

it /sc
ij , cv

it /sv
ij are weights 

applied to respondents living in cities and villages, respectively. Finally, cr
it /sr

ij and  cp
it 

/sp
ij are the weights applied retired respondents, and respondents of productive age, 

respectively. Here again, instead of using the raw percentage of retirees from the census, 
we used the proportion of retires divided by 1-% 18 and younger, to account for the fact 
that our survey does not include any respondents below 18 years of age.  
These weights were applied to all situations where our Hausman tests rejected the null 
hypothesis that the means from the census and survey come from the same population, 
testing each hypothesis jointly for all the wojewodztwa in the survey.  
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Appendix F: Alternative measures of elite infiltration  

In the main text we used our own original database of Polish Bishops holding office from 
1944 to the democratic transition to infer the loyalty of elite bishops to the communist 
authorities and we classified them as into “Red” and “Non-Red.” We further corroborated 
our classification with the article by Staar (1956). However, given the extensive data we 
collected, including the birthplace, education (graduate and postgraduate), place where 
the bishop in questions was ordained and by whom, as well as if he spent time in a 
Gestapo or Communist prison, we could conceive of alternative measures of proximity to 
the “Patriot Priests” organization.   The tables below replicate our mediation analysis 
(Table 3 in the main text) using two of these alternative measures of “redness” (the two 
that fared best): time spent in Communist and Gestapo prisons. While priests imprisoned 
by the Communist authorities were unlikely to collaborate with the regime, priests who 
spent time in Nazi prisons and concentration camps were the explicit target of ZBoWiD 
recruitment, and even if they were not explicitly recruited they may have been more 
sympathetic to the communists because they had also suffered under the Nazis. 
The results in the table below confirm that elite-level communist infiltration did not play 
an important mediating role for explaining the lower church attendance effects in high 
migration areas. Thus, the interactions between the bishops’ prison experiences and 
church attendance are small and statistically insignificant in models 2 and 3, and their 
inclusion does not significantly reduce the coefficient of the interaction term between 
migration shares and church attendance compared to the baseline specification in model 
1. 
 

 (1) (2) (3) 
Table F1    
Church attendance -.464** -.450** -.425** 
 (.051) (.051) (.059) 
Migrant share # Church attendance .351** .342** .310** 
 (.091) (.081) (.093) 
Bishop Gestapo prison # Church attendance  -.001  
  (.003)  
Bishop communist prison # Church attendance   -.002 
   (.003) 
Migrant share -.509* -.486# -.357 
 (.244) (.254) (.229) 
Bishop Gestapo prison  .003  
  (.008)  
Bishop communist prison   .011 
   (.007) 
Demographic & time controls Yes Yes Yes 
District-level econ controls Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 10,800 10,800 10,800 
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Appendix G: Additional Robustness checks. 

Hierarchical linear models with random coefficients for church attendance by 

wojowodztwo 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table G1 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Church attendance 
 

-.440** -.420** -.398** -.212** -.485** -.437** -.442** -.581** 
(.047) (.045) (.065) (.052) (.124) (.063) (.084) (.135) 

% Migrants # Church 
attendance 

.310**     .547** .313* .317** 
(.088)     (.162) (.123) (.081) 

% International Migrants # 
Church attendance 

 .683**       
 (.233)       

Prussian empire # Church 
attendance 

  .083   -.200   
  (.092)   (.132)   

Russian empire # Church 
attendance 

  .057   .036   
  (.080)   (.078)   

Years Indep 1797-1939 # 
Church attendance 

   -.006**   .000  
   (.002)   (.003)  

Heavy industry production # 
Church attendance 
 

    .006#   .006# 
    (.003)   (.003) 

Light industry production # 
Church attendance 
 

    .001   .000 
    (.004)   (.003) 

% Migrants  
 

-.449#     -1.213** -.764* -.455* 
(.236)     (.285) (.378) (.232) 

% International Migrants  
 

 -1.019#       
 (.600)       

Prussian empire  
 

  -.016   .652**   
  (.230)   (.244)   

Russian empire  
 

  -.094   -.060   
  (.220)   (.210)   

Years Indep 1797-1939  
 

   .007   -.009  
   (.006)   (.007)  

Heavy industry production  
 

-.004 -.004 -.004 -.003 -.007 -.003 -.004 -.007 
(.007) (.007) (.007) (.007) (.007) (.006) (.007) (.008) 

Light industry production  
 

-.001 -.000 .000 -.001 -.001 .005 -.000 -.001 
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.006) 

Demographic & time 
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

District-level econ controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 
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OLS with clustered standard errors  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table G2 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Church attendance 
 

-.478** -.453** -.376** -.216** -.438** -.430** -.480** -.553** 
(.053) (.049) (.078) (.056) (.104) (.074) (.123) (.118) 

% Migrants # Church 
attendance 

.337**     .530** .335* .346** 
(.099)     (.178) (.152) (.098) 

% International Migrants # 
Church attendance 

 .728**       
 (.244)       

Prussian empire # Church 
attendance 

  .001   -.217   
  (.107)   (.148)   

Russian empire # Church 
attendance 

  .025   .014   
  (.092)   (.090)   

Years Indep 1797-1939 # 
Church attendance 

   -.008**   .000  
   (.003)   (.004)  

Heavy industry production # 
Church attendance 
 

    .003   .003 
    (.003)   (.003) 

Light industry production # 
Church attendance 
 

    -.000   -.001 
    (.003)   (.003) 

% Migrants  
 

-.586**     -1.206** -.839** -.598** 
(.189)     (.285) (.291) (.186) 

% International Migrants  
 

 -1.247*       
 (.492)       

Prussian empire  
 

  .073   .622*   
  (.188)   (.242)   

Russian empire  
 

  -.069   -.055   
  (.196)   (.192)   

Years Indep 1797-1939  
 

   .011*   -.008  
   (.005)   (.007)  

Heavy industry production  
 

-.009* -.009* -.008* -.009* -.013* -.006 -.010* -.013* 
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.006) (.004) (.004) (.006) 

Light industry production  
 

.001 .001 .002 .000 .001 .006 .001 .001 
(.003) (.003) (.004) (.003) (.005) (.004) (.003) (.005) 

Demographic & time 
controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

District-level econ controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 10,800 10,800 10,800 10,800 10,800 10,800 10,800 10,800 
R-squared .178 .177 .176 .177 .176 .183 .179 .178 
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Alternative DV (treating “hard-to-say answers as missing”) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table G3 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Church attendance 
 

-.379** -.372** -.273** -.192** -.336** -.310** -.319** -.408** 
(.040) (.039) (.067) (.055) (.086) (.065) (.104) (.099) 

% Migrants # Church 
attendance 

.251**     .434** .182# .255** 
(.085)     (.139) (.141) (.085) 

% International Migrants # 
Church attendance 

 .625**       
 (.215)       

Prussian empire # Church 
attendance 

  -.054   -.218#   
  (.085)   (.114)   

Russian empire # Church 
attendance 

  -.011   -.026   
  (.076)   (.076)   

Years Indep 1797-1939 # 
Church attendance 

   -.006*   -.002  
   (.002)   (.003)  

Heavy industry production # 
Church attendance 
 

    .001   .001 
    (.002)   (.002) 

Light industry production # 
Church attendance 
 

    .000   -.000 
    (.004)   (.003) 

% Migrants  
 

-.273     -.824** -.417 -.278 
(.210)     (.296) (.341) (.207) 

% International Migrants  
 

 -.725       
 (.550)       

Prussian empire  
 

  .209   .582**   
  (.189)   (.224)   

Russian empire  
 

  .039   .060   
  (.167)   (.161)   

Years Indep 1797-1939  
 

   .004   -.004  
   (.005)   (.007)  

Heavy industry production  
 

-.004 -.004 -.004 -.004 -.006 -.004 -.005 -.006 
(.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.006) (.005) (.005) (.006) 

Light industry production  
 

-.001 -.001 .000 -.001 -.001 .002 -.001 -.000 
(.006) (.006) (.005) (.005) (.004) (.006) (.005) (.004) 

Demographic & time controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
District-level econ controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Observations 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 6,219 
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Summary statistics of vars used in robustness tests 
Table G4 Obs Mean    Std. Dev. Min Max 
officialso~e 22,029 .4423021 .1309946 .1532473 .7229244 
b~5_nazipr~n 22,029 .4416905 .4965996 0 1 
red_bis~5056 22,029 .2862136 .4520007 0 1 
bishop_195~e 22,029 9.267647 9.141131 1 39 
parl89_opp~l 1,494 .4738956 .4994853 0 1 
parl89_gov~l 1,494 .2771084 .4477204 0 1 
ref87_~2_yes 1,499 .4462975 .4972736 0 1 
ref87_~1_yes 1,499 .3882588 .4875166 0 1 
sd_loc_str~t 1,440 .9746617 .3372298 0 2.828427 
PZPR_soc_s~t 1,966 2.245677 1.169663 0 4 
sd_PZPR_so~t 2,262 1.021834 .3119195 0 2.12132 
Nstrike 1,475 .8928814 .3093689 0 1 
Calmstrike 1,477 .9620853 .1910547 0 1 
satistrike 1,477 .8490183 .3581523 0 1 
Fearstrike 1,477 .9410968 .2355231 0 1 
angrystrike 1,477 .8977657 .3030587 0 1 
Happystrike 1,477 .844956 .3620692 0 1 
supstrike 1,467 .8895706 .3135312 0 1 
 
 


