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Abstract

Understanding the legacy of settler colonialism requires understanding the nature
and scope of prejudicial attitudes toward Indigenous peoples in Canada today. What
features explain anti-Indigenous attitudes among White settler Canadians? And what
are the political consequences of anti-Indigenous attitudes? We offer an empirical look
at the nature and scope of attitudes toward Indigenous peoples using data collected
from an original survey of White, English-speaking settlers and a novel scale measuring
Indigenous resentment. Indigenous resentment is higher in Western Canada and among
male settlers. Left- and right-party voters are also deeply polarized when it comes to
racial attitudes. Indigenous resentment is an important omitted variable in the study
of Canadian political science: Canadians’ racial attitudes are a powerful predictor of
opposition to welfare, even controlling for vote choice and ideology. This paper sets
the groundwork for a new research agenda on racial attitudes and political behaviour
in Canada.
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Overt racism toward Indigenous1 peoples—the belief in the intrinsic inferiority of In-

digenous peoples—helped motivate and justify the mass dispossession of Indigenous lands,

mass loss of Indigenous life, and attempted cultural genocide of Indigenous peoples. To-

day, few Canadians would openly endorse the idea that Indigenous peoples are intrinsically

inferior and should be eliminated from settler-colonies. But what is the nature and scope

of anti-Indigenous attitudes? And what are the political consequences of anti-Indigenous

attitudes?

Most quantitative research related to the legacy of White settler racism focuses on “per-

ceived Aboriginal deficits” (Walter and Andersen, 2013, p. 26). For instance, on gaps between

Indigenous peoples and settlers on social and economic outcomes such as employment, in-

come, and incarceration rates. It is an important omission that almost no quantitative

research considers the legacy of White settler racism in terms of ongoing anti-Indigenous

attitudes. Negative outgroup attitudes motivate discrimination against outgroup members

and policy preferences that function to reinforce the subordination of those disempowered

by social hierarchies. Understanding the legacy of settler colonialism requires understand-

ing the nature and scope of White settlers’ attitudes toward Indigenous peoples in Canada

today. In this article, we offer an empirical look at the nature and scope of White settler at-

titudes toward Indigenous peoples using original survey data and a novel scale that measures

anti-Indigenous prejudice.

In the first section, we review settler-colonial and Indigenous theories as well as existing

empirical research on attitudes toward Indigenous peoples. We begin with theory, outlining

how liberal colonialism and White racism justified settler colonization in what is now Canada.

1A note on terminology: “Indigenous peoples” is the term “used in international or scholarly discourse”
(Panel on Research Ethics, 2018). However, this term may be less familiar with non-academic audiences.
In Canada, the term “Aboriginal” is more familiar in non-academic discourses. This term includes peoples
of First Nation, Inuk (Inuit), or Métis descent “regardless of where they reside and whether or not their
names appear on an official register” (Panel on Research Ethics, 2018). In the present work, we try to use
the distinct nation names that peoples commonly identify themselves by (such as Mi’kmaq, Haida, or Dene),
but where a global term is appropriate we use the term Indigenous. In the survey, we asked the White settler
respondents about their attitudes toward “Aboriginals.” We define the term Aboriginal for respondents the
first time it appears in our survey.
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We describe how these systems of thought constructed the existence of Indigenous peoples

as a problem. We describe how settlers’ efforts to solve the hypothetical “Indian problem”

through assimilation, social control, and land expropriation brought Indigenous peoples’

subordinated social and political status into reality. We then turn our attention to the belief

systems of contemporary White settlers by reviewing the existing empirical literature on

White racial attitudes toward Indigenous peoples. To date, only few studies consider White

racial attitudes toward Indigenous peoples and those studies tend to focus on overt racial

prejudice (Harell, Soroka and Iyengar, 2016).

In the second section, we present an analysis of White settlers’ attitudes toward In-

digenous peoples using data from an original survey of White, English-speaking Canadian

citizens (n = 1, 095). We construct a highly reliable and valid scale from seven items tapping

into subtler anti-Indigenous attitudes using factor analysis. In this section, we offer a visual

overview of the nature and scope of Indigenous resentment in Canada. We do so by graphi-

cally displaying the distribution of White, English-speaking settler’s Indigenous resentment

by demographic features, socioeconomic features, region, and political features.

In the third section, we model Indigenous resentment as a function of these demographic,

geographic, and political variables to estimate the independent effect of each attribute on

our outcome of interest. We find there is a gender gap in White racial attitudes, with male

respondents indicating significantly higher levels of Indigenous resentment than the rest of

Canadians. Otherwise, demographic and socioeconomic features have strikingly little impact

on settler-colonial attitudes: age, income, and education do not significantly predict Indige-

nous resentment. By contrast, region is an important predictor of anti-Indigenous attitudes.

Canadians living in Western Canada, and particularly the prairie provinces, express higher

levels of Indigenous resentment than their Eastern counterparts. Furthermore, voters are

deeply polarized when it comes to racial attitudes. The distribution of Indigenous resent-

ment by left-of-centre party voters and right-of-centre party voters are nearly mirror images,

with the former expressing low levels of resentment and the latter expressing high levels of
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resentment. Ideology also matters, particularly among left-party voters.

To illustrate political consequences of anti-Indigenous attitudes, we then include anti-

Indigenous attitudes as a predictor in a regression estimating support for welfare. We show

that anti-Indigenous attitudes strongly predict opposition to welfare, even controlling for

vote choice and ideology. In the fourth section, we discuss the results of our findings. We

outline how White settlers’ opposition to social spending helps maintain Indigenous peoples’

subordinated status. We conclude by discussing the limitations of this present work and we

outline an agenda for future studies.

Canada’s “Indian Problem”

Liberal colonialism and White racism—the belief systems that justified the colonization of

Canada—constructed an Indian problem. Colonization refers to “processes by which the

imperial state takes over the land and/or sovereignty of another” (Arneil, 2012, p. 491).

Settler colonization refers specifically to processes by which an imperial state takes over

sovereignty by sending settlers to establish political control over territories and over the

local, indigenous populations inhabiting those territories (Wolfe, 2006; Veracini, 2010). Col-

onization is motivated and maintained by ideological frameworks, or belief systems, that

justify the settlement and economic exploitation of new territories and political domination

of formerly autonomous populations. The most important belief systems motivating and

justifying British processes of settler colonization were White racism and liberal colonialism.

White racism (which we also refer to as racism) refers to belief systems justifying White

supremacy, or “the system of domination by which White people have historically ruled

over and, in certain important ways, continue to rule over non-White people” (Mills, 2014,

pp. 1–2). White racism refers to the “common conceptual denominator” that ultimately

signifies “global statuses of superiority and inferiority, privilege and subordination” (Mills,

2014, p. 21). As Mills (2014, p. 21) points out, these statuses have taken different forms—

distinctions based on geography (European/non-European), religion (Christian/heathen), or
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level of cultural development (civilized/wild or savage)—but these distinctions all eventually

coalesce “in the basic opposition of White versus non-White.” The belief in intrinsic, hierar-

chical differences between Whites and non-Whites justified White peoples’ extreme treatment

of non-White peoples, including mass murder, enslavement, and land expropriation during

periods of European colonial expansions.

Racism worked in conjunction with liberal colonialism to justify the colonization of what

is now Canada and other British settler states. Liberal colonialism refers to an ideological

framework that justifies colonization—including settler colonization—that is characterized

by commitment to private property, capitalism, and industry (Arneil, 2017, p. 30). Liberal

colonialism “constitutes citizens and civil society in explicit opposition to the idle, irrational,

custom-bound ‘Indian’ who may be transformed into a citizen but only if he/she gives up

his/her ‘customs’ or ‘ways’ and instead becomes industrious and rational” (Arneil, 2012,

p. 492). White racism and liberal colonialism were linked in that Indigenous peoples’ pur-

ported wildness and inability to engage in “productive” activities (i.e., not expropriating

natural resources or participating in a capitalism economy) justified distinguishing Indige-

nous peoples as inferior (non-White). Indigenous peoples’ categorization as non-White thus

excluded them from the basic moral obligations—treating others as ends in themselves (c.f.

Kant, 2013)—that White people in democracies normally extend to one another.

While we do not have public opinion polls from Canada’s early colonial history, pub-

lic statements from leading officials, official reports, and government policies suggest that

racism and liberal colonialism constructed Indigenous peoples as a problem (unproductive,

irrational, and barbaric) and that assimilation, social control, and the ultimate elimination

of Indigenous peoples were viewed as the solution. P. G. Anderson, the Indian Affairs Su-

perintendent, clearly articulated the motivating ideologies of liberal colonialism and White

racism when he explained to the General Council of Indian Chiefs and Principle Men why

their children would be removed from Indigenous families and sent to residential schools:

“You would not give up your idle roving habits, to enable your children to receive
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instruction. Therefore you remain poor, ignorant and miserable. It is found

you cannot govern yourselves... It has therefore been determined, that your

children shall be sent to schools, where they will forget their Indian habits and

be instructed in all the necessary arts of civilized life, and become one with your

white brethren” (quoted in Baldwin, 1846, p. 7).

In 1920, Duncan Campell Scott, the Superintendent of Indian Affairs, testified to the

Special Parliamentary Committee of the House of Commons that “I want to get rid of the

Indian problem. . . Our objective is to continue until there is not a single Indian in Canada

that has not been absorbed into the body politic and there is no Indian question, and no

Indian Department, that is the whole object of this Bill” (National Archives of Canada, N.d.).

In response to a report detailing the conditions of residential schools, including the high

morbidity rate of Indigenous children, Scott clarified that the “policy of this Department...

is geared towards a final solution of our Indian problem” (quoted in Talaga, 2018).

For decolonial scholars working in the fields of Settler-Colonial Studies and Indigenous

Studies—particularly those concerned with Anglo-settler colonies of Australia, Canada, New

Zealand, and the United States2—settler-colonialism (and processes of decolonization) are

“best understood as a struggle primarily inspired by and oriented around the question of

land” (Coulthard, 2014, p. 13). These scholars draw an explicit connection between land ex-

propriation and cultural assimilation. As Wildcat et al. (2014) explain, “settler-colonialism

has functioned, in part, by deploying institutions of western education to undermine Indige-

nous intellectual development through cultural assimilation and the violent separation of

Indigenous peoples from our sources of knowledge and strength—the land.”

2See Singh (2019) for a comparison and synthesis of the Latin American school modernity/coloniality
research and the Anglo-settler schools of Settler-Colonial Studies and Indigenous Studies
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Existing Research on Anti-Indigenous Attitudes

Most research on racial prejudice considers racial attitudes toward Black Americans (e.g.,

Sears, 1988; Henry and Sears, 2002; Kinder, Sanders and Sanders, 1996; Sniderman and

Piazza, 1995; Neblo, 2009a,b; Bobo, 1983; Dovidio and Gaertner, 1986; Fiske, 1998). While

it is essential to understand the nature and consequences of anti-Black attitudes, in post-

colonial contexts it is also important to understand the nature and consequences of anti-

Indigenous attitudes. James Baldwin (1985, p. 47) argues that “the truth concerning the

White North American experience is to be deciphered in the hieroglyphic lashed onto the

Black man’s back—there, and in the continuing fate of the last of the Mohicans.” Baldwin’s

point is that White North American wealth and empowerment was made possible by the

expropriation of Black bodies to access free labour and attempted elimination of Indigenous

peoples to access free land.

Only a few researchers have tried to empirically study settler attitudes toward Indigenous

peoples, and most have focused on measures of overtly hostile prejudice. Walker’s (1994)

“Attitudes Toward Aborigines Scale” includes a number of measure of explicit dislike (for

instance, “Aborigines are dirty” and “I don’t like Aborigines”) to study racial attitudes

toward Indigenous peoples (Walker, 1994; Pedersen and Walker, 1997). While it is important

to study explicit dislike, social desirability may prevent Canadian survey respondents from

openly admitting these kinds of attitudes.

In important comparative work, Harell, Soroka and Iyengar (2016) compare White Amer-

ican, Canadian, and British citizens’ overtly hostile racial prejudice toward different target

groups, including Indigenous peoples in Canada. The authors measure overt prejudice by

asking respondents to indicate how hardworking or lazy each group is (on a seven-point

scale) and how self-reliant or dependent they are (on the same seven-point scale). While

still measuring overt prejudice, this measure of prejudice is subtler than asking respondents

to simply indicate their dislike for target groups. Harell, Soroka and Iyengar (2016) use

vignette experiments to identify whether explicit prejudice and the race or ethnicity of the
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target group impact White subjects’ redistributive generosity. Interestingly, the authors

find that White Canadians expressed the most explicit prejudice toward Indigenous peoples;

that is, White Canadians expressed more explicit prejudice toward Indigenous peoples than

White Americans did toward Black Americans (or any other group).

Harell, Soroka and Iyengar (2016) also show that in Canada, overt prejudice toward Black

or Asian Canadians has no impact on Canadians’ generosity to Black or Asian Canadians

when it comes to social spending. However, overt prejudice toward Indigenous Canadians

dramatically decreases willingness to spend on social welfare for an Indigenous recipient. The

authors conclude that “while Canadians appear to behave in an egalitarian manner when

supporting redistribution for immigrant racial minorities, they are by no means benevolent

and unprejudiced toward Aboriginal peoples” (Harell, Soroka and Iyengar, 2016, p. 737).

This offers strong and compelling evidence that White racial attitudes toward Indigenous

peoples matter in Canada, but does not offer any insight into the distribution of racial

attitudes across Canada. Furthermore, although it is important to measure overt prejudice

(sometimes referred to as “old fashioned racism”), it is also important to tap into subtler

outgroup attitudes.

Less work has considered subtler measures of anti-Indigenous attitudes in settler-states,

although Neblo (2009b) compares racial attitudes toward Black Americans and Indigenous

peoples in the U.S. using the racial resentment scale items (replacing the word “Blacks” with

“Native Americans”). Using this scale—which was originally designed to tap into attitudes

toward Black Americans—Neblo (2009b) finds Americans express more negative attitudes to-

ward Black Americans as compared to Indigenous peoples.3 However, the Racial Resentment

and Modern Racism scales were tailored to tap into White attitudes toward Black Amer-

icans. There are important reasons to suspect that the nature of racial attitudes toward

Indigenous peoples may be distinct. Most importantly, none of these measures ask about

3 Harell, Soroka and Iyengar (2016) also adapted the racial resentment scale to measure attitudes toward
Indigenous peoples in Canada, although the scale was ultimately not included in their main analysis. See
Harell, Soroka and Iyengar (2016), Supplementary Materials.
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land, even though “the issue of land remains at the heart of struggles for decolonization”

(Singh, 2019, p. 341). Treaties between settler governments and Indigenous peoples mean

Indigenous peoples may enjoy rights—or there may be discourses that Indigenous peoples

enjoy rights—that are distinct from settlers’ rights, particularly with respect to land-use and

taxation. Indigenous peoples may also make demands that are rarely made by other disem-

powered racial minorities, including Black Americans. For instance, Indigenous leaders may

demand control over their nations’ traditional, unceded territories, or advocate for support

to preserve traditional languages.

Taking these considerations into account, we developed seven survey items measuring

anti-Indigenous attitudes, including some measures drawn from the racial resentment scale

that tap into liberal colonialism’s commitment to capitalism and industry (the idea that

Indigenous peoples should “work their way up without special favours”) (see Table 1). We

also included a measure of opposition to protecting Indigenous languages, which taps into the

liberal colonial idea that the “custom-bound ‘Indian’... may be transformed into a citizen...

if he/she gives up his/her ‘customs’ or ‘ways’” (Arneil, 2012, p. 492). We include items

tapping into settler complaints related to “favours from the education system” and settler

perceptions that Indigenous peoples receive “unfair tax breaks.” Perhaps most importantly,

we include an item tapping into settler attitudes about Indigenous land rights. The seven

items comprise a novel, valid and reliable measure of anti-Indigenous attitudes, or what we

refer to as settler Indigenous resentment.

Data and Analysis

Data was collected between March 2019–May 2019. Respondents were recruited using Dy-

nata’s (formerly Survey Sampling International’s) online panels. Our sample is an (otherwise

representative) sample of White, English-speaking Canadians (n = 1, 095).4 To deal with

4The data was collected as part of a separate experiment which involved showing a video (in English)
to subjects. In the experiment, respondents were randomly assigned to watch a video where an Indigenous
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missing data on the independent variables, we used multiple imputation by chained equa-

tions using the MICE package in R. Multiple imputation is the best way to deal with missing

data because it accounts for the uncertainty in the imputations and thus yields accurate

standard errors (Azur et al., 2011).

Our present analysis says nothing about the attitudes of settlers who are people of colour,

nor does it offer much insight into the attitudes of francophone Canadians.5 While this is

a limitation of our present work, White, English-speaking Canadians constitute a numerical

majority in Canada and have historically monopolized political power at the national level.

As such, it is important to understand their racial attitudes.

Primary Outcome of Interest: Indigenous Resentment

The main outcome of interest is Indigenous resentment, measured by seven Likert-type

questions tapping into anti-Indigenous attitudes (Table 1). The response options for each

question range from “Disagree strongly”, “Disagree”, “Neither agree nor disagree,” “Agree,”

to “Agree strongly” and are are coded such that the higher values indicate greater resentment.

Together these seven items comprise a highly reliable6 Indigenous resentment scale.

We used factor analysis to construct the Indigenous resentment scale from seven variables

tapping into anti-Indigenous attitudes (Table 1 ).7 Each of the variables load strongly onto a

single, underlying factor (the results of a scree test are presented in the SM, see Figure S1).

woman explains a counterargument to respondents’ policy positions or the same Indigenous actor tells a
neutral story.

5We requested that Dynata only recruit English-speaking respondents (including English-speakers from
Québec) because this study comprised part of a separate experiment where subjects had to watch a video
in English. However, given that a few of Québec respondents indicated they planned to vote for the Bloc
Québécois (n = 10), it seems likely that we also recruited a few francophone québécois who took the survey
because they also speak English. However, we did not ask respondents whether they self-identified and
anglophone or francophone, and so make no assumptions. Thus, we limit our generalizations to “English-
speaking” Canadians, since all we know for certain is that the participants in this study can speak English.

6Item analysis reveals strong internal reliability (α = 0.89) and that the reliability of the Indigenous
resentment scale would decrease if any of the items are excluded. There is a separate publication under
review elsewhere detailing the construction of the Indigenous Resentment Scale

7Variables were measured with a five-point, Likert-type scale ranging from Disagree strongly= 1 to Agree
strongly= 5. Where appropriate, variables were reverse coded so higher values indicate greater resentment.
See Table 1 for question wording (“R” means the item is reverse-coded).
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The extracted factor, our measure of Indigenous resentment, is mean-centred. Recall that a

score of ‘0’ on a mean-centred scale is the average of the distribution, a score of ‘1’ on the

scale represents one standard deviation higher than the mean (higher levels of Indigenous

resentment), ‘−1’ represents one standard deviation lower than the mean (lower Indigenous

resentment), and so on. The distribution of Indigenous resentment is presented in Figure 1

and in Table 2

Table 1: Variables Measuring Indigenous Resentment

Variables Loadings
“Aboriginal activists are making reasonable demands.” (R) 0.75
“Aboriginals are getting too demanding in their push for land rights.” 0.88
“Aboriginals get more favours from the education system than they

should have.”
0.75

“Irish, Jewish, Chinese, and many other minorities overcame prejudice
and worked their way up. Aboriginals should do the same without
any special favours.”

0.79

“More must be done to protect Aboriginal languages.” (R) 0.70
“The government does not show enough respect toward Aboriginals.” (R) 0.77
“Aboriginals get unfair tax breaks.” 0.75

Note that the variable asking whether Indigenous peoples are “getting too demanding in

their push for land rights” correlates most strongly underlying, latent factor (as shown by

the factor loading of 0.88). In other words, of the seven variables tapping into the underlying

factor, the variable measuring attitudes toward land claims is most strongly related to the

underlying concept of Indigenous resentment. This reinforces the intuition that Indigenous

resentment is a distinct expression of racial attitudes related to settler land expropriation

and settler-Indigenous conflicts over land.
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Figure 1: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment
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Second Outcome of Interest: Attitudes Toward Welfare Spending

To illustrate the political consequences anti-Indigenous attitudes, we then include Indigenous

resentment as an independent variable to predict support for welfare spending. Our second

outcome of interest, support for welfare spending, is measured using a five-category Likert-

type question which asks respondents whether the government should spend “A lot less,”

“a little less,” “about the same as now,” “a little more,” or “a lot more” on welfare. Higher

values indicate support for more spending. The distribution of attitudes toward government

spending on welfare is presented in Table 2.
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Independent Variables

We include variables measuring demographics (respondent gender and age), socioeconomic

features (income and education), province of residence, and political preferences (vote choice

and ideology). Variable distributions are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2: Variable Distributions

Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Indigenous resentment 1,095 0.00 0.95 -1.91 1.85
Gov’t spending on welfare

A lot less 1,095 0.09 0.29 0 1
A little less 1,095 0.14 0.35 0 1
About the same 1,095 0.40 0.49 0 1
A little more 1,095 0.22 0.42 0 1
A lot more 1,095 0.15 0.35 0 1

Age category
18–34 1,095 0.19 0.39 0 1
35–44 1,095 0.22 0.42 0 1
45–54 1,095 0.23 0.42 0 1
55–64 1,095 0.29 0.46 0 1
65+ 1,095 0.07 0.26 0 1

Gender (male= 1) 1,095 0.48 0.50 0 1
Education

Less than college 1,095 0.35 0.48 0 1
Trade school diploma 1,095 0.29 0.45 0 1
College degree 1,095 0.27 0.44 0 1
Post-grad degree 1,095 0.10 0.29 0 1

Income
$29,999 or less 1,095 0.17 0.38 0 1
$30,000 to $59,999 1,095 0.25 0.43 0 1
$60,000 to $89,999 1,095 0.21 0.41 0 1
$90,000 to $119,999 1,095 0.16 0.37 0 1
$120,000-$149,999 1,095 0.11 0.32 0 1
$150,000+ 1,095 0.09 0.29 0 1

Province
B.C. & North 1,095 0.14 0.34 0 1
Alberta 1,095 0.12 0.33
Saskatchewan 1,095 0.04 0.19 0 1
Manitoba 1,095 0.04 0.19 0 1
Ontario 1,095 0.44 0.50 0 1
Quebec 1,095 0.15 0.36 0 1
Maritimes 1,095 0.08 0.27 0 1

Vote choice
People’s Party 1,095 0.02 0.13 0 1
Conservative 1,095 0.29 0.45 0 1
Liberal 1,095 0.25 0.43 0 1
NDP 1,095 0.14 0.34 0 1
BQ 1,095 0.01 0.10 0 1
Green 1,095 0.07 0.25 0 1
Other/ Undecided 1,095 0.22 0.42 0 1

Ideology 1,095 5.99 2.08 0 10
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Demographics

Respondent gender is a dummy variable indicating if a respondent self-identified as male

(male= 1). Only four respondents indicated a gender non-conforming identity, which is not

a sufficient number of people to include as a separate category. Rather than excluding gender

non-conforming folks from our analysis8 we included female and transgender/ gender non-

conforming respondents together in the reference category, which we refer to as female(+).9

Histograms illustrating the distribution of Indigenous resentment among White, English-

speaking Canadians for these two gender categories are displayed in Figure 2.

8Excluding gender non-conforming respondents from the analysis does not change the results and would
represent an unnecessary exclusion.

9This is conceptually distinct from the term “woman+” which refers to any woman-identified person,
including transgender women. By female (+) we simply mean female-identified plus any person who identifies
as gender non-conforming.
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Figure 2: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment by Gender
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As can be seen from Figure 2, male-identified respondents differ from the rest of the

White, English-speaking population. Unlike the rest of the population, the distribution of

Indigenous resentment among male respondents has a slight left skew, meaning male respon-

dents tend to cluster along the higher (more resentful) end of the Indigenous resentment

scale.

Another important demographic feature is age. There is reason to suspect that older

respondents would express higher levels of Indigenous resentment. There is an assumption

that societal norms change faster than individual opinions, and that the liberalization of

social values tends to occur through generational change (Janmaat and Keating, 2019). In

our study, respondent age is measured with a five-category variable (18–34 years, 35–44
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years, 45–54 years, 55–64 years, and 65 years and older). Violin and box plots displaying

the distribution of Indigenous resentment by age are presented in Figure 3. A violin plot is

useful for representing the comparison of a variable distribution across different categories

because it shows the full distribution of the data (more specifically, violin plots show how

the data from each group differs in terms of estimated density). Superimposed on the violin

plots are box plots showing the summary statistics (mean, median and interquartile ranges)

for each category. As is convention, the median is illustrated by the thick line inside each

box plot. The diamond shape represents the mean of each distribution.
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Figure 3: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment by Age Category
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What is striking about Figure 3 is that there are few differences between the age cat-

egories, with the exception that average Indigenous resentment is lower among Canadians

younger than 35 (falling just below zero on our mean-centred outcome variable). Besides the

slightly lower distribution of Indigenous resentment among Millennial Canadians, Indigenous
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resentment seems fairly resistant to generational differences.10

Socioeconomic Features

Education is measured using a five-category variable: no trade or college degree, trade

school diploma, four-year university or college degree, and post-graduate or professional

degree (Figure 4). Education is expected to have a liberalizing effect on attitudes (Hyman

and Wright, 1979; Kinder and Kam, 2010), and existing research shows that more highly

educated White Americans have less resentful attitudes toward Black Americans (Enders

and Scott, 2019). As such, we would expect more educated Canadians to express lower

levels of Indigenous resentment. Research also suggests that economic insecurity can cause

feelings of threat and worsen outgroup attitudes (Oliver and Mendelberg, 2000). As such,

we expect the independent effect of income (controlling for political preferences and region)

to be negative. Income is measured with a six-category variable (Figure 4).

10In a bivariate regression of Indigenous resentment on age category, the youngest Canadians are signif-
icantly less resentment than older age cohorts. Otherwise, there are no significant differences between the
age categories. As we show in the next section, there is no independent effect of age on Indigenous prejudice,
controlling for the effect of the other covariates.
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Figure 4: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment by Education and by Income
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What is perhaps most notable about the distribution of Indigenous resentment by socio-

economic features is how little levels of education seem to matter (Figure 4). Among re-

spondents who have completed training in trades or technical college, the mean level of

Indigenous resentment is slightly higher than the mean for the whole distribution (slightly

above ‘0’ on our mean-centred scale). By contrast, the mean level of Indigenous resentment

is slightly lower for those who have completed graduate or professional degrees. However,

these differences are small, and in general Indigenous resentment appears fairly consistent

across levels of education.

Interestingly, Indigenous resentment appears to increase slightly with income, although

the differences between income categories are not large (Figure 4). Of course, the bivariate

relationship between income and Indigenous resentment should be interpreted with caution.
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This does not account for the effect of vote choice or ideology, and we can expect more

conservative or right-wing voters to be both higher earners and more resentful—a point we

return to.

Region

Although no current research considers the distribution of anti-Indigenous attitudes by

province or region, there are good reasons to suspect region matters. Histories of treaty-

making and settlement—and ultimately, the proportion of settlers—varies regionally. Ac-

cording to the 2016 census, 95.14% of people living in Canada do not identify as Aboriginal

(Statistics Canada, 2019), which we used as our proxy for settler Canadians.11 In the Mar-

itimes, 94.35% of residents are settlers. The provinces of Québec and Ontario have histori-

cally attracted the most settlers and currently have the highest percentage of settlers living

within their borders (97.70% and 97.17%, respectively). The proportion of settlers is lowest

in Western Canada, and—especially—the northern territories. In the prairie provinces, the

population is 89.55% settler, and in B.C. the population is 94% settler. Settlers represent a

minority of the population in the North, constituting 46.70% of the population of Nunavut,

Northwest Territories, or Yukon.

Unfortunately, our study cannot say anything generalizable about the attitudes of settlers

in the northern territories—there was only one respondent from the northern territories in

our sample. For region, we grouped respondents from B.C. and the North together and

refer to this category as B.C.+. We do not make any generalizations about the attitudes

of White settlers in North.12 Respondents from the Maritimes are also grouped together

to ensure there are sufficient respondents in the category. The violin plots in Figure 5

11We recognize that the proportion of the population self-identifying as Aboriginal underestimates the
proportion of the population that has Indigenous heritage, and that our estimates of the “settler” population
almost certainly includes Indigenous denizens (Walter and Andersen, 2013). However, we have chosen to
present the data this way—presenting the proportion of the population that is settler, rather than Aboriginal-
identified—because we wish to make the problem of settler-colonialism the focus of the analysis, and to turn
away from viewing Indigenous populations as the problem.

12Unsurprisingly, removing the respondent from the North does not substantively alter the results.
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present the distribution of Indigenous resentment across seven regions: B.C.+, Alberta,

Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Québec, and the Maritimes. However, for simplicity, we

group the prairie provinces together and use a five-category region variable (B.C.+, the

Prairies, Ontario, Québec, and the Maritimes) when estimating our regression analyses in

Section 3.13 Recall that our sample (and generalizations) are limited to English-speakers.

This of course requires particular restraint when generalizing from our sample of Québec

residents, since these only reflect the attitudes of people in Québec who speak English.

13There are no significant differences between the prairies. While settlers in B.C. express slightly less
resentful attitudes than settlers in the prairies, these differences do not reach conventional levels of significance
in our sample. See Supplementary, Table S3. It should be noted that in Table S3 model, Alberta is set as
the reference category so the reader can clearly see there are no significant differences between the western
provinces.
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Figure 5: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment by Province
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Figure 5 reveals a clear pattern among White, English-speaking Canadians: Western

settlers, particularly prairie settlers, express higher average levels of Indigenous resentment

compared to their Eastern settler counterparts. Among respondents from the Prairies, the

interquartile range of the distribution falls between just below the sample average of Indige-
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nous resentment to one full standard deviation higher than the sample average of Indigenous

resentment.

Political Attributes

White, English-speaking settlers’ political attributes—vote choice and ideology—may also be

related to Indigenous resentment. Research from the United States (Enders and Scott, 2019;

Enders, 2019) and Europe (Cutts, Ford and Goodwin, 2011) shows that right-of-centre party

support and ideological conservatism are related to racial attitudes. In Figure 6, we show

the distribution of Indigenous resentment by responses to the question “In the next federal

election, which party will you vote for?” The response options include: the People’s Party,

Conservative Party, Liberal Party, New Democratic Party (NDP), Bloc Québécois (BQ),

Green Party, other party/ undecided supporters. This last category is primarily comprised

of undecided voters/respondents who did not answer the question, a few respondents who

indicated they were non-voters, and a few respondents who indicated they would vote for a

party not listed.

To simplify interpretation, we also represent vote choice with a three-category variable

indicating whether the respondent indicated they will vote for a right-of-centre party (Con-

servative Party or People’s Party), a left-of-centre party (Liberal Party, NDP, BQ, or Green

parties), and undecided/other (voting for another party, non-voters, or undecided/no an-

swer) (Figure 7). Note that there are very few “other party” voters, and the majority of this

category are undecided/no answer. We use the three category measure of vote choice in our

regression models for simplicity.14

14However, we present the results of regression analyses with the full, seven-category vote choice variable
as a robustness check in the Supplementary Material (see Table S4). Ultimately, the defining difference is
between left- and right-of-centre party voters.
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Figure 6: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment by 2019 Vote Choice
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Figure 6 reveals a clear trend. Among both of the right-of-centre parties, Indigenous

resentment is higher than the sample average (falls above ‘0’ on the scale). Among all the

left-of-centre parties, Indigenous resentment is lower than the sample average (falls below ‘0’).

Among voters who do not say which party they will vote for, the distribution of Indigenous

25



resentment is fairly normally distributed around the sample mean. While average levels

of Indigenous resentment differ slightly between each of the parties (Figure 6), the main

difference is between voters who prefer parties of the right and voters who prefer parties of

the left (Figure 7).15

Figure 7: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment by Right of Left Vote
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The distributions of Indigenous resentment between left-of-centre voters and right-of-

centre voters offer roughly mirror images of each other (Figure 7). Among left-of-centre

voters, the distribution of Indigenous resentment is positively skewed with most respondents

15There are no significant differences between the People’s Party (PP) and Conservative Party supporters,
nor are there significant differences between the Liberals or other left-leaning parties. As a robustness check,
we replicate our results using a seven-category variable (PP, Conservatives, Liberals, NDP, Bloc, Green,
Other; see Supplementary, Table S4).
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indicating lower levels of Indigenous resentment; among right-of-centre voters, the distribu-

tion of Indigenous resentment is negatively skewed with most respondents indicating higher

levels of Indigenous resentment. Canadian parties are “big tent” parties that may contain a

great deal of ideological diversity. As such, we also include an 11-point measure of ideology,

which asks respondents:

“In political matters, people talk of ‘the left’ and ‘the right.’ How would you

place your views on this scale, generally speaking?” (Left 0 ... 10 Right)
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Figure 8: Distribution of Indigenous Resentment by Party and Ideology
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There is a clear relationship between ideology and Indigenous resentment—at least among

left-party voters and undecided/other (Figure 8). Among left-party voters and undecided/other,

moving from the most ideologically left-wing (‘0’ on the ideology scale) to the most ideolog-

ically right-wing (‘10’ on the scale) is associated with an increase in Indigenous resentment;
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this is particularly striking among left-party voters. This pattern does not present among

right-party voters, who tend to express consistently higher levels of Indigenous resentment.

Analysis

In our analysis, we first estimate a model predicting Indigenous resentment to identify the

independent effects of the predictor variables on the response variable (Model 1, presented

in Equation 1). We also include an interaction term to model the non-additive effect of

vote choice and ideology on Indigenous resentment revealed in Figure 8 (Model 2, presented

in Equation 2). Recall, the independent variables are: respondent gender (male= 1), age,

education, income, region, vote choice (right-vote= 1, left-vote= 2, and undecided= 3), and

ideology. In our model, the reference category for age is 35 to 44 years, because this is

the modal category in our sample (the average age in Canada is 40.8 years of age). Since

Canadians are fairly evenly split across education categories, we left the reference category as

“no college or university.” The reference category for household income is $60,000 to $89,999

(the median Canadian household income was $71,011 in 2018). Recall our survey was part

of a larger survey experiment. Because anti-Indigenous attitudes were measured after the

experimental treatment and could be affected by the treatment, we include a control variable

indicating whether the subject received the experimental treatment.16

Yi = α + β2Genderi + β3Agei + β4Educationi + β5Incomei + β6Regioni+

β7V otei + β8Ideologyi + β1Treatmenti + εi

(1)

Yi = α + β2Genderi + β3Agei + β4Educationi + β5Incomei + β6Regioni+

β7V otei + β8Ideologyi + β9V otei ∗ Ideologyi + β1Treatmenti + εi

(2)

16All other variables were measured prior to the treatment.
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To illustrate the political consequences anti-Indigenous attitudes, we then include In-

digenous resentment as an independent variable to predict support for welfare spending. To

illustrate the importance of Indigenous resentment on attitudes toward welfare spending, we

compare a baseline model without Indigenous resentment (Model 3, presented in Equation

3) to a full model that includes our measure of Indigenous resentment (Model 4, presented

in Equation 4). We estimate attitudes toward welfare spending using OLS.17

Yi = α + β1Genderi + β2Agei + β3Educationi + β4Incomei + β5Regioni+

β6V otei + β7Ideologyi + β8Treatmenti + εi

(3)

Yi = α + β9Resentmenti + β1Genderi + β2Agei + β3Educationi + β4Incomei+

β5Regioni + β6V otei + β7Ideologyi + β8Treatmenti + εi

(4)

Results

What Predicts Indigenous Resentment?

We present the regression of Indigenous resentment on the covariates (Model 1) and a re-

gression of Indigenous resentment on the same set of covariates with an interaction term

modelling the non-additive relationship between vote choice and ideology on Indigenous re-

sentment (Model 2) in Table 3. Including the interaction term significantly improves model

fit (see Table 3 and Table S1).

Table 3: OLS Model of Indigenous Resentment

Indigenous Resentment

17Although estimate a logistic regression and present the results in the Supplementary (see Section S1).
The results of the logistic regression (Table S5) are substantively identical to the model estimated using
OLS.
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(1) (2)

Gender (male=1) 0.273∗∗∗ 0.272∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.054)

Age (35–44 years)
18–34 years −0.113 −0.119

(0.083) (0.082)

45–54 years −0.078 −0.077
(0.077) (0.077)

55–64 years −0.163∗ −0.161∗

(0.074) (0.073)

65+ years −0.145 −0.175
(0.113) (0.113)

Education
Trade/technical 0.130 0.120

(0.067) (0.066)

College/university 0.060 0.072
(0.070) (0.070)

Postgrad/professional −0.092 −0.085
(0.101) (0.101)

Income ($60–$88K)
$29K or less −0.099 −0.087

(0.087) (0.087)

$30–$59K −0.136 −0.139
(0.077) (0.076)

$90–$119K 0.044 0.058
(0.086) (0.085)

$120–$149K −0.010 −0.020
(0.097) (0.096)

$150K 0.085 0.109
(0.106) (0.105)

Region (Ontario)
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B.C.(+) 0.299∗∗∗ 0.295∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.080)

Prairies 0.373∗∗∗ 0.381∗∗∗

(0.071) (0.070)

Québec −0.075 −0.072
(0.078) (0.078)

Maritimes 0.133 0.143
(0.100) (0.099)

Vote choice (right party)
Left party −0.497∗∗∗ −1.284∗∗∗

(0.066) (0.204)

Undecided/other −0.226∗∗ −0.699∗

(0.074) (0.287)

Ideology 0.092∗∗∗ 0.017
(0.014) (0.024)

Vote choice∗Ideology
Left vote∗ideol 0.122∗∗∗

(0.030)

Undecided/other∗ideol 0.063
(0.044)

Treatment 0.081 0.073
(0.054) (0.054)

Constant −0.476∗∗∗ 0.063
(0.143) (0.199)

Observations 1,095 1,095
R2 0.229 0.241
Adjusted R2 0.214 0.225
Residual Std. Error 0.844 0.838
F Statistic 15.244∗∗∗ 14.847∗∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01; ∗∗∗p<0.001

Of the sociodemographic and socioeconomic features, only gender significantly predicts
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Indigenous resentment. Age, income, and education show no clear, significant independent

effect on Indigenous resentment. Although the coefficient for later-career settlers (55–64

year olds) is significantly lower than the coefficient for the average-aged settler (35–44 year

olds), this effect was not predicted by theory and we hesitate to draw any strong conclusions

about this. Region matters: White, English-speaking settlers living in British Columbia

and the Prairie provinces express significantly higher levels of Indigenous resentment than

those living in Ontario. While the predicted Indigenous resentment score of settlers living

in the Maritime provinces appears to be slightly higher than settlers living in Ontario, this

difference is not significant.

In the main effects model, settlers who say they will vote for a left of centre party and

undecided voters (or those voting for an “other” party) express significantly lower resentment

than right party voters. In this model, political ideology also appears to significantly predict

Indigenous resentment—with more rightwing respondents indicating higher levels of Indige-

nous resentment. However, including the interaction term clarifies this relationship: among

left party and undecided voters, Indigenous resentment increases significantly as ideological

self-placement moves from left to right.

Does Indigenous Resentment Impact Spending Preferences?

We also regressed welfare spending preferences on the covariates measuring demographic

features, region, and political features (omitting Indigenous resentment) (Model 3), and

regressed welfare spending preferences on Indigenous resentment controlling for the same

covariates (Model 4). The results of our models estimating support for welfare spending are

presented in Table 4.

Table 4: OLS Model of Support for Welfare Spending

“Should the government spend more/ less/
about the same on welfare?”

(3) (4)
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Indigenous resentment −0.351∗∗∗

(0.036)

Gender (male=1) 0.077 0.175∗∗

(0.067) (0.065)

Age (35–44 years)
18–34 years −0.045 −0.075

(0.101) (0.097)

45–54 years 0.035 0.008
(0.095) (0.091)

55–64 years −0.211∗ −0.267∗∗

(0.090) (0.087)

65+ years 0.013 −0.044
(0.138) (0.132)

Education
Trade/technical −0.068 −0.028

(0.082) (0.079)

College/university −0.109 −0.093
(0.086) (0.083)

Postgrad/professional 0.158 0.129
(0.123) (0.118)

Income ($60–$88K)
$29K or less 0.627∗∗∗ 0.592∗∗∗

(0.107) (0.102)

$30–$59K 0.199∗ 0.158
(0.095) (0.091)

$90–$119K −0.008 0.016
(0.106) (0.101)

$120–$149K 0.048 0.038
(0.118) (0.113)

$150K −0.287∗ −0.257∗
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(0.130) (0.125)

Region (Ontario)
B.C.(+) 0.176 0.280∗∗

(0.099) (0.095)

Prairies 0.161 0.290∗∗∗

(0.087) (0.085)

Québec 0.006 −0.016
(0.097) (0.093)

Maritimes −0.087 −0.045
(0.123) (0.118)

Vote choice (right party)
Left party 0.779∗∗∗ 0.609∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.081)

Undecided/other 0.359∗∗∗ 0.283∗∗

(0.092) (0.088)

Ideology −0.025 0.006
(0.017) (0.017)

Treatment −0.017 0.039
(0.072) (0.069)

Constant 2.759∗∗∗ 2.604∗∗∗

(0.164) (0.158)

Observations 1,095 1,095
R2 0.170 0.238
Adjusted R2 0.154 0.222
Residual Std. Error 1.038 0.995
F Statistic 10.498∗∗∗ 15.225∗∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01; ∗∗∗p<0.001

Indigenous resentment powerfully predicts opposition to welfare. Without controlling for

Indigenous resentment (Model 3), there appears to be no relationship between gender and

support for welfare. However, controlling for the effect of Indigenous resentment (Model 4),
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male respondents are significantly more supportive of welfare than other settlers, suggesting

that Indigenous resentment suppresses male settlers’ support for redistribution. Age, edu-

cation, and income have little effect on support for welfare,18 other than the poorest settlers

indicating more support for increasing welfare as compared to settlers with average family

incomes.

Without controlling for Indigenous resentment, there are few differences between settlers

residing in any of the regions compared to Ontario (the reference category). Controlling for

the effect Indigenous resentment, settlers in B.C. and settlers in the prairie provinces express

significantly higher levels of support for welfare than Ontarians. With respect to political

attributes, non-right party voters (both left-party voters and undecided/other voters) are

predictably more supportive of welfare than right-party voters.19

Discussion

The level of Indigenous resentment varies systematically across the population of White,

English-speaking settlers in Canada. Notably, Indigenous resentment varies by region, with

Western settlers—particularly those in the Prairies—expressing the highest levels of Indige-

nous resentment, even controlling for possible confounders. It is interesting to note that levels

of Indigenous resentment appear to be inversely related to the proportion of the population

that is settler, with the highest levels of resentment presenting in the Prairies, then B.C.,

then the Maritimes, and the lowest levels of resentment presenting in Québec and Ontario.

We cannot say from our data what is driving this trend. Future studies should consider

the impact of intergroup contact—both positive and negative—on intergroup attitudes. Fu-

ture studies might also consider whether there is a relationship between Indigenous political

18Note: This should not be surprising to the reader, because we are controlling for confounding features
(including vote choice, ideology, and region). A simple model regressing support for welfare on education
and income shows that, as expected, White settlers with graduate degrees are more supportive of welfare,
and that support for welfare decreases as income increases.

19Ideology has no significant effect on attitudes toward welfare spending, and there is no evidence that the
effect of ideology on attitudes toward welfare spending depends upon vote choice. In other words, there is
no need to model an interaction.
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empowerment—control over traditional territories, or political representation settler-state

institutions—and feelings of threat (and resentment) among White settlers.

Indigenous peoples are the fastest growing populations in Canada, and over-time anal-

yses of settler attitudes could help identify whether changing demographics impact settler

attitudes toward Indigenous peoples. U.S. research shows that when the proportion of White

people in a population decreases due to immigration, White consciousness—White peoples’

identification with their in-group—increases (Jardina, 2019). In addition to studying White

racial attitudes toward Indigenous peoples, it would be interesting to consider whether de-

mographic changes stemming from growing Indigenous populations activates the salience of

White in-group attitudes.

One of the central drawbacks of our analysis is that our study is limited to the population

of English-speaking settlers in Canada. With respect to region, we are particularly limited

in our ability to make generalizations about Québec from our data. Future studies should

endeavour to include both anglophones and non-English speaking francophones from across

the country. Furthermore, although public opinion surveys rarely recruit enough respondents

to make generalizations about the attitudes of people living in Canada’s northern territories,

it would be interesting to over-sample respondents in Yukon, Northwest Territories, and

Nunavut—where settlers are minorities—in future studies of racial attitudes.

Gender is another important feature for predicting Indigenous resentment. Holding the

other variables constant at their means, male respondents’ level of Indigenous resentment

is 0.27 standard deviations higher than other settlers’ resentment. Future studies could

build on existing theoretical work to clarify the relationship between patriarchy and settler-

colonialism (Lugones, 2007; Mendoza, 2015). Another central drawbacks of our analysis is

that our study is limited to the population of White settlers. It would also be interesting

to consider the attitudes of settlers of colour in future studies, and to include measures of

respondents’ sexuality. This would allow researchers to better identify how Canadians’ racial

attitudes are related to their positions in intersecting hierarchies of gender, class, race, and
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sexuality (c.f. Strolovitch, Wong and Proctor, 2017).

Plotting the bivariate relationships between Indigenous resentment and other demo-

graphic features—age, education, and income—offers suggestive evidence that the youngest

cohort of settlers and settlers with the highest level of education express slightly less re-

sentment, and that resentment increases with wealth. However, multiple regression results

show that demographic features besides gender have little independent effect on Indigenous

resentment.20

Unlike demographic features, political features explain important variation in Indigenous

resentment. In the full model estimating Indigenous resentment (Model ??), the average

level of Indigenous resentment among right-of-centre party voters is a full 1.28 standard

deviations higher than left-of-centre party voters, and 0.70 standard deviations higher than

undecided or “other party” voters. Most from left to right on ideological self-placement

as associated with an increase in Indigenous resentment, but only among non-right party

voters.

Attitudes toward Indigenous peoples have important implications for policy preferences.

Like in the United States (Gilens, 1995, 1998, 1996), we show that racial attitudes are strongly

and significantly related to opposition to welfare in Canada. This is true even controlling

for vote choice and ideological self-placement. Moving from the lowest to the highest values

on the distribution of Indigenous resentment (from −2 to 2 standard deviations from the

mean) would reduce support for welfare by an expected 1.40 points on the five-point scale.

That is, moving from the lowest to highest values of Indigenous resentment is expected to

produce a corresponding shift from the view that government should spend a little more on

welfare to somewhere between keep the same and spend a little less on welfare.

Furthermore, comparing our models estimating attitudes toward welfare (Model 3 and

20In fact, the coefficient for later-career settlers (55–64 year olds) is significantly lower than the coefficient
for the average-aged settler (35–44 year olds), indicating that this cohort of older settlers are significantly
less resentful than their younger, average-aged counterparts. This effect was not predicted by theory and
we hesitate to draw any strong conclusions about this—possibly idiosyncratic—finding. The relationship
between age and Indigenous resentment should be better theorized and these results replicated before drawing
any firm conclusions about the relationship between later-career aged settlers and Indigenous resentment.
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Model 4) offers clear evidence that Indigenous resentment is an important omitted variable

in the study of Canadians’ attitudes toward redistribution. For one thing, anti-Indigenous

attitudes suppress support for welfare in Canada’s western regions. Controlling for the effect

Indigenous resentment, settlers in B.C. and settlers in the prairies provinces express signifi-

cantly higher levels of support than Ontarians. These findings have important implications.

Despite the higher levels of support for welfare spending relative to Ontario, right-of-centre

parties have tended to dominate in the Prairies, particularly in Alberta. Understanding the

nature and scope of Indigenous resentment in Canada lends some insight into the popularity

of right-of-centre parties in Canada’s prairie provinces.

Furthermore, Canadian political scientists have puzzled over why women are more sup-

portive of welfare than men (Gidengil et al., 2003). As it turns out, the mystery of the

gender gap in support for welfare may lie in men’s racial attitudes. As this analysis shows,

Indigenous resentment suppresses male settlers’ support for welfare. Controlling for male

settlers’ higher average levels of Indigenous resentment, male-identified settlers express sig-

nificantly higher support for welfare spending than other settlers. Existing research shows

that the Canadian gender gap in vote choice was driven by men on the right, with men

becoming increasingly likely to vote Reform/Alliance (Gidengil, 2007). It is possible that

the Reform/Alliance capitalized less on anti-welfare attitudes and more on anti-Indigenous

attitudes; and that racial attitudes play an important role in explaining gendered patterns

of political behaviour in Canada.

Accounting for right-party voters’ higher average levels of Indigenous resentment, right-

of-centre party supporters and left-of-centre party supporters are fairly similar in their views

toward welfare spending. Precisely because racial resentment toward Black Americans is also

strongly correlated with vote choice and ideology, the measure of racial resentment toward

Black Americans has faced citicism in the U.S. literature (Sniderman and Carmines, 1997;

Sniderman and Piazza, 1993; Sniderman and Tetlock, 1986). According to critics of the

racial resentment scale, responses to the items that comprise the scale are in fact reflect
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“principled conservatism” (conservative ideology) instead of racial prejudice. There are two

reasons why these criticisms do not concern us. First, recent U.S. research empirically tests

whether the racial resentment survey items exhibit differential item functioning21 and finds

that, even correcting for the influence of conservative principles, the racial resentment scale

significantly predicts attitudes toward redistribution (Enders, 2019).

Second, recall the most important item in our measure of Indigenous resentment asks re-

spondents whether they think “Aboriginals have gone too far in their push for land rights.”

This item does not ask about a policy-related preferences, and does not obviously tap into

an attitudes traditionally associated with left- or right-wing ideological principles. How-

ever, substituting our scale of Indigenous resentment with this single item in Model 4 offers

substantively the same results. Controlling for White settlers’ feelings about land rights sig-

nificantly predicts opposition to welfare (see Supplementary, Table S6). This finding speaks

to the claim that “territoriality is settler colonialism’s specific irreducible element” (Wolfe,

2006, p. 388).

Conclusion

Our analysis offers the first overview of the scope of Indigenous resentment among White,

English-speaking settlers in Canada. Beliefs about the laziness of Indigenous peoples, pushi-

ness of activists, resentment over land claims, and opposition to protecting central Indige-

nous practices (language) have important implications for Canadian politics broadly. We

find that Indigenous resentment varies by region, with White settler Canadians living in

Western Canada—and particularly the prairie provinces—expressing higher levels of Indige-

nous resentment than their Eastern Canadian counterparts. We find that male respondents

indicate significantly higher levels of Indigenous resentment and that voters are deeply polar-

ized when it comes to racial attitudes. We also show that anti-Indigenous attitudes strongly

21That is, whether the racial resentment survey measures differentially tap the latent construct of interest
(racial resentment) because of a confounding feature (ideological orientations).
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predict opposition to welfare, even controlling for vote choice and ideology. Controlling for

racially resentful attitudes, male-identified respondents express significantly higher levels of

support for welfare and settlers in the westernmost provinces express significantly higher

levels of support for welfare than settlers in Ontario.

Our present analysis suffers certain limitations. First and foremost, our analysis is lim-

ited to White, English-speaking settlers. Future studies should include non-English speaking

francophones and settlers of colour. It would also be useful to over-sample Canada’s less pop-

ulous provinces and territories so we can identify regional variation more precisely, and clarify

whether settlers in minority-settler regions express distinct attitudes toward Indigenous peo-

ples. Despite these limitations, our analysis clearly shows that Indigenous resentment is an

important omitted variable in the study of Canadian political behaviour and policy-making.

The goal of this present work is not to offer a final or definitive answer to the question of

settler attitudes toward Indigenous peoples. Rather, our goal is to motivate a new research

agenda on the role of racial attitudes in Canadian public opinion and political behaviour,

and our work points to important avenues for further study. Future research could use time-

series and experimental studies to clarify how intergroup contact impacts attitudes toward

Indigenous peoples. Measuring Indigenous resentment consistently over time could also lend

insight into the impact of demographic changes on racial attitudes. In particular, to clar-

ify whether White settler fears about becoming a minority impacts White settler attitudes

toward Indigenous peoples, toward the White settler in-group, and toward social policies.

Although we cannot retrospectively measure Indigenous resentment, historical analyses of

political speeches and platforms may lend insight into whether the Reform/Alliance plat-

form was shaped by racial dog-whistling. This may help clarify the appeal of this party

among demographic groups—such as men—who we now know score higher on Indigenous

resentment. Future studies should also explore how territoriality—conflicts over land—shape

settler Canadians’ political attitudes and behaviour in greater detail.

Our aim has been to set the groundwork for a new research agenda on racial attitudes
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and political behaviour in Canada. In particular, we hope to illustrate the value in turning

our gaze away from a strict focus on the perceived deficits of Indigenous peoples (Walter and

Andersen, 2013). Instead, more attention should be paid to the attitudes of the settlers who

imagined the Indian problem into existence, and to the lasting impact that White settlers’

racial attitudes have had—and continue to have—on Canadian politics.
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Appendix

S1 Supplementary Material

Figure S1: Scree Test on Indigenous Resentment Items
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Table S1: Test of Model Improvement (anova comparing Mod 1 & 2)

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Pctl(75) Max

Res.Df 2 1,076.000 1.414 1,075 1,075.5 1,076.5 1,077
RSS 2 760.944 8.402 755.002 757.973 763.914 766.885
Df 1 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000
Sum of Sq 1 11.882 11.882 11.882 11.882 11.882
F 1 8.459 8.459 8.459 8.459 8.459
Pr(>F) 1 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002

Table S2: Test of Model Improvement (anova comparing Mod 3 & 4)

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Pctl(25) Pctl(75) Max

Res.Df 2 1,076.000 1.414 1,075 1,075.5 1,076.5 1,077
RSS 2 760.944 8.402 755.002 757.973 763.914 766.885
Df 1 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000
Sum of Sq 1 11.882 11.882 11.882 11.882 11.882
Pr(>Chi) 1 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002

Alternative Model Specifications

Seven-Category Province Variable

In Table S3, we present the results of a model for Indigenous resentment using the 7-category

province variable (B.C., Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec, Maritimes).

Alberta is set as the comparison category to clearly illustrate that there is no significant dif-

ference between the prairie provinces. Given the complexity of including the seven-category

province variable, it seems preferable to use a simplified five-category province variable.

Table S3: Model of Indigenous Resentment, 7-Category Province Variable

Indigenous Resentment Scale

Indigenous resentment

(1) (2)

treatment1 0.158∗∗ 0.153∗∗

(0.058) (0.058)

male1 0.281∗∗∗ 0.280∗∗∗
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(0.055) (0.055)

agecat2 0.084 0.092
(0.083) (0.082)

agecat3 0.006 0.012
(0.083) (0.082)

agecat4 −0.072 −0.063
(0.081) (0.080)

agecat5 −0.075 −0.087
(0.117) (0.116)

edu42 0.114 0.106
(0.067) (0.066)

edu43 0.043 0.060
(0.070) (0.070)

edu44 −0.082 −0.065
(0.100) (0.099)

inc2 −0.017 −0.024
(0.083) (0.082)

inc3 0.102 0.093
(0.087) (0.086)

inc4 0.165 0.170
(0.094) (0.094)

inc5 0.070 0.058
(0.103) (0.102)

inc6 0.184 0.195
(0.112) (0.112)

Province (Alberta)
BC −0.078 −0.091

(0.102) (0.101)

Saskatchewan 0.039 0.030
(0.153) (0.152)
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Manitoba −0.069 −0.071
(0.153) (0.152)

Ontario −0.374∗∗∗ −0.383∗∗∗

(0.084) (0.083)

Quebec −0.436∗∗∗ −0.441∗∗∗

(0.102) (0.101)

Maritimes −0.254∗ −0.255∗

(0.118) (0.117)

vote32 −0.482∗∗∗ −1.165∗∗∗

(0.067) (0.175)

vote33 −0.217∗∗ −0.593∗

(0.075) (0.246)

leftright 0.089∗∗∗ 0.013
(0.014) (0.024)

vote32:leftright 0.126∗∗∗

(0.030)

vote33:leftright 0.056
(0.045)

Constant −0.256 0.220
(0.143) (0.186)

Observations 1,095 1,095
R2 0.230 0.243
Adjusted R2 0.214 0.225
Residual Std. Error 0.844 (df = 1071) 0.838 (df = 1069)
F Statistic 13.923∗∗∗ (df = 23; 1071) 13.739∗∗∗ (df = 25; 1069)

Note: ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01; ∗∗∗p<0.001

Seven-Category Vote Choice Variable

In Table S4 we present our models of Indigenous resentment using the full seven-category vote

choice variable (People’s Party, Conservative, Liberal, NDP, BQ, Green, Other/undecided).
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Conservative party is set as the comparison category. The reader can see that the main effects

and interactions are the same for all the left-leaning parties except the Bloc. Among voters

who say they will cast their ballot for either the Liberals, NDP, or Green party voters, those

who identify as being more right-wing express significantly higher levels of racial resentment.

This interaction does not present for BQ voters, but recall that our survey only includes

respondents who indicating they speak English and the number of BQ voters in our sample

is very small (approx. n = 10 BQ voters). Considering the additional complexity of including

all seven vote options, it seems preferable to including the much simpler three-category vote

choice variable (right-party, left-party, and undecided/other party variable) that includes

BQ voters as left-party voters.

Table S4: Model of Indigenous Resentment, 7-Category Vote Choice Variable

Indigenous Resentment Scale

Indigenous resentment

(1) (2)

treatment1 0.158∗∗ 0.153∗∗

(0.058) (0.058)

male1 0.274∗∗∗ 0.275∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.055)

agecat2 0.078 0.084
(0.083) (0.082)

agecat3 −0.007 −0.010
(0.083) (0.083)

agecat4 −0.085 −0.077
(0.081) (0.081)

agecat5 −0.079 −0.103
(0.117) (0.116)

edu42 0.102 0.099
(0.067) (0.067)

edu43 0.032 0.061
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(0.071) (0.071)

edu44 −0.090 −0.058
(0.100) (0.100)

inc2 −0.023 −0.035
(0.083) (0.082)

inc3 0.096 0.086
(0.087) (0.087)

inc4 0.167 0.154
(0.094) (0.094)

inc5 0.056 0.037
(0.103) (0.102)

inc6 0.185 0.192
(0.113) (0.112)

region22 0.064 0.082
(0.091) (0.091)

region23 −0.298∗∗∗ −0.289∗∗∗

(0.080) (0.080)

region24 −0.402∗∗∗ −0.387∗∗∗

(0.100) (0.100)

region25 −0.179 −0.152
(0.116) (0.115)

Vote choice (Conservative Party)
People’s Party −0.221 0.227

(0.201) (0.676)

Liberal −0.458∗∗∗ −1.008∗∗∗

(0.076) (0.201)

NDP −0.557∗∗∗ −1.408∗∗∗

(0.091) (0.214)

BQ −0.032 −0.239
(0.272) (0.542)
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Green −0.563∗∗∗ −1.165∗∗∗

(0.114) (0.269)

Other/undecided −0.231∗∗ −0.579∗

(0.075) (0.248)

ideology 0.088∗∗∗ 0.018
(0.014) (0.024)

PP:ideology −0.073
(0.104)

Liberal:ideology 0.095∗∗

(0.035)

NDP:ideology 0.177∗∗∗

(0.041)

BQ:ideology 0.012
(0.112)

Green:ideology 0.110∗

(0.053)

Undecided/other:ideology 0.052
(0.045)

Constant −0.285 0.141
(0.147) (0.189)

Observations 1,095 1,095
R2 0.234 0.251
Adjusted R2 0.216 0.229
Residual Std. Error 0.843 (df = 1069) 0.836 (df = 1063)
F Statistic 13.076∗∗∗ (df = 25; 1069) 11.468∗∗∗ (df = 31; 1063)

Note: ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01; ∗∗∗p<0.001

Alternate Specification of Model Estimating Attitudes Toward Welfare

Equation 5 represents the underlying process to a full model that includes our measure of

Indigenous resentment. Equation 6 represents the underlying process, where Y ∗ is the precise
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but unobserved outcome.

Yi = α + β1Resentmenti + β2Genderi + β3Agei + β4Educationi + β5Incomei+

β6Regioni + β7V otei + β8Ideologyi + β9Treatmenti + εi

(5)

Y ∗
i = α + β1Resentmenti + β2Genderi + β3Agei + β4Educationi + β5Incomei+

β6Regioni + β7V otei + β8Ideologyi + β9Treatmenti + εi

(6)

Since we cannot observe Y ∗, and can only observe our five-category measure of welfare

support, or Y in Equation 6, where µi represent the endpoints of the observed categories:

Y (gov’t spend on welfare) =



1 (“A lot less”) if y∗ ≤ µ1

2 (“Somewhat less”) if µ1 < y∗ ≤ µ2

3 (“About the same as now”) if µ2 < y∗ ≤ µ3

4 (“Somewhat more”) if µ3 < y∗ ≤ µ4

5 (“A lot more”) if µ4 < y∗ ≤ µ5

Some might be concerned that the five-category response variable should not be estimated
using OLS and should instead be modelled with a logistic regression. The results of the
logistic regression are presented in Table S5. The results are substantively identical to the
model estimated using OLS. One of the great benefits of OLS is interpretability and as such
the results of the OLS model are presented in the main body of the paper.

Table S5: Logistic Regression of Gov’t Spending on Welfare

Dependent variable:

spendwelfare

(1) (2)

Indigenous resentment −0.670∗∗∗

(0.071)

male1 0.114 0.289∗

(0.118) (0.120)

agecat1 −0.060 −0.132
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(0.179) (0.181)

agecat3 0.072 0.022
(0.167) (0.170)

agecat4 −0.378∗ −0.523∗∗

(0.159) (0.161)

agecat5 −0.018 −0.122
(0.239) (0.239)

edu42 −0.123 −0.030
(0.145) (0.145)

edu43 −0.256 −0.239
(0.153) (0.154)

edu44 0.223 0.214
(0.215) (0.217)

inc1 1.148∗∗∗ 1.109∗∗∗

(0.193) (0.194)

inc2 0.305 0.235
(0.168) (0.169)

inc4 −0.017 0.041
(0.188) (0.188)

inc5 0.099 0.098
(0.206) (0.208)

inc6 −0.518∗ −0.473∗

(0.229) (0.231)

region21 0.336 0.522∗∗

(0.174) (0.176)

region22 0.352∗ 0.580∗∗∗

(0.155) (0.158)

region24 −0.033 −0.076
(0.172) (0.173)

region25 −0.116 −0.045
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(0.218) (0.219)

vote32 1.422∗∗∗ 1.191∗∗∗

(0.153) (0.155)

vote33 0.640∗∗∗ 0.555∗∗∗

(0.164) (0.164)

leftright −0.046 0.019
(0.031) (0.031)

treatment1 −0.023 0.080
(0.126) (0.128)

Observations 1,095 1,095

Note: ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01; ∗∗∗p<0.001

Substituting the Indigenous Resentment Scale for the Pushing for Landrights
Predictors

Substituting the Indigenous resentment scale for the item that asks respondents whether
“Aboriginals have gone too far pushing for land rights” as the response variable (Model 1
and Model 2), and predictor estimating support for welfare (Model 3 and Model 4). As can
be seen, the results (presented in Table S6) are substantively identical.

Table S6

OLS Regression of Welfare spending on landrights

Pushing Landrights Gov’t Spending on Welfare

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

landrights −0.218∗∗∗

(0.027)

male1 0.469∗∗∗ 0.469∗∗∗ 0.077 0.179∗∗

(0.075) (0.075) (0.067) (0.066)

agecat1 −0.132 −0.145 −0.045 −0.074
(0.113) (0.112) (0.101) (0.099)

agecat3 −0.123 −0.127 0.035 0.008
(0.106) (0.105) (0.095) (0.092)

agecat4 −0.149 −0.147 −0.211∗ −0.244∗∗

(0.101) (0.100) (0.090) (0.088)
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agecat5 −0.157 −0.190 0.013 −0.022
(0.154) (0.152) (0.138) (0.134)

edu42 0.066 0.053 −0.068 −0.053
(0.092) (0.091) (0.082) (0.080)

edu43 −0.074 −0.047 −0.109 −0.125
(0.097) (0.096) (0.086) (0.084)

edu44 −0.029 −0.001 0.158 0.151
(0.137) (0.136) (0.123) (0.119)

inc1 −0.143 −0.128 0.627∗∗∗ 0.596∗∗∗

(0.119) (0.118) (0.107) (0.104)

inc2 −0.166 −0.161 0.199∗ 0.163
(0.106) (0.105) (0.095) (0.092)

inc4 0.086 0.107 −0.008 0.011
(0.118) (0.117) (0.106) (0.103)

inc5 −0.100 −0.107 0.048 0.026
(0.131) (0.130) (0.118) (0.114)

inc6 −0.108 −0.078 −0.287∗ −0.310∗

(0.145) (0.144) (0.130) (0.126)

region21 0.396∗∗∗ 0.390∗∗∗ 0.176 0.263∗∗

(0.110) (0.109) (0.099) (0.096)

region22 0.506∗∗∗ 0.518∗∗∗ 0.161 0.272∗∗

(0.097) (0.096) (0.087) (0.086)

region24 −0.063 −0.058 0.006 −0.008
(0.108) (0.107) (0.097) (0.094)

region25 0.124 0.137 −0.087 −0.060
(0.138) (0.136) (0.123) (0.120)

vote32 −0.528∗∗∗ −1.631∗∗∗ 0.779∗∗∗ 0.664∗∗∗

(0.092) (0.240) (0.082) (0.081)

vote33 −0.220∗ −0.905∗∗ 0.359∗∗∗ 0.311∗∗∗

(0.102) (0.337) (0.092) (0.089)
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leftright 0.120∗∗∗ −0.004 −0.025 0.001
(0.019) (0.032) (0.017) (0.017)

treatment1 0.200∗ 0.193∗ −0.017 0.027
(0.080) (0.079) (0.072) (0.070)

vote32:leftright 0.202∗∗∗

(0.041)

vote33:leftright 0.106
(0.061)

Constant 2.594∗∗∗ 3.354∗∗∗ 2.759∗∗∗ 3.325∗∗∗

(0.183) (0.242) (0.164) (0.174)

Observations 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095
R2 0.210 0.228 0.170 0.220
Adjusted R2 0.195 0.212 0.154 0.204
Residual Std. Error 1.159 1.147 1.038 1.007
F Statistic 13.597∗∗∗ 13.772∗∗∗ 10.498∗∗∗ 13.709∗∗∗

Note: ∗p<0.05; ∗∗p<0.01; ∗∗∗p<0.001
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