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Abstract

We explore the effect of terrorism on individuals’ perceptions about national iden-
tity in the context of Great Britain, where national and supranational identities com-
pete and overlap. We find that exposure to terrorist attacks strengthens identification
with Britain, but has no effect on identification with its constituent nations. The es-
timated effects last for about 45 days, but subside over time as the threat fades away.
We also find that ‘high-media’ attacks result in a Britishness-strengthening effect that
is about twice as large as that for ‘low-media’ attacks. Finally, we show that expo-
sure to terrorism leads to stronger allegiance to EU identity, which provides further
support for the emerge of supranational-unity effects. Overall, our results differ from
numerous previous studies on how violence reinforces ‘hardline beliefs’, exacerbating
nativism and ‘narrow’ forms of in-group solidarity.
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1 Introduction

National identity is often portrayed as a fixed badge attached to us from birth, describing
our link to nations and the geographical and culturalmarkerswhich underwrite the ‘imag-
ined community’ (Anderson, 1991). But while objective characteristics (such as the ability
to speak a language) place constraints on national identities, individuals have a decisive
role in shaping and deploying them: ‘people make and do identity for their own pur-
poses and in their own ways’ (McCrone and Bechhofer, 2015, p.16). The argument that
identities are exogenous to political developments has been contested by recent empiri-
cal research (Egan, 2020; Gehring, 2022). In this article, we investigate how unexpected
shocks to the public’s cognition about in-groups and out-groups, in particular terrorist
attacks, shape expressions of national identity in Great Britain. Extant studies suggest
that exposure to terrorist incidents shifts national identifications (Kuehnhanss et al., 2021;
Godefroidt, 2021). But given themultiple and competing national identities at work in the
British context, the question becomes: which identifications?

We contribute both substantively and methodologically to the debate on what shapes
national identity. Substantively, this study adds to the extant economic literature on the
factors advancing or weakening a shared national identity, an essential factor that pro-
motes nation-building (Alesina et al., 2020, 2021; Ronconi and Ramos-Toro, 2022; Carlitz
et al., 2022). This is particularly crucial in countries with strong regional cleavages, where
the absence of a common identity could lead to social tensions and violent struggles for
autonomy, such as in Scotland andNorthern Ireland, but also in Catalonia or in the Basque
country. Our study also contributes to the recent literature on how violent types of nega-
tive exposure (Dehdari and Gehring, 2022) and shared collective experiences (Depetris-
Chauvin et al., 2020) contribute to forging a common national identity. Like ethnic iden-
tity, we find that national identity can be malleable, and within a relatively short period
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of time (Blouin and Mukand, 2019). We focus in particular on exposure to terrorism vi-
olence. Previous research has examined whether terrorism affects in-group bias, nation-
alism or support for the incumbent (Shayo and Zussman, 2011; Dinesen and Jæger, 2013;
Getmansky and Zeitzoff, 2014; Balcells and Torrats-Espinosa, 2018; Holman et al., 2022;
Godefroidt, 2021; Falcó-Gimeno et al., 2022), but the impact of terrorism on the strength
of various (and potentially competing) jurisdictional connections has not been explored,
with the exception of Kuehnhanss et al. (2021)’s study of the March 2016 bombings in
Brussels.1

Methodologically, we examine self-reported measures of identity for almost 50k indi-
viduals interviewed in the British Election Study (BES), and consider variation in their
exposure to all terrorist attacks that occurred in Great Britain between 2014 and 2019. We
thus depart from extant studies on the effect of single, emblematic attacks, and instead
focus on the universe of terrorist incidents (see also Falcó-Gimeno et al., 2022, for a similar
approach), to estimate the consequences of the ‘typical, non-deadly average attack’. In
addition, we draw inferences based on a large panel dataset at the individual-level (rather
than at the regional level), which allows us to address concerns of small-sample bias and
the possibility of ‘ecological fallacy’. To capture individuals’ exposure to violence, we use
their physical and temporal distance from terrorist attacks, and rely on the assumption
that the timing of these attacks is exogenous relative to the timing of the interviews. We
exploit variation within individuals, net of potential temporal and attack-specific unob-
served factors, to estimate causal effects, and report an array of different specifications
and robustness tests to lend further credibility to our causal claims.

To foreshadow our results, we find that exposure to terrorist attacks strengthens iden-
tification with Britain, rather than its constituent nations. The estimated effects last for
about 45 days, but diminish as the threat fades away in the mind of exposed individuals.

1As we explain below, some key points distinguish our empirical efforts from theirs.
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Using newly collecteddata onnews coverage for each attack, we also find that ‘high-media’
attacks result in an estimated Britishness-strengthening effect that is about twice as large
as that for ‘low-media’ attacks. En route, we show that terrorism also induces individuals
to view themselves as belonging to a supranational European Union (EU) community.
Taken together, our results differ from numerous previous studies on how terrorism rein-
forces ‘hardline beliefs’, exacerbating nativism and ‘narrow’ forms of in-group solidarity.

Great Britain is a particularly interesting context to study the factors shaping national
identity because of the juxtaposition of the supranational British identity with the con-
stituent national identities: English, Scottish and Welsh. The national identities of a myr-
iad of immigrant communities are added to this mix. As Cohen (1994, 35) notes, the
British identity shows a general pattern of fragmentation caused by ‘multiple axes of iden-
tification’ which creates a ‘fuzzy frontier’. The British national identity has long played
second fiddle to other constituent national identities, and its diminution in recent decades
has been explained as a consequence of the decline of class-affiliated political parties and
the end of the SecondWorldWar – none of which has muted the differences between con-
stituent nations (McCrone, 1997; Stevenson, 1984). Given that the supranational identities
compete with the constituent national identities, the next section will develop counter-
vailing hypotheses about which one of these is likely to grow stronger in the aftermath of
terrorism.

2 Terrorism and national identity

Terrorismaffects the public’s cognitions about in-groups andout-groups, which are closely
linked to expressions of national identity. This is a consequence of a cognitive mechanism
for managing our anxieties when our mortality is made salient by violent and traumatic
episodes (Pyszczynski et al., 2015; Burke et al., 2010). By priming the public about the
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inevitability of death, terrorism affects ‘ideological intensification’; i.e., heightened com-
mitment to pre-existing cultural worldviews and identities (Huddy and Feldman, 2011).
Ideological intensification, in turn, is linked to preferential attitudes towards in-groups
and prejudicial attitudes towards out-groups, or members of different ideological or cul-
tural communities (Legewie, 2013; Nussio et al., 2019; Ferrín et al., 2020).

As Triandafyllidou (1998, 596) observes, ‘the notion of the ‘other’ is inextricably linked
to the concept of national identity’ and anchor leading theories of nationalism andnational
identity (see, e.g., Kedourie, 1992; Gellner, 1964; Smith, 2008). In a similar vein, Connor
(1993) argues that belief in an (imagined) ‘common descent’ lies at the core of claims
to national identity, and to the processes of ‘othering’ that are essential in demarcating
a national community. Beliefs about common ancestral and ethnic histories, and shared
features of culture, religion, and language ‘differentiate the in-group from the out-group
and thus justify and make real this divided view of the world’ (Triandafyllidou, 1998,
597). McCrone and Bechhofer (2015, 147-150) find consistent evidence of such dynamics
in interviews with respondents across Great Britain. Debates over immigration might
heighten the salience of such beliefs by raising questions about ‘fundamental issues of
rule and belonging’ and how to define national out-groups and in-groups (Hutter and
Kriesi, 2004, 341).

In addition to the cognitive effects of terrorism, appeals to national identity are a com-
mon rhetorical strategy for politicians in the wake of terrorist acts (Bogain, 2019; Edwards,
2004; Hutcheson et al., 2004; Jackson, 2005). Bogain (2019, 242) finds evidence for this the-
sis in François Hollande’s comments following the Paris terrorist attacks of 2015, which
emphasised that the French ‘belong to the same whole’. Similar themes can be found
in Theresa May’s speech at Downing Street following the Manchester Arena bombings of
2017 wherein she emphasised that ‘our values, our country and our way of life will always
prevail’ (GOV.Uk, 2017). Such calls for national solidarity which underline the existence
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of a unified national identity might temporarily heighten the salience of national identity
among the public. This effect might be augmented by the ‘rally around the flag’ dynamic
wherein the public exhibits heightened level of trust in the nation and its leaders (Dinesen
and Jæger, 2013; Getmansky and Zeitzoff, 2014; Balcells and Torrats-Espinosa, 2018; Gode-
froidt, 2021; Falcó-Gimeno et al., 2022). As ‘rally’ effects are thought to cause increased
in-group solidarity and boost attachments to national institutions (Lambert et al., 2011,
344), they might also result in a heightened sense of national identity.

The discussion above suggests that terrorist attacks should heighten a sense of national
identity among the public. In the context of Britain, however, the question raised becomes:
which identity? Given themultiple and competing national identities atwork in the British
context, which identities are reinforced by terrorist acts is not unambiguous. And as the
supranational British identity competeswith the constituent national identities, which one
is likely to grow stronger in the aftermath of terrorism?

Strengthening ’narrow’ national identities

National (rather than supranational) identities might be expected to intensify in the wake
of terrorist acts. Ashcroft and Bevir (2021, 125) theorisation of the role of national identity
in shaping the Brexit outcome suggests that the supranational British identity after decolo-
nization has been characterised by a “Britishmulticulturalism”, comprised of a precarious
balance of external exclusion and internal inclusion of immigrants. The British national
identity has been forced to reckon with mass migration, creating ‘tensions between multi-
cultural, monocultural andmonoethnic versions of national identity’ (Ashcroft and Bevir,
2021, 125). Conversely, the national identity of Britain’s constituent nations is shaped by
a belief in common ethnic characteristics and shared descent (McCrone and Bechhofer,
2015, 144-150). This is underlined by the consistent tendency in survey respondents to
‘racialise’ constituent national identities by expressing beliefs about common ancestry
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(McCrone and Bechhofer, 2015, 149). Similar dynamics have been observed with respect
to the EU and its constituent nations, as the EU identity is associated with favourable and
more inclusive views about immigrants (Curtis, 2014; Böhmelt and Bove, 2020).

If terrorism makes concerns over immigration more politically salient (Helbling and
Meierrieks, 2020), and inspires an enhanced affinity towards in-groups and prejudice
against out-groups (Legewie, 2013; Nussio et al., 2019; Van Hauwaert and Huber, 2020;
Ferrín et al., 2020), constituent national identities might grow stronger because these are
‘narrower’ and less inclusive (Clarke et al., 2017, 160), often containing distinct racial and
ethnic components. This suggests the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The constituent national identities will grow stronger following ter-

rorist attacks.

Fostering supranational unity

However, it is also plausible that the overall effect of terrorist acts on ‘narrow’ forms of
national identity might be weak or non-existent, because only a portion of the population
perceives that it is ethnically tied to the nation in question and will experience a strength-
ening of such identities. As McCrone and Bechhofer (2015) show using survey data, the
English national identity is perceived as being tied to ‘whiteness’: non-white people resi-
dent in England are frequently unwilling to identify as ‘English’ (McCrone and Bechhofer,
2015, 149). Non-white persons, recent immigrants, and those who perceive themselves as
lacking a long lineage in the constituent nation in question might therefore experience
a diminution of identification, because they view themselves as an ‘out-group’ and the
target of hostility by natives. At the same time, a relatively large proportion of natives
have attachments to larger-group identities, including national and supranational ones,
they support immigration andmulticulturalism, and do not identify with local or regional

7



communities (Goodhart, 2017). And in recent years, there has been a decline in negative
attitudes towards immigration among the native population, including towards people
stemming from culturally distant countries (Blinder and Allen, 2020).

Moreover, observed ‘rally around the flag’ dynamics are likely to result in a strength-
ened sense of British identity among the public. ‘Rally’ effects are most frequently at-
tributed to the desire of the public to ‘see the world as a secure/predictable place’ which
leads people to affiliate themselves with national leaders and institutions that ‘offer an
actual and/or symbolic sense of security and safety’ (Lambert et al., 2011, 244). In the
face of threats which make the world appear dangerous and uncertain, the public turns
to the leaders and symbols which seem to represent the state’s power to provide security
and protection (Baum, 2002; Kuehnhanss et al., 2021). In the UK context, ‘the state’ is pri-
marly located at the level of Britain as a whole; the British national identity is distinct from
those of its constituent nations because it involves identification with the state (McCrone
and Bechhofer, 2015, 9-11). This suggests that ‘rally’ effects most strongly promote identi-
fication with Britain as a whole. Kuehnhanss et al. (2021) show that, following the March
2016 bombings in Brussels, the Belgian national identity grew significantly stronger, while
no change was observed at other jurisdictional levels, despite strong perceived ethnic and
cultural differences existing between these different regions.

Finally, extant research suggests that the discursive strategies utilised by political elites
in the wake of terrorist attacks are directed towards reasserting state authority by ‘im-
posing [the state’s] own version of national identity and discarding competing narratives’
(Bogain, 2019, 242). Such strategies are intended to quell ‘moral panic’ which undermines
the authority of the state and its social contractwith citizens. As in the case of theHollande
government’s discursive strategy subsequent to the Paris 2015 terrorist attacks (Bogain,
2019), the comments of UK politicians in the wake of the 2017 Manchester Arena attack
stress the idea of a unified Britain standing against the terrorist threat. For instance, the
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Scottish First Minister, Nicola Sturgeon, stated that the attacks would not ‘divide us’ and
damage our way of life while emphasising the ‘affinity’ of Scotland with Manchester and
stressing the Scottish regional governments’ coordination withWestminster in addressing
the threat.2 The rhetoric of politicians in the wake of terrorist attacks tends to emphasise
themes of (supranational) unity and the power of the central state to address terrorism,
which likely strengthens identification with Britain, rather than its constituent nations.
This suggests the following competing hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: The British national identity will grow stronger following terrorist

attacks.

3 Empirical Design

We now turn to test Hypotheses 1 and 2. In this section, we describe our data, sampling
procedure and key variables and present our identification strategy.

3.1 Data and sampling procedure

We use individual-level data from the British Election Study (BES), an internet panel sur-
vey with a stratified random probability sample of eligible voters living in England, Scot-
land and Wales, coded based on residence at the parliamentary constituency level (632
constituencies in total). The survey follows the same respondents over time in panel study
‘waves’ of data (19 waves from February 2014 to December 2019), and includes filter vari-
ables to identify which respondents are interviewed in just one wave, in some waves, or

2Available online: https://www.express.co.uk/news/uk/808349/Manchester-terror-bombing-
explosion-attack-nicola-sturgeon-message-after-arena-explosion
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in all of them.3 This panel dimension of the survey is particularly useful as it enables us
to examine within-individual changes in preferences and behaviour, while accounting for
the respondents’ socio-demographic attributes and constituency location.

We rely on the following BES question, which is worded in exactly the sameway across
waves: “Where would you place yourself on these scales: Britishness, Englishness, Scot-
tishnes, Welshness?”; with responses ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very strongly). Us-
ing these responses, we create two outcome variables for our regression analysis: British-
ness, capturing the British national identity, and Nationness, capturing the respondent’s
constituent national identity as inferred from their country of residence (England, Scot-
land, or Wales). This question is asked quite frequently (in 11 waves),4 allowing us to
construct a large, unbalanced panel with about 192K individual-wave observations on
self-reported national identity and a wide set of control variables.

Data on terrorist attacks are obtained from the Global Terrorism Database (GTD),
the largest publicly-available dataset on terrorism covering all terrorist events around the
world from 1970 to 2019. GTD provides information on the timing and location of the
attacks, the number of victims, the ideology of the perpetrators, and various other attack
characteristics, such as attack methods and target types. In our analysis, we consider the
universe of terrorist incidents that occurred in the UK and whose timing coincides with
the BES data-collection period (104 attacks from February 2014 to December 2019).

We combine the data from BES and GTD into a single dataset at the individual-wave-

3Respondents who drop out of one wave of the panel are re-invited to take later waves of the survey,
and thus the wave-on-wave retention rate for any pair of waves is considerably higher than the overall panel
retention rate (BES, 2020)

4Specifically, the question is included in waves: 2 (22ndMay 2014 to 25th June 2014), 3 (19th September
2014 to 17th October 2014), 4 (4th March 2015 to 30th March 2015), 7 (14th April 2016 to 4th May 2016),
8 (6th May 2016 to 22nd June 2016), 9 (24th June 2016 to 4th July 2016), 10 (24th November 2016 to 12th
December 2016), 14 (4th May 2018 to 21st May 2018), 15 (11th March 2019 to 29th March 2019), 16 (24th
May 2019 to 18th June 2019) and 17 (1st November 2019 to 12th November 2019).
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attack level. To do so, we assign attack s to wave w for individual i, if the attack took place
between the date of individual i’s interview in wave w and the end date of the previous
wave w − 1. In other words, for each individual-wave observation in the BES sample, the
dataset has one row per every attack occurred between the two aforementioned dates. To
avoidmeasurement errors and ensure that the respondentwas (potentially) exposed to all
assigned attacks at the time of the interview, we exclude observationswhere: (i) the attack
occurred on the date of the interview in wave w; and, (ii) the respondent is observed in
a different constituency in wave w compared to the last wave they were interviewed (i.e.,
the respondent is defined as a ‘mover’ in wave w). This sampling procedure results in a
final dataset with 1,378,139 observations, containing information on 48,514 individuals,
11 BES waves, and 87 attacks.

3.2 Measures of physical and temporal proximity

Following recent empirical studies on exposure to violence (see, e.g., Bove et al., 2022;
Falcó-Gimeno et al., 2022; Getmansky and Zeitzoff, 2014; Kibris, 2011), we measure phys-
ical and emotional exposure to terrorism using geographic proximity to attacks. To this
end, we calculate the distance in kilometers between the centroid point of an individual’s
constituency of residence and the location point of each one of the ‘assigned’ attacks. The
intuition is that people who reside close to an attack will perceive this attack as more con-
sequential – and thus exhibit stronger post-attack reactions – compared to those who live
in amore distant locations (Braithwaite, 2013; Fischhoff et al., 2003). This arguably applies
to all terrorist events, regardless of their scale. On the one hand, for attacks withmany vic-
tims and extensive national media coverage, geographic proximity can amplify personal
perceptions of vulnerability, lead to increased mortality salience (fear of death) and in-
duce counterfactual thoughts, i.e., people thinking that they themselves could have been
the victims if the circumstances had been a bit different. On the other hand, for smaller-

11



scale terrorist incidents, geographic proximity can amplify exposure via local media cov-
erage and heightened threat perceptions; i.e., people feeling that further (potentially more
severe) attacks in the same neighbouring areas are possible in the near future.5

In addition to physical proximity, another key dimension to gauge the intensity of in-
dividual exposure to terrorism is time proximity. Empirical evidence suggests that the
adverse psychological consequences of traumatic events, like natural disasters or terrorist
attacks, dissipate over time for the majority of people (e.g., Schlenger et al., 2002; Butler
et al., 2003; Brandon and Silke, 2007). Similarly, the political and psychological mech-
anisms underpinning the rally-around-the-flag dynamic suggest a short-lived effect: as
time goes by, the memory of each attack will fade away; e.g., within a few weeks (see
also Epifanio et al., 2022; Falcó-Gimeno et al., 2022). Hence, while terrorist incidents can
trigger sizeable changes in self-reported national identity, we expect the effect of physical
proximity to bemore pronounced for individualswith a ‘freshermemory’ of the attack. To
test for this, we interact terrorism exposure (geographic proximity) with a time proximity
measure, defined as follows:

Time prox.iws = 1− logTime dist.iws

max(logTime dist.iws)

where Time dist.iws is the time distance between the date of individual i’s interview inwave
w and the date of each one of the ‘assigned’ attacks s (ranging from 1 to 341 days). The
measure varies (non-linearly) in the interval [0, 1], with higher values indicating more
recent attacks. By using the log transformation, we can account for the (expected) stronger
effect of time distance at lowvalues than at high values; i.e., attacks occurring 1 day instead
of 2 days before the interview having amore pronounced effect on Britishness than attacks

5Furthermore, individuals are more likely to feel a stronger connection to people who were attacked
in nearby locations, as they are tied to their neighbours by frequent exchange and contact opportunities
(Moskalenko et al., 2006; Böhmelt et al., 2020).
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occurring 30 days instead of 31 days before the interview.6 In alternative specifications,
however, we relax this assumption and check sensitivity to using binary and categorical
measures of time proximity.

3.3 Identification strategy

Our identification strategy builds on two recent studies that explore the effect of terror-
ism on political outcomes using a large number of attacks and an extended period of time.
Specifically, we follow the work of Bove et al. (2022), who leverage variation in geographic
proximity and the characteristics of attacks, and Falcó-Gimeno et al. (2022), who intro-
duce variation in the timing of attacks as an additional dimension. As such, we depart
from most of the existing literature which uses methodologies designed to analyse the
effects of single, emblematic events or a small set of attacks. Furthermore, while the afore-
mentioned two studies employ outcomes at the regional (district or municipality) level,
we rely on survey information at the individual-level and a large representative sample
of respondents. This addresses potential concerns of small-sample bias and the possibil-
ity of ‘ecological fallacy’, which may occur when one infers individual relationships from
aggregate data (Alabrese et al., 2019). The latter concern is more acute in the context of
testing a national identity effect, as this reflects individual-level attitudes and is arguably
confounded by several individual characteristics.

Our model specification allows us to exploit variation within individuals (over time),
net of potential temporal and attack-specific unobserved factors. More formally, it can be

6This is in line with the ‘recency bias hypothesis’, according to which people tend to give more weight
to more recent events than to more distant ones (Healy and Lenz, 2014).
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written as follows:

Yiws =β1Exposureiws + β2Time prox.iws + β3

(
Exposureiws × Time prox.iws

)
+ β4Xiws + γi + δs + θwt + εiws (1)

where Yiws denotes self-reported national identity (Britishness orNationness) for individual
i, as recorded in wave w, after attack s was perpetrated; and is treated either as binary to
reflect strong allegiance to national identity (values 6 or 7 on the 1-7 scale) or ‘continuous’
based on the full scale; Exposureiws captures geographic proximity of individual i, inter-
viewed in wave w, to each attack s (reverse of the log of distance in kilometers, standard-
ized); Time prox.iws is the time proximity variable, as defined in the previous section;Xiws

is a vector of individual-level control variables; γi, δs and θwt represent individual, attack,
and wave × week fixed effects, respectively (where ‘week’ captures the week of the year
that the data is collected); and, εiws is an error term clustered at the individual level. Based
on this specification, β3 is our main quantity of interest. If an identity-strengthening effect
exists and is indeed short-lived, then we should be able to observe a stronger terrorism-
induced effect on the outcome variable for more recent attacks than for temporally distant
attacks (β3 > 0).

It must be stressed that the inclusion of individual fixed effects, γi, eliminates any time-
invariant sources of heterogeneity across individuals. As such, it controls for the possibil-
ity that constituencies that are more exposed to terrorism – and thus, the characteristics
and behaviour of individuals who choose to live in those constituencies – are systemati-
cally different than those that are less exposed ones. Furthermore, adding vector Xiws in
Eq. (1) accounts for important individual-specific time-varying factors that can influence
people’s self-reported identities over time, such as changes in income, employment sta-
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tus, marital status and household size.7 Finally, any remaining concerns that could arise
from the potentially endogenous selection of the location and timing of attacks by ter-
rorist groups – e.g, based on past changes in observable outcomes – are not important in
our setting, as we rely on individual-level responses (rather than regional outcomes) that
are recorded at different points in time in a less systematic way. Nevertheless, to further
address such concerns, we perform tests of pre-existing trends.

4 Empirical Findings

4.1 Constituent identities vs British identity

Table 1 presents the results of estimating Eq. (1) for the constituent national identities (Na-

tionness, panel A) and for the British national identity (Britishness, panel B). In columns
(1)-(3), we report the estimates when the outcome variable is treated as binary, and in
columns (4)-(6), we report the estimates when it is treated as continuous.8 The former al-
lowsus to test the impact of terrorismon the likelihood of attesting strong national identity,
whereas the latter allows us to evaluate whether there is an ‘across-the-board’ effect; i.e.,
terrorism causing positional shifts across the entire identity scale. We start from a speci-
fication that includes our main variables of interest, together with individual and attack
fixed effects. We then add temporal fixed effects and the control variables in a progressive
manner.

The evidence suggests that terrorism has no effect on the constituent national identi-

7Table A.1 in SI Appendix provides the full list of control variables included in vectorXiws – even though
some of them are dropped in our estimations since they do not change over time (within individuals).

8Due to the inclusion of an intensive set of fixed effects, we estimate these models by OLS. Nevertheless,
the choice of the estimation model is not expected to change our inferences. For instance, as recently shown
by Timoneda (2021), the ML (maximum-likelihood) and LPMFE (linear probability model with fixed ef-
fects) produce identical predicted probabilities, both with highly common data and rare events data.
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ties: the estimate of exposure (geographic proximity) and its interaction with time prox-
imity turn out to be statistically insignificant, and this persists across all specifications. At
the same time, the evidence indicates the presence of a strong Britishness-strengthening
dynamic (for exposed individuals), which, as expected, is more pronounced when the at-
tacks occur close to the interview date. Specifically, we can see that exposure to terrorism
exerts a positive and highly significant effect on Britishness at high values of time proxim-
ity (as inferred from the sum of the estimates of β1 and β3), and that this effect vanishes,
or even changes direction, at low values of time proximity (as inferred from the estimate
of β1 alone). Overall, our empirical tests in this section fail to support Hypothesis 1, that
‘narrow’ national identities will grow stronger in the aftermath of terrorist attacks, and
consistently support Hypothesis 2, that the British national identity will grow stronger
following the attacks.

—- Table 1 about here —

As the English identity is often associated to ‘whiteness’ and considered ‘narrower’
and less inclusive than the Scottish and Welsh identities (McCrone and Bechhofer, 2015;
Henderson et al., 2017), in SI Appendix Section B.1 we compare the English and the British
identities for white people who live in England and are exposed to attacks that are located
in England only. We show that our results persist and recent attacks cause a positive shift
in self-reported Britishness but do not affect self-reported Englishness.

4.2 The dynamics of the Britishness effect

To explore the dynamics of the Britishness effectmore thoroughly, we calculate themarginal
effects of exposure to terrorism and plot them over the respective values of the time prox-
imity variable. As shown in Figure 1, the relationship between exposure and Britishness
turns positive and highly significant when Time prox. takes a value 0.35; i.e., when the
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attacks occur about 45 days before the interview. The corresponding effects are not only
statistically significant, but economically meaningful too. For instance, when we compare
the most exposed individuals with the least exposed ones and evaluate the effects at the
maximum value of time proximity, we can see that a new attack leads to an increase in the
predicted probability to report a strong British identity (as implied by the binary outcome)
by 4 percentage points. Similarly, it causes an increase in the predicted value of British-
ness (as implied by the continuous outcome) by 0.14 units; i.e., an increase that amounts
to 27% of the within-individual standard deviation of the variable. These are quite large
effects if one considers that they refer to exposure to a single (average) terrorist incident.

—- Figure 1 about here —

We next consider an alternative version of Eq. (1) that employs a binary time prox-
imity measure. This allows us to mitigate the risk of misspecification error affecting our
inferences, but also to assess more explicitly whether the main drivers of the positive in-
teraction effects are indeed the recent terrorist incidents to which individuals are exposed.
We let the variable take value 1 for attacks that occur 1-45 days before the interview, and 0
for those that occur 46 days or more before the interview – in line with the point in Figure
1 where the stronger allegiance to British identity emerges. Table 2 presents the results of
interacting Exposure with this binary measure, Time prox. (45-days), while Figure 2 plots
the corresponding marginal effects. Overall, our conclusions remain unchanged: terror-
ism activates a strong Britishness-strengthening effect which dissipates after a few weeks.
Evidently, recent attacks cause a positive shift in self-reported Britishness, while those that
occur at a more distant point in time do not seem to exert the same influence.

—- Table 2 and Figure 2 about here —
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4.3 Testing for pre-existing trends

As elaborated in Section 3.3, our model specification includes a wide set of fixed effects
and time-varying controls to account for various sources of heterogeneity. Yet, one might
still be concerned that our results are influenced by pre-existing trends; i.e., that heteroge-
neous trends in omitted time-varying variables are more prevalent in exposed individuals
and that these omitted variables cause changes in self-reported Britishness that we falsely
attribute to the timing of attacks. To address this possibility, we restrict the sample to in-
clude wave-on-wave observations only (when the national identity question is answered
by individual i in both waves w and w − 1) and perform a placebo exercise where we re-
place Yiws in Eq.(1) with its ‘lagged value’. Since all the assigned attacks for individual
i occur between the interview date in wave w and the end date of wave w − 1, a statisti-
cally significant estimate of the exposure measure (or its interaction with time proximity)
in these placebo regressions would cast doubt on a causal interpretation of the observed
terrorism-Britishness relationship.

Columns (1) and (4) of Table 3 show the results when we estimate the same model
as before using the wave-on-wave observations, whereas columns (2) and (5) test the
sensitivity of these results to augmenting the model with the lagged variable. Despite the
substantial decrease in sample size, our key finding remains unchanged: the estimate of
the interaction term is positive andhighly statistically significant, suggesting that exposure
to recent terrorist attacks heightens the prevalence of a supranational British identity. On
the other hand, whenwe run the placebo regressions, none of the estimates are statistically
significant (see columns (3) and (6)), confirming that our results are not affected by pre-
existing trends in individuals most exposed to recent attacks. Furthermore, the absence of
such trends addresses concerns that past changes in Britishness play a role in the selection
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of the timing and localities to attack.9

—- Table 3 about here —

4.4 Fostering supranational unity: the EU identity

Our analysis so far demonstrates that exposure to terrorism tends to intensify wider forms
of national identification over narrow forms. In a similar vein, the EU identity might be
strengthened by terrorist attacks as a consequence of discourses which construct an image
of the terrorist ‘other’ as diametrically opposed to a shared European sense of self. As
Baker-Beall (2014, p.221) put it, “what distinguishes the EU discourse on terrorism is that
it goes beyond [a] focus on terrorism as crime to include a condemnatory moral narrative,
which is central to a ‘European’ sense of self, constituted in opposition to the terrorist
‘other.’ Nowak (2019) considers that the deployment of symbolswhich represent the unity
of EUmembers in thewake of terrorist attacks, such as the ‘Je suis Paris’ postings observed
across Europe subsequent to the attacks of November 2015, are an expression of ideas of
European unity. Such ideas are also evident in the public responses of European leaders
to the 2017 Manchester Arena bombings.10 Moreover, recent studies have detected a ‘rally
around the EU flag’ effect. In parallel with the way in which external threats are theorised
to trigger unity around symbols and representatives of the nation, Berlinschi et al. (2022)

9Running the placebo regressions with the binary time proximity measure returns again statistically
insignificant estimates (available in our replication files)

10Federica Mogherini, the foreign affairs and security chief of the EU wrote in the wake of the at-
tack that ‘Fear won’t prevail. European youth will continue to enjoy their love for life, freedom and joy,
together.’ Jean-Claude Juncker, President of the European Commission, stated that ‘It breaks my heart
that, once again, terrorism has sought to instil fear where there should be joy, to sow division where
young people and families should be coming together in celebration’. German prime-minister Angela
Merkel expressed that the attack would ‘only strengthen our resolve to work with our British friends
against those who plan and execute such inhuman acts. I assure the people in Britain: Germany stands
by your side.’ Available online: https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2017/may/23/we-stand-in-
solidarity-trump-leads-global-reaction-to-manchester-attack
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andGehring (2022) show that Russia’s invasion ofUkraine bolstered attachment to the EU.
This reflects not only the public’s threat perception, but also their response to an attack
on ‘what they perceive as the European community’s shared values’ (Berlinschi et al.,
2022, p.7). Because in-group affiliations extend beyond family-ties and national borders
(Jenkins, 2008), rallies can occur beyond the boundaries of the nation-state, as citizens
‘perceive the EU as a broader symbol of unity in the wake of attacks’ (Larsen et al., 2020,
186).

Following these arguments, we now turn to investigate whether the EU identity grows
stronger in the aftermath of terrorist attacks. To do so, we rely again on BES data and con-
sider individual-level responses to the following question: “Some people feel that Britain
should do all it can to unite fully with the EU. Other people feel that Britain should do all
it can to protect its independence from the EU. Where would you place yourself on a 0-10
scale?” (with higher values indicating stronger identificationwith the EU). Table 4 reports
the results when use EU Identity as the outcome variable and estimate the same regression
set-up as in Table 1. Like before, we present the estimates for both a binary specification
capturing high values (i.e., values 8, 9 or 10 on the 1-10 scale) and the ‘continuous’ spec-
ification based on the full scale. The evidence obtained suggests that exposure to recent
terrorist attacks does not only intensify the British national identity, but it also leads to
stronger allegiance to EU identity. All in all, our findings in this section provide further
support for the emergence of supranational-unity effects in the aftermath of terrorist at-
tacks.

—- Table 4 about here —
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4.5 The role of media coverage

TheBritishness-strengthening effects reported in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 are not expected to be
homogeneous across the attacks covered in our analysis. An important conditioning factor
is the extent to which an event is covered by media outlets (Ferwerda et al., 2017). Heavy
media coverage can make the context surrounding an attack known to a much broader
audience (Schneider et al., 2015), and evoke stronger emotional reactions by exposing
viewers to violent and unpleasant images (Lerner et al., 2003). At the same time, the
extent to which an event attracts news coverage can serve as a proxy for its importance,
given that the media tend to pay more attention to lethal attacks and those considered a
threat to the general population. For instance, Jin et al. (2022) show that the media are
much more responsive to deadly attacks and those motivated by Islamic extremism, the
latter being generally perceived as posing a more systematic threat to national security
and democratic values.

To explore the role of media coverage in explaining the strength of the Britishness ef-
fect, we estimate an extended version of Eq. (1) that includes a triple interaction between
exposure, time proximity, and attack coverage. We extract data on newspaper reporting
from LexisNexis,11 and construct a proxy for high media coverage based on whether the
attack in question received more than 100 LexisNexis hits (relevant articles), which cap-
tured 10% of the attacks in our sample (9 out of 87).12

Figure 3 shows the corresponding marginal effects, while distinguishing between the

11LexisNexis is an online service that searches through the text of thousands of news publications. We
limit the search results to national newspapers from UK-based sources published in the month following
each attack, and which include the terms ‘terrorism’, ‘terror’ or ‘terrorist’, the location and other key words
related to the attack.

12We choose to rely on a binary indicator for media coverage because it is less sensitive to outliers than a
continuous measure and can reduce the noise from not considering information from other media outlets,
such as television, radio and social media platforms (Bove et al., 2022).
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attacks that were heavily covered by media (high media) and those that received less at-
tention (low media). Two findings stand out. First, media reporting plays an important
role in moderating the intensity of the Britishness effect in the short-run. For instance,
when we compare the estimates at the maximum value of time proximity, the effect for
high-media attacks is twice as large as that for low-media attacks. Second, the reversed
effect observed in the right panel of Figure 1 at low values of time proximity is mostly
driven by terrorist incidents that received prominent media coverage. We interpret this
as evidence that, once the supranational-unity effect fades away, people respond to highly
consequential attacks – which they perceive as causing a large negative shock to their
welfare – by shifting away from national symbols. This is consistent with the theoreti-
cal framework of Falcó-Gimeno et al. (2022), according to which attacks that generate a
widespread sense of threat among the general population can activate an accountability
effect in the long run, whereby citizens hold the government responsible for the failure
to protect the country from terrorism. Our findings suggest that this anti-government re-
action to important attacks (in the long run) can also undermine allegiance to national
symbols, such as the British flag.

—- Figure 3 about here —

4.6 Robustness tests and further insights

The key finding that emerges fromour analysis is that exposure to terrorism induces a pos-
itive short-lived effect on Britishness. To corroborate this finding and lend further credi-
bility to our causal claims, we perform a number of robustness checks that we present and
discuss in detail in SI Appendix.

In Section B.2, we augment Eq. (1) with a variable capturing the attacked constituency
and its interaction with time proximity, and run the same regression set-up as in Table 1.
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The results obtained support the view that terrorism produces spillover effects on people
who live in neighbouring areas, and validate the use of geographic proximity as ameasure
of exposure. In Section B.3, we control for the proximity between an individual’s consis-
tency of residence and London (i.e., the city with the most terrorist incidents), together
with its interaction with time proximity. The estimates of the main variables of interest
are little affected by this exercise, suggesting that living near the UK’s capital city does
not distort the effect of geographic proximity to attacks on the British identity. We also
rule out the possibility that our findings are driven by a spatially concentrated group of
respondents: the effect of exposure on Britishness remains positive and highly statistically
significantwhenwe replicate themain analysis for eleven different sub-samples; each time
dropping all individuals who live in a specific government office region (see Section B.4).

In Sections B.5 and B.6, we check sensitivity to controlling for residual temporal hetero-
geneity (by adding day fixed effects or time distance fixed effects to Eq. (1)), and to using
alternative clustering of errors (at the level of an individual’s constituency of residence).
In both cases, the results are remarkably similar to those reported in Table 1, and do not
change our inferences.

In Sections B.7, B.8 and B.9, we experimentwith threemodified versions of the baseline
model. First, we rely on an alternative measure of terrorism exposure that splits the geo-
graphic distance into ten equal-frequency groups (deciles). Second, we employ a categor-
ical measure of time proximity that divides the post-attack period into three distinct time
intervals – the short run, the medium run, and the long run – in line with the framework
used in Giani et al. (2021). Third, we consider alternatives specifications of the binary out-
come variable, capturing lower cut-off points within the 1-7 Britishness scale; i.e., values
5 or more and values 4 or more. The results of these tests lead to the same conclusions
and confirm that the main driver of the positive interaction between exposure and time
proximity are the attacks that occur close to the interview date.
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In the next two sections, we test for heterogeneity in the reported effects with respect to
individual characteristics and other attack characteristics. Specifically, in Section B.10, we
estimatemodels with a triple interaction between exposure, time proximity, and a variable
that splits individuals into groups based on gender, age or education. The triple interac-
tion term is always statistically insignificant, suggesting that stronger allegiance to British
identity following recent terrorist attacks is not a unique phenomenon observed in indi-
viduals with specific attributes. In Section B.11, we run the same attack-heterogeneity
analysis as in Section 4.5, but separate by victim status (attacks with victims vs those with
no victims) and by perpetrator identity (Islamic attacks vs non-Islamic attacks). The re-
sults obtained provide further evidence that highly consequential attacks – i.e., attacks that
are typically associated with heightened fear and threat perceptions – produce a relatively
more intense Britishness-strengthening effect in the short run.

Finally, in Section B.12, we explore the terrorism exposure effect on citizens’ beliefs
about terrorism being the most important issue facing the country. The results indicate
that individuals are significantly more likely to report terrorism as the top national prob-
lem after they are exposed to recent attacks. At the same time, no similar effect is found
for crime, suggesting that the terrorist incidents in our sample were correctly perceived by
the large majority of the audience as acts as terrorism rather than violent crime.

5 Conclusions

National identity is a psychosocial mechanism which allows us to function as members of
society and avoid alienation and atomization (Smith, 2008). It also functions as a power-
ful political force shaping preferences, attitudes, and behaviour (Anderson, 1991; Trystan
et al., 2003; Huddy and Khatib, 2007). Identity correlates with political choices, and an
emphasis on the English, Scottish, Welsh or British identity reflects different perceptions
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of the world (see, e.g., Denham, 2019). Not suprisingly, the dynamics of national identity
in Britain are at the heart of recent political developments, such as the Brexit referendum
outcomewhichwas driven, among other factors, by identificationwith Englishness (Hen-
derson et al., 2017). The recent electoral successes of Sinn Féin inNorthern Ireland and the
Scottish National Party – including increasing calls for Scottish Independence – and grow-
ing appeal of Welsh Nationalism render matters of identity, nationality, and patriotism
key to understanding the contemporary state of British politics.

Our results demonstrate that higher exposure to terrorism (as captured by geographic
proximity to terrorist attacks) is associatedwith increased salience of a supranational iden-
tity: terrorism strengthens identification with Britain, but has no effect on identification
with its constituent nations. We theorise that this is the outcome of two interrelatedmech-
anisms: ‘rally around the flag’ dynamics which cause increased identification with sym-
bols and representatives of supranational polities, and the discursive strategies of political
elites which are directed towards re-establishing state authority and supranational unity.
We find that these Britishness-strengthening effects last for about 45 days, though their
intensity diminishes over time as the threat fades away. We also find that media coverage
is an important conditioning variable in this relationship: ‘high-media’ attacks result in
Britishness effects which are approximately twice as large as those of ‘low-media’ attacks.
Finally, we show that exposure to terrorism leads also to stronger allegiance to EU iden-
tity, which provides further support for the emerge of supranational-unity effects in the
aftermath of terrorist incidents.

Our analysis informs ongoing debates over the formation of national identities, and
the behavioural and attitudinal consequences of terrorism. The results demonstrate that
national identities are more fluid than is often assumed, and can be shaped by unexpected
exogenous shocks. Moreover, in contrast to several studies drawing connections between
terrorist acts, nativist and anti-immigrant sentiments, our results indicate that terrorist
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acts do not contribute to ‘narrow’ forms of national identity and instead tend to foster
supranational unity.
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Table 1: Terrorism exposure, nationness and Britishness: Main results
Panel A Nationness (DV) Nationness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.005 0.004 0.005 0.002 0.027 0.029*
(0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.009) (0.017) (0.017)

Exposure × Time prox. -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.004 -0.003 -0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.795 0.795 0.795 0.883 0.883 0.883
No. of individuals 48,455 48,455 48,455 48,455 48,455 48,455
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076

Panel B Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001 -0.001* -0.001* -0.003** -0.003*** -0.003**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.009** 0.002 0.003 0.010 0.012 0.015
(0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) (0.019) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.005** 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.016*** 0.018*** 0.018***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave × Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p <
0.01.
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Figure 1: Marginal effects of exposure on Britishness
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Notes: This graph shows the marginal effects of Exposure at different values of Time prox., with higher values
capturing more recent attacks. The marginal effects are based on estimates from the regression models in
columns (3) and (6) of Table 1. Vertical lines signify 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 2: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Binary time proximity
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. (45-days) 0.005* 0.001 0.001 0.005 0.005 0.005
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Exposure × Time prox. (45-days) 0.002** 0.002** 0.002*** 0.007*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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Figure 2: Marginal effect of exposure on Britishness:
Binary time proximity
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Notes: This graph shows the marginal effects of Exposure at values 0 and 1 of Time prox. (45-days), with value
1 capturing attacks that occur 1-45 days before the interview. The marginal effects are based on estimates
from the regressionmodels in columns (3) and (6) of Table 2. Vertical lines signify 95% confidence intervals.
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Table 3: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Placebo results
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

w w − 1 w w − 1

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Time prox -0.006 -0.006 -0.010 -0.017 -0.017 -0.021
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.022) (0.022) (0.023)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.004** 0.004** 0.001 0.010** 0.010** -0.004
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Britishness (DV)w−1 -0.004
(0.007)

Britishness (cont.)w−1 0.029***
(0.008)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.779 0.779 0.772 0.865 0.865 0.854
No. of individuals 34,111 34,111 34,111 34,111 34,111 34,111
No. of waves 8 8 8 8 8 8
No. of attacks 49 49 49 49 49 49
No. of observations 611,060 611,060 611,060 611,060 611,060 611,060

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p <
0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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Table 4: Terrorism exposure and EU identity
EU Identity (DV) EU Identity (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Time prox. -0.013*** 0.002 0.001 -0.030 0.020 0.017
(0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.021) (0.039) (0.039)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.024*** 0.024** 0.023**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.763 0.763 0.763 0.891 0.891 0.891
No. of individuals 42,797 42,797 42,797 42,797 42,797 42,797
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
Observations 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p <
0.01.
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Figure 3: Marginal effect of exposure on Britishness:
The role of media coverage
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Notes: See notes for Figure 1. ‘High media’ correspond to attacks that were heavily covered by media; ‘Low
media’ corresponds to attacks that received less media attention.

33



6 References
Alabrese, E., Becker, S. O., Fetzer, T., and Novy, D. (2019). Who voted for Brexit? Individual and regional

data combined. European Journal of Political Economy, 56:132–150.

Alesina, A., Giuliano, P., and Reich, B. (2021). Nation-building and education. The Economic Journal,
131(638):2273–2303.

Alesina, A., Reich, B., and Riboni, A. (2020). Nation-building, nationalism and wars. Journal of Economic
Growth, 25(4):381–430.

Anderson, B. (1991). Imagined communities. Verso.

Ashcroft, R. T. and Bevir, M. (2021). Brexit and the myth of British national identity. British Politics,
16(2):117–132.

Baker-Beall, C. (2014). The evolution of the European Union’s ‘fight against terrorism’ discourse: construct-
ing the terrorist ‘other’. Cooperation and Conflict, 49(2):212–238.

Balcells, L. and Torrats-Espinosa, G. (2018). Using a natural experiment to estimate the electoral conse-
quences of terrorist attacks. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(42):10624–10629.

Baum,M.A. (2002). Sex, lies andwar: how soft news brings foreign policy to the inattentive public. American
Journal of Political Science, 96(1):91–109.

Berlinschi, R., Farvaque, E., Fidrmuc, J., Harms, P., Steiner, N. D., Mihailov, A., Neugart, M., and Stanek,
P. L. (2022). Rallying around the EU flag: Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and attitudes toward European
integration. CESifo Working Paper No. 9883.

BES (2020). British Election Study 2014-2023, Combined Waves 1-20 Internet Panel Codebook. University
of Manchester; University of Oxford.

Blinder, S. and Allen, W. (2020). UK public opinion toward immigration: overall attitudes and level of
concern. The Migration Observatory.

Blouin, A. and Mukand, S. W. (2019). Erasing ethnicity? Propaganda, nation building, and identity in
Rwanda. Journal of Political Economy, 127(3):1008–1062.

Bogain, A. (2019). Terrorism and the discursive construction of national identity in France.National Identities,
21(3):241–265.

Böhmelt, T. and Bove, V. (2020). Regional integration support: a positive externality toward migration
attitudes. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 58(2):309–327.

Böhmelt, T., Bove, V., and Nussio, E. (2020). Can terrorism abroad influence migration attitudes at home?
American Journal of Political Science, 64(3):437–451.

34



Bove, V., Efthyvoulou, G., and Pickard, H. (2022). Did terrorism affect voting in the Brexit referendum?
British Journal of Political Science, 52(3):1133–1150.

Braithwaite, A. (2013). The logic of public fear in terrorism and counter-terrorism. Journal of Police and
Criminal Psychology, 28(2):95–101.

Brandon, S. E. and Silke, A. P. (2007). Near-and long-term psychological effects of exposure to terrorist
attacks. Psychology of Terrorism, pages 175–193.

Burke, B. L., Martens, A., and Faucher, E. H. (2010). Two decades of terror management theory: a meta-
analysis of mortality salience research. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 14(2):155–195.

Butler, A. S., Panzer, A. M., Goldfrank, L. R., et al. (2003). Understanding the psychological consequences of
traumatic events, disasters, and terrorism. Preparing for the psychological consequences of terrorism: A public
health strategy.

Carlitz, R., Morjaria, A., and Mueller, J. (2022). State-building in a diverse society. NBER Working Paper No.
30731.

Clarke, H. D., Goodwin, M., and Whiteley, P. (2017). Why Britain voted for Brexit: an individual-level
analysis of the 2016 referendum vote. Parliamentary Affairs, 70(3):439–464.

Cohen, R. (1994). Frontiers of identity: the British and others. London:Longman.

Connor,W. (1993). Beyond reason: the nature of the ethnonational bond. Ethnic andRacial Studies, 70(3):439–
464.

Curtis, A. (2014). Inclusive versus exclusive: a cross-national comparison of the effects of subnational,
national, and supranational identity. European Union Politics, 15(4):521–546.

Dehdari, S. H. and Gehring, K. (2022). The origins of common identity: evidence from Alsace-Lorraine.
American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 14(1):261–92.

Denham, J. (2019). Is it the English question or the British question? The three strands of Britishness.
LSE - British Politics and Policy, (https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/is-it-the-english-or-the-british-
question/).

Depetris-Chauvin, E., Durante, R., and Campante, F. (2020). Building nations through shared experiences:
evidence from African football. American Economic Review, 110(5):1572–1602.

Dinesen, P. T. and Jæger, M. M. (2013). The effect of terror on institutional trust: new evidence from the
3/11 Madrid terrorist attack. Political Psychology, 34(6):917–926.

Edwards, J. (2004). After the fall. Discourse & Society, 15:155–184.

Egan, P. J. (2020). Identity as dependent variable: how Americans shift their identities to align with their
politics. American Journal of Political Science, 64(3):699–716.

35



Epifanio,M., Giani, M., and Ivandic, R. (2022). Wait and see? Public opinion dynamics after terrorist attacks.
The Journal of Politics.

Falcó-Gimeno, A., Muñoz, J., and Pannico, R. (2022). Double-edged bullets: the conditional effect of terror-
ism on vote for the incumbent. British Journal of Political Science, DOI: 10.1017/S0007123422000096.

Ferrín, M., Mancosu, M., and Cappiali, T. M. (2020). Terrorist attacks and Europeans’ attitudes towards
immigrants: an experimental approach. European Journal of Political Research, 59(3):491–516.

Ferwerda, J., Flynn, D., and Horiuchi, Y. (2017). Explaining opposition to refugee resettlement: the role of
NIMBYism and perceived threats. Science Advances, 3(9):e1700812.

Fischhoff, B., Gonzalez, R. M., Small, D. A., and Lerner, J. S. (2003). Judged terror risk and proximity to the
World Trade Center. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 26(2):137–151.

Gehring, K. (2022). Can external threats foster a European Union identity? Evidence from Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine. The Economic Journal, 132(644):1489–1516.

Gellner, E. (1964). Thought and Change. London: Weidenfield and Nicolson.

Getmansky, A. and Zeitzoff, T. (2014). Terrorism and voting: the effect of rocket threat on voting in Israeli
elections. American Political Science Review, 108(3):588–604.

Giani, M., Epifanio,M., and Ivandic, R. (2021). Wait and see? Public opinion dynamics after terrorist attacks.
The Journal of Politics.

Godefroidt, A. (2021). How terrorismdoes (and does not) affect citizens’ political attitudes: ameta-analysis.
American Journal of Political Science, pages 1–17.

Goodhart, D. (2017). The road to somewhere: the populist revolt and the future of politics. Oxford University
Press.

GOV.Uk (23/05/2017). PM statement following terrorist attack in Manchester: 23 May 2017.

Healy, A. and Lenz, G. S. (2014). Substituting the end for the whole: why voters respond primarily to the
election-year economy. American Journal of Political Science, 58:31–47.

Helbling, M. and Meierrieks, D. (2020). Terrorism and migration: an overview. British Journal of Political
Science, pages 1–20.

Henderson, A., Jeffery, C., Wincott, D., and Jones, W. R. (2017). How Brexit was made in England. The
British Journal of Politics and International Relations, 19(4):631–646.

Holman, M. R., Merolla, J. L., and Zechmeister, E. J. (2022). The curious case of Theresa May and the public
that did not rally: gendered reactions to terrorist attacks can cause slumps not bumps. American Political
Science Review, 116(1):249–264.

36



Huddy, L. and Feldman, S. (2011). Americans respond politically to 9/11: understanding the impact of the
terrorist attacks and their aftermath. American Psychologist, 66(6):455–467.

Huddy, L. andKhatib, N. (2007). Americanpatriotism, national identity, andpolitical involvement.American
Journal of Political Science, 51(1):63–77.

Hutcheson, J., Domke, D., Billeaudeaux, A., and Garland, P. (2004). U.S. national identity, political elites,
and a patriotic press following September 11. Political Communication, 21(1):27–50.

Hutter, S. and Kriesi, H. (2004). Politicising immigration in times of crisis. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies, 48(2):341–365.

Jackson, R. (2005). Security, democracy, and the rhetoric of counter-terrorism. Democracy and Security,
1:147–171.

Jenkins, R. (2008). Social identity. Routledge.

Jin, G., Karim, M. R., and Schulze, G. G. (2022). The stock market effects of Islamist versus non-Islamist
terror. Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=4111940, DOI:10.2139/ssrn.4111940.

Kedourie, E. (1992). Nationalism. Blackwell.

Kibris, A. (2011). Funerals and elections:the effects of terrorism on voting behavior in Turkey. Journal of
Conflict Resolution, 55(2):220–247.

Kuehnhanss, C. R., Holm, J., and Mahieu, B. (2021). Rally round which flag? Terrorism’s effect on (intra)
national identity. Public Choice, 188(1):53–74.

Lambert, A. J., Schott, P. J., and Scherer, L. (2011). Threat, politics, and attitudes: toward a greater under-
standing of rally-’round-the-flag effects. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20(6):343–348.

Larsen, E. G., Cutts, D., andGoodwin,M. J. (2020). Do terrorist attacks feed populist Eurosceptics? Evidence
from two comparative quasi-experiments. European Journal of Political Research, 59(1):182–205.

Legewie, J. (2013). Terrorist events and attitudes toward immigrants: a natural experiment. American Journal
of Sociology, 118(5):1199–1245.

Lerner, J. S., Gonzalez, R. M., Small, D. A., and Fischhoff, B. (2003). Effects of fear and anger on perceived
risks of terrorism: a national field experiment. Psychological Science, 14(2):144–150.

McCrone, D. (1997). Unmasking Britannia: the rise and fall of British national identity. Nations and Nation-
alism, 3(4):579–596.

McCrone, D. and Bechhofer, F. (2015). Understanding national identity. Cambridge University Press.

Moskalenko, S., McCauley, C., and Rozin, P. (2006). Group identification under conditions of threat: college
students’ attachment to country, family, ethnicity, religion, and university before and after September 11,
2001. Political Psychology, 27(1):77–97.

37



Nowak, A. (2019). Rally around the EU flag! Supra-nationalism in the light of Islamist terrorism. Technical
report, CIW Discussion Paper.

Nussio, E., Bove, V., and Steele, B. (2019). The consequences of terrorism on migration attitudes across
Europe. Political Geography, 75:102047.

Pyszczynski, T., Sheldon, S., and Greenberg, J. (2015). Thirty years of terror management theory: from
genesis to revelation. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 52:1–70.

Ronconi, J. P. and Ramos-Toro, D. (2022). Nation-building through military service.

Schlenger, W. E., Caddell, J. M., Ebert, L., Jordan, B. K., Rourke, K. M., Wilson, D., Thalji, L., Dennis, J. M.,
Fairbank, J. A., and Kulka, R. A. (2002). Psychological reactions to terrorist attacks: findings from the
National Study of Americans’ Reactions to September 11. Jama, 288(5):581–588.

Schneider, F., Brück, T., and Meierrieks, D. (2015). The economics of counterterrorism: a survey. Journal of
Economic Surveys, 29(1):131–157.

Shayo, M. and Zussman, A. (2011). Judicial ingroup bias in the shadow of terrorism. The Quarterly Journal
of Economics, 126(3):1447–1484.

Smith, A. (2008). The limits of everyday nationhood. Ethnicities, 8(3):563–573.

Stevenson, J. (1984). British Society: 1914-45. Penguin.

Timoneda, J. C. (2021). Estimating group fixed effects in panel data with a binary dependent variable: how
the LPM outperforms logistic regression in rare events data. Social Science Research, 93:102486.

Triandafyllidou, A. (1998). National identity and the ‘other’. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 21(4):593–612.

Trystan, D., Scully, R., and Jones, R. W. (2003). Explaining the ‘quiet earthquake’: voting behaviour in the
first election to the National Assembly for Wales. Electoral Studies, 22(4):635–650.

Van Hauwaert, S. M. and Huber, R. A. (2020). In-group solidarity or out-group hostility in response to
terrorism in France? Evidence froma regression discontinuity design. European Journal of Political Research,
59(4):936–953.

38



Terrorist violence and the fuzzy frontier:
national vs supranational identities in Britain

Georgios Efthyvoulou Harry Pickard Vincenzo Bove

Supplementary Information (SI) Appendix
For Online Publication

A. Descriptives

B. Robustness Tests and Further Insights

C. Full Regression Results

1



A. Descriptives

A.1 Spatial and temporal distribution of terrorist attacks

FigureA.1maps the terrorist incidents over the sample period, February 2014 toDecember
2019. Incidents marked in red (black) denote attacks that received relatively high (low)
amounts of media coverage. London is unsurprisingly the most targeted area and attacks
generally cluster in the larger cities (e.g., Manchester and Birmingham). In total, our sam-
ple comprises 87 incidents that occur as far North as Dundee and as far South asNewquay.
Figure A.2 shows the number of terrorist incidents from February 2014 to December 2019.
Throughout the sample period the number of attacks is quite stable, but the most intense
year of terrorist activity is 2017 with a total of 20 attacks. The UK has suffered attacks from
a variety of perpetrators with differing degrees of severity. Notably, in June 2016 Jo Cox,
the member of parliament for Batley and Spen, was assassinated by a Neo-Nazi extremist.
Whilst in September 2017, a homemade bomb exploded on the LondonUnderground that
planted by a Islamist extremist and injured 69. On New Year’s Eve in 2018, three people
were stabbed in Victoria Station in Manchester by an attacker driven by Islamic extrem-
ism. These attacks received national media coverage to varying degrees and dominated
the news headlines in the immediate aftermath.

A.2 Summary statistics

Table A.1 presents summary statistics and detailed definitions for each variable used in
the main analysis.
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Figure A.1: Spatial distribution of terrorist attacks

Notes: The figure shows the location of the 87 terrorist attacks used in our analysis. Incidents marked in red
(black) denote attacks that received relatively high (low) amounts of media coverage.
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Figure A.2: Terrorist attacks over time

Notes: The figure shows the temporal distribution of the terrorist attacks used in our analysis over the period
February 2014 to December 2019.
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Table A.1: Summary statistics
Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. Obs. Definition

Dependent variables
Britishness (DV) 0.61 0.49 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent gives one of the top 2 values (6 or 7) to the question “Where

would you place yourself on the following scale? Britishness (1-7 scale).”; 0 oth-
erwise.

Britishness (cont.) 5.58 1.62 1.00 7.00 1,378,139 The respondent’s answer to question: “Where would you place yourself on the
following scale? Britishness (1-7 scale).” Value 7 indicates “Very strongly” and
value 1 indicates “Not at all”.

Nationness (cont.) 5.63 1.80 1.00 7.00 1,375,076 The respondent’s answer to question: “Where would you place yourself on the
following scales? Englishness/Welshness/Scottishness (1-7 scales).” The phras-
ing of the question corresponds to the country in which the respondent resides.
Value 7 indicates “Very strongly” and 1 indicates “Not at all”.

EU Integration (cont.) 3.78 3.51 0.00 10.00 1,181,792 The respondent’s answer to the question “Some people feel that Britain should do
all it can to unite fully with the European Union. Other people feel that Britain
should do all it can to protect its independence from the European Union. Where
would youplace yourself on this scale? EU identity (0-10 scale)”. Re-coded so that
10 is “Unite fully with the European Union ” and 0 is “Protect our independence”.

Key independent variables
Exposure -0.04 0.99 -2.04 7.02 1,378,139 Reverse of the log of distance (in kilometers) between the centroid point of the

respondent’s constituency of residence and the location point of each one of the
‘assigned’ attacks (standardized).

Time prox. 0.24 0.21 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 A measure of the time distance between the date of the respondent’s interview
and the date of each one of the ‘assigned’ attacks. It varies (non-linearly) in the
interval [0, 1], with higher values indicating more recent attacks.

Time prox. (45-days) 0.27 0.44 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if a terrorist attack occurred between 1 and 45 days before the respondent’s
interview date; 0 otherwise.

High media 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the terrorist attack receivedmore than 100 LexisNexis hits (relevant articles)
in the month following the attack; 0 otherwise.

Control variables
Female 0.51 0.50 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is female; 0 if male.
Age 54.76 14.57 16.00 101.00 1,378,139 The age of respondent.
Age sqr. 3211.46 1529.85 256.00 10201.00 1,378,139 The age of the respondent squared.
Employed 0.52 0.50 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is employed; 0 otherwise.
Student/other 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is a student or has a non-descript labour market status; 0

otherwise.
Retired 0.34 0.47 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is retired; 0 otherwise.
Unemployed/Not working 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is unemployed or currently not working; 0 otherwise.
Educ.: Below GCSE 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent’s highest level of education is belowGCSE levels; 0 otherwise.
Educ.: GCSE/A-level/Diploma 0.40 0.49 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent’s highest level of education is at GCSE, A-level or Diploma;

0 otherwise.
Educ.: Bachelor or higher 0.42 0.49 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent’s highest level of education is a bachelor’s degree or higher;

0 otherwise.
Single 0.17 0.38 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is single; 0 otherwise.
In a relationship 0.70 0.46 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is in any type of relationship; 0 otherwise.
Separated/Divorced/Widowed 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent is either separated, divorced or widowed; 0 otherwise.
White British 0.93 0.26 0.00 1.00 1,378,139 =1 if the respondent’s ethnicity is White British; 0 otherwise.
Household size 2.31 1.14 1.00 8.00 1,378,139 The number of individuals living within the respondent’s household.
Gross household income 6.82 3.51 1.00 15.00 1,378,139 Categories of gross household income that range from “under £5,000 per year” to

“£150,000 and over”.



B. Robustness Tests and Further Insights

B.1 English vs British identity for white people in England

In our main analysis, we present evidence that exposure to terrorism intensifies wider
forms of national identification over narrow forms, with the latter being captured by the
three constituent national identities (English, Scottish, and Welsh). Does this result per-
sist when we only compare the English and the British national identities? On the basis
that the English identity is perceived as being tied to ‘whiteness’ (McCrone and Bechhofer,
2015), and is generally considered to be ‘narrower’ and less inclusive than the other two
identities (Henderson et al., 2017), one could argue that the opposite patterns can emerge
when we focus on white people who live in England. To test for this, we restrict the sam-
ple of respondents to those residing in England and defining themselves as ‘white’, and
consider variation in their exposure to all terrorist attacks that occurred in England (as the
strengthening of Englishness should not be influenced by the attacks that occur outside
the country). Table B.1 shows the results of estimating Eq. (1) for Englishness (panel A)
and Britishness (panel B), based on the same regression set-up as in Table 1. Even though
the estimates are now economically and statistically less significant (in panel B), our key
inferences do not change: recent attacks cause a positive shift in self-reported Britishness
but do not affect self-reported Englishness.1

1Note that, due to the relatively small sample of respondents living in Scotland andWales, and the small
number of attacks that occurred in these two countres (10 out of the 87 attacks in our analysis), we cannot
estimate the same regressions for the Scottish and Welsh national identities.
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Table B.1: Terrorism exposure, Englishness and Britishness:
White people in England

Panel A Englishness (DV) Englishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.003 0.003 0.005 -0.004 0.031 0.035*
(0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.011) (0.019) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.007 0.008 0.009
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.775 0.775 0.775 0.868 0.868 0.868
No. of individuals 36,103 36,103 36,103 36,103 36,103 36,103
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 77 77 77 77 77 77
No. of observations 910,048 910,048 910,048 910,048 910,048 910,048

Panel B Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001 -0.001* -0.001* -0.003* -0.003** -0.003**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Time prox. 0.010** 0.004 0.006 0.017 0.009 0.013
(0.005) (0.009) (0.009) (0.012) (0.022) (0.022)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.005** 0.006** 0.006** 0.010 0.012* 0.012**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.714 0.714 0.714 0.800 0.800 0.800
No. of individuals 36,143 36,143 36,143 36,143 36,143 36,143
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 77 77 77 77 77 77
No. of observations 911,903 911,903 911,903 911,903 911,903 911,903

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p <
0.05; *** p < 0.01.

7



B.2 Controlling for attacked constituency

In this section, we check whether the Britishness-strengthening effects are exclusively
driven by individuals who live in the attacked constituency. To do so, we augment Eq.
(1) with an interaction between Time prox. and a binary indicator capturing whether at-
tack s took place within the boundaries of individual i’s constituency of residence in wave
w. Table B.2 reports the results of estimating this model based on the same regression
set-up as in Table 1. Overall, our inferences do not change: once again, we find that geo-
graphic proximity induces a positive short-lived effect on Britishness. This suggests that
the observed dynamics are not restricted to people who are more ‘directly’ influenced by
terrorist incidents, and supports the view that terrorism produces spillover effects on peo-
ple who live in neighbouring areas (see also Bove et al., 2022).

Table B.2: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Controlling for attacked constituency
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002* -0.002*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox 0.009** 0.002 0.003 0.010 0.012 0.015
(0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) (0.019) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.004* 0.005** 0.005** 0.012** 0.014*** 0.014***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Attacked cons. -0.004 -0.003 -0.003 -0.018* -0.015 -0.013
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Attacked cons. × Time prox. 0.018 0.015 0.016 0.076* 0.065 0.070
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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B.3 Controlling for proximity to London

While terrorist attacks are scattered around the country, London is by far the city with the
most incidents (18% of the attacks in our sample). As such, one could argue that living
near London may affect the extent to which people change their self-reported Britishness
over time, and this, in turn, may confound the relationship between exposure (as mea-
sured by geographic proximity) and nation-state identity. To test for this, we consider an
extended version of the baseline model that controls for the centroid-to-centroid proxim-
ity in kilometers between individual i’s constituency and London (reverse of the log of
distance, standardized), together with its interaction with time proximity. As shown in
Table B.3, the estimates of the main variables of interest are little affected by this exercise,
and do not change the inferences drawn from earlier findings.2

Table B.3: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Controlling for proximity to London
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001* -0.001** -0.001** -0.002 -0.002* -0.002*
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.009** 0.002 0.003 0.010 0.013 0.015
(0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) (0.019) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.005** 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.011** 0.013*** 0.014***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

London prox. 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.034 0.035 0.035
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

London prox. × Time prox. 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.015*** 0.014** 0.013**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave × Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.

2As noted in Section 3.1, we exclude observations where a respondent is observed in a different con-
stituency in wave w compared to the last wave they were interviewed. Nevertheless, a small number of
individuals may still be observed in two different constituencies, with at least two observations in each con-
stituency. This can explain why the estimate of London prox. is not absorbed by the individual fixed effects.
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B.4 Excluding regions

In Figure B.4, we check whether our results can be explained by changes in the responses
of individuals who live in a particular government office region (GOR). To do so, we re-
estimate our baseline model for different sub-samples of the data, each time removing all
individuals who reside in the same region, and calculate the marginal effects at the maxi-
mum value of time proximity. Regardless of which region is excluded each time, the effect
of exposure to terrorism remains positive and statistically significant at 5% level or higher,
and this holds for both definitions of the outcome variable.
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Figure B.4: Excluding regions
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Notes: Fat (thin) lines denote statistical significance at the 90% (95%) level.
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B.5 Including additional temporal fixed effects

In this section, we check sensitivity to introducing additional time fixed effects. First, we
replace the wave ×week fixed effects (θwt) in Eq. (1) with day fixed effects to account for
residual heterogeneity arising from the date that an individual is interviewed. Second,
we augment the baseline model with time distance fixed effects to control for unobserved
factors correlated with the temporal distance between an attack and the interview date.
Tables B.5a and B.5b present the corresponding results. The estimates of exposure and its
interaction with time proximity are remarkably similar to those reported in Table 1.

Table B.5a: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Using day fixed effects
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001 -0.001* -0.001* -0.003** -0.003*** -0.003**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.009** -0.002 -0.002 0.010 -0.004 -0.004
(0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.010) (0.006) (0.006)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.005** 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.016*** 0.018*** 0.018***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Day FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p <
0.01.
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Table B.5b: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Including time distance fixed effects
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001* -0.001* -0.001* -0.003** -0.003*** -0.003**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.005*** 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.017*** 0.018*** 0.018***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
Time distance FEs
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p <
0.01.
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B.6 Alternative error clustering

Throughout our main analysis, we have clustered the standard errors at the individual
level. In this section, we check robustness to using an alternative clustering of errors; that
is, at the level of an individual’s constituency of residence. As can be seen in Table B.6,
the method used to correct the standard errors does not affect the statistical significance
of the estimates.

Table B.6: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Alternative error clustering
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001 -0.001* -0.001* -0.003** -0.003** -0.003**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.009** 0.002 0.003 0.010 0.012 0.015
(0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.011) (0.019) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.005** 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.016*** 0.018*** 0.018***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the parliamentary constituency level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; **
p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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B.7 Alternative geographic proximity measure

In this section, we rely on an alternative measure of geographic proximity to account for
exposure to terrorism. Rather than using the reverse of the logarithm of distance (between
each attack and an individual’s constituency of residence), we divide the distance into ten
equal-frequency groups (deciles), where individuals in group 10 are the most proximate
to the attack and those in group 1 are the furthest away. Even though the estimates are
somewhat different in magnitude (as expected), the positive and highly significant effect
of geographic proximity at high values of time proximity is unaltered.

Table B.7: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Alternative geographic proximity measure
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure (dec.) -0.000 -0.000* -0.000 -0.001* -0.001** -0.001**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Time prox. 0.000 -0.008 -0.007 -0.022 -0.024 -0.021
(0.005) (0.008) (0.008) (0.014) (0.021) (0.021)

Exposure (dec.) × Time prox. 0.001** 0.002*** 0.002*** 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.006***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave × Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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B.8 Categorical measure of time proximity

In our main analysis, we provide evidence that a Britishness-strengthening effect emerges
when an individual was recently exposed to terrorism. In doing so, we employ a continu-
ous and a binarymeasure of time proximity that assign a higherweight to recent incidents.
In this section, we experiment with a third (categorical) measure that divides the post-
attack period into three distinct time intervals. Specifically, following Giani et al. (2021),
we compare the exposure effects between respondents interviewed within one month (30
days) after the attacks, the short run; those interviewed in the next 100 days, the medium
run; and finally those interviewed after the first 130 days, the long run. Splitting the sample
into groups based on the moderator is also broadly in line with the recommendations of
Hainmueller et al. (2019) for testing susceptibility of the results to misspecification bias.

Figure B.8 plots the marginal effects across the three time frames. We can observe a
large positive change in self-reported Britishness in the short run, which becomes less
pronounced in the next 100 days (the medium run). This is then followed by a further no-
ticeable decline in the long run, with the effects either fading away (for Britishness (DV))
or turning negative (for Britishness (cont.)). All in all, the observed dynamics confirm that
the main driver of the positive interaction between exposure and time proximity (as re-
ported in Table 1) are the attacks that occur close to the interview date.
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Figure B.8: Marginal effect of exposure on Britishness:
Categorical time proximity
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Notes: This graph shows the marginal effects of Exposure across three time frames: short run (1-30 days after
attacks), medium run (31-130 days after attacks), and long run (131 days or more after attacks). Vertical
lines signify 95% confidence intervals.
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B.9 Alternative definitions of the binary outcome

The binary outcome variable Britishness (DV) captures self-placement at the top 2 values
of the 1-7 Britishness scale. In Table B.9, we check sensitivity to re-coding this variable so
that it reflects lower cut-off points within this scale; that is, values 5 or more (Britishness
(DV) [>4]) or values 4 or more (Britishness (DV) [>3]). The estimates suggest that expo-
sure to terrorism increases the likelihood to report a stronger British identity, regardless of
how this ‘stronger identity’ is defined. This, in turn, points to a terrorism-induced effect
that is ‘across the board’ and is consistent with the findings for the continuous outcome
variable.

Table B.9: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Alternative Britishness (DV) definitions
Britishness (DV) [>4] Britishness (DV) [>3]

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Time prox. 0.003 0.001 0.001 -0.002 0.001 0.001
(0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.003* 0.003* 0.003* 0.003** 0.003** 0.003**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.734 0.735 0.735 0.750 0.750 0.750
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p <
0.01.
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B.10 Heterogeneity by individual characteristics

In Table B.10, we test for heterogeneity with respect to three individual characteristics:
gender, age, and education. To do so, we estimate models with a triple interaction be-
tween exposure, time proximity, and different binary indicators that split individuals into
the following groups: (i) female vs male respondents; (ii) younger vs older respondents
(aged 18-44 vs aged 45+); and, (iii) low-education vs high-education respondents (be-
longing to the lowest education group vs the other two groups). In all three cases, the
triple interaction term enters the specification with a negative sign – suggesting that the
effects are weaker for female, younger and low-education people – but fails to reach statis-
tical significance. We interpret this as evidence that the (short-lived) Britishness dynamic
following terrorist attacks is not a unique phenomenon of individuals with specific char-
acteristics.

Table B.10: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Individual heterogeneity
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001* -0.001** -0.001** -0.005*** -0.004*** -0.004***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.004 0.001 0.002 0.019 0.008 0.015
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.007*** 0.006*** 0.007*** 0.026*** 0.019*** 0.020***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005)

Exposure × Time prox. × Female -0.003 -0.015
(0.004) (0.009)

Exposure × Time prox. × Younger -0.002 -0.004
(0.004) (0.010)

Exposure × Time prox. × Low educ. -0.007 -0.013
(0.005) (0.012)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.734 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.

19



B.11 Heterogeneity by other attack characteristics

In our main analysis, we find that the terrorism-Britishness relationship is conditioned by
the extent towhich a terrorist event is covered bymedia. We argue that the amount of news
reporting can serve as a proxy for the event’s relevance and national importance, since
media tend to pay more attention to attacks that are considered to be more consequential
and threatening to the general population. In this section, we examine heterogeneity with
respect to two attack characteristics that have been associated with heightened threat per-
ceptions and increased fear: whether the incident involves victims (22% of the attacks in
our sample), and whether it is motivated by Islamic extremism (9% of the attacks in our
sample). These two characteristics have also been shown to be the main determinants of
the media attention that a terrorist event receives (Jin et al., 2022).

In Figure B.11a, we present the marginal effects of a triple interaction with the victim
status, distinguishing between attacks with victims and those with no victims, while in
Figure B.11b, we separate by perpetrator identity, making a distinction between Islamic
and non-Islamic attacks. We can see that the patterns in the right panel of the two figures
(when we employ the continuous Britishness measure) are similar to those observed in
Figure 3 for high- vs low-media attacks. This provides further evidence that highly con-
sequential attacks can produce a relatively more intense supranational-unity effect in the
short run, but can also trigger a shift away from national symbols in the long run.
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Figure B.11a: Marginal effect of exposure on Britishness: By victim status
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Notes: This graph shows the marginal effects of Exposure at different values of Time prox., with higher values
capturing more recent attacks. Vertical lines signify 95% confidence intervals. ‘Victims’ corresponds to
attacks that involved victims (deaths or injuries); ‘No victims’ corresponds to attacks with no victims.
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Figure B.11b: Marginal effect of exposure on Britishness:
By perpetrator identity
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Notes: This graph shows the marginal effects of Exposure at different values of Time prox., with higher values
capturing more recent attacks. Vertical lines signify 95% confidence intervals. ‘Islamic’ corresponds to at-
tacks motivated by Islamic extremism; ‘Non-Islamic’ corresponds to all other attacks.
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B.12 Terrorism vs crime as the most important problem

In Table B.12, we explore the exposure effect on citizens’ beliefs about the most important
issue facing the country. We construct a binary indicator that takes value 1 if an individual
believes that terrorism is the most important national problem (in wave w), and run the
same regression-set up as before. Despite the substantial decrease in the sample size (and
the fact that we only exploit information for 40 attacks), we find evidence that individuals
are more likely to report terrorism as the top national problem after they are exposed to
recent attacks (columns (1)-(3)). On the other hand, no effect is found for crime being
the most important problem (columns (4)-(6)). This exercise confirms the salience of the
attacks for the British public, and that these incidents were correctly perceived by the large
audience as acts as terrorism rather than violent crime.

Table B.12: Terrorism exposure and terrorism vs crime importance
Most important issue: Terrorism Crime

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure 0.001*** 0.001* 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Time prox. 0.002 0.008 0.007 0.000 -0.001 -0.001
(0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.001 0.002* 0.002* -0.000 -0.000 -0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.555 0.559 0.560 0.607 0.607 0.607
No. of individuals 32,034 32,034 32,034 32,034 32,034 32,034
No. of waves 7 7 7 7 7 7
No. of attacks 40 40 40 40 40 40
No. of observations 592,404 592,404 592,404 592,404 592,404 592,404

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p <
0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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C. Full Regression Results

This section shows the full list of regression estimates for the tables and figures included
in the paper. See Tables C.1 - C.6 below.
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Table C.1: Terrorism exposure and nationness: Main results, panel A – full output
Nationness (DV) Nationness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.005 0.004 0.005 0.002 0.027 0.029*
(0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.009) (0.017) (0.017)

Exposure × Time prox. -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 -0.004 -0.003 -0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Age -0.019*** -0.055***
(0.003) (0.011)

Age sqr. 0.000*** 0.001***
(0.000) (0.000)

Student/other 0.003 0.014
(0.009) (0.027)

Retired 0.009 0.031
(0.006) (0.020)

Unemployed/Not working 0.003 0.024
(0.007) (0.021)

Educ.: GCSE/A-level/Diploma 0.005 0.003
(0.006) (0.019)

Educ.: Bachelor or higher -0.004 -0.018
(0.007) (0.022)

In a relationship 0.000 -0.019
(0.008) (0.025)

Separated/Divorced/Widowed -0.005 -0.027
(0.007) (0.021)

White British 0.014 0.050
(0.011) (0.039)

Household size 0.005* 0.017*
(0.003) (0.009)

Gross household income 0.001 0.005
(0.001) (0.003)

Constant 0.654*** 0.654*** 1.164*** 5.627*** 5.621*** 6.867***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.128) (0.002) (0.004) (0.422)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave × Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.795 0.795 0.795 0.883 0.883 0.883
No. of individuals 48,455 48,455 48,455 48,455 48,455 48,455
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076 1,375,076

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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Table C.2: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Main results, panel B – full output
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001 -0.001* -0.001* -0.003** -0.003*** -0.003**
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.009** 0.002 0.003 0.010 0.012 0.015
(0.004) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) (0.019) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.005** 0.005*** 0.006*** 0.016*** 0.018*** 0.018***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Age -0.012** -0.035***
(0.005) (0.011)

Age sqr. 0.000*** 0.000***
(0.000) (0.000)

Student/other 0.022** 0.043
(0.011) (0.029)

Retired 0.021*** 0.015
(0.007) (0.020)

Unemployed/Not working 0.016* 0.025
(0.008) (0.022)

Educ.: GCSE/A-level/Diploma 0.006 0.002
(0.007) (0.021)

Educ.: Bachelor or higher -0.002 0.003
(0.008) (0.023)

In a relationship -0.007 -0.017
(0.009) (0.023)

Separated/Divorced/Widowed 0.015* 0.047**
(0.008) (0.022)

White British 0.020 0.197***
(0.014) (0.052)

Household size 0.005 0.017*
(0.003) (0.009)

Gross household income 0.000 0.002
(0.001) (0.003)

Constant 0.611*** 0.613*** 0.755*** 5.579*** 5.579*** 6.014***
(0.001) (0.002) (0.231) (0.002) (0.005) (0.433)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave × Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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Table C.3: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Binary time proximity – full output
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Time prox. (45-days) 0.005* 0.001 0.001 0.005 0.005 0.005
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Exposure × Time prox. (45-days) 0.002** 0.002** 0.002*** 0.007*** 0.008*** 0.008***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Age -0.012** -0.035***
(0.005) (0.011)

Age sqr. 0.000*** 0.000***
(0.000) (0.000)

Student/other 0.022** 0.043
(0.011) (0.029)

Retired 0.021*** 0.015
(0.007) (0.020)

Unemployed/Not working 0.016* 0.025
(0.008) (0.022)

Educ.: GCSE/A-level/Diploma 0.006 0.002
(0.007) (0.021)

Educ.: Bachelor or higher -0.002 0.003
(0.008) (0.023)

In a relationship -0.007 -0.017
(0.009) (0.023)

Separated/Divorced/Widowed 0.015* 0.047**
(0.008) (0.022)

White British 0.021 0.198***
(0.014) (0.052)

Household size 0.005 0.017*
(0.003) (0.009)

Gross household income 0.000 0.002
(0.001) (0.003)

Constant 0.612*** 0.613*** 0.755*** 5.580*** 5.580*** 6.015***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.231) (0.002) (0.002) (0.433)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.733 0.734 0.734 0.834 0.834 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.



Table C.4: Terrorism exposure and Britishness: Placebo results – full output
Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

w w − 1 w w − 1

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.000 -0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Time prox. -0.006 -0.006 -0.010 -0.017 -0.017 -0.021
(0.008) (0.008) (0.009) (0.022) (0.022) (0.023)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.004** 0.004** 0.001 0.010** 0.010** -0.004
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Britishness (DV)w−1 -0.004
(0.007)

Britishness (cont.)w−1 0.029***
(0.008)

Age -0.007 -0.007 -0.018*** -0.028** -0.026* -0.056***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.005) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Age sqr. 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000** 0.000** 0.001***
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Student/other 0.010 0.010 -0.016 0.004 0.005 -0.032
(0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043)

Retired 0.018* 0.018* 0.005 -0.004 -0.003 -0.046*
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.029) (0.029) (0.028)

Unemployed/Not working 0.010 0.010 0.007 0.010 0.010 0.006
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.030) (0.030) (0.032)

Educ.: GCSE/A-level/Diploma 0.008 0.008 -0.000 0.003 0.002 0.024
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.029) (0.029) (0.030)

Educ.: Bachelor or higher -0.019* -0.019* 0.006 -0.032 -0.034 0.072**
(0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.032) (0.032) (0.033)

In a relationship 0.001 0.001 -0.016 -0.020 -0.019 -0.035
(0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.033) (0.033) (0.034)

Separated/Divorced/Widowed 0.011 0.011 0.000 0.021 0.022 -0.018
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)

White British 0.028* 0.029* 0.051*** 0.236*** 0.227*** 0.281***
(0.016) (0.016) (0.018) (0.070) (0.069) (0.069)

Household size 0.003 0.003 0.001 0.022* 0.022* -0.000
(0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Gross household income 0.001 0.001 -0.001 0.005 0.005 -0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004)

Constant 0.552** 0.555** 0.958*** 5.864*** 5.675*** 6.478***
(0.260) (0.260) (0.188) (0.523) (0.522) (0.549)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.779 0.779 0.772 0.865 0.865 0.854
No. of individuals 34,111 34,111 34,111 34,111 34,111 34,111
No. of waves 8 8 8 8 8 8
No. of attacks 49 49 49 49 49 49
No. of observations 611,060 611,060 611,060 611,060 611,060 611,060

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p <
0.01.



Table C.5: Terrorism exposure and EU identity: full output
EU Identity (DV) EU Identity (cont.)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Exposure -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Time prox. -0.013*** 0.002 0.001 -0.030 0.020 0.017
(0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.021) (0.039) (0.039)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.024*** 0.024** 0.023**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Age 0.020*** 0.153***
(0.004) (0.028)

Age sqr. -0.000*** -0.001***
(0.000) (0.000)

Student/other 0.008 0.063
(0.011) (0.066)

Retired 0.003 -0.006
(0.007) (0.047)

Unemployed/Not working -0.001 -0.007
(0.008) (0.049)

Educ.: GCSE/A-level/Diploma -0.004 0.005
(0.006) (0.041)

Educ.: Bachelor or higher 0.003 0.017
(0.007) (0.048)

In a relationship 0.013 0.073
(0.010) (0.061)

Separated/Divorced/Widowed 0.008 0.074
(0.009) (0.062)

White British -0.017 -0.076
(0.016) (0.092)

Household size -0.002 -0.032
(0.003) (0.020)

Gross household income 0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.007)

Constant 0.197*** 0.194*** -0.344** 3.791*** 3.780*** -0.675
(0.001) (0.001) (0.153) (0.005) (0.009) (1.100)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave × Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.763 0.763 0.763 0.891 0.891 0.891
No. of individuals 42,797 42,797 42,797 42,797 42,797 42,797
No. of waves 11 11 11 11 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87 87 87 87 87
Observations 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792 1,181,792

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.



Table C.6: Terrorism exposure and Britishness:
The role of media coverage – full output

Britishness (DV) Britishness (cont.)

(1) (2)

Exposure -0.001 -0.003**
(0.000) (0.001)

Time prox. 0.004 0.017
(0.007) (0.019)

Exposure × Time prox. 0.004** 0.015***
(0.002) (0.005)

Exposure × High media -0.001 -0.003**
(0.001) (0.002)

Time prox. × High media -0.016 -0.026
(0.019) (0.050)

Exposure × Time prox. × High media 0.007* 0.014
(0.003) (0.009)

Age -0.012** -0.035***
(0.005) (0.011)

Age sqr. 0.000*** 0.000***
(0.000) (0.000)

Student/other 0.022** 0.043
(0.011) (0.029)

Retired 0.021*** 0.015
(0.007) (0.020)

Unemployed/Not working 0.016* 0.025
(0.008) (0.022)

Educ.: GCSE/A-level/Diploma 0.006 0.002
(0.007) (0.021)

Educ.: Bachelor or higher -0.002 0.003
(0.008) (0.023)

In a relationship -0.007 -0.017
(0.009) (0.023)

Separated/Divorced/Widowed 0.015* 0.047**
(0.008) (0.022)

White British 0.020 0.198***
(0.014) (0.052)

Household size 0.005 0.017*
(0.003) (0.009)

Gross household income 0.000 0.002
(0.001) (0.003)

Constant 0.755*** 6.014***
(0.231) (0.433)

Individual FEs
Attack FEs
Wave ×Week FEs
Controls
R-squared 0.734 0.834
No. of individuals 48,514 48,514
No. of waves 11 11
No. of attacks 87 87
No. of observations 1,378,139 1,378,139

Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the individual level and are reported in parentheses; * p < 0.1;
** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01.
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