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Abstract

In light of ongoing debates that discuss the link between Muslim migration and terrorist

attacks in various European cities, this paper investigates how attitudes toward

(Muslim) immigrants have been affected by these attacks. We draw on a German stu-

dent survey conducted immediately before and after the attacks in Paris in November

2015. The experimental vignette design allows us to further differentiate between

attitudes toward Syrian migrants from different religious backgrounds. We show that

the attitudes towards immigration held by students who identify with conservative

parties became more negative after the attacks. Immigrants’ religion also plays an

important role depending on whether the issue in question is a social or political

one. The attitudes of liberal students are hardly affected. This paper goes beyond

existing studies that measure attitudes only in the aftermath of such attacks and focuses

on attitudes regarding policy responses to terrorist attacks or attitudes towards immi-

grants in general. We show that such attacks do not lead to negative attitudes in

general; they mostly do so for people who attach great importance to issues of national

security. We also see that people differentiate between various migrant groups.
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Introduction

Over the last 15 years, there have been several Islamist terrorist attacks around the
world, which have not only led to many deaths but also to heated debates about
Islam and Muslim immigration in the Western world. In light of these controver-

sies, it has become important to study the effects of terrorist attacks on public
opinion – not only in the places where attacks occur and among the people directly

affected, but also in other places – because these incidents are seen as general
attacks against the Western world that could occur anywhere at any time.

Measuring the effects of terrorist attacks is notoriously difficult, as researchers
have typically not asked comparable questions before and after the events.

Furthermore, many studies investigating the effects of terrorist attacks have
focused on how people position themselves in relation to certain policy responses

(e.g. Huddy et al., 2005: 595; Kam and Kinder, 2007; Malhotra and Popp, 2012).
Few studies, however, have focused on attitudes towards the group (in this case
Muslims) that is regarded by some as directly related to terrorism or have differ-

entiated between attitudes towards different groups (e.g. Davis, 2007).
To overcome the limitations of existing studies, we analyse attitudes towards

Syrian migrants based on a German student survey that was conducted in two
rounds immediately before and after the attacks in Paris in November 2015. Our

full factorial survey design additionally allows us to differentiate between attitudes
towards Muslim and Christian migrants.

Our findings show that, on average, students are not particularly affected by the
attacks. The students whose attitudes become more hostile in the aftermath are

primarily those who identify with right-wing parties that are very much concerned
with issues of national security and that have long warned about the negative

consequences of Muslim immigration (and who do so even more directly after
the attacks). Moreover, we show that these hostilities are primarily directed against
Muslim (and not Christian) immigrants and thus, that clear differentiations

between different migrant groups are made.

Threat perception

The literature on xenophobia has shown that perceived threat is one of the most
important factors explaining negative attitudes toward immigrants (Huddy et al.,

2005). For instance, people support actions that reduce the power or presence of
the group that is perceived as a threat (Stephan and Stephan, 2000). Surveys have

shown that more than two-thirds of Americans felt depressed after the attacks on
11 September 2001 and more than one-third indicated that they tried to avoid
exposure to terrorism by changing their everyday behaviour around others because

they were concerned that they, or their family members, could become victims of
terrorism (Huddy et al., 2002: 422f.).

These effects were even found for those not directly affected by terrorism; they
identified with the victims and experienced increased distress (Hobfoll et al., 2008).
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We also see evidence of this increased concern in the media coverage of such
incidents: terrorist attacks in Western countries are covered more extensively
than deadlier attacks outside the Western world (see also Fischhoff et al., 2003).
If such events happen within a person’s (cultural) environment or affect people he
or she knows or identifies with, this gives rise to feelings of vulnerability and calls
positive world views into question (Canetti-Nisim et al., 2009; Huddy et al., 2005:
595). Davis (2007) has, for example, shown that, in cases where people feel per-
sonally threatened by terrorist attacks, they feel even more threatened when their
own country is being attacked. In addition, Duckitt and Fisher (2003: 202) pro-
posed that threats towards an individual’s world view could result in a change in
interpretation of beliefs regarding the nature of social realities, thus creating a need
for authority and social control. In contrast to anxiety, which leads to risk-averse
behaviour, threat gives rise to an urge for vengeance. It strengthens intolerance and
negative prejudice, regardless of whether there is an actual threatening external
force or simply a perceived feeling of threat (Huddy et al., 2005: 593f.). Effectively,
threatened group resources will then lead to growing prejudice against the threat-
ening out-group (Morrison et al., 2009: 205).

Further, we know that threat reduces cognitive functioning and simplifies
thinking (Eysenck, 1992; Wilder, 1993). A threat might thus appear greater than
it actually is (Lerner and Keltner, 2001). At the same time, simplification can lead
to more category-based thinking and can activate ethnocentrism (Kam and
Kinder, 2007: 333). Terrorist attacks have greatly affected public discourse
about immigration and security throughout the last two decades and have made
these issues much more salient (Dolezal et al., 2010: 12). As a consequence, average
citizens have been made aware of a potential threat seemingly originating from
immigrants in general or from certain immigrant groups in particular (see also
Legewie, 2013: 1204). If the aggressors are clearly identified as acting in the name
of Islam, people belonging to that religion might be specifically perceived as a
threat (Piazza, 2015). Davis (2007: 211ff.) has shown that threat perceptions
mainly affected groups that were thought to be related to terrorist attacks
(see also Brooks and Manza, 2013: 115ff.). People are thus likely to respond to
perceived threat by expressing an epistemic and existential need for closure
(Kruglanski, 1989) and terror management (e.g. Greenberg et al., 1986) as well
as by engaging in ideological rationalization through system justification (Jost and
Banaji, 1994), which might lead them to adopt a more conservative mindset
(Jost et al., 2003). In light of terrorist attacks, citizens are hence likely to show a
greater degree of authoritarianism, which translates into political conservatism,
racial prejudice and, ultimately, support for right-wing parties (Bonanno and Jost,
2006; Echebarria-Echabe and Fernández-Guede, 2006: 263).

In sum, we expect sympathy for immigrants from countries linked to the
Paris terrorists as well as support for favourable legislation for such groups to
decline after the attacks. Further, we expect approval to decline even more when
citizens are confronted with immigrants who share the same religion (Islam) as the
attackers.

Jungkunz et al. 273



Party identification

Political parties play a particular role in politicizing immigration issues in general
and terrorist events in particular. This role has become increasingly important over
the last two decades, with immigration becoming one of the most polarizing issues
in the electoral arena (Kriesi et al., 2012). Immigration has become a favourite
topic for populist right-wing parties, which can be said to ‘own’ this issue (Mudde,
2007). In addition, individual perceptions are also heavily influenced by the argu-
ments of political actors or, more generally, by public debates (Boomgaarden and
Vliegenthart, 2007, 2009; Hopkins, 2010, 2011; Walgrave and de Swert, 2004).

The Paris attacks occurred during a period of extremely heated debates on
refugee inflows in Germany and on the question of Islamization in particular
(H€ausler, 2016). While parties on the left and right of the political spectrum had
been debating migration issues for quite some time, these issues became even more
important after the autumn of 2015 due to the rise of right-wing populist move-
ments and parties such as Pegida (Patriotic Europeans Against the Islamization of
the West) and the AfD (Alternative for Germany), which highly politicized these
issues (Dostal, 2015). Moreover, in the aftermath of the Paris terrorist attacks,
these actors also intensively linked the incidents to the ongoing influx of Muslim
refugees.

Previous research has shown that the impact of terrorist attacks on individual
attitudes depends largely on party identification (PID). As such, people on the
right oppose outside groups more strongly after terrorist attacks, as they are
more sensitive to threats to personal or national security (Peffley et al., 2015:
820). Confirming this argument, Merolla and Zechmeister (2009) found that
authoritarians became even more intolerant after being exposed to terrorist
threats. Party identification can also be seen as incorporating a variety of con-
structs that interact with citizens’ attitudes (Campbell et al., 1960). People acquire
preferences for particular parties based on their individual personality traits, basic
personal values and social backgrounds – i.e. based on characteristics predomi-
nantly present throughout their process of socialization. Hence, a high degree of
openness will make a person more likely to support a progressive liberal left-wing
party (Schoen and Schumann, 2007). People with personalities that are structured
by rigid thinking, resistance to change and a closed-minded belief system are
instead more likely to belong to the conservative political camp. Core political
values, such as equality or adhering to law and order, are in turn manifested in
basic personal values like universalism or security and conformity (Schwartz et al.,
2014). Internalization throughout the process of socialization will thus make citi-
zens look for political parties that will provide policies that accord with their
personal needs. Last but not least, homogeneous social characteristics in terms
of education, class and income also promote the development of a coherent iden-
tification with a political party that approximates an individual’s needs (Lazarsfeld
et al., 1944). A specific combination of these traits, values and contexts will then
trigger corresponding responses towards immigrants as well (Dinesen et al., 2016;
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Vecchione et al., 2012). For conservatives, a massive wave of immigration will
likely tap into their need for security and a stable social and political system
(Caprara et al., 2006). As a result, party identification can be regarded as the
attitudinal point where dispositions and goals converge. The PID thus acts as a
proxy that incorporates all of these aspects, making one’s political affiliation a
mirror of one’s personal characteristics.

Yet party identification does not just reflect citizens’ internal nature, but also
incorporates their exposure to political communication (Zaller, 1992). As citizens
are quite impression-driven when forming attitudes, elite cues play a central role in
shaping opinion dynamics, thus pointing to the public’s limited cognitive resources
(Lodge et al., 1989; Zaller and Feldman, 1992). Through such cues, political elites
offer an interpretation of the current socio-political environment, thereby trying to
connect value principles and political issues within day-to-day politics (Goren,
2005: 895; Schoen, 2006: 96). As can be seen in the aftermath of 9/11, citizens
are quite likely to adhere to their party’s position when it comes to combating
terrorism (Rattinger et al., 2016). The same applies to migration issues
(Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart, 2009), especially in the heated public discourse
in 2015 (Dostal, 2015). Partisans can therefore be seen as favouring both a party’s
long-term principles as well as its immediate policy solutions.

To conclude, we expect that party identification played a vital role in shaping
citizens’ attitudes toward immigrants in the wake of the Paris attacks. First, con-
servatives should have generally shown less affection for immigrants. Second,
conservatives should have reacted more strongly to the attacks. Finally, we
expect to see a stronger reaction from conservatives when confronted with
Muslim immigrants, since these immigrants share the same religion as the attack-
ers, who represent an immediate threat; effectively, this means Muslim immigrants
constitute an out-group of potential scapegoats.

Data and design

We conducted a quasi-experimental survey that contained a randomly assigned
vignette treatment before and after the Paris shootings on 13 November 2015.
The first round of our experimental survey was conducted between 13 October
and 2 November. The participants were BA students of political science from the
University of Bamberg. Sixty-five students filled in the online questionnaire in class
or at home. With the Paris attacks occurring right after the survey, we opted to
draw a second cross-sectional sample immediately afterwards. The same question-
naire was sent out via several university mailing lists in Germany. The question-
naires of the second round were submitted between 20 and 26 November, roughly
between one and two weeks after the attacks.1 Altogether, 71% of the 157 students
participating across both rounds are from Bamberg. For our analyses, we excluded
all respondents who indicated that they were no longer students; these are most
likely academic staff members, ranging from research assistants to professors.
Excluding this group of respondents did not change our findings, as can be seen
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in the robustness checks, where we used a control sample that combined students
and non-students (see Figure A1 and Table A6 in Appendix 3).

In order to analyse attitudes towards immigration, we randomly assigned
respondents to one of four versions of the following introductory text (see Table

1; for detailed question wordings, see Appendix 1):
The words in brackets were changed randomly across the four treatment groups

and referred to non-religious Christians, non-religious Muslims, religious
Christians and religious Muslims. We thus have a full factorial design that manip-

ulates religious affiliation and the religiosity of an immigrant group from Syria. We
selected a group of immigrants2 that was highly politicized during the period of our
survey and that came from a country in which both Muslims and Christians live.

After being asked whether they would allow members of this group to hold

public rallies and demonstrations to ensure better recognition of group interests in
Germany, respondents were asked to indicate their general feelings toward these
groups and to state their level of agreement with three statements on social and

political rights for these immigrant groups on a five-point scale (see Table 2;
variables were recoded so that high values stand for positive attitudes):

Respondents’ party identification was recoded into a dummy for either liberal
(0) or conservative parties (1). The liberal parties were the Social Democratic Party
(SPD), The Greens (Die Grünen), The Left (Die Linke) and the Pirate Party

(Piratenpartei). The conservative parties are the Christian Democratic Union
(CDU), the Christian Social Union (CSU), the Free Democratic Party (FDP)

and the Alternative for Germany (AfD).3 A small number of respondents did
not provide information on their party identification. In these cases, we used
party voting intentions as PID indicators instead. A minority of respondents

(n¼ 3) did not state their voting intention either; in such cases, we used their
left-right self-identification. Excluding those respondents from the analysis did

not alter the results in a significant way. Dummy variables were also created for
the survey round (0= before Paris, 1= after Paris) and for the group membership
treatment (0¼Christian, 1= Muslim). The 2� 2�2 design thus draws distinctions

based on time (before/after the attack),4 treatment (Christian/Muslim) and PID
(liberal/conservative). This approach enabled us to make statements on the links
between terrorist attacks and discrimination against immigrants of various reli-

gious backgrounds at the same time. Descriptive statistics for all variables are
shown in Table 3.

Table 1. Introductory text with treatment.

The first part of this study is about your attitudes toward immigrants from Syria that are

currently active in social and political life in Germany. For the following questions, imagine a

group of [Christian]/[Muslim] immigrants from Syria who [seldom or never]/[regularly] go to

[church]/[mosque] and [seldom or never]/[regularly] pray at home.
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Results

Full regression models of our analysis can be found in Appendix 2 (see Tables A1

to A5). As we used three-way interactions in our models and the interpretation of

coefficients is very complex in this setting, we point the readers to Figure 1 for

a graphical display of our findings.5 The graphs show attitudes toward the

immigrant groups in general (feeling) and toward their social and political rights

(welfare, voting, public office). In each graph, we identify whether a respondent

received the Muslim or a Christian immigrant vignette and whether he or she

identifies with a liberal or conservative party (two-way interaction effects).

Table 2. Question wording of dependent variables.

Feelings Now we would like to know what your general

feelings are about this group. We would like

you to rate them with a feeling thermometer.

Ratings between 50 and 100 degrees indicate

that you feel favourably and warm toward

them. Ratings between 0 and 50 degrees indi-

cate that you do not feel favourably toward

them and that you do not care too much for

them. If you feel neither warm nor cold toward

them, you would rate them at 50 degrees.

Social welfare Imagine a single mother from this group with two

children is unemployed. To what extent do you

agree with the statement that this mother

should receive social welfare benefits?

Voting To what extent do you agree with the statement

that members of this group should be allowed

to vote in national elections?

Public office To what extent do you agree with the statement

that the members of this group should be

allowed to hold public office?

Table 3. Descriptive statistics.

Mean SD Min Max

Round: After Paris .570 .497 0 1

Treatment: Muslim .437 .498 0 1

PID: Conservative .238 .428 0 1

Feelings 74.139 19.670 10 100

Social welfare 4.573 .797 1 5

Voting 3.673 1.333 1 5

Public office 4.027 1.147 1 5

N 151
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For each of these four respondent groups, we then indicate the mean values before
and after the Paris attacks (three-way interaction effects). Our analyses show that
religiosity has no effect, but that religious affiliation does.6 For this reason, we
focus on the perception of Muslim and Christian immigrants in our analyses.

Overall, the Paris attacks do not seem to have left a lasting imprint on prevailing
opinion among German students per se (see also Appendix 2). In none of our four
models did respondents differ significantly in their stance towards immigrants and
their rights across time. The same applies to our stimuli relating to the religion of
the immigrant in question. Attitudes seem to be structured along party identifica-
tion lines instead, with conservatives showing a greater aversion toward Syrian
immigrants and policies that address their social and political rights.

Yet this general pattern changes when we look at the potential interplay
between covariates (see Figure 1). For general feelings and social welfare, the
attacks affected public opinion only if conservatives were presented with a
Muslim immigrant. None of the other combinations seem to have caused a
change in opinion at all. Accordingly, liberals seemed to have rather warm feelings
– of around 75 degrees – for both Christian and Muslim immigrants, both before
and after the attacks. Conservatives presented with a Christian immigrant also
exhibited predominantly favourable feelings. However, when confronted with
the out-group made responsible for the attacks, conservatives’ sentiments dropped
to around 50 degrees in the second round. This change may be related to the
massive bias in media coverage on Islamist terrorist attacks (Kearns et al., 2017).

Liberal: Christ

Liberal: Muslim

Conservative: Christ

Conservative: Muslim

30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Feelings

Liberal: Christ

Liberal: Muslim

Conservative: Christ

Conservative: Muslim

1 2 3 4 5

Social Welfare

Liberal: Christ

Liberal: Muslim

Conservative: Christ

Conservative: Muslim

1 2 3 4 5

Voting

Liberal: Christ

Liberal: Muslim

Conservative: Christ

Conservative: Muslim

1 2 3 4 5

Public Office

Before Paris After Paris

Figure 1. Predicted values for student sample. Shown are mean values with 90% confidence
intervals based on regression analyses.
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Even though the effect is only significant in the control sample, which includes
both students and non-students (see robustness checks in Appendix 3), the shift of
more than 20 percentage points is quite substantial. Moreover, the same effect
appears for attitudes towards social welfare for immigrants. Again, liberals were
almost unanimously in favour of supporting social welfare benefits for a single
immigrant mother across time, regardless of whether she was Christian or Muslim.
Conservatives, on the other hand, seemed reluctant to support the immigrant
mother after the attacks if she was described as a Muslim.

Regarding political integration, the reaction of the public seems to have
changed as well. Once again, there was no dramatic shift among liberals across
time. If anything, they became somewhat more sympathetic towards immigrants
after the attacks. Conservatives, on the other hand, showed the opposite behaviour
after Paris. Whereas they were once somewhat indecisive, they were now opposed
to further political integration of immigrants, regardless of religion. For instance,
conservatives presented with a Muslim frame exhibited substantially lower levels of
support for voting rights from a neutral standpoint of 3.2 before the attacks to
disagreement of 1.7 afterwards. The results for those with a Christian frame are
similar but slightly less considerable. What is more, liberals and conservatives
moved in opposite directions as a consequence of the attacks. The coping strategies
for such a tragic occurrence thus seem contrary. This is also confirmed by
Sobolewska et al. (2016), who found that citizens with liberal and authoritarian
outlooks became increasingly polarized after the Paris attacks, and by Peffley et al.
(2015: 829), who found a stronger polarization between left- and right-wingers in
Israel after various attacks.

Liberals seem to perceive a need for further political integration of immigrants
in order for them to be a part of society. By contrast, conservatives adopt a much
more hawkish position on immigration affairs when they feel threatened. Their
internal need for structure, order and security prompts them to avoid the unfa-
miliar. Even worse, as conservatives regard immigrants (especially Muslims) as an
out-group per se, but also attach the stigma of the attacks to them, there is a
decline in sympathy rates for integration policies as well.

Now, although this explains the pattern for the Muslim frame, it does not help
us understand why conservatives react differently in the Christian frame, depend-
ing on whether they are dealing with social (feelings and welfare) or political issues
(voting and public office). Most likely, conservatives are simply not willing to grant
civic rights to immigrants irrespective of their religion. Previous research has
shown that right-wing self-identification leads to more restrictive national identi-
ties (e.g. Citrin and Sides, 2008). Given that nowadays (especially national-level)
voting rights are the lone important rights that remain exclusively reserved for
citizens, it can be assumed that people with restrictive concepts of national identity
are particularly opposed to this idea.

Thus, while it is nationality that shapes conservatives’ attitudes towards polit-
ical rights, when it comes to social issues, opinion is largely influenced by the
religion of the immigrant in question. The Paris attacks hence triggered a rise in
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negative sentiments, since the subsequent media coverage revealed that the threat
came from Islamist perpetrators. Arguably, it is immigrants’ most obvious char-
acteristics that guide conservatives’ opinions. Whereas in daily life or social affairs,
religious beliefs are thought to be the most salient feature, nationality is the dom-
inant characteristic when it comes to political rights. As a result, we see different
patterns of reaction depending on context and stimuli.

Discussion and conclusion

Our results show that terrorist attacks do not have an overall negative effect on
attitudes towards (Muslim) immigrants. Instead, it appears that it is party identi-
fication, or the personal characteristics behind that, that affects how immigrants
are perceived. Conservatives already resented immigrants slightly more than lib-
erals before the attacks and became even more negative afterwards. Such reactions
were, in turn, highly dependent upon the religion of immigrants and whether
respondents were asked about their general feelings or their attitudes towards
social and political rights. It thus proved useful to make such differentiations.

The question remains to what extent we can generalize our findings to other
contexts and populations. Student samples are not always very different from
general population samples, especially regarding political variables (Druckman
and Kam, 2011: 51ff.). And indeed, other studies with representative samples
have found similar effects to our study in different contexts (Legewie, 2013;
Peffley et al., 2015; Sobolewska et al., 2016). In any case, our sample can be
assumed to be somewhat atypical, as it is composed of individuals who are
rather insensitive to terrorist attacks. Most respondents in our sample are students,
who can be expected to have more liberal values than the average German citizen
(Flanagan and Lee, 2003; Iser and Schmidt, 2003). In other words, we should
expect to find even more substantial results in a representative sample that includes
citizens with less tolerant attitudes (Kam et al., 2007: 420f.). Further advantages of
our sample over other studies include the timing of the study and the conceptual-
ization of the relevant phenomena. For researchers seeking to guarantee external
validity, these aspects are at least as important as the sample itself (Druckman and
Kam, 2011). We collected data right before and after the attacks and are in a
position to differentiate between attitudes toward different migrant groups. In
addition, we are looking at the reaction of German students to a terrorist attack
in a neighbouring country. We would expect even larger effects if the attack had
happened within Germany. One could argue that the levels of sympathy with the
victims in Paris and of anxiety due to terrorist attacks also depend on where people
live and how close they are to the site of the attacks, physically or psychologically.
Thus, it is possible that French people would show stronger affection for the
victims, but also that people from major cities like Berlin would feel closer to
those affected than people from the rural areas of France, either because they
feel more connected to their cosmopolitan lifestyle or simply because they are
more likely to become potential victims themselves. In order to rule out such
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self-selection effects and potential composition differences between both rounds

and universities, we checked respondents’ motivations for participating in the

survey. Yet neither interest in politics nor being threatened by terrorism or refugees

seemed to vary substantially between groups. There were also no striking differ-

ences between the Bamberg students across both rounds, as well as between stu-

dents from different universities in the second round.7 This also means that there

was no variation in motivation depending on city size.
Finally, we expect effects for party identification to be similar for terrorist

attacks in general, as conservatives have a stronger need for security and a

stable socio-political environment (Huddy and Feldman, 2011). These needs

should become even stronger when Muslims or immigrants are involved, since

this coincides with their more Manichean perceptions of politics and society in

times of threat (Westen, 2007). Further, a single instance of terrorism, however

massive it is, is quite distinct from chronic terrorism (Spilerman and Stecklov,

2009: 183f.). The attacks in New York City, London, Madrid, Paris and Berlin

are therefore completely different in nature from what citizens suffered in

Northern Ireland and Israel for decades. Whereas the former is far beyond the

normal range of experience for citizens and does not require a change of their

concept of normality and coping strategies, the latter kind leave lasting imprints on

society. Depending on the social context, this will likely lead to a polarizing of

society in which existing cleavages are reinforced; yet, if society is cohesive, citizens

will show solidarity by confronting the common threat (Spilerman and Stecklov,

2009: 184). Even though there is evidence that the initial direct effects of terrorism

like stress spikes and sharp decreases in tolerance are rather short-lived, indirect

and long-lasting effects are possible and likely; however, we lack further research

on this issue. In particular, future scholars need to address when and how politi-

cians use such fear to push through certain policies (Lupia and Menning, 2009:

103). Lastly, it would also be interesting to see how the results presented here

compare with other external shocks like ecological catastrophes.
What we can take away from this is that terrorist attacks do not have uniform

effects on public opinion per se. Citizens never react the same way as a result of an

external shock. More than anything else, it is individual traits and personal values,

like openness and security guidance that prompt people to draw different

conclusions.
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Notes

1. Two questionnaires were submitted later on 1 December and 7 December. We cannot

rule out for certain that respondents from the first round also participated in the second

round, even though we asked them to participate only once. Nevertheless, the total

number of such respondents should be negligible and, since they are distributed random-

ly across treatment groups, this should not affect our results.
2. Even though the literal English translation of the questionnaire refers to ‘immigrants’, it

is quite certain that German citizens associate Syrian refugees with the term due to the

heated public discourse in the country at that time.
3. A negligible number of respondents stated affiliation with or voting intentions for minor

parties in an open-ended question format. As such, references to ‘the Communists’, the

ecological-democratic party (€ODP) and Die Partei were coded as liberal, while references

to the Freie W€ahler (FW) and Neue Liberale were coded as conservative.
4. Since the samples of our two rounds differ, we can make inferences only in the aggregate.
5. Due to our limited sample size, we report 90% confidence intervals instead of the con-

ventional 95%. Regardless of statistical significance, our results show several effects of

substantial importance.
6. This confirms results from Helbling and Traunmüller (forthcoming), who differentiate

between non-religious, religious and also fundamentalist immigrants. They mostly found

differences between fundamentalists and other migrants but hardly any effects between

non-religious and religious migrants. In our experiment, we included only descriptions of

non-religious and religious immigrants.
7. The lone exception is that students fromBamberg seemed to be slightlymore threatened by

refugees than non-Bamberg students in the second round (see Table A7 in Appendix 4).
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Appendix 1. Items for treatment and dependent variables.

Treatment
German original:
Im Folgenden geht es uns um Ihre Einstellung bezüglich Einwanderern aus

Syrien, die derzeit aktiv am sozialen und politischen Leben in der BRD beteiligt
sind. Stellen Sie sich für die folgenden Fragen eine Gruppe [christlicher]/[musli-

mischer] Einwanderer aus Syrien vor, die [regelm€aßig]/[selten oder nie] eine Kirche

aufsuchen und [regelm€aßig]/[selten oder nie] zu Hause beten.

English translation:
The first part of this study is about your attitudes toward immigrants from

Syria, which are currently active in social and political life in Germany. For the

following questions, imagine a group of [Christian]/[Muslim] immigrants from
Syria who [seldom or never]/[regularly] go to [church]/[mosque] and [seldom or

never]/[regularly] pray at home.

Dependent variable – Feelings
Scale: 0 [cold feelings] – 100 [warm feelings]
German:
Jetzt würden wir gerne mehr über ihre allgemeine Gemütslage zu dieser Gruppe

erfahren. Wir m€ochten Sie bitten, diese über ein Gefühlsthermometer einzuordnen.
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Bewertungen zwischen 50 und 100 Grad auf dem Thermometer bedeuten, dass Sie
der Gruppe positiv und warm gegenüber stehen. Bewertungen zwischen 0 und 50
Grad bedeuten dass Sie der Gruppe negativ gegenüberstehen und sich nicht
besonders für diese interessieren. Falls Sie weder warme noch kalte Gefühle für
die Gruppe empfinden, würden Sie Ihre Gemütslage mit 50 Grad bewerten.

English translation:
Now we would like to know what your general feelings are about this group. We

would like you to rate them with a feeling thermometer. Ratings between 50 and
100 degrees indicate that you feel favourably and warm toward them. Ratings
between 0 and 50 degrees indicate that you do not feel favourably toward them
and that you do not care too much for them. If you feel neither warm nor cold
toward them, you would rate them at 50 degrees.

Dependent variable – Social Welfare
Scale: 1 [completely disagree] – 5 [completely agree]
German:
Nehmen Sie an, eine alleinerziehende Mutter mit zwei Kindern aus dieser

Gruppe ist arbeitslos. Inwieweit würden Sie der Aussage zustimmen, dass diese
Mutter Sozialhilfeleistungen empfangen sollte.

English translation:
Imagine a single mother from this group with two children is unemployed. To

what extent do you agree with the statement that this mother should receive social
welfare benefits?

Dependent variable – Voting rights
Scale: 1 [completely disagree] – 5 [completely agree]
German:
Inwieweit stimmen Sie der Aussage zu, dass es Mitgliedern dieser Gruppe

erlaubt sein sollte ihre Stimme für nationale Wahlen abzugeben?
English translation:
To what extent do you agree with the statement that members of this group

should be allowed to vote in national elections?

Dependent variable – Public office
Scale: 1 [completely disagree] – 5 [completely agree]
German:
Inwieweit stimmen Sie der Aussage zu, dass es Mitgliedern dieser Gruppe ges-

tattet sein sollte, €offentliche €Amter auszuüben?

English translation:
To what extent do you agree with the statement that the members of this group

should be allowed to hold public office?
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Appendix 2. Nested models.

Table A2. Nested regression models of feeling thermometer.

Base

model

Interaction:

PID

Interaction:

Treatment

Full

model

Round: After Paris 0.167 2.375 4.792 5.291

(3.28) (3.75) (4.28) (4.94)

Treatment: Muslim �3.466 �3.439 2.591 1.139

(3.18) (3.17) (4.82) (6.00)

PID: Conservative �9.368** �5.405 �9.344** �7.186

(3.81) (5.02) (3.78) (6.62)

After Paris�Conservative �9.300 �0.379

(7.68) (10.28)

(continued)

Table A1. Full regression models (students).

Feelings

Social

welfare Voting Public office

Round: After Paris 5.291 0.142 0.767*** 0.458*

(4.94) (0.17) (0.28) (0.25)

Treatment: Muslim 1.139 0.014 0.250 0.125

(6.00) (0.20) (0.34) (0.31)

PID: Conservative �7.186 �0.708*** �0.968** �0.888***

(6.62) (0.22) (0.38) (0.34)

After Paris�Conservative �0.379 �0.427 �1.525** �1.041*

(10.28) (0.35) (0.59) (0.53)

After Paris�Muslim �6.752 �0.020 �0.413 �0.187

(7.52) (0.26) (0.43) (0.39)

Conservative�Muslim 4.030 0.386 0.235 0.421

(10.07) (0.34) (0.58) (0.52)

After Paris�Conservative

�Muslim

�19.393 �1.261** �0.263 �0.597

(15.38) (0.52) (0.88) (0.79)

Constant 74.417*** 4.708*** 3.583*** 4.042***

(3.93) (0.13) (0.22) (0.20)

Observations 151 150 150 150

R2 0.089 0.361 0.349 0.295

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

*p< 0.10, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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Table A2. Continued

Base

model

Interaction:

PID

Interaction:

Treatment

Full

model

After Paris�Muslim �10.609* �6.752

(6.38) (7.52)

Conservative�Muslim 4.030

(10.07)

After Paris�Conservative

�Muslim

�19.393

(15.38)

Constant 77.792*** 76.378*** 75.175*** 74.417***

(3.07) (3.28) (3.43) (3.93)

Observations 151 151 151 151

R2 0.050 0.059 0.068 0.089

Adjusted R2 0.030 0.034 0.042 0.044

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

*p< 0.10, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.

Table A3. Nested regression models of social welfare.

Base

model

Interaction:

PID

Interaction:

Treatment

Full

model

Round: After Paris �0.105 0.133 0.026 0.142

(0.12) (0.13) (0.15) (0.17)

Treatment: Muslim �0.017 �0.015 0.153 0.014

(0.11) (0.11) (0.17) (0.20)

PID: Conservative �0.965*** �0.540*** �0.965*** �0.708***

(0.14) (0.17) (0.14) (0.22)

After Paris�Conservative �0.999***

(0.26)

�0.427

(0.35)

After Paris�Muslim �0.299

(0.23)

�0.020

(0.26)

Conservative�Muslim 0.386

(0.34)

After Paris�Conservative

�Muslim

�1.261**

(0.52)

Constant 4.872*** 4.721*** 4.799*** 4.708***

(0.11) (0.11) (0.12) (0.13)

Observations 150 150 150 150

R2 0.258 0.325 0.267 0.361

Adjusted R2 0.243 0.306 0.246 0.329

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

*p< 0.10, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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Table A4. Nested regression models of voting rights.

Base

model

Interaction:

PID

Interaction:

Treatment

Full

model

Round: After Paris 0.194 0.587*** 0.419 0.767***

(0.19) (0.21) (0.26) (0.28)

Treatment: Muslim 0.046 0.049 0.337 0.250

(0.19) (0.18) (0.29) (0.34)

PID: Conservative �1.565*** �0.865*** �1.564*** �0.968**

(0.23) (0.28) (0.22) (0.38)

After Paris�Conservative �1.645***

(0.44)

�1.525**

(0.59)

After Paris�Muslim �0.512

(0.38)

�0.413

(0.43)

Conservative�Muslim 0.235

(0.58)

After Paris�Conservative

�Muslim

�0.263

(0.88)

Constant 3.919*** 3.670*** 3.793*** 3.583***

(0.18) (0.19) (0.20) (0.22)

Observations 150 150 150 150

R2 0.275 0.340 0.284 0.349

Adjusted R2 0.260 0.322 0.264 0.317

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

*p< 0.10, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.

Table A5. Nested regression models of public office.

Base

model

Interaction:

PID

Interaction:

Treatment

Full

model

Round: After Paris 0.064 0.376* 0.228 0.458*

(0.17) (0.19) (0.23) (0.25)

Treatment: Muslim 0.065 0.067 0.278 0.125

(0.17) (0.16) (0.25) (0.31)

PID: Conservative �1.261*** �0.704*** �1.260*** �0.888***

(0.20) (0.25) (0.20) (0.34)

After Paris�Conservative �1.307***

(0.39)

�1.041*

(0.53)

After Paris�Muslim �0.374

(0.34)

�0.187

(0.39)

Conservative�Muslim 0.421

(0.52)

After Paris�Conservative

�Muslim

�0.597

(0.79)

Constant 4.264*** 4.066*** 4.173*** 4.042***

(0.16) (0.17) (0.18) (0.20)

Observations 150 150 150 150

R2 0.230 0.285 0.236 0.295

Adjusted R2 0.214 0.265 0.215 0.260

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

*p< 0.10, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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Appendix 3. Robustness check – Results for complete sample

Table A6. Full regression models for complete sample (robustness check).

Feelings Social welfare Voting Public office

Round: After Paris 3.960 0.100 0.341 0.246

(4.35) (0.16) (0.30) (0.25)

Treatment: Muslim 1.139 0.014 0.250 0.125

(5.72) (0.21) (0.40) (0.33)

PID: Conservative �7.186 �0.708*** �0.968** �0.888**

(6.32) (0.23) (0.44) (0.36)

After Paris�Conservative 0.476 �0.212 �1.290** �1.067**

(9.07) (0.33) (0.63) (0.52)

After Paris�Muslim �6.253 �0.0850 �0.322 �0.167

(6.57) (0.24) (0.46) (0.38)

Conservative�Muslim 4.030 0.386 0.235 0.421

(9.61) (0.35) (0.67) (0.55)

After Paris�Conservative

�Muslim

�20.31

(13.07)

�1.022**

(0.48)

0.171

(0.91)

0.015

(0.75)

Constant 74.417*** 4.708*** 3.583*** 4.042***

(3.75) (0.14) (0.26) (0.21)

Observations 215 214 212 212

R2 0.105 0.279 0.209 0.217

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

*p< 0.10, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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Figure A1. Predicted values for control sample (robustness check). Shown are mean values
with 90% confidence intervals based on regression analyses.
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Appendix 4. Motivation of respondents and composition of
sample.

Question wording (German):
Wie stark interessieren Sie sich im Allgemeinen für Politik?
1 – sehr stark; 2 – eher stark; 3 – mittelm€aßig; 4 – weniger stark; 5 – überhaupt
nicht

Question wording (English):
In general, how interested are you in politics?
1 – very interested; 2 – rather interested; 3 – somewhat; 4 – rather not interested; 5
– not interested at all

Question wording (German):
Inwieweit fühlen Sie sich von den folgenden Aspekten (Terrorismus/Flüchtlinge)
bedroht?
1 – überhaupt nicht bedroht; 4 – teils/teils; 7 – sehr bedroht

Question wording (English):
To what extend do you feel threatened by the following aspects (terrorism/
refugees)?
1 – not threatened at all; 4 – somewhat; 7 – very threatened

Table A7. Motivation of respondents and composition.

Subgroup N Mean SD 90% CI

Political interest

Bamberg vs. Non-Bamberg students:

Second round (n¼86)

Non-Bamberg 44 1.386 0.784 1.190; 1.583

Bamberg 42 1.429 0.630 1.267; 1.590

Only Bamberg students:

Both rounds (n¼ 107)

Before Paris 65 1.585 0.748 1.431; 1.739

After Paris 42 1.429 0.630 1.267; 1.590

Threat perception – Terrorism

Bamberg vs. non-Bamberg students:

Second round (n¼ 86)

Non-Bamberg 44 3.477 1.389 3.129; 3.826

Bamberg 42 3.238 1.679 2.807; 3.669

Only Bamberg students:

Both rounds (n¼ 107)

Before Paris 65 3.569 1.704 3.218; 3.920

After Paris 42 3.238 1.679 2.807; 3.669

Threat perception – Refugees

Bamberg vs. non-Bamberg students:

Second round (n¼ 86)

Non-Bamberg 44 1.227 0.424 1.121; 1.334

Bamberg 42 2.167 1.696 1.732; 2.602

Only Bamberg students:

Both rounds (n¼ 107)

Before Paris 65 1.954 1.316 1.431; 1.739

After Paris 42 2.167 1.696 1.732; 2.602
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