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Appendix A: Data Descriptives 

The original cleaned dataset contains 12,483 observations of 2588 unique individuals. 

 

Table A1: Demographics 
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Table A2: Personality and Emotions
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Table A3: Political Sentiments and Engagement
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Table A4: Post-Exposure Trump Feelings  and Policy Preferences 

Table 5: Pre-Election Variables (2016 only) 
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Appendix B: Bootstrap & Multiple Imputation Procedure 

All data cleaning analysis was performed in R version 3.6.1 parallelized on a 32-core computing 

cluster. 

1. Drop all respondents who were not present in the 2016-7 school year, leaving 4640 

observations of 941 respondents (including observations of those same individuals from 

earlier years). For respondents who participated in some but not all of the three 2016-7 

waves, add blank observations for the waves they were missing so that those missing 

values can be imputed, yielding a total of 5086 observations. 

2. Perform a block bootstrap with 1000 replications. Within each university, sample 

respondents with replacement with equal probability. If a given respondent is sampled, 

then include all the waves for that respondent. 

3. Using the multiple imputation package Amelia II, generate 5 imputations of each 

bootstrapped replicate. See footnote for technical specifications.  1

1 m=5, splinetime = 2, autopri = 0.1, empri = 0.01*nrows, ords = c(“participation_index”, 

“political_knowledge”), ts= "Wave", noms = c("partyid", "Wall", "Muslim_ban", "ideology"), 

sqrts = c("Trump_favorability", "Trump_enthusiastic", "Trump_hopeful",  "Trump_proud", 

"Trump_hatred", "Trump_contempt", "Trump_bitterness", "Trump_anger", "anti_diversity"). 

Gender was first imputed with locf/nocb. All non-binary categorical variables not listed in 

“noms” were excluded for tractibility reasons. We followed the Amelia manual where possible 

and would like to thank Amelia II co-author Gary King for his advice handling structurally 

missing observations (i.e. questions not asked in a given wave). 
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4. Run the OLS and DiD regressions described in the next section on all 5000 datasets 

(1000 replicates x 5 imputations). 

5. Average the estimates of the coefficient for exposure across the 5 imputations of each 

replicate, yielding 1000 estimates. 

6. Take percentiles of the 1000 estimates to create confidence intervals and average them to 

get a point estimate. 
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Appendix C: Model Specifications 

We define exposure as 1 for observations in either of the waves following the attack               

(November 2016 or April 2017) at the school where it took place, and 0 otherwise. In our                 

analyses, we excluded April 2017 unless we were inspecting a question that was only posed               

during that wave or if we were running a robustness check that required it. For DiD regressions,                 

we regressed each outcome on exposure with fixed effects for respondent and wave (all              

pre-exposure waves and one post-exposure wave were included). For OLS regressions, we            

utilized the following pre-exposure control variables with no interaction or higher order effects,             

using only the most recent pre-exposure wave (August 2016) and one of the two post-exposure               

waves. 

 

1. illegal immigration problem in the US - How serious a problem do you believe the illegal                

immigration situation is today? In the US (5 choices) 

2. illegal immigration problem in my community - How serious a problem do you believe              

the illegal immigration situation is today? In your community (5 choices) 

3. restrict legal immigration limit - Do you think that the number of immigrants from              

foreign countries who are permitted to come legally to the United States each year to live                

should be... [increased, kept the same, etc.] (5 choices) 

4. extroversion - compiled from two Big 5 Personality inventory items (1–9 scale) 

5. agreeableness  - compiled from two Big 5 Personality inventory items (1–9 scale) 

6. conscientiousness  - compiled from two Big 5 Personality inventory items (1–9 scale) 

7. openness  - compiled from two Big 5 Personality inventory items (1–9 scale) 
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8. neuroticism  - compiled from two Big 5 Personality inventory items (1–9 scale) 

9. manage stress - In general, how well would you say that you manage the stress in your                 

life? (4 choices) 

10. stress amount - In the past few months, how would you rate the amount of stress in your                  

life (at home and at school) - (6 choices) 

11. happiness - If you were to consider your life in general, how happy or unhappy would                

you say you are, on the whole? (6 choices) 

12. frequency happy - During the past 30 days how often have you felt happy? (5 choices) 

13. frequency anxious - During the past 30 days how often have you felt anxious? (5 choices) 

14. party ID - 1–7 scale compiled from four questions to sort Democrats/Republicans into             

strong/not very strong and sort everyone else into “lean Democratic,” “lean Republican,”            

or neither 

15. ideology - 1–7 scale  

16. Obama approval - 1–5 scale 

17. plan to vote Trump - dichotomous, compiled from asking who respondents plan to vote              

for or would vote for if they could 

18. Trump favorability - thermometer slider with 1–100 scale (measured in April 2016) 

19. political interest - 1–4 scale 

20. political knowledge - sum of 5 questions (e.g., “Which party currently holds a majority of               

seats in the U.S. Senate”) coded as correct/incorrect 

21. participation index - sum of 4 types of participation (e.g., protest, contact elected official)              

since start of the semester. 
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Appendix D: Robustness Checks 

Below we present the results of seven robustness checks, the first five of which appear in the                 

main results of the paper. 

1. Complete Cases - no bootstrap, no imputation. Cases with missing values are dropped.             

This applies to all subsequent robustness checks. 

2. Same State Only - control group observations are limited to universities in the same state               

as the exposed group. 

3. 2016-7 School Year Only - observations from waves prior to the 2016-7 school year are               

dropped. DiD regressions only.  2

4. Both Post-Exposure Waves - Post-Exposure observations include both November 2016          

and April 2017 to increase power. Only applies to outcomes observed in both November              

2016 and April 2017. 

5. April Post-Exposure Wave - Outcomes from November 2016 replaced with April 2017 to             

see how effects change over time. 

6. Political Interactions - exposure is interacted with various dichotomized versions of party            

ID and ideology measured pre-exposure. Wave fixed effects are replaced with pre/post            

fixed effects and interacted with moderators. 

2 OLS regressions are already limited to one observation per respondent and thus draw on the 

most recent pre-exposure wave. 
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7. Psychological Interactions - exposure is interacted with various dichotomized versions of           

neuroticism and anxiety measured pre-exposure. Wave fixed effects are replaced with           

pre/post fixed effects and interacted with moderators. 

 

Which robustness checks are applicable depends on when the outcome variables were observed.             

Therefore, rather than organizing outcomes by hypothesis as in the main text, we group              

outcomes according to whether they were asked both pre- and post-exposure (DiD regressions),             

only post-exposure but in both waves, or in only one wave. 
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DiD Regressions 

Figure A1: Robustness checks 1–5 for DiD regressions. Note that restrict legal immigration limit 

and Obama approval were not asked in April 2017, and thus do not appear in checks 4 and 5. 
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Figure A2: Robustness check 6 (political interactions) for DiD regressions. 
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Figure A3: Robustness check 7 (psychological interactions) for DiD regressions. 
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Questions Asked in November 2016 and April 2017 Only 

Figure A4: Robustness checks 1, 2, 4, and 5 for variables observed in only two waves. 

Robustness check 3 not applicable. 
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Figure A5: Robustness check 6 (political interactions) variables observed in only two waves.  
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Figure A6: Robustness check 7 (psychological interactions) for variables observed in only two 

waves. 
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Questions Asked in Only One Wave 

Figure A7: Robustness checks 1 and 2 for variables observed in only one wave. Robustness 

checks 3–5 not applicable. 
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Figure A8: Robustness check 6 (political interactions) for variables observed in only one wave. 
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Figure A9: Robustness check 7 (psychological interactions) for variables observed in only one 

wave. 

Appendix E: Interview Procedures 

We reached out to potential interviewees in the exposed group through a faculty member 

at their college and through their peers. All interviewees had been members of the residential 

scholarship program that was surveyed and thus were aware of the broader survey project. An 

informed consent form in the email invitation explained that the interview would ask about 

memories of the attack and feelings thereafter. Students were provided with contact information 
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for the college’s counseling center and encouraged to reach out to it, the study’s authors, or the 

institutional review board (IRB) director if needed after the interview. Given the passage of time 

and the fact that none of the students we planned to contact had been eyewitnesses to the attack, 

the IRB deemed the risk of additional emotional distress to be minimal.  All participants who 

responded explicitly consented to participate. No monetary compensation was offered and 

respondents were guaranteed anonymity. Interviews were conducted by phone in April 2017 and 

generally lasted 10-30 minutes. We use the following questions as a jumping off point for our 

conversations: 

1. Tell me about the day of the attack.  Where were you? What did you see or hear? How 

did you react?  

2. How scared were you? How were other people around you reacting? 

3. Do you remember whom you called or texted as it was happening, and what did you talk 

about? What about after? 

4. What was the mood in the chapter house later that day and that evening?  Did people talk 

about the attack?  What emotions did you witness in others? 

5. Did the conversation turn political?  What sort of views do you remember expressing or 

hearing others express? Did these views surprise you? 

6. Did you discuss the attack mostly with your close friends or just about anyone who was 

around?  

7. How did the attack affect you over the subsequent days and weeks? Did it fade quickly 

from your mind or did you find yourself dwelling on it often? Did it affect your sleep? 

Your stress level? Your studies?  
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8. What about the rest of the house? Do you remember friends or other housemates talking 

at length about the attack in subsequent days and weeks? Did it affect the mood or 

atmosphere? 

9. Did the attack spark political discussions later on or affect how people talked about 

Trump, diversity, terrorism or immigration? 

10. Do you feel like the attack has colored how you see the world or affected your views on 

President Trump, diversity, terrorism or immigration? 

11. Is there anything else I should know? 

Appendix F: Survey Procedures and Ethical Considerations 

We conducted our survey in partnership with a residential scholarship program with 

chapters at all 14 universities. The program requires all participants to complete a program 

evaluation twice annually, which we administered on their behalf through an online survey 

platform. At the end of the evaluation, students were asked if they would be willing to fill out an 

optional survey and were presented with a consent form. Most students opted to proceed and fill 

out the survey. Though respondents were not paid, we often offered a pizza party to chapters 

with a high completion rate and sent reminders for several weeks. On a broader level, we were 

able to benefit the students by passing on their feedback to the program, particularly with regards 

to interpersonal problems in the residential experience or particular students of concern who the 

program staff could then reach out to. Program staff also assisted with getting up-to-date email 

addresses for respondents. 
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Demographics of respondents are listed in Online Appendix A. The diversity of the 

sample is limited by who was a member of the residential scholarship program, and is 

disproportionately male and white. We do believe the survey presents an elevated risk to 

members of our sample who feel marginalized in their colleges or society. We did delay the start 

of the survey by several days after the terror attack out of respect for students who may have 

been experiencing elevated distress or vulnerability. We concluded, in consultation with our IRB 

and the program, that the risks of the survey were minimal, provided we could guarantee the 

students anonymity. Our agreement with the program thus does not permit a release of the data. 

Although we have omitted the name of this program to protect the anonymity we promised to our 

respondents, we suspect that respondents could easily identify themselves and their peers even if 

we were to de-identify the data. All scripts used in data analysis are available upon request. 
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