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According to the 2008 and 2010 National Security Strategies (NSS) the international political landscape in which Britain and other nations operate has been transformed dramatically since the Cold War. No longer are interests at home and abroad under threat from one particular state, but rather from a complex web of threats said to include: international terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, conflict and failed states, pandemics, and trans-national crime. Between 2005 and 2012 Labour and Conservative-Liberal Democratic coalition governments have pledged not only to develop a resilient security architecture designed to identify and mitigate against the effects of these threats but, as one of their key objectives, to reassure the British public, to heighten collective levels of security among the population, and to reduce subjective feelings of being "threatened". Yet, despite these commitments, little is known about public attitudes towards security threats, what sorts of issues ordinary people find threatening and why, whether they agree with—or indeed are aware of—governments' attempts to make them feel more "secure", and whether these attempts have any impact. 
The question of public attitudes towards security threats is important not only because government messages affect the public’s sense of threat (Hill et al. 2010) but also because the public itself is now seen as a key participant in the development, implementation, and evaluation of national security strategies. Part of the UK government’s response to 9/11 was to parallel the United States’ Department of Homeland Security’s encouragement of citizen involvement in security, epitomized in instructions such as, “If you suspect it, report it” and the claim that “public vigilance, good sense and co-operation are just as important and essential components [as law enforcement and intelligence] of the UK’s response” (Jarvis and Lister 2010, 182; Vaughan-Williams 2008). Such a role for the citizen demands that she shares an awareness and understanding of security threats. The 2008 NSS says that, “[We] will seek to encourage the participation of a much wider circle of expertise in addressing national security issues. [...] We will also look for new opportunities to seek views from members of the public. This strategy marks the next step in a process of engagement designed to ensure that government thinking on national security constantly keeps pace with the rapidly evolving global security environment” (Cabinet Office 2008: 61). Finally, liberal democracies also rely on citizen vigilance to limit state responses to threat and to hold governments accountable for the illiberal choices they may make in the name of protecting society as a whole from threats (Chalk 1998). Yet our knowledge of public perceptions of threats tends to be confined to specific policy areas such as terrorism.
Drawing on theories and approaches from International Relations (IR), Security Studies and Political Psychology, this paper explores contemporary understandings of security among the British public, focusing in particular on the sociotropic versus personal continuum.
 Our findings indicate a public that sees itself as threatened in various respects—from terrorism to burglary—based on distinctions between different “levels” of threat—to the individual, family, community, nation, and globe—and with variation at each level impacting on political attitudes; where different kinds of threat result in different desires for more spending in areas such as policing and border security; and where there is little awareness of government strategies around security and the messages appear to be ineffective when there is awareness. While the paper analyses data collected in the British context the discussion has broader implications for the study of public opinion and security threat perception—particularly in the current age of austerity—as well as mixed methods research in IR, security studies and political psychology more generally.
1. Security, Threat, and Security Threats
For IR/Security Studies scholars, “threat” during the Cold War was understood largely as an objective condition concerning the physical safety and survival of the state, thus pertaining exclusively to the military sector (O Meyer and Miskimmon 2009; Morgan 2000). Since then policy and academic discourses have both “broadened” and “deepened” (Buzan and Hansen 2009). They have “broadened” to include other sectors such as environmental (i.e., threats to earth as biosphere), societal (i.e., threats to notions of community), economic (i.e., threats to citizens’ welfare), and political (i.e., threats to particular national identities) (Buzan 1991; Buzan et al 1998). They have “deepened” to include not only the state as the referent object of security, but also the individual (“human security”) (Booth 1991) and even the planet (“eco-security”) (Dalby 2002).

Thus, the study of the concept of threat has evolved from analyses of the security dilemma between states under anarchic conditions (Waltz 1979) towards a view that threats are not automatically given as a result of those conditions (Wendt 1999) but are produced through dialogue and interaction between states and non-state actors alike. As a result, threats are said not to simply exist independently of our knowledge and representations of them. Rather, as typified by the work of the Copenhagen School, they are brought into being by processes of “securitization” whereby a particular issue comes to be framed in terms of an existential threat in, for example, political speeches and media representations (Buzan et al 1998). What has tended to be overlooked, however, is precisely the role of public opinion in shaping securitizing moves and conditioning their ultimate success and/or failure (Balzacq 2010). 

Political psychologists were also heavily influenced by the Cold War and its precursors when thinking about threat. For example, they initially sought to understand mass and elite behaviour in dictatorships (e.g. Fromm 1941), such as through Adorno et al.’s F-scale (Adorno et al. 1950, more recently revised and extended by Altemeyer (1981, 1988, 1997) to the notion of an authoritarian personality), Levinson’s (1949) account of ethnocentrism and Stouffer’s (1954) study of political tolerance, subsequently developed and enriched by Sullivan et al. (1982) and Marcus et al. (1995; see also, Gibson and Gouws 2003; Quillan 1995). At the core of these theories is that the more threatened by outgroups individuals are—threat arising from a combination of negative affect and assessments of the outgroup’s power—the less tolerant those individuals become.

While psychologists continue to look at areas such as identity threat (Falomir-Pichastor et al. 2009; Fischer et al. 2010a; Inzlicht and Kang 2010), threat from immigration (Lahav and Courtemanche 2012; McClean 2003), environmental degradation (Baldassare and Katz 1992), cybercrime (Speer 2000), religious threat (Campbell 2006), racism, sexism and stereotype threat (Huguet and Regner 2007; Steele and Aronson 1995), the context and focus since 9/11 has to a large extent been on threats associated with international terrorism, both as a consequence of 9/11, 7/7, and other attacks or foiled attacks, and because of the ongoing Arab/Israeli conflict. This research explores such questions as the psychological origins of terrorist security threats (Huddy et al. 2005; Lerner et al. 2003), their effects on political attitudes and behaviours (Davies et al. 2008; Davis and Silver 2004; Huddy et al. 2002), their effects on other attitudes such as parenting (Fischer et al. 2010b), the efficacy of government responses (Closs Stephens and Vaughan-Williams 2008; Kerwin 2005; Maxwell 2005), the influence of heads of government on perceptions of salient threats (Hill et al. 2010), the media’s influence on the politics of terrorism and security (e.g., Hoskins 2006; Hoskins and O’Loughlin 2007), and the use of terrorist security threats to justify illiberal policies and actions (Bigo et al 2007; Bigo and Tsoukala, 2008; Neal 2009). 
Post 9/11 security threats related to international terrorism have been shown to: make individuals more willing to trade off civil liberties for security measures (Sanquist et al. 2008), elevate antipathy towards the entry of immigrants (Green 2009), elevate antipathy towards Muslims as a cultural and religious minority (Kalkan et al. 2009), alter the social identities of majority and minority populations and render them more salient (Aly and Green 2010), and lead to a tendency to prefer leaders with particular traits such as strength and charisma (Merolla and Zachmeister 2009). In addition, a heightened sense of security threat is associated with “mortality salience”—both a greater awareness of one’s own mortality and also feelings of greater vulnerability, i.e., that the likelihood of dying imminently is greater than it was. Heightened feelings of threat and mortality salience affect a variety of political attitudes, including political tolerance—individuals become more intolerant of those they perceive as belonging to outgroups—and stereotyping—individuals display a greater tendency to stereotype outgroups and a dislike of stereotype-inconsistent members of outgroups (Greenberg et al. 1990; Landau et al. 2004; Pyszczynski et al. 2002; Schmiel et al. 1999), as well as a tendency towards aggression (McGregor et al. 1998).
This body of research has conceived of threats as belonging within two principal dichotomies: realistic vs. symbolic and personal vs. sociotropic threat.
 The concentration of research on the security threat represented by terrorism after 9/11 has resulted in some consensus that the most potent threats it presents to the public are sociotropic (e.g., Huddy et al. 2005; Maoz and McCauley 2009). Sociotropic concerns, in turn, are what drive evaluations of government performance and individuals’ policy preferences (Huddy et al. 2002; Joslyn and Haider-Markel 2007). For example, Huddy et al. (2002) examine the relationship between, and influence of, perceptions of national and personal threat from terrorism. They argue that personal and national threat are distinct but related, with national threat far more influential on economic evaluations but personal threat more likely to alter personal behaviour designed to mitigate threat, such as changing air travel habits. This leads them to conclude that, as in other policy areas such as the economy, the influence of the personal on political judgements is limited. Maoz and McCauley (2009) draw similar conclusions from their analysis of threat from Palestinians as an influence on Israeli support for compromise. However, Schildkraut (2009) finds evidence that personal threat both affects support for counterterrorism policies and over a somewhat broader range than sociotropic threat.
This focus on the threat of terrorism begs questions of how the public thinks about the nature of threats writ large, where threats are seen as collective rather than personal how that collective is defined, and what the effects of such variation are on political attitudes and policy preferences; in short we know little of what the “broadening” and “deepening” of the concept of security means for ordinary members of the public. Moreover, the prominence of research on security and security threats that followed 9/11 coincides with a new age of austerity. While spending on national security in the UK since 2001 has more than tripled to £3.5 billion (Cabinet Office, 2008), it remains unclear how threats are conceived by and affect the British public, whether they are aware of and/or understand government security strategies and objectives, and if the public feel more or less “secure” as a result of their existence. 
One aspect of this lacuna is a broader lack of social scientific research, including a tendency within security studies to focus on elite perceptions and constructions of security threat rather than public opinion and popular reception of acts of securitization. In this context a national frame for understanding security threats is shared by national governments and academia, but the extent to which members of the public share this framing is largely unknown. Equally, extant research has yet to offer any real depth of insight into convergence and/or divergence between “official” and “popular” understandings of the concept of security, public encounters with and negotiations of security in everyday life, and the sorts of factors affecting people’s perception of threat. 
Another is a lack of understanding of the political psychology of different threat perceptions as opposed to singular threats, such as from international terrorism, immigration, or environmental degradation, and of the consequences of different threat perceptions for other political attitudes and behaviours. Research has tended to be either on discrete threats when, as Security Studies tells us, individuals deal with multiple threats simultaneously, or focused on certain personality attributes such as authoritarianism, where, as Altemeyer (1996, 100) puts it, authoritarians “stand about ten steps closer to the panic button than the rest of the population.” Beyond authoritarianism, we know little about how individuals make sense of the range of potential threats they face, and even among authoritarians it is unclear whether their disposition to panic encompasses both sociotropic and personal risks or whether sociotropic concerns, about the fate of society and the groups with which authoritarians identify, dominate. 
In addition, studies of the effects of sociotropic versus personal judgments on political attitudes and behaviour have attributions as the core explanation. While sociotropic factors are frequently described as more remote and less vivid than personal concerns (e.g., Huddy et al. 2002; Lavine et al. 1996), the central argument is about clarity of responsibility: individuals are more able to make the connections between society level conditions and government than they are between their own, perhaps idiosyncratic, circumstances and the actions of public officials. It may also be the case that individuals simply view sociotropic factors as of more importance, not necessarily out of altruism but because they are a more reliable indicator of the likely personal impact of government policies than personal indicators (Kinder and Kiewiet 1981). Another, related, argument is based on information: there is more media coverage of national than local circumstances, more contextualizing of national conditions, i.e., linking of national circumstances to the actions of public officials, and media coverage tends to prime sociotropic rather than personal concerns (Mutz 1992). Finally, sociotropic and personal considerations may arouse different kinds of emotions (Huddy et al. 2002), although it is not clear how, or indeed whether, these emotions are a factor in the more pervasive influence of sociotropic concerns.

However, other research suggests that the national/ personal distinction is too limited.
 For example, some studies of economic effects claim that globalization has dampened the influence of national factors (Hellwig 2001) while making international economic indicators more salient to individuals (Burden and Mughan 2003)
, i.e., “the global” is of growing importance relative to the national. Moreover, while the consensus for issues from the economy to terrorism and immigration is that personal considerations carry less weight than perceptions of the issue from a national perspective, there is plenty of evidence that both personal and subnational considerations can matter. Chong et al. (2001) argue, for example, that personal considerations exert influence on reasoning where an individual’s “stakes in the policy are clear”, where clarity depends on elites’ presentation of the policy and the individual’s capacity to understand it, or where personal stakes are primed, e.g., by media discussion. Jones et al. (1992) demonstrate the importance of local context and Johnston et al. (2000) of local unemployment in particular to voting behaviour in Britain. Similarly, studies in the US have demonstrated subnational influences on economic perceptions (Mutz and Mondak 1997; Niemi et al. 1999), support for social welfare spending (Kam and Nam 2008), immigration (Hopkins 2010), opinion on the Vietnam War (Gartner and Segura 2000), and voting behaviour (Glasgow 2005; McKenzie 2008). Even research that demonstrates a more pervasive influence of sociotropic than of personal considerations often finds that subnational considerations matter too, but, according to Lau and Heldman (2009, 535), only “sporadically, here and there and under particular circumstances”, while, similarly Huddy et al. (2002) find that perceptions of personal threat affect individual behaviours designed to mitigate threat—and also note that the influence of personal threat could be limited in their study by dependent variables that are largely related to national consequences of terrorism. Indeed, as we have already outlined, Schildkraut (2009) finds more pervasive effects of personal perceptions on more specific counterterrorism policies. Tyler’s (1982) work suggests that such effects may be a consequence of “defensive attribution”:  the more personally threatened individuals are, the more they hold national actors responsible for their mitigation.
2. Theory and Hypotheses

Our focus in this paper is on the factors shaping, and the consequences of, security threat perceptions. We are particularly interested in what we refer to as “levels” of threat, by which we mean whether threats are seen as global, national, community or to the family or individual rather than the level of intensity of threats. These different “levels” are categories derived from the results of qualitative research we also conducted as part of the same study in which respondents were asked to list what they felt threatened by and to order those threats in different ways. The “levels” referred to above then are not imposed on the research design by us as such, but are an aggregation of the most popular ways in which respondents made sense of the list of threats they perceived. Moreover, such levels are heuristic devices rather than fixed either/or categories and threat perception, as we shall explore, may apply to more than one level simultaneously. In other previous research these levels of threat have varied within the broad terms of “sociotropic” and “personal”, although the effects of this variation are generally unacknowledged and unexplored: Baldassare and Katz (1992) look at personal threat and its impact on personal behaviour; Ridout et al. (2008) explore sociotropic threat as global threat, while Hutchison and Gibler (2007) look at threats to territory as they affect opinion at the domestic level, i.e., at sociotropic threat as national threat; similarly, for Huddy et al. (2002), Josyln and Haider-Markel (2007), Maoz and McCauley (2009), and Schidkraut (2009) sociotropic threat is threat to the nation, specifically the US, and personal threat pertains to the individual. 

If, as Kinder (1998) argues, political opinions tend to be group-centred it begs the question of how individuals understand the group to be threatened and the extent to which threats perceived as a member of one group (e.g., “the nation”) are equivalent to threats perceived as a member of another (e.g., as a Muslim and/or a resident of Bristol). There is no logical reason why sociotropic threat should be confined to the nation, but do perceptions of global threats have the same kinds of determinants and impact on political attitudes as national threats? Previous research offers little theoretical or empirical guidance, yet if one thinks of an issue such as global warming, conceiving of it as an issue of concern to the planet rather than as a threat confined to individual nations it may connote a different political outlook. The same may be true of issues such as terrorism or religious fanaticism—seeing these as global threats may indicate a less insular and circumscribed view of political phenomena than seeing them as national threats. Still other threats may be collective but sub-national—racism or Islamaphobia, for example, may be seen as threats to a community rather than a national level threat—or collective and personal, or only personal.
 

Of course we would expect to see links across levels but whereas some threats may be salient at all levels, such as the current financial crisis, others may be seen as threats at only some of these levels. Our examination of threats runs from the broadest collective level, the global, through national to community level threats, which are still collective but at a much more intimate and personal level than the state or the globe—thus we see community level threats as closer to what is usually meant by personal than by sociotropic threat.

We examine threats in three ways. First, we establish the number of issues that people see as global, national, community or personal/family threats, treating all threats as equal,
 and examine the influences on them, including the influence of government security strategies. Second, we assess the impact of these different threat-levels on a range of political attitudes. Finally, we explore the effect of threats on political behaviour and policy preferences.

We test the following eight hypotheses:
Characteristics and Determinants of Threats

(1) Individuals identify multiple threats at the global, national, community and personal/ family level. These threats are related but distinct.
The alternative is that individuals see perhaps one overriding threat, such as terrorism at the global level or crime at the personal/family level, and that these dominate any other concerns. This seems unlikely, however. Although previous research has tended to focus on single threats the world in which people live contains multiple potential sources of threat. Media coverage alone, and the media’s tendency to focus on catastrophe and conflict—on raised but not lowered threat levels, for example (Nacos et al. 2007)—would make perceptions of multiple threats more likely. 
(2) Individuals who identify more threats at one level, e.g., global, are also more likely to see more threats at other levels, e.g., community.

Huddy et al. (2002) characterize national and personal threat from terrorism as distinct but related. We expect this to be true more broadly for two reasons. First, individuals are likely to make links across issues, e.g., that environmental degradation is not simply a global but also a national threat. Second, research on phenomena such as authoritarianism suggests that some people are chronically threatened, i.e., some people are more likely than others to see threats at all levels. 
(3a) The number of threats seen by individuals is influenced by demographics such as sex and age, personality attributes such as authoritarianism and mortality salience. These influences are the same across threat levels, or (3b). There are systematic differences in the determinants of threat at different levels. 
Previous research on authoritarianism and mortality salience would lead us to expect their influence to be consistent across threat levels but it is less clear whether individual characteristics such as sex, religion or education will be consistent or will vary.

(4a) Awareness of government security strategies such as the NSS lessen perceptions of threats in general, or (4b) Awareness of government security strategies such as the NSS are associated with increased perceptions of threats in general.

Hypothesis 4a purports to be the intention of government security strategies as they pertain to the public. However, individuals who are most receptive to such messages can also be those  who feel most threatened (Lavine et al. 1999), hence the possibility that the relationship is reversed.
Consequences of Threats for Political Attitudes and Policy Preferences
(5) “Sociotropic” threats, by which we mean those at the highest collective levels—global and national—have a more pervasive influence on political attitudes than threats at the subnational level—community and personal/ family.
(6a) Global and national threats have the same impact on political attitudes, or (6b) Global and national threats differ in their impacts on political attitudes such as tolerance and aggression towards out-groups.

These alternatives are based on the possibility, described above, that a greater disposition to think of threats in global terms may signal a different political outlook to thinking of threats in national terms.
(7) Subnational threats exert influence on specific political attitudes such as stereotyping of minorities and in-group identity.
(8) Subnational threats also influence specific policies designed to mitigate threats such as counter-terrorism policies.
While Hypothesis 6 agrees with Lau and Heldman (2009), and many others, that subnational influences are less widespread, identifying where we should see subnational influences rather than simply describing them as sporadic, is also important. Hypotheses 7 and 8 suggest that they should affect specific policy areas designed to mitigate threat, in line with the theory of defensive attribution (Tyler 1982) and that we should also see subnational threats affecting group attitudes and identities. This is because political attitudes such as perceptions of minorities are not dependent on attributions of governmental responsibility, unlike variables such as vote preference; and if personal and community threats are indeed more vivid and emotionally arousing than global or national threats (Huddy et al. 2002) we should see effects on these kinds of attitudes.
3. Research Design

Gillespie and O’Loughlin (2009, 672) advocate “expanding the range of methods and conceptual frameworks within IR”, while maintaining a nuanced approach to public opinion. This was our approach. Between April and September 2012 we conducted twenty 90 minute mini-focus groups, or “triads” of three people, in two stages.
 Groups varied by age/ life-stage (e.g., 18-25 year olds, young parents, older parents, retired), region (London, North, Midlands, South, Wales, Scotland), sex, and religion (some groups were Muslim only or Hindu/Sikh) (see Appendix for details). The mini-group approach of three respondents was adopted as an alternative to in-depth interviews or larger focus groups; it combines elements of both—the individual depth that one gains from in-depth interviews but also some of the dynamics of collective discussion that focus groups provide. 

The first wave of ten groups took place in April 2012 and covered topics such as how subjects defined security and security threats, the issues they thought of as current security threats—those raised spontaneously as well as those identified in the NSS if the two differed—and awareness and opinion of government security strategies. We encouraged respondents to discuss matters of security in their own language in order both to understand representations of threat and also to help us to develop survey questions and measures that would reflect those public understandings. After completion of the survey interviews we conducted an additional ten triads to deepen our understanding of security threats and to further explore the meaning of results from the survey. These took place during and after the London Olympics in August and September of 2012. 
The 25-minute internet survey conducted between the two waves of qualitative research was administered to 2004 respondents who were members of the ICM panel. The survey took place from 6th-15th June 2012 and included a booster sample of 251 Muslims. The booster sample was intended to allow us a better understanding of the relationship between threat perceptions and the attitudes of a key minority. British Muslims are a unique group in that they are both threatened, as are other groups in British society, and often seen as threatening by those other groups (Gillespie and O’Loughlin 2009; the same appears to be true of Australian Muslims, Aly and Green 2010). A mass survey gives us an indication of the broader representativeness of ideas and relationships pertaining to security threats that emerged in the mini-focus groups.
 A large sample provides variation across key variables such as sex and ethnicity, allowing us to test relationships across and within subgroups. Table 1 shows that other than ethnicity due to the booster sample survey respondents were representative of the British population on dimensions of sex, age, region and the party for whom they voted in the 2010 general election. As tends to be the case in surveys, our sample contained a lower proportion of non-voters than in the population but this proportion compares favourably to the face-to-face British Election Study, which contained fewer non-voters (22 percent).

Table 1 about here

Our substantive interests in the survey included exploring respondents’ perceptions of security threats at the global, national, community, and personal/family levels. Lupia and Menning (2009, 104) argue that “researchers tend to ask about people and events that they suspect have caused emotional reactions” (italics in original). This applies not just to emotions but to threats, hence the predominant focus in the extant literature on terrorist threats since 2001. We therefore asked about a range of 23 potential threats, including terrorism, other threats identified by the government in the NSS, and also threats that were frequently top-of-head for respondents in the triads such as the economic crisis, identity theft, and immigration, but with the expectation that that some would and some would not be seen as threats by respondents.
In addition to gauging individual threat levels, we asked about attitudes towards in-groups and out-groups, views of citizenship, counter-terrorism policies, and what respondents saw as priorities for government spending against the backdrop of planned public expenditure cuts. Given that most of our focus in this paper is on the survey data, we outline the survey questions and measures here (with some mention of the triads where they provide additional context):

Group identity, stereotyping and aggression towards outgroups
Given that threat has been shown to affect attitudes such as political tolerance, group identity and stereotyping, and towards citizenship and immigration (e.g., Canetti-Nisim et al. 2009; Duckitt and Fisher 2003; Green 2009; Hutchison and Gibler 2007; Kam and Kinder 2007; Stephan and Stephan 2000), we explored ingroup identity and outgroup stereotypes—the strength of identity with one’s ethnic group, stereotypes of groups, feelings towards groups—tolerance of outgroups, which we measured by the number of groups that respondents said people in their area would not want as neighbours (e.g., wealthy people, drug users, asylum seekers), and the attributes respondents regarded as being most important for citizenship; and aggression, measured by punitiveness towards criminals (e.g., preference for the death penalty over rehabilitation).
Awareness of security strategies
We asked whether respondents were aware of government security strategies in general, and the NSS in particular.

Political Behaviour
Studies from Fromm’s (1941) analysis of the rise of Hitler, through McCann’s (1997) of voting in American elections from 1824 to 1964, to more recent analysis of the effects of terrorism (Landau et al. 2004; Merolla et al. 2007; Merolla and Zechmeister 2009) argue that there is a connection between threat and a desire for strong and charismatic leadership. That being the case, we might expect elections to be of heightened interest to threatened individuals. We therefore asked respondents how likely they were to vote in the next general election.
Policy Preferences

Threats appear to increase support for policies designed to mitigate them, such as aggressive counter-terrorism policies, and also influence the policy areas regarded as most important for government spending, like defence and spending on border control (Gordon and Arian 2001; Huddy et al. 2005). The survey included questions about willingness to pay more for an expansion of police numbers or intensified border controls, as well as how respondents would apportion a £100 budget across spending areas such as the National Health Service (NHS), education, border control, and fighting terrorism.
Demographic variables
We were particularly interested in interviewing British Muslims, hence their inclusion in the triads and as a booster sample in the survey. British Muslims “suffered disproportionately greater levels of stress than respondents from other faiths” following the 7/7 bombings in London (Rubin et al. 2005). Our triads with Muslims also indicated that seven years later Muslims are more likely to discuss security and security strategy in terms of community than were other groups, e.g., “The government look at the bigger picture, not from the perspective of the community. They need to liaise better with Muslims in terms of getting them on side and saying look you are our eyes and ears.” Adopting a similar logic about possible differences due to ethnicity, we also look at the influence of self-reported white ethnicity.
Previous research also suggests that: the news media may exacerbate threats (Ridout et al. 2008)—we gauge news media effects by examining the influence of the time respondents claim to watch news and current affairs programmes on television as a proportion of the total time they spend watching television; sex (being a woman) and religiosity also heighten threat perception, age may negatively affect perceptions of threat (Canetti-Nisim et al. 2009; cf. Huddy et al. 2005), while more years of education are associated with lower threat levels—we operationalize education with a dummy variable for respondents with a higher education degree or above. 

In our analysis of the survey data, we also examine the effects of authoritarianism—measured by the child rearing values questions used in the American National Election Study (ANES) that have become standard in the literature (e.g., Hetherington and Weiler 2009; Stenner 2005) and mortality salience—an index based on three questions designed to gauge the extent to which respondents think about death
 –both of which are seen to elevate perceptions of threat (e.g., Canetti-Nisim et al. 2009; Lavine et al. 2002).
4. Analysis
a. The number and level of threats
The triads confirmed that individuals perceive threats at multiple levels. While those threats are sometimes global or national, such as terrorism—“It makes me think of 9/11 … The towers, the terror … In London too, the underground, that’s the first kind of thing that comes into my mind”—or the economy—“ In five years you don’t even know where you are going to be… what is going to happen … I am probably a couple of years ahead of you guys but you have got increased tuition fees and then you get a degree and you think that a degree, it doesn’t automatically entitle you to a good job, you would hope that having got to that level of education you would get a job that you want to do, but then you read that for graduate jobs there’s 99 applications for one position and it’s just constant sort of pessimism”—they are also frequently subnational, such as: “Breaking in. Stealing your car, taking something out of the car”; “I worry about my children being attacked when they are out late at night”; “Well I think now as there is a lot more talk about paedophiles than there was when we were kids isn’t there which we had never even heard of that word”; “My parents won’t go shopping anywhere other than Melton Road because they’re scared of racism.”
In Table 2 we analyze the number of issues respondents identified as current threats from the list of 23 in the survey.
 Part a of Table 2 shows the average number of threats at the global, national, community and personal/family levels and part b displays the correlations between them. The analysis confirms that individuals tend to see multiple threats simultaneously, in line with Hypothesis 1. It also shows that the global level is where people identify most threats on average (roughly 7), with national level threats next. Fewer threats were regarded as community or personal, although the average number was still slightly greater than two.
 

The correlation matrix in part b of Table 2 indicates that there is a reasonably strong relationship between the number of threats harboured at one level and the number identified at other levels, confirming Hypothesis 2. However, the correlations are not overwhelming and it is worth reiterating that our focus in this paper is on the overall number of threats at different levels, where stronger correlations are likely, rather than on specific threats at different levels. If we look at specific threats we see that it is not the case that a threat such as terrorism or immigration that is identified at one level is automatically identified as a threat at others. With 17 percent of respondents the economic crisis is the issue that was seen as a threat at all four levels by the most respondents; for terrorism the proportion was 3 percent. Clearly, identifying a threat as extant at all four levels is a minority activity. Even as a global and national threat terrorism was mentioned by less than half the sample; indeed, about one-quarter of respondents said that terrorism was a global but not a national threat. In sum, these results echo Huddy et al.’s (2002) claim about the national and personal threat of terrorism but 1) for threats in general and 2) for global and community level threats, as well as national and personal threats: perceptions of threats at the global, national, community, and personal/family levels are distinct but related (Hypothesis 2).
Table 2 about here
b. Determinants of threats
The next question is what influences how threatened individuals are at different levels. Given that we seek to examine the influence of several independent variables controlling for the influence of others we use a quantitative approach. Rather than separate models for each level of threat we examine the four levels of threat simultaneously via a structural equation model.
 The predictors for each threat are those described above but we theorize that if level of education has an impact it will be on the identification of threats at the global or national level rather than at lower levels, where perceptions of threats are likely to be less dependent on factors like political knowledge and more on the neighbourhood in which a person lives and day-to-day experiences, and, similarly, that white ethnicity is unlikely to affect perceptions of the number of threats at the global or national level but could at the community or personal levels, e.g., as a result of “white flight” to apparently safer neighbourhoods.

Table 3 presents the estimates. Although they are from a single model, we display the estimates in separate columns for each level of threat. The statistics for goodness of fit are shown at the foot of the table and indicate an excellent fit to the data. We begin by discussing the influences that are common across several levels of threats and then turn to those whose effects on perceptions are distinct to certain threat levels. All of the independent variables, with the exception of age (measured in years), are coded from zero to one, meaning that effect sizes are easily interpreted—a coefficient of .5 would imply that the maximum effect of that variable is to raise the number of threats by .5. 
Mortality salience has the clearest influence. Individuals who thought more about death also perceived more threats at all levels, although the effect does not reach conventional levels of statistical significance at the community level (p=.19).
 The effects are also substantively large throughout: the maximum effects of mortality salience add about 1.7 global threats, where the mean number of threats is 6.6, and about .7 to personal/ family threats, where the mean number of threats is about 2. Thus, higher mortality salience increases the number of threats perceived by a substantial one-quarter to one-third of the mean at both sociotropic and personal levels. 
Watching proportionally more programmes that cover politics and current affairs also has a consistent influence on harbouring more threats (at p=.07 for global threats), echoing Ridout et al.’s (2008) finding, and suggesting that the “mean world” often presented on television news heightens the threat levels of its most dedicated viewers (Gerbner et al. 1980; Hawkins & Pingree 1981). The effects are more consequential, however, at the community and personal/ family levels. The maximum effect of watching politics and current affairs programmes is to raise the number of threats by about .5, while the influence on global and national threats is marginally larger but less noteworthy given the higher number of threats identified on average at these levels. Age also has a consistent impact, with older individuals more threatened, except at the community level, and maximum effects that are comparable to mortality salience. Thus far the evidence is consistent with Hypothesis 3a: the influences on the number of threats identified at different levels are common.
However, while authoritarianism has the expected positive relationship with perceptions of national, community and personal/family threat—in this sense authoritarians are chronically threatened—its influence does not extend to global level threat. In addition, relative to the average number of threats at each level, authoritarianism is somewhat more important to personal than to national threats. Thus, fears about non-conformity or the undermining of approved authority figures that are characteristic of authoritarians (Stenner 2005) do not extend beyond an individual’s national borders according to our research. There are limits to authoritarians’ impulse to panic, consistent with Hypothesis 3b.
For the remaining variables we also see systematic differences in their effects at different spatial levels. There is an effect of sex, but only at the global level where women see more threats, while religiosity also affects perceptions of threats but in this case it is more local and personal threats than national or global. We cannot establish why religiosity influences threats at these levels rather than global or national threats but it is noteworthy that attending a place of worship more often, presumably in the local community and with likeminded people, should be associated with more threat; perhaps places of worship are seen as refuge from the world around you, where “the world” is on your doorstep rather than further afield. Lastly, being a British Muslim does not result in perceptions of more threats at the community or personal level, despite the evidence we have mentioned from the triads that Muslims are more likely to discuss security in terms of community, but Muslims see fewer global threats than others.
Another way to illustrate these results is to predict numbers of threats when variables are at different values. We compared the predicted number of threats for an individual one standard deviation below or above the mean levels of mortality salience, authoritarianism, and politics and current affairs television consumption, with all other variables at their mean or mode—in other words, an individual who thinks about death relatively infrequently, is low on authoritarianism, and watches relatively little current affairs programming on television with an individual relatively high on all these variables. The difference is one threat at the global and national levels, .6 at the community level, and .8 at the personal/ family level, reinforcing the message that these variables influence both sociotropic and personal threats. However, by comparing across different levels and knowing the mean number of threats that individuals identify we can put the size of effects into context. Thus, the impact of these variables on global and national threats is more consequential to national threats, and marginally more substantively significant for personal than community level threats.
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c. The impact of awareness of government security strategies
The survey asked both about awareness of any government security strategies or programmes and about awareness of the National Security Strategy in particular (in that order). A small minority of the sample answered yes to these questions—10 percent to the first and 11 percent to the second. However, the overlap was not great. About 4 percent said yes to both questions, 6 percent claimed to be aware of a government security strategy or programme but not of the NSS, and 8 percent claimed not to be aware of a government security strategy or programme but to be aware of the NSS when prompted.
We do not display all the estimates from the model but we added dummy variables to the structural equation model for answering yes to either of these questions. Our interest was in whether awareness of government efforts appears to mitigate perceptions of threats (Hypothesis 4a). The simple answer is that it does not. The models show no relationship between awareness of any government strategy or programme and threats at any level, while the estimates for awareness of the NSS are as follows (with standard errors in parentheses):
Global: .64 (.29)

National: .41 (.22)

Community: .52 (.19)

Personal/ family: .52 (.18)

The relationships are all positive—although the coefficient for national threats does not quite reach statistical significance (p=.07)—showing that awareness of the NSS is associated with identifying more threats, in line with Hypothesis 4b. We cannot claim that the relationship is causal; rather than awareness of the NSS causing individuals to see more threats it is equally plausible that individuals with a tendency to see threats are more likely to become aware of a strategy like the NSS. Nevertheless, we can say that there is no evidence here that awareness of the NSS lessens perceptions of threats.
As an additional check on the impact of government messages we examined the relationship of awareness of the NSS with perceptions of the number of threats at each level in the future, i.e., whether awareness of the NSS makes individuals more optimistic about the future. It does not have this effect. The relationships remain positive.
d. The relationship between threats and political attitudes
We now turn to examination of how, if at all, threats at different levels affect an array of attitudes. We present estimates from models in which the number of threats are independent variables in Table 4. The table indicates statistical significance from zero and also where the impact of the number of threats is statistically significantly different from its impact at another spatial level.
Table 3 suggested that global and national threats differ somewhat in their determinants, both from each other and from community and personal/ family threats. Table 4 also indicates that their effects on political attitudes differ. Global and national threats have a more pervasive influence than community or personal/ family threats: ten of the sixteen estimates are statistically significant for global and national threats compared to four of sixteen for community or personal/ family threats. This is consistent with Hypothesis 5 and with previous research on specific threats like the economy and terrorism, showing that sociotropic evaluations hold more sway over political judgments than more personal concerns.
However, the direction of these effects is not consistent with previous assumptions about sociotropic effects (Hypothesis 6b): global threats are quite different in their impact from national threats and often from community and personal/ family threats too. What is different about global threats is that their impact is often negative. All else equal, more global threats are associated with a relatively lenient attitude towards criminals, tolerance towards other groups as neighbours, positive feelings towards Muslims, viewing cultural conformity as less important to citizenship (although not with seeing attributes such as education and work skills as less important), and a weaker identity with one’s ingroup.
 By contrast, more national threats are associated with punitiveness, intolerance, stereotyping, and strengthened identity with one’s ingroup (for White ethnicity but not Asian).
Community and personal/ family threats follow the pattern of relationships for national threats without being as robust in their effects. There is also some hint that they influence different kinds of attitudes. Personal/ family threats affect ingroup identity for Whites and outgroup stereotyping, in line with Hypothesis 7, as well as punitiveness, but not the more nebulous concerns of what should be required for citizenship or the groups people would not want as neighbours; these areas are where community threats are more important.
The size of effects here is again substantial. While the dependent variables range from zero to one, the number of threats can be as many as 23, although the means and standard deviations shown in Table 2 reveal that the typical number is more limited. Nevertheless, a shift of two standard deviations in the number of global threats identified changes strength of white identity, for example, by roughly .35; a similar shift in the number of national threats is associated with movement of about .5 on the groups named as undesirable neighbours. These are substantial portions of the scales and they are not exceptional. But the nature of these threats, whether they are national or community level threats, for example, clearly affects the kind of attitudes over which they are influential.
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e. The relationship between threats and political behaviour and policy preferences
Finally, we examine the relationships between threats and vote intention, and between threats and policy preferences. The theory that threatened individuals are more motivated to vote is borne out by the first column of estimates in Table 5 but again it is sociotropic threats that exert influence. More global and national threats are associated with greater certainty that a respondent will vote in the next general election, and significantly greater certainty than where there are more community threats. This suggests that attributions of responsibility are part of what determines influence here: community and personal/family threats are perhaps seen as more likely to be resolved at levels below national government. 
The next series of estimates in Table 5 pertains to policy preferences as represented by budget priorities. Respondents divided a £100 budget between 12 policy areas.
 Table 5 presents estimates for the influence of threats on seven of those policy areas, from broad security policies such as border control and defence to more specific areas such as terrorism. For purposes of comparison we also show the effects of threat for international and domestic policies that are unrelated to security. We see similar patterns to those for political attitudes: first, global and national threats have a more extensive influence than community or personal/ family threats (Hypothesis 5) and, second, the influence of global threats is distinctive from national threats (Hypothesis 6b). We find no relationship between global threats and the desire for more spending on security or policing, but identifying more global threats is associated with the desire for more spending on international aid and development, and on education (p=.09), and less spending on the NHS. By contrast, national level threats are related to a preference for spending on broad security policies such as border control, and not on more local security such as policing, and with less spending on international aid or on education. In other words, policy preferences where there are more global threats appear to favour solutions such as international aid over straightforward security policies, whereas perceptions of more national threats lead to a preference for enhanced security measures as solutions.
There is little or no evidence that community threats affect preferences for spending in any of these areas, although there are some statistically significant differences with the effects of personal threat. Personal/ family threats do not affect respondents’ preferences for spending in areas such as border control but they do affect preferences for spending on the specific policy area of fighting terrorism and on policing and crime. That personal threats lead to a preference for policing may be unsurprising but that personal threats also lead to preferences for spending on fighting terrorism could be seen as more surprising. However, it is in keeping with evidence from the triads that suggests terrorism has diminished as a global or national threat for many. Thus, it is terrorism’s indirect and more personal impact—on racism and stereotyping for Muslims and Hindus, the rise of Far Right groups such as the English Defence League, or, for a London group in our research, the knock-on effects of events like the London riots in 2011 (“then all the rioting started and that I thought god it’s just going to create loads of terrorist attacks in the end because it’s so racist that I just thought you know people are going to try and win one over on the other side”)—that may be more powerful on policy preferences.
Thus far we have seen little evidence that community threats have much of an influence on political attitudes or on policy preferences. However, the lower part of Table 5 indicates a stronger influence on specific counterterrorist policies, consistent with Hypothesis 8. Indeed it is community threats that are the most consistent influence on approval of aggressive counterterrorist policies such as military action in countries where terrorists are believed to be hiding or killing British citizens believed to be terrorists in the UK or abroad.
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5. Summary and Conclusion

This paper has taken a broad look at perceptions of threats across different levels at a time when a) the public is seen as integral to the monitoring and mitigation of an increasingly complex world of threats, and b) the current economic crisis is both a threat in itself and makes efficient spending decisions more critical. We have examined how the British public conceives of threats and what the effects are.

Our paper has shown that individuals identify threats at multiple levels and that while these threats are related they are also distinct; for example, on average individuals identify more threats to the globe than to their communities. The latter may surprise both national governments and scholars of security studies for whom the national frame remains equally dominant. Some of the determinants of perceptions of threats are common—mortality salience and news consumption—but there is also systematic variation. Thus, authoritarians identify more threats at the national, community and personal/ family levels but we found no evidence of an effect on perceptions of global threats; Muslims identify fewer global threats but being Muslim does not affect perceptions of threats at other levels; and religiosity was a factor only in perceptions of subnational threats. In short, when we talk about “determinants of threat” our research indicates that we need to be clear, both theoretically and empirically, about the level of threat to which we are referring. Moreover, the importance of the four different levels as a method by which the public categorise and perceive security threats suggests that this might be a useful framework of analysis for nudging future research and policy thinking away from the dominant nation-state frame. 
We have also shown that there is systematic variation in how different levels of threat affect political attitudes, political behaviour, and policy preferences. Some of these findings are confirmatory of previous research on distinct threats such as terrorism and immigration: sociotropic—global and national level threats—have a more pervasive influence than community or personal/ family level threats. However, there are crucial caveats too. First, we theorized that identifying threats as global may reflect a different political outlook than a more circumscribed view of threats as national: the fact that authoritarianism does not influence perceptions of global threats is confirmatory of this argument. While national threats are associated with intolerance of outgroups and enhanced ingroup identity, perception of more global threats is associated with a series of more liberal responses, suggesting that individuals who are prone to see threats as global, as well as having a different political outlook, seek different kinds of solutions to those threats. Second, in moving away from examining the effects of community and personal considerations on issue areas that are contingent on attributions of responsibility we argued that we should see threats at these levels influencing stereotypes of Muslims and also specific policies designed to mitigate threats, such as counterterrorism strategies. This too was confirmed. 
More generally our research provides a number of new insights to research and policy making on threats and threat perception. While other studies have paved the way for introducing a public opinion dimension to contemporary security studies in recent years this has been rather more limited to single issue threats—particularly, though unsurprisingly, that of terrorism since the attacks of 11 September 2001. By contrast the results of our survey—supported by the findings of the triads—suggest a need for more research across a wider range of possible threats. Indeed, with only 3% of respondents viewing terrorism as the most important security threat across all four levels—compared to 17% in the case of the financial crisis—the continued bias towards terrorism-related research is highly problematic.

Beyond academia our findings point to a disparity between what the government considers to be the most pressing security threats facing the UK and what the public perceive as most threatening. Our research suggests that, despite government initiatives including a “Big Society” approach to the involvement of citizens in national security architectures, the British public are generally not aware of policy in this area (with only 11% of those surveyed aware of the UK NSS). Moreover, there is no evidence to support the view that the small minority who are aware of the NSS are any “less” likely to perceive security threats across all four levels. Finally, while perceptions of threats at the national level are connected with policy preferences for enhanced security measures as solutions (e.g., tougher border security), threats perceived globally appear to be linked to less traditionally security-oriented policies such as international aid.
Table 1: Survey Sample Profile

	
	Population (%)
	Survey (%)
n=2004

	Sex
	
	

	Male
	49
	48

	Female
	51
	52

	
	
	

	Age
	
	

	18-24
	12
	13

	25-34
	16
	18

	35-44
	19
	17

	45-54
	17
	16

	55-64
	15
	16

	65+
	21
	20

	
	
	

	Race/Ethnicity
	
	

	White
	90
	82

	Asian
	4
	11

	Other
	6
	7

	
	
	

	Region
	
	

	London
	13
	16

	South and East (outside London)
	31
	29

	Midlands
	17
	17

	North
	25
	26

	Scotland
	9
	8

	Wales
	5
	4

	
	
	

	Vote in 2010 general election (among those voting)
	
	

	Conservative
	36
	34

	Labour
	29
	30

	Liberal Democrat
	23
	25

	
	
	

	Did not vote
	35
	24

	
	
	


Notes: Figures for the population are from the National Readership Survey http://www.nrs.co.uk/interview.html with the exception of vote in the 2010 election. The figures in this category for the survey exclude refusals and don’t knows for this question (3% of the sample).
Table 2: Numbers of Threats Identified and the Relationships Between Them
a. Mean number of threats
	
	Average

Number (of 22)
	Standard Deviation

	
	
	

	Global
	6.6
	4.3

	National
	4.0
	3.3

	Community
	2.2
	2.2

	Personal/Family
	2.1
	2.3


b. Correlations between number of threats at different levels
	
	Global
	National
	Community
	Personal/Family

	
	
	
	
	

	Global
	1
	
	
	

	National
	.56
	1
	
	

	Community
	.42
	.53
	1
	

	Personal/Family
	.41
	.49
	.63
	1


Table 3: Influences on Global, National, Community, and Personal/ Family Threats

	
	Global
	National 
	Community
	Personal/Family

	Authoritarianism
	.05 (.30)
	.50 (.23)*
	.36 (.15)*
	.34 (.16)*

	Mortality salience
	1.67 (.54)*
	1.14 (.43)*
	.36 (.27)
	.71 (.30)*

	Time spent watching current affairs TV 
	.70 (.38)
	.65 (.30)*
	.47 (.19)*
	.65 (.20)*

	Woman
	.87 (.19)*
	.27 (.15)
	.04 (.10)
	.16 (.11)

	Age
	.02 (.01)*
	.02 (.00)*
	.00 (.00)
	.02 (.00)*

	Muslim
	-.79 (.34)*
	-.36 (.25)
	-.01 (.21)
	.01 (.24)

	Religiosity
	.26 (.37)
	-.22 (.25)
	.53 (.18)*
	.42 (.18)*

	Educated to degree level or higher
	.27 (.18)
	-.15 (.13)
	
	

	White
	
	
	-.16 (.15)
	-.42 (.18)*

	Constant
	4.19 (.47)**
	2.22 (.36)*
	1.52 (.25)*
	.75 (.28)*

	n=1903

p>chi2 = .65

RMSEA = 0

CFI = 1.0
	
	
	
	


* p<.05 (two-tailed test)
Notes: Estimates are from a structural equation model using asymptotic distribution free estimation.

Table 4: The Effects of Global, National, Community, and Personal/ Family Threats on Political Attitudes

	
	Aggression
	Attitudes towards Outgroups
	Group Identity

	
	Punitiveness
	Groups as neighbours
	Stereotypes of Muslims
	Negative feelings towards Muslims
	Skills for citizenship
	Culture for citizenship
	White identity
	Asian identity

	Global threats
	-.003

(.001)* np
	.002

(.001) nc
	-.002
(.001)
	-.005
(.002)* ncp
	.003

(.001)*
	-.004

(.002)* c
	-.004

(.002)* np
	-.010

(.004)*

	National threats
	.008

 (.002)* gc
	.008

(.002)* gp
	.002
(.002)
	.003
(.002) g
	.005

(.001)*
	-.000

(.002)
	.005

(.002)* g
	.008

(.007)

	Community threats 
	-.003

 (.003)
	.008

(.002)* gp
	.002
(.003)
	.006
(.004) g
	.000

(.002)
	.007

(.004) g
	.001

(.004)
	.012

(.010)

	Personal/Family threats
	.006

 (.003)* g
	-.000

(.002) nc
	.006
(.003)*
	.010
(.003)* g
	.000

(.002)
	.002

(.003)
	.007

(.004) g
	.001

(.009)

	Constant
	.630

 (.009)*
	.142

(.008)*
	.470
(.009)*
	.450

(.010)*
	.794

(.007)*
	.334

(.011)*
	.571

(.012)*
	.686
(.030)*

	n
	1873
	2004
	1753
	1753
	1954
	1954
	1643
	227

	F-test
	.00
	.00
	.01
	.00
	.00
	.03
	.01
	.12

	Adjusted R2
	.01
	.06
	.01
	.02
	.02
	.003
	.01
	.01


* p<.05 (two-tailed test) g different from global threat at <.05 n different from national threat at <.05 c different from community threat at <.05 p different from personal/family threat at <.05
Notes: Estimates are from linear regression models. For Stereotypes of Muslims and Negative feelings towards Muslims, Muslim respondents are excluded from the analysis; for White identity non-whites are excluded from the analysis; for Asian identity non-Asians are exclude from the analysis. Coding of all variables is described in the Appendix
Table 5: The Effects of Global, National, Community, and Personal/ Family Threats on Political Behaviour and Policy Preferences

	
	
	Budget Priorities

	
	Certainty of voting
	Border control
	Defence
	Fighting terrorism
	Policing and crime
	International aid and development
	NHS
	Education system

	Global threats
	.007 (.003)* c
	-.012 (.038)
	.053 (.038)
	.012 (.033) cp
	-.041 (.040) p
	.070 (.024)* n
	-.182 (.080)*
	.090 (.053) n

	National threats
	.010 (.004)* c
	.129 (.054)*
	.110 (.053)*
	.053 (.046)
	.099 (.055) c
	-.081 (.034)* g
	-.118 (.111)
	-.194 (.074)* g

	Community threats 
	-.007 (.006) gn
	.026 (.083)
	-.079 (.082)
	-.087 (.072) gp
	-.126 (.086) p
	-.006 (.053)
	-.084 (.173)
	.009 (.115)

	Personal/Family threats
	-.002 (.005)
	.024 (.076)
	.062 (.075)
	.171 (.066)* c
	.160 (.079)* gc
	-.036 (.048)
	.057 (.158)
	-.072 (.105)

	Constant
	.521 (.017)*
	6.092 (.251)*
	6.670 (.247)*
	6.860 (.217)*
	11.166 (.259)*
	2.584 (.159)*
	21.415 (.520)*
	13.774 (.346)*

	n
	2004
	2004
	2004
	2004
	2004
	2004
	2004
	2004

	F-test
	.00
	.02
	.00
	.01
	.06
	.02
	.00
	.03

	Adjusted R2
	.01
	.004
	.01
	.005
	.003
	.004
	.01
	.003


Notes: Estimates are from linear regression models. Coding of all variables is described in the Appendix

	
	Counterterrorist Policies

	
	Take military action in countries where terrorists hiding
	Approve killing known terrorists in foreign countries
	Approve killing known terrorists in UK

	Global threats
	.002 (.013) c
	-.008 (.013) nc
	-.002 (.013) c

	National threats
	.013 (.018)
	.045 (.019)* g
	.035 (.019)

	Community threats 
	.070 (.029)* gp
	.064 (.029)* g
	.075 (.030)* g

	Personal/Family threats
	-.027 (.026) c
	.010 (.027)
	.016 (.027)

	Constant
	-.488 (.086)*
	-.131 (.086)
	-.134 (.087)

	n
	2004
	2004
	2004

	P > chi2
	.03
	.00
	.00

	Pseudo R2
	.004
	.01
	.01


Notes: Estimates are from logit models. Coding of all variables is described in the Appendix

* p<.05 (two-tailed test) g different from global threat at <.05 n different from national threat at <.05 c different from community threat at <.05 p different from personal/family threat at <.05.
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Appendix

Table 1A: Mini Group Profiles

	Region
	Age and life stage
	Sex
	Religion 

	Scotland
	Older 
	Mixed
	

	Scotland
	Younger
	Mixed
	

	Wales 
	Older 
	Mixed
	

	Wales
	Younger 
	Mixed 
	

	North 
	Younger (26-40)
	Male
	Muslim 

	North
	Young parents 
	Female
	

	North 
	Older parents 
	Male 
	

	North 
	Retired 
	Female 
	

	Midlands 
	Older  (40+)
	Male 
	Muslim 

	Midlands
	Younger
	Female 
	Hindu / Sikh

	Midlands
	18-25 
	Female 
	

	Midlands
	Retired 
	Mixed
	

	South
	Younger (26-40)
	Female
	Muslim

	South
	18-25
	Female 
	

	South
	Young parents 
	Male
	

	South
	Retired 
	Male 
	

	London
	Older (40+)
	Female 
	Muslim 

	London
	Older 
	Male 
	Hindu / Sikh

	London 
	18-25
	Male 
	

	London
	Older parents 
	Female 
	


Coding of Variables
Global, National, Community, Personal/ Family Threats
Questions: Which, if any, of the following issues do you personally consider to be serious threats to the security of the world/ UK/ community in which you live/ you and your family at the moment? RANDOM  ORDER.
Terrorism; Knife crime; Burglary; Crimes against women; Racial or religious hate crime; Weak border control; Nuclear weapons programmes in Iran, North Korea, and other hostile states; A health pandemic (e.g. Avian flu); Environmental issues, e.g., global warming or the greenhouse effect, pollution; Online fraud or identity theft; UK foreign policy; Religious extremism; Immigration; Resource scarcity (e.g. dependence on oil, water shortages); Economic depression/financial crisis/unemployment; Increasing power of Russia and China; 
Attacks on cyber-space and cyber crime; An international military crisis between states; Severe disruption of critical infrastructure (e.g., information, energy resources such as oil or gas, food); The far right (e.g. English Defence League); A nuclear accident like Fukushima; 
Islamophobia; Other (specify)
Coding: Number of global, national, community, and personal/family threats

Authoritarianism
Questions: Although there are a number of qualities that people feel that children should have, every person thinks that some are more important than others. We are going to show you pairs of desirable qualities. Please tell us which one you think is more important for a child to have: Independence/Respect for elders; Obedience/Self Reliance; Curiosity/Good manners; Considerate/Well behaved
Coding: Preferences for Respect for elders, Obedience, Good manners, Well behaved added and divided by four, giving a zero to one range.

Mortality Salience
Questions: For each of the following statements, please tell me whether you agree strongly, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or disagree strongly …
Death is inevitable, it is pointless to worry about it; I often think about how short life really is; It doesn’t make me nervous when people talk about death

Coding: Scores combined with higher scores for more thoughts about mortality and total divided by fifteen, giving a zero to one range.
Time spent watching current affairs TV
Questions: On an average weekday, how much time do you spend watching television? And how much time do you spend watching television news or programmes about politics and current affairs? 

Coding: Number of hours spent watching tv news or programmes about politics and current affairs divided by total amount of time spent watching television.
Woman
Coding: 1 = woman, 0 = man

Age

Coding: in years

Muslim
Question: Do you regard yourself as belonging to any particular religion? IF YES: Which denomination?
Coding: 1 = Muslim, 0 = not Muslim

Religiosity

Question: In the past 12 months, how often did you participate in religious activities or attend religious services or meetings with other people, other than for events such as weddings and funerals? Five times a day, At least once a day, At least once a week, At least once a month, Only on festivals, Not at all

Coding: 1 = Five times a day or At least once a day, .75 = At least once a week, .5 = At least once a month, .25 = Only on festivals, 0 = Not at all
Educated to degree level or higher

Question: What is the highest educational level that you have achieved to date?

Coding: 1 = University degree or equivalent, higher university degree, doctorate, MBA, 0 = other

White
Question: To which ethnic group do you belong? White, Mixed, Asian, Black, Chinese, Other ethnic group

Coding: 1 = White, 0 = not White

Punitiveness
Question: For each of the following statements, please tell me whether you agree strongly, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or disagree strongly …

The death penalty, even for very serious crimes, is never justified; Violent criminals deserve to be deprived of some of their human rights; Convicted criminals need to be rehabilitated rather than punished; People who break the law should be given longer prison sentences

Coding: Scores combined, with higher scores for agreeing with harshest treatment, and total divided by twenty, giving a zero to one range.

Groups as neighbours
Question: Thinking about people you know where you live, which, if any, of the following do you think they would NOT like to have as neighbours?

Immigrants from Africa; Immigrants from other parts of the European Union; Young people; Wealthy people; Drug addicts; Homosexuals; Muslims; Students; Hindus; Christians; Asylum seekers; Old people; All of them; None of them

Coding: Total number of groups
Stereotypes of Muslims

Question: Now for some questions about different groups in our society. Rate each group on these characteristics (7-point scale):
Hardworking:Lazy; Trustworthy:Untrustworthy; Intelligent:Unintelligent; Violent:Peaceful; Racist:Tolerant; Caring:Uncaring
Coding: Highest scores given to negative stereotypes and total added together and divided by 42.
Negative feelings towards Muslims

Question: We are also interested in how you feel about these groups in our society (7-point scale):

Like:Dislike; Fear:Calm; Proud:Ashamed; Warmth:Hatred; Understanding
:Distance
Coding: Highest scores given to negative feelings and total added together and divided by 35.

Skills for citizenship/ Culture for citizenship

Question: How important or unimportant a requirement do you think each of the following should be for someone seeking citizenship of the UK? Very important, Quite important, Neither important nor unimportant, Not very important, Not important at all

(1) Having good educational qualifications; (2) Being committed to the way of life in the UK; (3) Being born in the country (4) Having close family living here (5) Being able to speak English; (6) Coming from a Christian background; (7) Being white; (8)  Being wealthy; (9) Having work skills that the country needs

Coding: Based on an exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation, answers to statements 1, 2, 5, 9 combined into index of importance of skills for citizenship and answers to statements 6, 7, 8 combined into index of cultural ties for citizenship. Both converted to scales ranging from zero to one.
White/ Asian identity

Question: Thinking of this group [ethnicity], to what extent do you agree strongly, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree or disagree strongly with the following statements?

It is important to me to think of myself as White/Asian; I feel that I am part of the White/Asian community; I have a lot of pride in what members of the White/Asian community have done and achieved; I feel close to others in the White/Asian community;
Some people treat me differently because I am White/Asian; As an White/Asian, the way I look and speak influences what others expect of me; Things in the White/Asian community are not as good as they could be because of lack of opportunity; People might have negative ideas about my abilities because I am an White/Asian

Coding: Scores combined, with agree scores highest, and divided by 40 to given zero to one scale.
Certainty of voting

Question: Some people have said they would not vote in a new General Election, while others have said they would vote. I would like to know how certain it is that you would actually vote in a general election. On a ten point scale if 10 would mean you would be absolutely certain to vote and 1 would mean you would be certain not to vote how likely is it that you would go and vote? And who would you vote for?

Coding: 1 if certain to vote and names a party would vote for; .5 if certain to vote but does not name a party would vote for or 7, 8, 9 on certainty to vote; 0 if 1-6 or don’t know on certainty to vote.
Budget priorities

Question: Imagine that you hold the decision on what the government spends its money on, and to make things easy, the amount it has to spend in the next year is £100. Please allocate this money across the following areas in proportion to the level of priority that you think it should have. So for example, you might think that the NHS is most important so gets £20, while the environment is not that important and only gets £1. 

You can distribute the money in any way you like, with some getting no money at all if you think that is appropriate. You must spend the whole £100. INPUT £ FIGURE FOR EACH AREA, EVEN IF £0. 

The NHS; The education system including schools and universities; Policing and crime; The environment; Fighting terrorism; Transport; Paying off national debt; Defence; Work and pensions; International aid and development; Culture, media and sport; Border control

Coding: Amount in £
Counterterrorist policies
Questions: Do you approve or disapprove of the UK taking part in military action in countries where it believes that terrorists are hiding? Do you think it is right or wrong for the UK to authorise the killing of a British citizen in a foreign country if that person is a known terrorist? Do you think it is right or wrong for the UK to authorise the killing of a British citizen in the UK if that person is a known terrorist? 

Coding: 1 = Approve of military action, think it is right to kill known terrorist, 0 = other

� We use the term “continuum” deliberately. Researchers tend to see the distinction as a dichotomy but our perspective is that sociotropic and personal perspectives are a continuum running from the largest collective, the globe, through nations, regions and communities to the individual.


� We leave examination of the realistic versus symbolic distinction for a future paper.


� Despite calls from others such as Sharvit et al. (2010) for future research to “include exploration of both dispositional and situational factors from various levels that may shape the nature, direction, and extent of responses to threatening events” (119), there has been little theorizing or research beyond the national/personal distinction and there largely for terrorism and the economy.


� The causes are related to those usually given for greater national than personal effects—globalization blurs responsibility for the economy and international economic indicators, such as trade balances, have become more salient as the news media have given them more attention.


� Theories of racism like realistic group conflict theory are also about perceived threats among subnational groups and communities.


� It is, of course, possible that people think of their community as the nation or the world but we consider this unlikely here. The survey we describe asked about the “community in which you live”, deliberately allowing respondents to define that community for themselves. Evidence from the mini-focus groups we conducted and from the survey indicates very strongly that “community” has subnational, indeed local, connotations for most people.


� We address specific kinds of threats in another paper.


� TNS-BMRB was responsible for recruitment and moderation of these groups. The authors worked with an expert at TNS-BMRB on preparation of the moderators’ guides and attended some of the group sessions. 


� Internet surveys from online panels remain an area of contention, with some prominent researchers such as the current British Election Survey team sanguine about them (Sanders et al. 2007), while others argue that they produce less accurate surveys than random probability samples (Yeager et al. 2011).


� Half the survey sample was asked these questions at the beginning of the survey and the other half at the end, in order to guard against the possibility that the content of the survey would raise mortality salience or that asking about mortality at the outset of the survey would affect the answers to other questions. Neither appears to have been the case (e.g., a chi-square test of the mortality salience index by where the questions appeared is statistically insignificant). 


� The 23rd category was “Other.” We also asked about threats in the future. These differed little in number or content from what respondents viewed as current threats, although there was a slight tendency to identify more threats in the future. 


� The proportion of “unthreatened” respondents, who regarded none of the issues as threatening, varied from 2 percent at the global level to 18 percent at the family/personal level.


� Estimates are from asymptotic distribution free methods rather than maximum likelihood because the distribution of the number of threats is non-normal but the choice of method makes little difference.


� A comparison of the fit of model without these restrictions confirms that it has an inferior fit to the data.


� Wald tests of the difference in coefficients also show that the size of effects is greater on global and national threats (at p<.05) than on community threats or, for global, than on personal/family level threats. However, it is also the case that fewer threats are identified at community and personal/ family level. We therefore focus on effect sizes relative to the average number of threats at each level.


� These relationships are not a function of collinearity with, for example, national threats: we examined the bivariate relationships between global threat and these variables and they are consistent with the results in Table 4. Table 3 showed that Muslims see fewer global threats. We re-estimated the models split by Muslims and non-Muslims to see whether the effects of global threats may be due to mixing Muslims and non-Muslims but they do not differ. Finally, we also looked at the data used by Ridout et al. (2008) from their survey in the US and Japan and compared the impact of global and national threats. They also show effects of global and national threat that are opposite in sign and consistent with our results.


� Allocations had to sum to £100 for respondents to be able to progress in the survey.
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