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1 Data access for individual level data

The individual level panel data set is built using the University of Essex (2018) Un-
derstanding Society Panel dataset (USOC). This data is made electronically available
through the UK Data Service at and is available on https://beta.ukdataservice.ac.
uk/datacatalogue/studies/study?id=6676. Access to the data needs to be requested
from the UK Data Service. In order to obtain the local authority district of residence of
individual respondents a special access license needs to be obtained additionally. This
can be requested on https://beta.ukdataservice.ac.uk/datacatalogue/studies/
study?id=6908.

The version of the data that was used here was used in the paper was UK Data
Service UKDA-SN-6614-10 — this version of the data covered waves 1-7 and was made
available in November 2017. This data archive is not available on the UK Data Ser-
vice anymore as the platform does not provide for legacy data sets or version control.
This implies that researchers attempting to replicate the analysis will have to download
the most recent data version — release UKDA-SN-6614-12. This release involved some
changes to the raw data, resulting a minor changes to the number of observations but
also involved variable recodings and changes to storage format as since the November
2017 release that was used for the paper files are now stored in Stata 15 format.

The process outlined below describes how the current release UKDA-SN-6614-12
can be downloaded and converted to build an analysis data set that comes very close
to the one actually used in the paper. All results are replicable with the data version
released UKDA-SN-6614-12 though the point estimates are slightly different — the differ-
ences usually only affect the third digit. Further, sample sizes are slightly different to

what is reported in the paper. This reflecting changes to the raw data since the release
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UKDA-SN-6614-10 that are beyond the control of the researcher.

The researcher is currently investigating options to have the full analysis data used
— based on release UKDA-SN-6614-10 — to be made available hosted on the UK Data
Service. In case you have access to this data archive, you can skip the data preparation
steps. Note that future releases of the data may imply that the scripts provided in this
replication archive do not run anymore without errors.

The process to build the analysis data file is described next:

1° Data access requests should be launched with the UK Data Service requesting ac-
cess to https://beta.ukdataservice.ac.uk/datacatalogue/doi/?id=6614 and

https://beta.ukdataservice.ac.uk/datacatalogue/studies/study?id=6908.

2° Upon the request being granted, the data can be downloaded from the UK Data
Service in Stata format. The Understanding Society survey files are stored in the
subfolders ukhls_wl-ukhls_w8, which should be moved into the usoc subfolder
on the path of the replication archive. The BHPS survey waves should be moved

to the bhps subfolder.

3° The USOC mappers to the district identifiers should be stored int he correspond-
ing USOC/BHPS folders in the 1ad/usoc and are named a_oslaua.dta-h_oslaua.dta.
The first letter indicates the USOC survey wave a-h. Please be aware that the file

names may change. The BHPS district identifiers should be moved to

4° Run data files/usoc/convert-statall.do - make sure the paths are correct.
This file converts the recent USOC release files into Stata 12 format. The con-
version is required as the R-script building the analysis data makes use of the
foreign R-package which can only read Stata files up to Stata version 12. The R-
package haven, while able to work with more recent Stata DTA’s converts factor
variables to a new R data type “labelled” which the provided R script does not
handle.

5° Open R and run read-usoc.R. This R-script loads the right files from the usoc and
lad folders, grabs the variables and combines them to build the analysis panel file
INDIVIDUAL.PANEL.dta. Please make sure to adjust paths were necessary. The R-
code also pulls in some CSV files in data files/usoc/harmonization mappers.
These are used to help standardize some variables. Please also note that the R-
code loads some packages which may need to be installed. R version 3.3.3 was

used.
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For data set that combines the USOC and the BHPS the process is very similar. It
is a prerequisite that the above instructions which build INDIVIDUAL.PANEL.dta have
been followed. To build the combined USOC/BHPS dataset, follow the sequence of

steps laid out below.

1° Move the BHPS data files into the bhps subfolder - in total there should be 18
folders with names bhps_wil-bhps_w18.

2° The local authority district to BHPS mapper files should be placed in the 1ad/bhps
folder - the files are aoslaua protect.dta - roslaua protect.dta. The first let-

ter again identifies the wave number.

3° Run data files/bhps/convert-statall.do - make sure the paths are correct.

This file converts the recent USOC release files into Stata 11/12 format.

4° Open R and run read-bhps.R. This R-script loads the right files from the bhps
and lad/bhps folders, grabs the variables and combines them to build the anal-
ysis panel file USOCBHPSCOMB.dta. Please make sure to adjust paths were neces-
sary. The R-code also pulls in some CSV files in data files/bhps/harmonization
mappers. These are used to help standardize some variables. Please also note that
the R-code loads some packages which may need to be installed. R version 3.3.3

was used.

2 Analysis do-files instructions

This Latex document loads and displays the figures and tables that are presented in the
main paper and the appendix. The analysis draws on three main do-files that produce

the output and results presented in the paper and the appendix.

1° District- and Westminster constituency analysis in the do-file do files/district

and westminster.do
2° Individual-level analysis in do-file do files/individual-level

3° Longer trends panel combining USOC and BHPS in do-file do files/longertrends.do

The do file do files/run-all.do executes the whole code and produces all outputs.
The respective do files produce the figures and tables or table fragments, which are

stored in the respective subfolders “figures” and “tables”. This latex files loads these



tigure and tables and presents them in exactly the same sequence as in the full paper.
The tables are either individual fragments with the outer latex shell being included in

this latex file or they are full tables.

3 Data folder

The data folder contains four main files:

1° DISTRICT.dta - includes the local and EP election performances, the 2016 EU
Referendum esults along with the district level austerity measures from Beatty

and Fothergill (2013) and the census variables used for the motivating evidence.

2° WESTMINSTER.dta - includes the Westminster election results and the district-level

austerity measures matched to Westminster constituencies.

3° Having followed steps outlined in the data access description, the file INDIVIDUAL . PANEL .dta

- includes the individual level panel constructed from the USOC data.

4° Having followed steps outlined in the data access description, the file USOCBHPSCOMB. dta
- combines the BHPS precursor survey with the later USOC survey

The temporary data folder within the data folder stores temporary data files that

get written in the analysis.
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Figure 1: UKIP support across elections or across individuals over time
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Notes: The left panel presents the average UKIP vote share across the European, Westminster and Local elections since 2000. The right figure includes the share of respondents in the USOC
data that state that they are a supporter of UKIP, feel closer to UKIP compared to other parties or, among those stating they would vote, express that they would vote for UKIP if there was
an election tomorrow. This follows the way the USOC instrument elicits political party preferences which is detailed in Appendix Figure ??.



Figure 2: UKIP vote share in the EP elections in 2004, 2014 and the Leave share in the 2016 EU referendum

Panel A: UKIP vote in 2004 Panel B: UKIP Vote in 2014 Panel C: Leave share
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Notes: This map displays the UKIP vote share in the European Parliamentary elections in 2004 and 2014 in Panel A and B, and the share of the electorate that voted leave in the 2016 EU
referendum across local authority districts in Panel C.



Figure 3: Non-parametric effect of educational qualification, socio-economic status, and
sectoral employment of the resident population as of 2001 on support for UKIP over
time

Panel A: No qualifications Panel B: Routine jobs
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in local council elections. Panel A uses the share of
the resident population with no formal qualifications as of 2001 with mean 0.28 (0.06 sd). Panel B uses the share of the
resident population in Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001 with
mean 0.1 (0.03 sd). Panel C uses the share of the resident working age population employed in the Retail sector with
mean 0.17 (0.02 sd), while panel D uses the share of the resident working age population employed in Manufacturing
with mean 0.15 (0.05 sd). The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these cross sectional measures and
a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects and NUTSI region by year fixed
effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.



Figure 4: Goverment spending per capita and distribution of austerity shock across local authority districts in the UK

Panel A: Composition of government spending Panel B: Spatial variation in austerity shock
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Notes: The left panel A plots real aggregate spending per capita in £ using data from HMRC for the years between 2000-2015. Aggregate totals are divided by total population from the
National Office of Statistics and the annual CPI with 2015 being the base year. The four series account for, on average, 68% of government spending over the sample period. Panel B displays
the spatial distribution of the austerity shock across local authority areas. The size of the shock is measured as the expected loss in benefit income in pounds per working age individual and
year from Beatty and Fothergill (2013).



Figure 5: Non-parametric effect of austerity on support for UKIP overall and by indi-
vidual measures.

Panel A: Overall austerity shock
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in English and Welsh local council elections from
2000-2015. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these simulated incidence of the austerity mea-
sures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects and NUTS1 region by

year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure 6: Impact of abolishment of national council tax benefit system effective April 2013 on support for UKIP and being behind on
council tax payments

Effect of “council tax benefit” abolishment on...

support for UKIP being in arrears with council tax payments
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Notes: Figure plots event studies studying the impact of the abolishment of council tax benefit on previous recipients. The dependent variable in the left panel is a dummy variable indicating
whether the respondent revealed a political preference in support of UKIP. The dependent panel in the right hand side is an indicator variable indicating whether the respondent is behind
with his or her council tax payments. The regressions control for counil by survey wave by time fixed effects. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between an indicator variable
indicating whether the individual respondents received council tax benefit at each point in time in the three years prior to the reform in which they were observed in the sample interacted
with an indicator for the survey quarter. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure 7: Impact of “bedroom tax” effective April 2013

Effect of “bedroom tax” penalizing social housing tenants on low incomes with spare bedrooms on...

support for UKIP being in arrears with rent number of bedrooms in domicile
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Notes: Figure plots event studies studying the impact of the bedroom tax penalizing households receiving housing benefit living in social housing and are judged to have a spare bedroom.
The dependent variable in the left panel is a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent revealed a political preference in support of UKIP. The dependent panel in the center column
is an indicator whether respondents state that they are in arrears with their rent, while the outcome variable in the right panel is the number of bedrooms in the dwelling that a respondent
lives in. The regressions control for council by survey wave by time fixed effects. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between an indicator variable indicating whether the

individual respondents are living in social housing at each point in time observed in the data and are judged to have an extra bedroom at the most recent time they were surveyed relative
to the reform becoming effective in April 2013. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure 8: Non-parametric estimates capturing the evolution of labor and benefit income within-individuals over time for respondents with

low- and high levels of educational attainment

Panel A: Evolution of benefit and labor income for individuals with no qualifications
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Panel B: Evolution of benefit and labor income for individuals with university degree
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Notes: The dependent variable is the monthly gross labor income on the left, and the monthly benefit income on the right. The population is restricted to the sample of BHPS and USOC
respondents that are not retired. The BHPS survey waves 11-18 start in 2001 and end in 2009, while the larger USOC survey starts in 2009 and includes some, but not all of the former BHPS
respondents. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between the qualification status of respondents (having no qualifications in top row, versus having a university degree in
bottom row) on monthly labor or benefit income. All regression include individual respondent fixed effects and local authority by survey wave by time fixed effects. Standard errors are

clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.



Table 1: The Impact of different austerity measures on support for UKIP across Local,

European and Westminster elections

Dependent variable:

)

)

®)

(4)

(5)

(6)

UKIP vote share in... Overall TC CB CTB DLA BTX
Panel A: Local elections
1(Year>2010) x Austerity 0.014 0.081 0.036 0.128 0.166  0.162
(0.003) (0.013) (0.044) (0.036) (0.031) (0.086)
Avg effect 6460 7116 2587 9208 6.084  1.747
SD 1747 1903 3405 9960 2.028  .9033
Mean of DV 4.49 4.49 4.49 4.49 4.49 4.49
Local authority districts 345 346 346 346 346 346
Observations 3260 3263 3263 3263 3263 3263
Panel B: European elections
1(Year>2010) x Austerity 0.008  0.049 0.054 0.060 0.128 0.001
(0.002) (0.009) (0.028) (0.028) (0.018) (0.047)
Avg effect 3.692 4297 3.893 4322 4672  .0086
SD 9988  1.149 5125 4676 1557  .0044
Mean of DV 211 21.1 21.1 21.1 211 211
Local authority districts 378 379 379 379 379 379
Observations 1134 1137 1137 1137 1137 1137
Panel C: Westminster elections
1(Year>2010) x Austerity 0.008  0.076 -0.025 0.043 0178  0.064
(0.002) (0.009) (0.025) (0.030) (0.021) (0.041)
Avg effect 3978 6997 -1.81 3966  6.664 7642
SD 9839 1715 2260 3542  2.062 3735
Mean of DV 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03
Harmonized Constituencies 566 566 566 566 566 566
Observations 2047 2047 2047 2047 2047 2047
Avg Loss per working age adult  447.1 8797 7152 7.21 36.57  10.81
Affected HH. in 1000s 4507 7601 2436 499 660
Correlation with...
No qualification share 75 17 51 77 .58
Routine job share .6 12 27 .62 43
Retail sector share .35 28 .02 21 .08
Manufacturing sector share 3 A1 -.03 .37 24

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS regressions with the dependent variable being UKIP’s vote
share in English and Welsh Local Elections from 2000 to 2015 in Panel A, European Elections in Panel B and
Westminster Elections in Panel C. The regressions control for local authority district fixed effects in Panels
A and B, and harmonized constituency level in panel C as well as region by year fixed effects throughout.
Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level in Panel A and B and at the

Harmonized Constituency level in Panel C, with standard errors presented in parentheses.
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Table 2: The Impact of different austerity measures on support for UKIP: exploiting
individual level data

Dependent variable: (@) (2) 3) 3)
support UKIP Any CTB DLA BTX
Panel A:
Post x Benefit cut 0.029 0.027 0.051 0.027
(0.005) (0.005) (0.013) (0.006)
Mean of DV .0471 .0471 .0471 .0469
Local election districts 379 379 379 379
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042
District FE & Region x Wave x Time FE X X X X
Panel B:
Post x Benefit cut 0.027 0.026 0.044 0.025
(0.005) (0.005) (0.013) (0.006)
Mean of DV .0471 .0471 .0471 .0469
Local election districts 379 379 379 379
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042
District x Wave x Time FE X X X X
Panel C:
Post x Benefit cut 0.020 0.021 0.030 0.016
(0.005) (0.006) (0.015) (0.007)
Mean of DV .0471 .0471 .0471 .0469
Local election districts 379 379 379 379
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042
Individual FE & District x Wave x Time FE X X X X

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS. The dependent variable is a dummy variable taking

the value 1 in case a respondent expresses support for UKIP. The columns indicate the different
welfare reforms we study. Panel A controls for district by Region x Wave x Time fixed effects,
thus exploiting between district and between individual variation. Panel B controls for District x
Wave x Time Fixed effects, thus only exploiting between individual variation within a district. Panel
C controls for Respondent fixed effects and District x Wave x Time Fixed Effects, exploiting only
within-individual- and within district variation. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government
Authority District Level are presented in parentheses.
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Table 3: The Impact of different austerity measures on support for other parties:
Exploiting individual level data

1) 2 ) (4)
Any CTB DLA  BTX

Panel A: Support for Conservatives

Post x Benefit cut -0.021 -0.016 -0.022 -0.027
(0.005) (0.005) (0.011) (0.006)
Mean of DV .259 259 .259 261
Local election districts 379 379 379 379
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042
Panel B: Support for Labour
Post x Benefit cut 0.012 0.014 -0.004 0.011
(0.006) (0.008) (0.015) (0.008)
Mean of DV 351 351 351 .348
Local election districts 379 379 379 379
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042
Panel C: Support for Liberal Democrats
Post x Benefit cut 0.008 0.004 -0.003 0.013
(0.004) (0.005) (0.010) (0.005)
Mean of DV .0815 .0815 .0815 .0827
Local election districts 379 379 379 379
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042
Panel D: Support for No party
Post x Benefit cut -0.010 -0.017 0.008 -0.006
(0.006) (0.007) (0.013) (0.008)
Mean of DV 193 193 193 193
Local election districts 379 379 379 379
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042
Individual FE X X X X
District x Wave x Time FE X X X X

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS regressions. The dependent variable is a dummy
indicating individual USOC respondent’s support for the Conservatives (panel A), the Labour
party (panel B) and the Liberal Democratic party (panel C). The regressions include various
different levels of fixed effects indicated at the bottom of the table. Standard errors clustered at

the Local Government Authority District Level are presented in parentheses.
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Table 4: Wider measures of perceptions of disenfranchisement and turnout: in-
cluded only in some waves of the USOC study

1 2) ®3)
Panel A: Public officials dont care
Post x Benefit cut 0.082 0.073 0.048
(0.022) (0.023) (0.042)
Mean of DV 3.37 3.37 3.37
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 75447 75447 75447
Panel B: Don’t have say in what govt does
Post x Benefit cut 0.094 0.088 0.054
(0.021) (0.022) (0.042)
Mean of DV 3.34 3.34 3.34
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 75797 75797 75797
Panel C: Your vote is unlikely to make a difference
Post x Benefit cut 0.016 0.018 0.016
(0.011) (0.012) (0.022)
Mean of DV .563 .563 .563
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 74858 74858 74858
District FE X
Region x Wave x Time FE X
District x Wave x Time FE X X
Individual FE X

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS regressions. The dependent variable in Panel A
and B is a score on a 5 point likert scale (strongly disagree - strongly agree). In Panel C it is a
dummy variable equal to 1 if respondents indicate that they think it is unlikely that their vote
makes a difference. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level
are presented in parentheses.
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Table 5: Support for Leave among individuals exposed to any of the three welfare reform measures
studied

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

Leave

Benefit cut ¢ 0.181 0.089 0.081 0.067 0.074 0.103
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.014) (0.023)

Switch to UKIP

Benefit cut 7y 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.030 0.032 0.027
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.012)

¢ = v p-value 0 0 0 .001 .002 .002
Local authority districts 379 379 379 379 379 377
Observations 30971 30353 30328 29964 23338 13352
District FE X X X X X X
Qualifications & Age FE X X X X X
Economic Activity Status FE X X X X
Income Decile FE X X X
Health conditions X X
Socio-economic status & Employment Sector FE X

Notes: Table reports reports seemingly unrelated regression results on the system consisting of equations ?? and ?? studying
individuals supporting leave and switching to UKIP jointly. The sample gets successively smaller as more control variables get
added that are not available across the full sample. In case a variable is not reported on in the wave asking the referendum
question I use the value recorded in the most recent time this variable was observed for an individual to maximize the sample

size. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level are presented in parentheses.
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A Further Robustness Checks and Additional Results

Figure Al: UKIP Election Result in 2014 EP elections and EU referendum vote leave.
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Notes: This figure is reproduced from Appendix Figure A2 in (Becker et al., 2017). The R-squared of a univariate
cross-sectional regression of support for Leave and UKIP vote share in the 2014 elections is 75%, and the point estimate
is a near straight line with an intercept of 25 percentage points, suggesting that UKIP EP vote share plus 25% does a
reasonably good job predicting the EU referendum vote share for Leave.
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Figure A2: Non-parametric effect of austerity on support for UKIP overall and by individual measures studying Westminster elections.
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in Westminster elections across the 570 harmonized constituencies in the 2001, 2005, 2010 and 2015 Westminster elections.
The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between the simulated incidence of the austerity measures and a set of year fixed effects with 2010 as omitted year. All regression include
constituency fixed effects and NUTSI region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the constituency level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure A3: Non-parametric effect of austerity on support for UKIP overall and by individual measures studying European elections.

Panel A: Overall austerity shock Panel B: Council Tax Benefit
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in European Parliamentary elections of 2004, 2009 and 2014 at the district level. The graph plots point estimates of the
interaction between the simulated incidence of the austerity measures and a set of year fixed effects with 2009 being the omitted year. All regression include district fixed effects and NUTS1
region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.



Figure A4: Effect of Austerity on Local Area Gross Value Added per capita
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Notes: The dependent variable is the log value of the gross value added per working age adult in a local authority
area between 2000 to 2015. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between the overall simulated local
authority area austerity incidence and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed
effects and NUTSI region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence
bands indicated.
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Figure A5: Evolution of labor, benefit and gross income for individuals affected by the council tax benefit abolishment
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Notes: The dependent variable is the monthly labor income on the left, the monthly social benefit income in the center and gross income in the right. Estimated coefficients capture
interaction between whether an individual has always received council tax benefit. The vertical line indicates the time from which council tax benefit was abolished and those previously
claiming benefits were send a council tax demand letter. Regressions absorb local authority and region by time effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence

bands indicated.



Figure A6: Impact of “disability living allowance” conversion starting October 28 2013
on support for UKIP
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Notes: Figure plots event studies studying the impact of the abolishment of council tax benefit on previous recipients.
The dependent variable in the left panel is a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent revealed a political
preference in support of UKIP. The dependent panel in the right hand side is an indicator variable indicating whether
the respondent is behind with his or her council tax payments. The regressions control for counil by survey wave by
time fixed effects. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between an indicator variable indicating whether
the individual respondents received council tax benefit at each point in time in the three years prior to the reform
in which they were observed in the sample interacted with an indicator for the survey quarter. Standard errors are
clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure A7: Support for Leave in EU referendum by respondent’s political party prefer-
ence
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Notes: The plot presents sample averages of Leave support in Wave 8 of the USOC survey by the respondents expressed
political support for UKIP, the Conservatives, Labour or the Liberal Democrats at the earliest instance and the latest
instance.
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Figure A8: Excluding individuals ever having worked in manufacturing, mining or agriculture: Non-parametric estimates capturing the

evolution of labor and benefit income within-individuals over time for respondents with low- and high levels of human capital
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Notes: The dependent variable is the monthly gross labor income on the left, and the monthly benefit income on the right. The population is restricted to the sample of BHPS and USOC
respondents that are not retired and that have never worked in manufacturing, mining or agriculture. The BHPS survey waves 11-18 start in 2001 and end in 2009, while the larger USOC
survey starts in 2009 and includes some, but not all of the former BHPS from Wave 2 onwards. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between the qualification status of
respondents (having no qualifications in top row, versus having a university degree in bottom row) on monthly labor or benefit income. All regression include individual respondent fixed
effects and local authority by survey wave by time fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.



Table Al: Summary statistics of main variables used

Panel A: District level

Fstats

Mean
Local election % for UKIP 4.454
EL % UKIP 21.118
% with No qual (2001) 0.286
% working in Routine occ (2001)  0.102
% working in Retail (2001) 0.169
% working in Manuf (2001) 0.154
Total Austerity Impact 447.122
Tax Credit Cuts 87.971
Child Benefit Cut 71.517
Council Tax Benefit Cut 7.211
Disability Living Allowance 36.570
Bedroom Tax 10.813
Panel B: Individual level

Fstats

Mean
Ticrs 0.055
Tipra 0.018
T prx 0.057
support UKIP 0.047
support Conservatives 0.259
support Labour 0.351
support Lib-Dems 0.081
support Neither party 0.193
Like/Dislike Conservatives 3.530
Like/Dislike Labour 4.092
Like/Dislike LibDems 3.066
Public officals dont care 3.367
No say in what govt does 3.339
Vote doesnt make diff 3.293

SD
7.571
9.397
0.062
0.030
0.021
0.054

121.110
23.563
9.425
7.810
12.204
5.597

SD
0.228
0.135
0.232
0.212
0.438
0.477
0.274
0.395
2.620
2.636
2.282
0.977
1.045
3.214

N
3290.000
1140.000

346.000
346.000
346.000
346.000
378.000
379.000
379.000
379.000
379.000
379.000

N
346829.000
346829.000
324412.000
252340.000
252340.000
252340.000
252340.000
252340.000

74991.000
75108.000
73701.000
75447.000
75797.000
74858.000
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Table A2: Robustness of the Impact of different austerity measures on support for UKIP
across Local, European and Westminster elections: Adding district specific linear time

trends
Dependent variable: 1) 2) 3) 4) (5) (6)
UKIP wvote share in... Overall TC CB CTB DLA BTX
Panel A: Local
1(Year>2010) x Austerity 0.005 0.036 0.094 0.051 0.052  0.040
(0.002) (0.012) (0.038) (0.034) (0.027) (0.069)
Avg effect 2.093 3.209 6.733 .3678 1.900 4364
SD 5664 .8585 .8862 .3978 .6335 2256
Mean of DV 4.49 4.49 4.49 4.49 4.49 4.49
Local authority districts 345 346 346 346 346 346
Observations 3260 3263 3263 3263 3263 3263
Panel B: European
1(Year>2010) x Austerity 0.004 0.030 0.015 0.025 0.070 -0.059
(0.003) (0.014) (0.035) (0.038) (0.027) (0.058)
Avg effect 1.566 2.676 1.103 1818 2.566 -.641
SD 4237 .7158 .1453 1967 .8553 3313
Mean of DV 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1 21.1
Local authority districts 378 379 379 379 379 379
Observations 1134 1137 1137 1137 1137 1137
Panel C: Westminster
1(Year>2010) x Austerity 0.010 0.081 -0.016 0.073 0.164 0.118
(0.002) (0.010) (0.031) (0.035) (0.024) (0.051)
Avg effect 4573 7.534 -1.13 .6620 6.136 1.413
SD 1.130 1.847 1413 5913 1.898 .6906
Mean of DV 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03 6.03
Harmonized Constituencies 566 566 566 566 566 566
Observations 2047 2047 2047 2047 2047 2047
Avg Loss per working age adult ~ 447.1 87.97 71.52 7.21 36.57 10.81
Affected HH. in 1000s 4507 7601 2436 499 660
Correlation with...
No qualification share .75 17 51 77 .58
Routine job share .6 12 27 .62 43
Retail sector share .35 .28 .02 21 .08
Manufacturing sector share 3 11 -.03 .37 24

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS regressions with the dependent variable being UKIP’s vote

share in English and Welsh Local Elections from 2000 to 2015 in Panel A, European Elections in Panel B and

Westminster Elections in Panel C. The regressions control for local authority district fixed effects and local au-

thority district-specific linear trends in Panels A and B, and harmonized constituency level and constituency-

specific linear trends in panel C as well as region by year fixed effects throughout. Standard errors clustered

at the Local Government Authority District Level in Panel A and B and at the Harmonized Constituency level

in Panel C, with standard errors presented in parentheses.
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Table A3: The Impact of different austerity on local area gross value added by sector with spending multiplier estimates

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

Sector Overall Retail & Distr. Public admin Manuf. Business Serv. Construction Financial Serv.
1(Year>2010) x Total Austerity Impact -0.078 -0.114 0.037 -0.367 -0.103 -0.076 -0.007

(0.039) (0.040) (0.039) (0.105) (0.076) (0.087) (0.139)
Sector GVA 30.89 4.28 3.82 244 4.33 1.44 7.89
Implied multiplier effect 24 -49 14 -9 -.45 =11 -.05

(1.21) (.17) (.15) (.26) (.33) (.12) (1.1)
Local election districts 378 378 378 378 378 378 378
Observations 6048 6048 6048 6048 6048 6048 6048

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS regressions with local authority area and region by year fixed effects. The dependent variable is the log value of the sector
specific gross value added measured in £ 1000 per working age adult in a local authority area between 2000 to 2015. The multiplier effect is the size of the contraction in
gross value added due to a one pound contraction transfer-income due to the austerity-induced welfare reforms studied in Section ??. Standard errors clustered at the Local
Government Authority District Level are presented in parentheses.



Table A4: Austerity, UKIP and support for Leave in 2016: Exploring
changes in UKIP support across Local, European and Westminster elec-

tions
Dependent variable: Leave vote share in 2016 (1) ) 3)
Panel A: Local Elections
Austerity 0.029 0.016
(0.004) (0.004)
AUKIP 0912 0.824
(0.070) (0.080)
Mean of DV 54.6 54.6 54.6
Observations 322 322 322
Panel B: European Elections
Austerity 0.028 0.016
(0.004) (0.003)
AUKIP 1.868 1.754
(0.090) (0.099)
Mean of DV 53.2 53.2 53.2
Observations 378 378 378
Panel C: Westminster elections
Austerity 0.021 0.002
(0.004) (0.003)
AUKIP 1.704  1.691
(0.089) (0.093)
Mean of DV 53.8 53.8 53.8
Observations 528 528 528

Notes: The dependent variable throughout is a measure of Leave support measured
at the district level in Panel A and B, at the constituency level using the estimates con-
structed by Hanretty (2017) in Panel C. Austerity refers to the main austerity shock
measure used in Section 4. A UKIP in Panel A measures the change in support for
UKIP between the 2009 and 2014 EP elections, the change in support for UKIP between
the 2009-2012 and 2013-2015 time windows in local elections in Panel B. In Panel C,
it measures the change in support for UKIP between 2010 and 2015 Westminster elec-
tions. All regressions control for region fixed effects. Standard errors clustered at the
Local Government Authority District Level in Panel A and B and at the Harmonized
Constituency level in Panel C, are presented in parentheses.
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Table A5: Robustness to accounting for non-linear time varying shocks affecting individuals with different
characteristics

Controlling for shocks specific to

Qualification & Ec. activity ~ Life histories

Dependent variable: support for UKIP (1) ) 3) 4) (5) (6)

Panel A:

Post x Benefit cut 0.029 0.019 0.022 0.015 0.025 0.017
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007)

Mean of DV

Observations 252337 250887 219748 218304 178778 153113

District FE & Region x Wave x Time FE X X X X X X

Panel B:

Post x Benefit cut 0.027 0.019 0.021 0.016 0.024 0.019
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007)

Mean of DV

Observations 250777 249304 218017 216575 176504 150638

District x Wave x Time FE X X X X X X

Panel C:

Post x Benefit cut 0.020 0.014 0.016 0.012 0.021 0.016
(0.005) (0.005) (0.006)  (0.006)  (0.008) (0.008)

Mean of DV

Observations 233816 233017 203786 203023 159232 136823

Individual FE & District x Wave x Time FE X X X X X X

Region x Qualifications x Wave x Time FE X X X

Region x Economic Activity x Wave x Time FE X X X

Economic Activity History x Time FE X X

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS. The dependent variable is a dummy variable taking the value 1 in case a respondent
expresses support for UKIP. Panel A controls for district by NUTS 1 Region x Wave x Time fixed effects, thus exploiting between
district and between individual variation. Panel B controls for District x Wave x Time Fixed effects, thus only exploiting between
individual variation within a district. Panel C controls for Respondent fixed effects and District x Wave x Time Fixed Effects,
exploiting only within-individual- and within district variation. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority
District Level are presented in parentheses.
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Table A6: Robustness of impact of different austerity measures on support for UKIP studying alternative control groups: exploiting
individual-level data

Whole sample Matched sample Narrower control group

Dependent variable D) ) 3) 4) (5) (6) (7) (8) ) (10) (11) 12)
support for UKIP Any CTB DLA BTX Any CTB DLA BTX Any CTB DLA BTX
Panel A:
Post x Benefit cut 0.029 0.027 0.051 0.027 0.018 0.020 0.043 0.020 0.019 0.016 0.041 0.019

(0.005) (0.005) (0.013) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008) (0.015) (0.009) (0.005) (0.006) (0.017) (0.007)
Mean of DV .0471 .0471 .0471 .0469 .0528 .0521 .0618 .0543 .0553 .056 .0702 .0518
Local election districts 379 379 379 379 378 377 366 371 378 378 369 378
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042 62839 35132 11618 30112 85449 59370 16008 49891
District FE X X X X X X X X X X X X
Region x Wave x Time FE X X X X X X X X X X X X
Panel B:
Post x Benefit cut 0.027 0.026 0.044 0.025 0.020 0.029 0.034 0.013 0.022 0.017  0.043 0.022

(0.005) (0.005) (0.013) (0.006) (0.008) (0.010) (0.026) (0.012) (0.005) (0.006) (0.023) (0.008)
Mean of DV .0471 .0471 .0471 .0469 .0528 .0521 .0618 .0543 .0553 .056 .0702 .0518
Local election districts 379 379 379 379 378 377 366 371 378 378 369 378
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042 62839 35132 11618 30112 85449 59370 16008 49891
District x Wave x Time FE X X X X X X X X X X X X
Panel C:
Post x Benefit cut 0.020 0.021 0.030 0.016 0.011 0.023 0.008 0.002 0.015 0.013 0.034 0.011

(0.005) (0.006) (0.015) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) (0.031) (0.013) (0.006) (0.007) (0.024) (0.008)
Mean of DV .0471 .0471 .0471 .0469 .0528 .0521 .0618 .0543 .0553 .056 .0702 .0518
Local election districts 379 379 379 379 378 377 366 371 378 378 369 378
Observations 252340 252340 252340 245042 62839 35132 11618 30112 85449 59370 16008 49891
Individual FE X X X X X X X X X X X X
District x Wave x Time FE X X X X X X X X X X X X

Notes: Table reports results from a OLS regressions with the dependent variable capturing whether an individual expresses support for UKIP. Panel A controls for local
authority district and region by wave by time fixed effects. Panel B controls for local authority district by wave by time fixed effects. Panel C controls for individual
fixed effects and local authority district by wave by time fixed effects. Columns (1 - (4) present the main results. Columns (5) - (8) constrain the analysis to include only
individuals in the control group that are matched to individuals in the treatment group using propensity score matching on a vector of baseline characteristics prior
to each reform. Columns (9) - (12) constrain the control group to only include individuals that have, at any point in time, received one of the three benefits. Standard
errors clustered at the local Government Authority district-level are presented in parentheses, stars indicate *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.



Table A7: Effect of austerity on political preferences: Studying the original political prefer-
ences of supporters of different political parties

1) (2) ®) 4) ®)
UKIP Conservatives Labour Lib Dems No party

Initial party preference...

Conservatives x Post x Any  0.045 -0.074 0.019 0.010 0.005
(0.014) (0.017) (0.012) (0.007) (0.011)
Labour x Post x Any 0.012 -0.030 0.020 0.000 0.003
(0.005) (0.005) (0.009) (0.003) (0.007)
Lib Dems x Post x Any 0.054 -0.058 -0.002 0.005 0.007
(0.016) (0.012) (0.019) (0.019) (0.017)
None x Post x Any 0.005 -0.038 0.015 -0.007 0.037
(0.009) (0.006) (0.011) (0.005) (0.014)
Other x Post x Any 0.047 -0.012 -0.014 -0.008 0.012
(0.018) (0.011) (0.018) (0.009) (0.018)
UKIP x Post x Any 0.019 -0.024 0.007 0.002 -0.008
(0.038) (0.021) (0.023) (0.010) (0.031)
alliance party x Post x Any  0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
) () () () ()
Mean of DV .048 26 .35 0819 18
Local authority districts 378 378 378 378 378
Observations 233816 233816 233816 233816 233816
Individual FE X X X X X
District x Region x Time FE X X X X X

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS. The dependent variable is a dummy variable taking the value
1 in case a respondent expresses support for the party provided in the column head (either stating they are
a supporter, feel close or would vote for the party if there was a general election tomorrow). The underlying
regression interacts the individual level exposure to welfare reforms studied in Table 2 with a baseline measure
of an individual’s stated political party preference recorded the first time the respondents contribute to the
USOC study. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level are presented in

parentheses.
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Table A8: Effect of exposure to welfare cuts on like/ or dislike of the
established political parties: included only in Wave 2, 3 and 6 in USOC
study

D 2) 3)
Panel A: Like or dislike Conservatives
Post x Benefit cut -0.206 -0.249 -0.181
(0.054) (0.059) (0.097)
Mean of DV 3.53 3.53 3.53
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 74991 74991 74991
Panel B: Like or dislike Labour
Post x Benefit cut -0.041 -0.040 -0.043
(0.058) (0.060) (0.101)
Mean of DV 4.09 4.09 4.09
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 75108 75108 75108
Panel C: Like or dislike Liberal Democrats
Post x Benefit cut 0.038 -0.020 -0.024
(0.047) (0.049) (0.090)
Mean of DV 3.07 3.07 3.07
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 73701 73701 73701
District FE X
Region x Wave x Time FE X
District x Wave x Time FE X X
Individual FE 1%

Notes: Table reports results from a OLS regressions. The dependent variable capture
the extent to which respondents like or dislike one of the three main political parties.
They are measured on a 10 point Likert scale ranging from strong dislike to strongly
like. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level are
presented in parentheses.
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Table A9: Effects of benefit cut exposure on wider measures of perceptions of
disenfranchisement controlling for individual level political party preferences

1 2) ®3)
Panel A: Public officials dont care
Post x Benefit cut 0.058 0.071 0.041
(0.023) (0.025) (0.047)
Mean of DV 3.37 3.37 3.37
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 66649 66649 66649
Panel B: Don’t have say in what govt does
Post x Benefit cut 0.064 0.073 0.045
(0.024) (0.025) (0.050)
Mean of DV 3.34 3.34 3.34
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 66885 66885 66885
Panel C: Your vote is unlikely to make a difference
Post x Benefit cut 0.003 0.007 0.007
(0.011) (0.012) (0.026)
Mean of DV 554 .554 .554
Local election districts 378 378 378
Observations 67334 67334 67334
Individual level political party preference X X X
District FE X
Region x Wave x Time FE X
District x Wave x Time FE X X
Individual FE X

Notes: Table reports results from a panel OLS regressions. The individual level political party
preference controls for time-varying individual level political party preference for Labour, the
Conservatives, the Liberal Democrats, UKIP or No Party. The dependent variable in Panel A
and B is a score on a 5 point likert scale (strongly disagree - strongly agree). In Panel C it is a
dummy variable equal to 1 if respondents indicate that they think it is unlikely that their vote
makes a difference. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level

are presented in parentheses.
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Table A10: Wider measures of perceptions of disenfranchisement and turnout: robustness included only in some waves of the USOC study

Any reform CTB DLA BTX
1) ) (3) @ ®) (6) @) (8) ) (10) (11) (12)
Panel A: Public officials dont care
Post x Benefit cut 0.082  0.073  0.048 0.061 0.056  0.030 0.091 0.086  0.152 0.078  0.071 0.039
(0.022) (0.023) (0.042) (0.028) (0.030) (0.055) (0.051) (0.052) (0.089) (0.030) (0.032) (0.060)
Mean of DV 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37 3.37
Local election districts 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378
Observations 75447 75447 75447 75447 75447 75447 75447 75447 < 75447 73253 73253 73253
Panel B: Don’t have say in what govt does
Post x Benefit cut 0.094 0.088 0.054 0.090 0.075 0.043 0.067  0.052  0.081 0.085 0.086  0.041
(0.021) (0.022) (0.042) (0.026) (0.028) (0.053) (0.053) (0.054) (0.097) (0.031) (0.033) (0.061)
Mean of DV 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34 3.34
Local election districts 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378
Observations 75797 75797 75797 75797 75797 75797 75797 75797 75797 73561 73561 73561
Panel C: Your vote is unlikely to make a difference
Post x Benefit cut 0.016 0.018 0.016 0.011 0.014  0.020 0.027  0.037 0.064 0.010 0.007 -0.014
(0.011) (0.012) (0.022) (0.014) (0.015) (0.029) (0.025) (0.025) (0.050) (0.016) (0.016) (0.027)
Mean of DV .563 .563 .563 .563 .563 .563 .563 .563 .563 .562 .562 562
Local election districts 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378
Observations 74858 74858 74858 74858 74858 74858 74858 74858 74858 73216 73216 73216
Panel D: Likelihood to vote in next election
Post x Benefit cut 0.126  0.115  0.106 0224 0219 0.158 0.431 0418 -0.012 -0.033 -0.067 0.081
(0.080) (0.082) (0.126) (0.107) (0.110) (0.153) (0.187) (0.192) (0.245) (0.103) (0.107) (0.175)
Mean of DV 7.54 7.54 7.54 7.54 7.54 7.54 7.54 7.54 7.54 7.56 7.56 7.56
Local election districts 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378 378
Observations 78084 78084 78084 78084 78084 78084 78084 78084 78084 76303 76303 76303
District FE X X X X
Region x Wave x Time FE X X X X
District x Wave x Time FE X X X X X X X X
Individual FE X X X X

Notes: Columns (1) - (3) replicate main Table 4. Columns (4) - (6) focus on the individuals affected by council tax benefit reform. Columns (7) - (9) focus on the
sample exposed to the disability living allowance reform, while columns (10)-(12) focus on the sample of individuals likely exposed to the bedroom tax. Standard errors
clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level are presented in parentheses.



Table All: Alternative broader outcome measures and support for Leave across different control vari-
ables: Controlling for political party preferences

Dependent variable: Leave support 1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6)
Public officials don’t care 0.040 0.028 0.027  0.025 0.026 0.022
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006)
Don’t have a say in what government does 0.034 0.024 0.023 0.022 0.022 0.024
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006)
My vote doesnt matter 0.006 0012 0013 0013 0014 0.010
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010)
Behind with council tax 0.073 0070 0.064 0.055 0.064 0.045
(0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.019) (0.024)
Behind with rent 0.021 0.015 0.012 0.001 0.007  -0.010

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.019) (0.022)

Local authority districts 377 377 377 377 376 376
Observations 18872 18837 18819 18613 14200 9763
Political party preferences X X X X X X
District FE X X X X X X
Qualifications & Age FE X X X X X
Economic Activity Status FE X X X X
Income Decile FE X X X
Health conditions X X
Socio-economic status & Employment Sector FE X

Notes: Table reports results from a cross-sectional OLS regressions. The dependent variable is a dummy indicating whether
respondents stated that they support Leaving the EU. The sample gets successively smaller as more control variables get added
that are not available across the full sample. In case a variable is not reported on in a specific wave, the most recent time a
control variable is observed for an individual in the panel is used. Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority

District Level are presented in parentheses.
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Table A12: Robustness to using control group individuals refined using matching

Dependent variable: Leave support (1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6) ) (8)
Any Reform 0.059 0.056 0.050 0.050 0.0563 0.126 0.125
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.031) (0.031)
Mean of DV 575 575 .575 .575 .575 528 528
Local authority districts 352 352 352 352 351 249 249
Observations 5153 5153 5151 5149 5110 1635 1635
District FE X X X X X X X X
Qualifications FE X X X X X X X
Age FE X X X X X X
Employment Status FE X X X X X
Income Decile FE X X X X
Industry of Employment FE X X X
Socio-economic status group FE X X
Health conditions X

Notes: Table reports results from a cross-sectional OLS regressions. The dependent variable is a dummy indicating whether
respondents stated that they support Leaving the EU. The sample is restricted based on individuals that are good matches
among the set of individuals not exposed to either of the three benefit reforms studied in detail. Matches are constructed
with replacement with matching on gender, age, indicator variables capturing whether an individual is employed, working
in family care roles, retired, self-employed, a student or unemployed, together with the tenancy status indicator of whether
an individual lives in rented accommodation, owns the property outright or with a mortgage, together with a set of features
capturing the educational attainment across the five categories included in the UK census, along with the log value of pre-
treatment monthly benefit income. A caliper of 0.01 is imposed to retain good quality matched pairs. The sample gets
successively smaller as more control variables get added that are not available across the full sample. In case a variable is
not reported on in a specific wave, the most recent time a control variable is observed for an individual in the panel is used.
Standard errors clustered at the Local Government Authority District Level are presented in parentheses.
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Figure C1: Non-parametric effect of educational qualification, socio-economic status, and sectoral employment of the resident population
as of 2001 on support for UKIP in Westminster Parliamentary elections from 2001 - 2015 over time
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in Westminster elections at the harmonized 2010 constituency level. Panel A uses the share of the resident population
with no formal qualifications as of 2001. Panel B uses the share of the resident population in Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001. Panel
C uses the share of the resident working age population employed in the Retail sector, while panel D uses the share of the resident working age population employed in Manufacturing. The
graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these cross sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects and election
wave by NUTSI1 region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure C2: Non-parametric effect of educational qualification, socio-economic status, and sectoral employment of the resident population
as of 2001 on support for UKIP in European Parliamentary elections over time
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in European Parliamentary elections at the local authority district level. Panel A uses the share of the resident population
with no formal qualifications as of 2001. Panel B uses the share of the resident population in Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001. Panel
C uses the share of the resident working age population employed in the Retail sector, while panel D uses the share of the resident working age population employed in Manufacturing. The
graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these cross sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects and election
wave by NUTSI1 region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure C3: Non-parametric effect of educational qualification of the resident population in 2001 on support for UKIP over time

Panel A: Other qualifications Panel B: No Qualification Panel C: Level 1

© ]

o 4

7 -
© | e © /
-
~ - ,
N

2 \ 2 / 2 /
© © / o /
IS / £« / €~ h
= / = =
7] / 7] 1 7] !
@ ] i @
- / = - !
c N / c ! c /
2 2 i 2 I
5] / (5] h 3]
= / £ N Ewn !
@ @ / @
Q , Q Q
(&) ’ (&) (&)

e N NS . | %
et Y %'i °%/f}+’//%\%‘+_? + ¥j$\ 4% % ?~{ Jo,

N 0
T T T T T T ' T T T T T T ! T T T T T T
2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015
Year Year Year
Panel D: Level 2 Panel E: Level 3 Panel F: Level 4 plus
0 ] o
w0 * %
_ //i‘\ — /%‘i\ +‘} ;\\ _ ’{-—§\
oH--T- -—=-- >{4—————>§— —4<:§ —————————— O ——————————== %—— —————— 4!——% ——————————
~ h - I AN N \\
o o 2 o \
© h \ © ©
£ / \ Ew | : E \
7 / ! @ \ 7
] \ (0] \ [ \
=10 / - \ - \
c - / \ c c
2 / \ 2 \ (o) \
k) \ K] \ S« \
e }7 \ =R \ = \
@ , @ \ @ \
Q 9~ , \ Q Q
o /i N /‘{ i / \ o \ , o \
CTe =TT/ * ~¢_e -1 cENTT YT T v \ / \
?_ d e’ | @] N @ ~
'I_ N
N
v |
N4 @4
T ‘ T ‘ T T ‘ T ‘ T ‘ T T ‘ T ‘ T T
2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015 2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015
Year Year Year

Notes: The variable is the respective share of the resident population in a local authority district that has obtained the educational qualifications following the UK classification system,
whereby No qualifications means no formal qualification or school leaving certificate, Level 1 stands for having between 1-4 General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) qualifications,
Level 2 stands for 5 GCSEs, Level 3 means having 2 or more A-levels (university qualifying), while level 4 or above captures having a university degree. Other qualifications includes
apprenticeships and foreign qualification below a university degree. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these cross sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects
All regression include local authority district fixed effects and NUTS] region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated



Figure C4: Non-parametric effect of socio-economic employment status of the resident population in 2001 on support for UKIP over time
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Notes: The variable is the respective share of the resident population in a district that is in either socio-economic status classification as of 2001. The graph plots point estimates of the
interaction between these cross sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects and NUTS1 region by year fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.



Figure C5: Non-parametric effect of the industry employment structure in 2001 on
support for UKIP over time
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in local council elections. The independent variables
are the respective shares of the resident working age population in a district that is working in any of the different
sectors as of 2001 interacted with a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects
and NUTSI region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands
indicated.
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Figure C6: Non-linear time trend in support for UKIP after partialing out non-linear trend
in baseline manufacturing sector prevalence and import-shock
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in local council elections. Panel A uses the share
of the resident UK born population with no formal qualifications as of 2001. Panel B uses the share of the UK born
resident population in Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001. The
graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these two cross sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects.
All regression include local authority district fixed effects and NUTS] region by year fixed effects, in addition to year
effects interacted with the baseline size of the manufacturing sector in terms of employment as of 2001 as well as the
Colantone and Stanig (2018) import competition measure. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90%

confidence bands indicated.

45

T T
2012 2015



Figure C7: Robustness to balanced sample of elections — Non-parametric effect of ed-
ucational qualification, socio-economic status, and sectoral employment of the resident
population as of 2001 on support for UKIP over time

Panel A: No qualifications Panel B: Routine jobs

n
- o

b L

0 |

Coefficient estimate
5 1
M L
<
\\
e
\
\
I
e
Coefficient estimate
0 1
! L
-
7
o
N
\,
A
&
)\
[N
|/
e
Hi
e
1
I
+
i
H——
L/
it
+
N
1 ~
1 S
I
I
1
1
|

o

20b0 2603 20‘06 2059 20‘1 2 2d1 5 20b0 20b3 20‘06 20b9 26 12 20‘1 5
Year Year

Panel C: Retail Panel D: Manufacturing

© ~

5
!
|

0
I
|
1
|
I
it |
{
I
\
»—:#—4
n
u'
3
/
|
i ]
I
I
o<l
T~_
]
]
I -
&
I
1
\
‘\
Coefficient estimate
0
|
=1
T~
[
Vs
7
i/
N
RN
(e
|

Coefficient estimate

* ’
’
k ’
________ | JRES . N I Y. Tk, AN
\ ’ N A
/ N7 o~

L]

20‘00 2d03 20‘06 20b9 20‘1 2 2d1 5 2600 20b3 20‘06 20b9 Zd 12 20‘1 5
Year Year

Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in local council elections. The sample is restricted
to only include elections where UKIP ran across districts in which UKIP contested at least 50% of the races. Panel
A uses the share of the resident population with no formal qualifications as of 2001. Panel B uses the share of the
resident population in Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001. Panel
C uses the share of the resident working age population employed in the Retail sector, while panel D uses the share
of the resident working age population employed in Manufacturing. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction
between these cross sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district
fixed effects and election wave by NUTSI region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level
with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure C8: Robustness to controlling for more demanding time effects: Election wave
by Region by Year — Non-parametric effect of educational qualification, socio-economic
status, and sectoral employment of the resident population as of 2001 on support for

UKIP over time
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in local council elections. Panel A uses the share of
the resident population with no formal qualifications as of 2001. Panel B uses the share of the resident population in
Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001. Panel C uses the share of the
resident working age population employed in the Retail sector, while panel D uses the share of the resident working age
population employed in Manufacturing. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these cross sectional
measures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects and election wave
by NUTSI region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands

indicated.
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Figure C9: Robustness to controlling for less demanding time effects: Year FE — Non-
parametric effect of educational qualification, socio-economic status, and sectoral em-
ployment of the resident population as of 2001 on support for UKIP over time

Panel A: No qualifications

Panel B: Routine jobs

Coefficient estimate

0
|

‘}%\}/‘H/

N

b

\H%‘%‘

T
2000 2003

Panel C: Retail

T r
2006 2009
Year

| }
N }
HIRE
0 | I
- /
/
L /
£ !
T /
€
2 /
2
B0 % /
Q /
o
L
/}\ /%
o0 ———g-——FA-N7-d--F--[- L
Y %—HJ(
©
' T T T T T T
2000 2003 2006 2009 2012 2015
Year

=

Coefficient estimate

T
2003

T
2006

T
2009

Year

Panel D: Manufacturing

@

Coefficient estimate

T
2003

T
2006

T
2009
Year

Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in local council elections. Panel A uses the share of
the resident population with no formal qualifications as of 2001. Panel B uses the share of the resident population in
Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001. Panel C uses the share of the
resident working age population employed in the Retail sector, while panel D uses the share of the resident working
age population employed in Manufacturing. The graph plots point estimates of the interaction between these cross
sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local authority district fixed effects and year

fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Figure C10: Robustness to measurement of baseline characteristics - Focusing on UK
born population shares — Non-parametric effect of educational qualification, socio-
economic status, and sectoral employment of the resident population as of 2001 on

support for UKIP over time
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Notes: The dependent variable is the percentage of votes for UKIP in local council elections. Panel A uses the share
of the UK born resident population with no formal qualifications as of 2001. Panel B uses the share of the UK born
resident population in Routine jobs as per the National Socio-Economic Classification of Occupations as of 2001. Panel
C uses the share of the UK born resident working age population employed in the Retail sector, while panel D uses the
share of the UK born resident working age population employed in Manufacturing. The graph plots point estimates
of the interaction between these cross sectional measures and a set of year fixed effects. All regression include local
authority district fixed effects and NUTSI region by year fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered at the district level

with 90% confidence bands indicated.
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Table C1: Where do UKIP voters post 2010 come from? Studying local elections

Other parties

UKIP  Turnout Con Lab LD
1) 2 3 4 ®)

Panel A: No qualifications

1(Year>2010) x % with No qual. (2001) 42.746 -2.326  -25.067 -0.226 -3.668
(5.257)  (4.373)  (5432) (6.508)  (6.392)
Mean of DV 4.49 425 37.2 25.8 19.9
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 3259 3258 3259 3259 3259

Panel B: Routine jobs
1(Year>2010) x % working in Routine occ (2001)  70.572 -8.372  -37.275 -15.666  19.746
(11.375)  (8452) (11.182) (12.075) (13.700)

Mean of DV 449 425 37.2 25.8 19.9
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 3259 3258 3259 3259 3259
Panel C: Retail
1(Year>2010) x % working in Retail (2001) 109.098  -3.445  -41.989 -36.801  25.956
(13.794)  (8.552) (11.774) (16.580) (16.126)
Mean of DV 4.49 425 37.2 25.8 199
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 3259 3258 3259 3259 3259
Panel D: Manufacturing
1(Year>2010) x % working in Manuf (2001) 24.164 -7.087 -7.246 -2.400 18.796
(6.398) (5.710) (7.592) (8.012) (9.786)
Mean of DV 449 425 37.2 25.8 19.9
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 3259 3258 3259 3259 3259

Notes: All regressions control for local authority district and NUTSI region by time fixed effects. Standard errors are adjusted
clustering at the local authority district level with stars indicating *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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Table C2: Where do UKIP voters post 2010 come from? Studying European Parliamentary elections

Other parties

UKIP  Turnout Con Lab LD
1) (2 3 “4) 5)
Panel A: No qualifications
1(Year>2010) x % with No qual. (2001) 36.255 0.167 -0.166  0.180 0.000
(4.057)  (0.032) (0.025) (0.048) (0.023)
Mean of DV 22.4 .369 282 191 116
Local election districts 346 346 346 346 346
Observations 1038 1038 1038 1038 1038
Panel B: Routine jobs
1(Year>2010) x % working in Routine occ (2001)  73.052 0.294 -0.255  0.213  0.050
(7.843)  (0.062) (0.051) (0.083) (0.043)
Mean of DV 22.4 369 282 191 116
Local election districts 346 346 346 346 346
Observations 1038 1038 1038 1038 1038
Panel C: Retail
1(Year>2010) x % working in Retail (2001) 77.883 0.268 -0.322  0.067 0.079
(11.628)  (0.095) (0.064) (0.131) (0.061)
Mean of DV 22.4 .369 282 191 116
Local election districts 346 346 346 346 346
Observations 1038 1038 1038 1038 1038
Panel D: Manufacturing
1(Year>2010) x % working in Manuf (2001) 29.486 0.019 -0.020  0.067 0.019
(4.412)  (0.046) (0.029) (0.055) (0.035)
Mean of DV 224 369 282 191 116
Local election districts 346 346 346 346 346
Observations 1038 1038 1038 1038 1038

Notes: All regressions control for state by time fixed effects and local government area (LGA) fixed effects. Standard

errors are adjusted for two way clustering by time and LGA with stars indicating *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05,* p < 0.1.
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Table C3: Where do UKIP voters post 2010 come from? Studying Westminster
Parliamentary elections

Other parties

UKIP  Turnout Con Lab LD
(1) 2 3) 4) ®)

Panel A: No qualifications
post2010 x QUALALL,0qsh  43.760  -3.329  -28.854 -5547  15.469
(40200  (2.923) (3.841) (5.321)  (4.299)

Mean of DV 6.05 62.8 35.6 36 18.2
Local election districts 492 524 524 524 524
Observations 1470 1655 1653 1653 1653

Panel B: Routine jobs
post2010 x RoutineOccAllsh  94.636  -28.686  -23.008 -56.205  25.166
(6.781)  (4.602) (8.286) (10.381) (8.373)

Mean of DV 6.05 62.8 35.6 36 18.2
Local election districts 492 524 524 524 524
Observations 1470 1655 1653 1653 1653
Panel C: Retail
post2010 x GRetailAllsh 98.643 -35.264 -8.779 -82.752  25.483
(13.351) (6.781) (10.855) (15.434) (12.831)
Mean of DV 6.05 62.8 35.6 36 18.2
Local election districts 492 524 524 524 524
Observations 1470 1655 1653 1653 1653
Panel D: Manufacturing
post2010 x DManufAllsh 41.079 -20.702 1.617 -32.868 15.671
(4.107) (2.584) (4.943) (6.216) (4.747)
Mean of DV 6.05 62.8 35.6 36 18.2
Local election districts 492 524 524 524 524
Observations 1470 1655 1653 1653 1653

Notes: All regressions control for state by time fixed effects and local government area (LGA) fixed
effects. Standard errors are adjusted for two way clustering by time and LGA with stars indicating
**p <0.01,* p <0.05*p <0.1.
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Table C4: Where do UKIP voters post 2010 come from? Studying local elections prior to 2013

Other parties

UKIP  Turnout Con Lab LD
1) ) 3) 4 ©)

Panel A: No qualifications

1(Year>2010) x % with No qual. (2001) 9.630 -6.431 -21.595  23.928 -6.244
(3.802) (4.616) (6.029) (7.328) (6.646)
Mean of DV 1.57 414 37.7 25.8 22
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 2612 2612 2612 2612 2612

Panel B: Routine jobs
1(Year>2010) x % working in Routine occ (2001)  9.723 -15.657  -30.527  35.622 9.399
(7.610)  (8.801) (12.041) (13.635) (13.934)

Mean of DV 1.57 414 37.7 25.8 22
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 2612 2612 2612 2612 2612
Panel C: Retail
1(Year>2010) x % working in Retail (2001) 30.152 -10.296  -17.581 11.671 17.527
(10.990) (8.616) (12.753) (20.722) (16.993)
Mean of DV 1.57 414 377 25.8 22
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 2612 2612 2612 2612 2612
Panel D: Manufacturing
1(Year>2010) x % working in Manuf (2001) 2.378 -4.348 0.212 17.115 12.985
(3.454)  (5.329) (7.044) (8.480)  (9.530)
Mean of DV 1.57 414 37.7 25.8 22
Local election districts 345 345 345 345 345
Observations 2612 2612 2612 2612 2612

Notes: All regressions control for local authority district and NUTSI region by time fixed effects. Standard errors are adjusted
clustering at the local authority district level with stars indicating *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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