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1. INTRODUCTION

Extremism has become a very common term nowadays, both in social science and outside
the academic sphere. However, its usage is rather abstract, and nobody has arrived at a
satisfactorily comprehensive definition (Caiani 2013). The concept refers to individuals or
groups who advocate or resort to measures that lie beyond the moral and political center of
society (Eatwell & Goodwin 2010: 8). It can be associated with ideologies or behaviors.
Political extremism is commonly defined by the elements anti-constitutionalism and
antidemocracy; it is the rejection of the fundamental values, procedures, and institutions of
the democratic state (Carter 2005; Downs et al. 2009).

One common feature of extremism is interpreting the world through “black or white”
categories (Mandel 2002). In practice, political extremists divide the world between friends
(the in-group) and enemies (the out-group), without seeking a common ground among
contending parties, nor does extremism seek common perspectives, as liberalism does
(Downs et al. 2009: 153). The “in-group” is usually seen as treated unfairly or deprived of
what they otherwise deserve, whereas the “out-group” is considered to be benefiting directly
by this injustice (Mandel 2002). Therefore, feelings of anger and revenge as well as threat
perceptions are considered the main mechanisms which prompt extremists to support
exclusionary and anti-liberal attitudes and even the use of violence.

There is not a single explanation of extremism and that in order to shed light on the
phenomenon, it is necessary to consider the context of both structural and group. Relying on
public surveys we extensively study some of the prominent features of political extremism,
namely xenophobia, political intolerance, political exclusionism, and anti-democracy, keeping
in mind their inevitable link to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Public attitudes toward
minorities are hotly debated, yet the empirical evidence is often mixed. This ongoing
research, which received the support of the Konrad-Adenauer Foundation, is seeking to
augment our understanding of psychosocial processes associated with exclusionary
reactions to minorities (“the other”) from both empirical and normative perspectives, with the
goal, in part, of developing ‘best practices’ for government bodies and NGOs seeking to
weaken the pull of extremism. Drawing upon a rich literature in social we seek to inform the
political science debate by highlighting the unique role of individual characteristics, intergroup
relations and emotions, and threat perceptions in promoting extremist attitudes and
behaviors toward minorities.
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2. SAMPLES

We conducted 4 survey studies using nationally representative samples of Israelis (Nwave 1=
2016; Israeli Jews = 1609, Arab citizens of Israel =407; Nwave 2=2010; Israeli Jews = 1610,
Arab citizens of Israel =400; Nwave 3=1381; Israeli Jews = 963, Arab citizens of Israel =418;
Nuwave 4=987; Israeli Jews = 764, Arab citizens of Israel =223) via ipanel company, the largest
online panel in Israel. Data was collected online in either Arabic or Hebrew. Wave 1 was
collected between December 6, 2021, to January 13, 2022, six months into “Bennet-Lapid”
unity government which was established following a two-year period of political gridlock of
four rounds of national elections. During that period, the relations between leftists and
rightists in Israel has been identified as particularly tense (Elad-Strenger et al., 2020) were
both sides are fighting over the ways Israel should deal with issues such as the surg of
Omicron variant (Time of Israel, 2022a), security/terrorist attacks (Time of Israel, 2022b) and
violence by the Bedouin in the Negav dessert, (Time of Israel, 2022c). Wave 2 was collected
between May 23, to June 24, 2022, a period which followed a spike in terrorists attacks
(Kingsley, 2022) and months of political instability (Time of Israel, 2022d) which gave rise to
the disperse of ths Knesset in the End June 2022. Wave 3 and Wave 4 were pre- and post-
election panel studies. Wave 3 was collected between October 24, to October 31, 2022 days
before Israeli elections on November first, a period characterized by tensions among both
side over the election results and image (for example in relation to the rise of far-right party
led by Itamar Ben Gvir). Wave 4 was collected between January 12, to January 25, 2023 two
and a half months after Israeli elections and two weeks after the swearing in of the 37th
government/ the sixth Netanyahu government -characterized by its right-wing/religious
composition. At the time of data collection, the Knesset member Aryeh Deri was fired from all
his positions as a minister in the government following the High Court ruling that stated that
Deri cannot serve as a minister in the government. As well as the introduction of Yariv Levin
of the reform of the judicial system, which planted the seed for the widespread protest in
Israel.

Wave 1

The sample included 54% women and 46% men (among Jews: 50.8% women and 49.2%
men) with an average age of 39 (median = 37). In terms of religious affiliation, 80% of the
sample was Jewish, 16% Muslim, 3% Christian, and 2% Druze. In terms of income level,
32% of the sample reported their household income to be "way below average," 22% "slightly
below the average," 24% "average," 16% "slightly above the average," and 5.7% "way above
the average." In terms of ethnic origin among Jewish participants, 40% were Ashkenazi, 41%
Mizrahi, 15% mixed, 3% other, and 1% indicated they do not know. Regarding the level of
religiosity, among Jewish participants: 43% were secular, 37% traditional, 4% religious-
nationalist, 7% religious, 10% ultra-Orthodox, and less than 1% nationalist ultra-Orthodox. In
terms of the level of education completed (among the entire sample), 1% completed
Elementary school, 26% completed High School, 21% completed higher education which is
non-Academic, 49% completed academic education, 2% completed Yeshiva, and 1% Other.
In terms of political affiliation, 47% identified as rightists, 30% as centrists, and 23% as
leftists (among Jews: 56% identified as rightists, 29% as centrists, and 15% as leftists).
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Wave 2

The sample included 50% women and 50% men (among Jews: 50.1% women and 49.8%
men) with an average age of 42 (median = 39). In terms of religious affiliation, 80% of the
sample was Jewish, 15% Muslim, 2% Christian, and 2% Druze. In terms of income level,
31% of the sample reported their household income to be "way below average," 22% "slightly
below the average," 22% "average," 19% "slightly above the average," and 6% "way above
the average." In terms of ethnic origin among Jewish participants, 40% were Ashkenazi, 40%
Mizrahi, 13% mixed, 4% Russian, 0.5% Ethiopians, 2% other, and 0.5% indicated they do
not know. Regarding the level of religiosity, among Jewish participants: 46% were secular,
34% traditional, 3% religious-nationalist, 8% religious, 9% ultra-Orthodox, and 1% nationalist
ultra-Orthodox. In terms of the level of education completed (among the entire sample), 1%
completed Elementary school, 28% completed High School, 23% completed higher
education which is non-Academic, 45% completed academic education, 1% completed
Yeshiva, and 1% Other. In terms of political affiliation, 46% identified as rightists, 30% as
centrists, and 24% as leftists (among Jews: 55% identified as rightists, 30% as centrists, and
15% as leftists).

Wave 3

The sample included 53% women and 47% men (among Jews: 51.2% women and 48.8%
men) with an average age of 40 (median = 38). In terms of religious affiliation, 70% of the
sample was Jewish, 22% Muslim, 5% Christian, and 3% Druze. In terms of income level,
33% of the sample reported their household income to be "way below average," 21% "slightly
below the average," 24% "average," 16% "slightly above the average," and 6% "way above
the average." In terms of ethnic origin among Jewish participants, 39% were Ashkenazi, 39%
Mizrahi, 15% mixed, 5% Russian, 0.2% Ethiopians, 2% other, and 1% indicated they do not
know. Regarding the level of religiosity, among Jewish participants: 44% were secular, 35%
traditional, 5% religious-nationalist, 6% religious, 9% ultra-Orthodox, and 0.5% nationalist
ultra-Orthodox. In terms of the level of education completed (among the entire sample), 1%
completed Elementary school, 25% completed High School, 22% completed higher
education which is non-Academic, 50% completed academic education, 2% completed
Yeshiva, and 0.5% Other. In terms of political affiliation, 43% identified as rightists, 31% as
centrists, and 26% as leftists (among Jews: 57% identified as rightists, 28% as centrists, and
15% as leftists).

Wave 4

The sample included 53% women and 47% men (among Jews: 50.2% women and 49.8%
men) with an average age of 42.44 (median = 40). In terms of religious affiliation, 77% of the
sample was Jewish, 16.5% Muslim, 3% Christian, and 3% Druze. In terms of income level,
28.5% of the sample reported their household income to be "way below average," 22%
"slightly below the average," 24% "average," 19% "slightly above the average," and 6.3%
"way above the average." In terms of ethnic origin among Jewish participants, 40% were
Ashkenazi, 39% Mizrahi, 14% mixed, 4.7% Russian, 0.3% Ethiopians, 1.6% other, and 0.4%
indicated they do not know. Regarding the level of religiosity, among Jewish participants:
44% were secular, 35% traditional, 4.5% religious-nationalist, 7% religious, 9% ultra-
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Orthodox, and 0.4% nationalist ultra-Orthodox. In terms of the level of education completed
(among the entire sample), 1% completed Elementary school, 24.6% completed High
School, 21.6% completed higher education which is non-Academic, 50% completed
academic education, 2% completed Yeshiva, and 0.3% Other. In terms of political affiliation,
44.6% identified as rightists, 28.6% as centrists, and 26.8% as leftists (among Jews: 56%
identified as rightists, 26.6% as centrists, and 17.5% as leftists).

3. METHOD AND MEASURES

We used a structured questionnaire drawn from several measures that was completed by
most participants in approximately 20 minutes. All items were rated on a scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), unless indicated otherwise. All scales were
computed by calculation of the average of all items in each scale.

4. THE "LEAST LIKED" SOCIAL GROUP

Participants were asked to identify among a variety of groups in Israel their "least liked
group” (i.e. the group which they feel is the most distant from them or the one that elicits the
most opposition in them) (Sullivan et al. 1993). The groups were Jewish settlers, Arab
citizens of Israel, Secular, Ultra-orthodox, Leftists, Rightists, Ashkenazi, Mizrachi, Russians,
Ethiopians, Immigrants/refugees from Africa. The first wave included also the group of
foreign workers, which was replaced by LGBT members in waves 2 and 3.
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As seen in Figure 1, the groups that Jewish Israelis mainly chose as their least liked group
are immigrants/refugees from Africa, Arab citizens of Israel, Ultra-orthodox, Leftists, Jewish

settlers and LGBT.

Figure 1. Least liked group choice of Israeli Jews by wave
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There was a significant difference between waves in the percentage of Jewish Israelis who
chose immigrants/refugees from Africa as their least-liked group. While 23% to 27% of
Jewish Israelis chose this group in the first, third and fourth waves, in the second wave only
18% of Israeli Jews chose this group (all p<.01). A similar difference between waves (but in
an opposite trend) was found in the percentage of Jewish Israelis who chose Arab citizens of
Israel as their least liked group. While 20-22% of Jewish Israelis chose this group in the first,
third and fourth waves, in the second wave 34% of Jewish Israelis chose this group as their
least liked group (all p<.001). This increase in wave 2, may be a result of a wave of terrorist
attacks which began in late March 2022 (Kingsley, 2022). Significant difference between
waves was also found in the percentage of Jewish Israelis who chose LGBT as their least
liked group, such that the precent of people who chose LGBT group in wave 3 was
significantly higher than waves 2 and 4 (all p<.01).

As seen in Figure 2, the groups that Arab citizens of Israel mainly chose as their least liked
group are Jewish settlers, Ultra-orthodox, LGBT and Rightists. There was a significant
difference between the first wave and the third wave in the percentage of Arab citizens of
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Israel who chose Ultra-orthodox as their least liked group (p<.01). While 25% of Arabs chose
this group in the first wave, only 15% chose this group in the third wave.

Figure 2. Arab citizens of Israel least liked group choice by wave
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Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel differed significantly across waves in their least liked
group choice of the Jewish settler (all p<.001). As illustrated in Figure 3, While 37% to 42%
of Arab citizens chose Jewish settler as their least-liked group, only 6-7% of Israeli Jews
chose this group. Similarly, a significant difference was found in choosing rightists as least-
liked group (all p<.001), such that greater percentage of Arabs chose this group across
waves (9-13%) compared to Israeli Jews (2-4%). In choosing leftists as the least-liked group,
however, the percentage of Israeli Jews who chose this group (13-15%) was significantly
higher than the percentage of Arabs citizens who chose this group (3-4%) across waves (all
p<.001). The Israeli Jewish population also significantly differed from the Arab population in
choosing immigrants as their least-liked group across waves (all p<.001), such that the
Jewish population chose immigrants significantly more (18-27%) than the Arab population (1-
4%). A significant difference between Arabs citizens of Israel and Israeli Jews was found in
the choice of LGBT (all p<.001), such that the Arab population chose this group significantly
more (20-24%) compared to the Jewish population (4-7%). Last, across waves Israeli Jews
chose Arab Israelis significantly more (20-34%) than Arab citizens (all p<.001). No other
significant differences were found between nationalities and least liked group choice.

Figure 3. Differences in the least liked group choice by wave and nationality
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The political left and right camps differed across waves in their least liked group choice. In a
broader sense, while the left camp mainly chose Ultra-Orthodox, Jewish settlers and as their
least liked group, the right camp mainly chose Israeli Arabs, leftists and immigrants as their
least liked group. Specifically, and as seen in Figure 4, the political left and right camps
differed significantly in their least liked group choice of Ultra-Orthodox across waves(all
p<.001), such that 40-50% of leftists chose Ultra-Orthodox as their least-liked group, while
only 6-13% of the rightists chose this group. Similarly, a significant difference was found in
the choice of the settler group as the least liked group across waves (all p<.001), while a
quarter to third (24-34%) of the leftists chose the settler group as the least liked group, only a
1% of the rightists chose this group. Further, a significant difference was found across waves
in choosing Israeli Arabs as least-liked group (all p<.001), such that greater percentage
rightists chose Israeli Arabs as the least liked group (28-46%), compared to leftists (3-9%)
who chose this group. Likewise, across waves rightists chose immigrants as their least
popular group (18-27%) significantly more (all p<.01) than leftists who chose this group (8-
11%). Differences between the political camps across waves were also found in choosing the
ideological outgroup as their least-liked group (all p<.001); while about quarter of rightists
(20-24%) chose the leftists, only 9-14% of leftists chose rightists as their least-liked group.
The left and right camps also differed significantly in the choice of LGBT as their least liked
group choice (all p<.01). While 6-9% of rightists chose this group, only 1% of leftists chose
this group."

In examining the political center least liked group choice compared to the political right and
left, the political center across waves chose the Jewish settlers (5-10%) and the Ultra-
Orthodox groups (26%-32%) significantly more than rightists but also significantly less than
leftists. An opposite trend in the difference between camps was found in the choice of Arab
Israelis as the least liked group, such that the political center (14%-24%) chose this group
significantly more than the political left, and significantly less than the political right across
waves. In the choice of immigrants as the least liked group, the political center (as seen

' In terms of the political camps choice of Russian group as the least liked group by wave, leftists: 0%, 0.8%,
0.7%, 0.7% respectively; rightists: 1.8%, 1.5%, 0.4%, 1.4% respectively. In choosing the secular group as the
least liked group by wave, leftists: 0.4%, 0%, 1.4%, 0% respectively; rightists: 0.3%, 0.6%, 0.7%, 0.5%
respectively. In choosing Ashkenazi as the least liked group by wave, leftists: 0%, 0%, 1.4%, 0% respectively;
rightists: 0%, 0.6%, 1.4%, 1.6% respectively. In choosing the Mizrachi group as their least liked group less than
1% of both leftists and rightists chose this group across wave (leftists: 0.4%, 0.3%, 0.8%, 0%; rightists: 0.5%,
0.0%, 0.2%, 0.7% respectively). In choosing the Ethiopians group by wave, leftists: 0.4%, 0.6%, 0.4%, 1.5%
respectively; rightists: 0.3%, 0.7%, 0.4%, 0.7% respectively.
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among the right camp) chose this group significantly more than the political left (21%-31%
across waves) across waves.

Figure 4. Least liked group by political affiliation
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5. POLITICAL VIOLENCE

Political violence is conceptualized as support for the use of force (or threat thereof) against
political actors (i.e., individuals and institutions representing the state and its bodies) in an
attempt to change a political situation or attain political goals (Feierabend et al. 1972). Violent
behavior is juxtaposed against moderate (i.e., non-violent) or “normative” political action
(Wright et al. 1990), where “normative” relates to the norms of the dominant social system
(as expressed in, e.g., laws and regulations) rather than the norms of the group undertaking
the action (Shuman et al. 2016),

One of the strongest and most widely used predictors of support for political aggression is
political orientation (e.g. Benjamin 2006; Jost 2006). Specifically, right-wing ideologies are
generally associated with higher hostility and prejudice toward out-groups and minorities, and
higher support for the use of military force (e.g. Hirsch-Hoefler et al. 2010).

There is also an extensive empirical literature that argues that both in active participation in
political violence and in support for the use of force in domestic and foreign policy, there
exists a gender gap: Men are more involved, numerically, than women as participants in
political violence, and women tend to be less supportive of policies advocating the use of
violence (Pratto et al. 1997; Wilcox et al. 1996). Further, studies addressing aggression in
general (not only in the political realm) have shown that men and women express aggression
differently, such that men are more physically aggressive while women may find other non-
physical outlets for aggression (Card et al. 2008; McDermott 2015). Yet women’s active
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involvement in various forms of violent conflict has challenged the widespread stereotype of
aggressive men and pacifist women (Ben-shitrit et al 2021).

Measures

Support for political violence was measured using a four-item scale adapted from Pedahzur
et al (2000), tapping participants’ support for (1) using arms, (2), physically injuring politicians
in pursuit of political ends (3) engaging in a violent struggle against the government (4)
Sending threats and hate letters to public figures.? Questions were rated on a 1-7 scale (1 =
“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree)” Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .82 to .88
across waves.

The following section discusses significant differences between various groups in their
support for political violence. Specifically, we present mean agreement with each question in
each wave filtered by groups based on gender (men vs. women in the entire sample),
nationality (Israeli Jews vs. Arab citizens of Israel) and political affiliation (right, center, and
left within the Jewish sample).

It is important to note that the measures of political violence in this study did not assess
actual participation in acts of political violence, but rather the attitudinal support of such acts.
Although correlations between attitudes and behaviors are often far from absolute, research
in the social sciences has come to rely on attitudinal measures particularly when the direct
measurement of behavior is difficult, sensitive or impossible, as is the case with participation
in acts of political violence (Ajzen, 2001; Pedahzur et al. 2000).

5.1.1 “There are situations where there is no choice but to use weapons to prevent the
government from carrying out its policies.”

As shown in figure 5, the support for this statement across political camps and waves was
relatively low, such that the mean support was bellow 2 (in the “disagree” range, 1-3 on
scale). Further, while there was no significant difference in support for this statement
between the political center and the political left across waves, the political right supported
this statement significantly more than the political left in waves 1-3 (all p’s <.05). In the first
and the second waves, the political right supported this statement significantly more than the
political center (all p’s <.05), however in the fourth wave, the political center supported this
statement significantly more than the political right (p <.05). This significant difference may
be related to the center reaction to the judicial reform.

2 The fourth item of sending threat letters was measured only from the second wave.
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Figure 5. Mean support for Political Violence question 1, filtered by political affiliation (Jews).
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In the comparison between Jewish Israelis and Arab citizens of Israel (see Figure 6), while
both groups generally disagree with this statement (mean in the range of disagreement, 1-3
on scale), Arab citizens of Israel show across waves significantly more support compared to
Jewish Israelis (all p’s <.001).

Figure 6. Mean support for Political Violence question 1, filtered by nationality.
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Further, in the comparison between men and women (see Figure 7), in all waves except
wave 1, men supported this statement significantly more than women (all p’s <.01).

Figure 7. Mean support for Political Violence question 1, filtered by gender.
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5.1.2 “When a political catastrophe is imminent and all means of protest are exhausted
to no avail, physical harm towards politicians may be forgiven.”

As shown in Figure 8, the support for this statement was across political camps and waves
relatively low (in the disagreement range, 1-3 on scale). In the comparison between the
political camps, the political right showed significantly higher support for this statement
compared to the political left in waves 1-3 (all p’s <.01) and were also significantly higher
than the political center in the second wave (p<.001). A significant difference between the
political center and the political left was seen in the third wave, such that the political center
supported this statement more than the political left (p<.05).
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Figure 8. Mean Political Violence question 2, filtered by political affiliation.
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Significant differences between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel were also found (see
Figure 9), such that across waves the support for this statement was significantly higher
among Arab citizens of Israel compared to Israeli Jews (all p’s <.01).

Figure 9. Mean support for Political Violence question 2, filtered by nationality.

Wave
P First
[l Second
6 [l Third
[ Fourth

Mean

Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI
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A significant difference between men and women was also found (all p’s <.05), such that
men supported this statement significantly more than women across waves (see Figure 10).

Figure 10. Mean support for Political Violence question 2, filtered by gender.

Wave
W First
[l Second
6| [l Third
[EFourth

Mean

Men Women

Error bars: 95% ClI

5.1.3 "In the Israeli reality, a violent struggle (against the government) may sometimes
be justified to achieve political goals."

As shown in figure 11, the support for this statement was also relatively low across political
camps and waves (in the disagreement range, 1-3 on scale). In the comparison between the
political camps, the political right supported this statement significantly more than the political
left and center across waves 1-3 (all p’s <.05) with no significant differences between the
political groups in wave 4. No significant differences were found between the political center
and left across waves.
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Figure 11. Mean support for Political Violence question 3, filtered by political affiliation.

7| Wave
W First
M Second
6| [l Third
[E Fourth

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences were also found between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel (see
Figure 12), such that in the first and the third waves (but not in the second or fourth waves)
Arabs' support for this statement was significantly higher compared to Jews, (all p’s <.01).

Figure 12. Mean support for Political Violence question 3, filtered by nationality.

7| Wave
[ First
[l Second
6| B Third
B Fourth

Jewish Arab

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 18 of 167




¥
*

* IDC
HERZLIYA

‘.

Lauder School Program on
of Government, Democratic Resilience
Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

Significant differences between men and women were also found (see Figure 13), such that
in the first and the second waves (but not in the third or fourth waves) men supported this
statement significantly more than women (all p’s <.01).

Figure 13. Mean support for Political Violence question 3, filtered by gender.

7| Wave
W First
W Second
6! [l Third
[E Fourth

Mean

Men Women

Error bars: 95% ClI

5.1.4 “Sending threats and hate letters to public figures may sometimes be necessary

to stop a dangerous policy".?

As shown in Figure 14, across political camps and waves the support for this statement was
relatively low (in the disagreement range, 1-3 on scale). In examining the differences
between the political camps and waves, across waves 1-3 (all p’s <.01) but not in wave 4 the
political right supported this statement significantly more than the political left. Similar
difference was also found between the political center and political left, such that the support
for this statement was significantly higher among the political center compared to the political
left across waves 1-3 but not in wave 4 (all p’s <.05). In the second wave, there was also a
significant difference between the political center and the political right (p <.01), such that the
support for this statement was higher among the political right compared to the center.

3 This statement was not examined in the first wave.
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Figure 14. Mean support for Political Violence question 4, filtered by political affiliation.

7| Wave
[l Second
W Third

6! . Fourth

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences were also found between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens (see Figure
15), such that Arab citizens supported this statement significantly more than Israeli Jews

across waves (all p’s <.001).

Figure 15. Mean support for Political Violence question 4, filtered by nationality

7| Wave
[l Second
W Third
6| W Fourth
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c
©
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Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI
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Significant differences between men and women were also found (see Figure 16), such that
across waves men supported this statement more than women (all p’s <.05).

Figure 16. Mean support for Political Violence question 4, filtered by gender.

Wave
[l Second
M Third
6 B Fourth

N | [ T e
Men Women

Error bars: 95% ClI
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5.1.5 A composite scale

In the comparison between the political camps (see Figure 17), the mean support for political
violence of the political right was significantly higher than that of political left and the political
center across waves 1-3 (all p’s <.05) but not in wave 4. Further, in the second wave the
mean support for political violence of the political center was significantly higher than that of
the political left (p <.05).

Figure 17. Mean support for Political Violence scale, filtered by political affiliation.

Wave
W First
[ Second
6| [ Third
[ Fourth

Mean

|

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences were also found between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel (see
Figure 18), such that across waves Arabs' mean support for political violence was
significantly higher than Jews mean support for political violence (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 18. Mean support for Political Violence scale, filtered by nationality.

Wave

W First

[l Second
6 W Third
B Fourth

Mean

Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences between men and women were also found (see Figure 19), such that
across waves men's support for political violence was significantly higher than women's (all

p’s <.01).
Figure 19. Mean Political Violence scale, filtered by gender.
7| Wave
W First
B Second
6l [ Third
[ Fourth
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[
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Error bars: 95% ClI
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Measures

Willingness to participate in political violence was measured using a 2-item scale adapted
from Tausch et al. 2011; van Zomeren et al. 2004) tapping participants’ agreement with the
steps they are willing to take personally in order to end a dangerous government policy: (1)
damage to property and public equipment of public employees or of the security forces; and
(2)Use of physical force against public employees or the security forces. Questions were
rated on a 1-7 scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree).” The following section
discusses significant differences between various groups in their willingness to participate in
political violence. Specifically, we present mean agreement with each question filtered by
groups based on gender (men vs. women in the entire sample), nationality (Israeli Jews vs.
Arab citizens of Israel) and political affiliation (right, center, and left within the Jewish
sample).

5.21 “Damage to property and public equipment of public employees or of the
security forces.”

As shown in Figure 20, the agreement to do damage to property and public equipment
across political groups and waves was relatively low (in the disagreement range) with no
significant differences between the camps in any of the waves.

Figure 20. Mean agreement with Participating in Political Violence question 1, filtered by

political affiliation.
7/ Wave
W First
[l Second
6 [ Third
B Fourth
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Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 24 of 167




~ Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

-

<
: Lauder School Program on
HEII!I:EIVA of Government, Democratic Resilience

There were significant differences between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens in their mean
agreement to this statement (see Figure 21), such that across waves Arab’s agreement was
significantly higher than that of Jews (all p’s <.001).

Figure 21. Mean agreement with Participating in Political Violence question 1, filtered by

nationality.
7| Wave
W First
[l Second
6l W Third
[E Fourth
5|
s
©
@
= ¢

21
Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences between men and women were also found (see Figure 22), such that
across waves men agreed to this statement significantly more than women (all p’s <.01).
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Figure 22. Mean agreement with Participating in Political Violence question 1, filtered by

gender.
7| Wave
[ First
[ Second
6| B Third
[ Fourth
5|
c
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Men Women

Error bars: 95% ClI

5.2.2 “Use of physical force against public employees or the security forces.”

As shown in Figure 23, all political camps showed disagreement with using force against
public employees or against security forces (all means lower than 2). In the comparison
between the political camps, no significant differences were found in the first, third and fourth
waves. In the second wave, however, the political right agreed to this statement significantly
more than the political left (p<.05).
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Figure 23. Mean agreement with Participating in Political Violence question 2, filtered by

political affiliation.
T Wave
W First
[l Second
6! B Third
B Fourth
5|
c
©
]
= ¢

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences were found between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens in their agreement
to this statement (see Figure 24), such that across waves Arabs agreed to this statement
significantly more than Jews (all p’s <.01).

Figure 24. Mean agreement with Participating in Political Violence question 2, filtered by

nationality.
7| Wave
[ First
[l Second
6! [ Third
[ Fourth
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Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI
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Similarly, a significant difference between men and women was also found across waves
(see Figure 25), such that men agreed to this statement significantly more than women (all
p’s <.05).

Figure 25. Mean agreement with Participating in Political Violence question 2, filtered by
gender.
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[ Second
6l [ Third
[E Fourth
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Error bars: 95% ClI
6. ACTIVISM
Measures

Political activism was measured using a 4-item scale adapted from )Tausch et al. 2011; van
Zomeren et al. 2004) tapping participants’ agreement with the steps they are willing to take
personally in order to end a dangerous government policy (1) Participation in demonstrations
or political rallies (2), Participation in blocking roads or closing streets, and the two items
used for measuring willingness to participate in political violence (i.e., damage to property
and public equipment of public employees or of the security forces, Use of physical force
against public employees or the security forces) Questions were rated on a 1-7 scale (1 =
“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree).” The following section discusses significant
differences between various groups in their willingness to participate in political activism.
Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .66 to .73 across waves. Specifically, we present mean
agreement with each statement in each wave filtered by groups based on gender (men vs.
women in the entire sample), nationality (Israeli Jews vs. Arab citizens of Israel) and political
affiliation (right, center, and left within the Jewish sample).
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6.1 “Participation in demonstrations or political rallies.”

As shown in Figure 26, the agreement to participate in demonstrations or rallies among the
political left was across waves significantly higher than the agreement of the political right
and political center (all p’s <.001). Further, while there were no differences between the
political center and the political right in the first and the second waves, in the third wave the
mean agreement of the political right was significantly higher than that of the political center
(p <.05) and the opposite trend was seen the fourth wave(p <.05). This change may be
related to the center reaction to the juridical reform.

Figure 26. Mean agreement with Participating in activism question 1, filtered by political
affiliation.

Wave
W First
[l Second
W Third
[EFourth

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

In the comparison between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel in agreement to this
statement, no significant differences were found in any of the waves (see Figure 27.)

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 29 of 167




¥

: . Lauder School Program on
£ : ! i
HERZLIVA of Government, Democratic Resilience

~ Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

- .-

Figure 27. Mean agreement with Participating in activism question 1, filtered by nationality.

7 Wave
W First
[l Second
6 W Third
B Fourth

Mean

w

Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI

In examining differences between men and women in the mean agreement to participate in
demonstrations or rallies (see Figure 28), men showed significantly higher agreement than
women across waves (all p’s <.01).

Figure 28. Mean agreement with Participating in activism question 1, filtered by gender.

7 Wave
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@ Second
6 B Third
B Fourth

w

Men Women

Error bars: 95% ClI
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6.2 “Participation in blocking roads or closing streets”

As shown in Figure 29, the agreement of the political left to participate in blocking roads or
closing streets was significantly higher than the agreement of the political center in all waves
except wave 2 (all p’s <.01). Further, in the third and the fourth waves the agreement of the
political left was significantly higher than the agreement of the political right (all p’s <.01).
Furthermore while there were no differences between the political center and right in the first
two waves, the agreement of the political right in the third wave was significantly higher than
the agreement of the political center (p<.05), and in the fourth wave the agreement of the
political center was significantly higher than the agreement of the political right (p<.01). The
significant increase in the left and center between waves 3 and 4 may be related to their
reaction to the juridical reform presented at wave 4.

Figure 29. Mean agreement with Participating in activism question 2, filtered by political
affiliation.

7| Wave
W First
[ Second
6! [l Third
[E Fourth

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

In the comparison between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel, significant differences
were found in the first and the second and fourth waves (all p’s <.01) and a marginally
significant difference in the third wave (p =.058). As seen in Figure 30, Arab’s mean
agreement to participate in blocking roads or closing streets was higher than Jews
agreement.
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Figure 30. Mean agreement with Participating in activism question 2, filtered by nationality.

Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI

Wave
W First
[ Second
B Third
[ Fourth

Similarly, significant differences between men and women were also found (see Figure 31),
such that men mean agreement to participate in blocking roads or closing streets was

significantly higher than women across waves (all p’s <.05).

Figure 31. Mean agreement with Participating in activism question 2, filtered by gender

Men Women

Error bars: 95% ClI

Wave
[ First
[ Second
B Third
[ Fourth

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il

Page 32 of 167



<

: Lauder School Program on

HE IIQI;EIVA of Government, Democratic Resilience
~ Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

- .-

6.3 a composite scale

As shown in Figure 32, the mean agreement to participate in activism of the political left was
significantly higher than that of the political center across waves (all p’s <.01). Further, in all
waves except the second wave the mean agreement of the political left was significantly
higher than that of the political right (all p’s <.01). In the second wave, the mean activism of
the political right was significantly than that of the political center (p<.05).

Figure 32. Mean Activism scale filtered by political affiliation.

7| Wave
W First
[l Second
6l W Third
B Fourth

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% Cl

In the comparison between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel, significant differences
were found across waves (see Figure 33), such that the mean activism of Arab citizens of
Israel was significantly higher than that of Israeli Jews (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 33. Mean Activism scale filtered by nationality.
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Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI

Similarly, significant differences were found by gender (see Figure 34), such that men across
waves were significantly more willing to participate in activism compared to women (all p’s

<.001).

Figure 34. Mean Activism scale filtered by gender.
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7. ANTI-DEMOCRATIC ATTITUDES

Anti-democracy refers to the rejection of the fundamental principle of sovereignty of the
people (e.g. Mudde 2005), and the equality of citizens (Mudde 1995). It also refers to a
tendency to cancel and/or to postpone democratic principles and to prefer strong leadership
over parliamentarism (Hirsch-Hoefler et al. 2010). In Europe, this reflects and is motivated by
the desire for strong, authoritarian leadership. In Israel, it reflects the desire to contain the
potential power of the country’s Arab electorate and/or the desire to impose a Jewish
theocracy or a ‘Zionist democracy’ (Peled 1992), in which democratic principles would be
secondary to nationalist principles.

Measures

Anti-democratic attitudes were measured using a three-item scale based on Peres and
Yuchtman-Yaar (1998).* Israeli respondents were asked: (1) | prefer a government which
was chosen democratically, even if | do not agree with its policies; (2); A slight threat to the
security of the state is enough to justify limitation of democratic rights; and (3) | prefer the
idea of a whole/complete Land of Israel over the democratic image of the state. In all cases,
respondents rated their agreement on a scale from 1 (‘Strongly object’) to 7 (‘Strongly
support’). The ratings on the three items were averaged to create a single score (Cronbach’s
alpha ranged between .48 to .56 across waves). For the purpose of analysis, negatively
worded items were reversed (R).

Below, we present the mean agreement with each question in each wave, filtered by groups
based on gender (men vs. women in the entire sample), nationality (Israeli Jews vs. Arab
citizens of Israel) and political affiliation (right-wing, center, and left-wing within the Jewish
sample),

7.1 “l prefer a government which was chosen democratically, even if | do not agree
with its policies”

As shown in Figure 35, the mean support for this statement was relatively high across waves
and political camps (in the “support” range, 5-7 on the scale). In the comparison between
camps, the political left supported this statement significantly more than the political right
across waves 1-3 (all p’s <.001) but no significant difference between these groups in wave
4. In the first wave the political left supported this statement significantly more than the
political center (p <.01) with no other significant differences between these groups.

4 ltem 3 was measured from the second wave.
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Furthermore, while in waves 1-3 the political center supported this statement significantly
more than the political right (all p’s <.05), in wave 4 the political right supported this
statement significantly more than the political center. The change in the political from all first
3 waves to wave 4 may be related to the change in political power following the elections in
wave 4 took elections in which the political right had greater power in the government.

Figure 35. Mean support for Democratic state values question 1, filtered by political affiliation.

7 Wave
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[l Second
6 W Third
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Mean

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences were also found between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel
across waves (see Figure 36), such that Arabs' support for this statement was significantly
lower compared than the support of Israeli Jews (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 36. Mean support for Democratic state values question 1, filtered by nationality.
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Significant differences between men and women were also found (see Figure 37), such that
men's support for this statement was significantly higher than women's support for this
statement in waves 1-3 (all p’s <.05) but no significant difference between men and women
in wave 4.

Figure 37. Mean support for Democratic state values question 1, filtered by gender.
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7.2 “A slight threat to the security of the state is enough to justify limitation of
democratic rights”

As shown in Figure 38, whereas the political left and center generally opposed this statement
across waves (means around the “object range”, 1-3 on the scale). The political right was
more neutral to this statement across waves (mean closer to the neutral range of 4). Further,
the support for this statement among the political right was significantly higher than the
political left and the political center across waves (all p’s <.001). The support for this
statement among political center was significantly higher than the support of the political left
across waves (all p’s <.001).

Figure 38. Mean support for Democratic state values question 2, filtered by political affiliation.
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Mean

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

Further, while both Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel generally opposed this statement,
no significant differences were found between these groups across waves 1-3, while in wave
4, the support of the Arab citizens was significantly higher than that of Jews, p<.01 (see
Figure 39).
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Figure 39. Mean support for Democratic state values question 2, filtered by nationality.
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No significant differences were found between men and women in support for this statement

across waves (see Figure 40).

Figure 40. Mean support for Democratic state values question 2, filtered by gender.
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7.3 “l prefer the idea of a whole/complete Land of Israel over the democratic image of

the state.”®

Aa seen in statement 2, the political left and center generally opposed this statement (means
around the object range, 1-3 on the scale) and the political right was generally neutral
towards this statement across waves (mean around 4, see Figure 41). Further, the support
for this statement among the political right was significantly higher than the support of the
political left and the political center across waves (all p’s <.001) and the support of political
center was significantly higher than the support of the political left across waves (all p’s
<.001).

Figure 41. Mean support for Democratic state values question 3, filtered by political affiliation.

7| Wave
[l Second
M Third

6! B Fourth

Mean

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% Cl

Further, while both Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel generally opposed this statement
(see Figure 42), significant differences were found between these group across waves, such
that Arabs' support for this statement was significantly lower compared to the support of
Jews (all p’s <.05).

5 Measured from the second wave.
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Figure 42. Mean support for Democratic state values question 3, filtered by nationality.
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In the comparison between the support of Israeli men and women for this statement (see

Figure 43), men supported this statement significantly more than women in the second and

third waves (all p’s <.05), with no significant difference between them in the fourth wave.

Figure 43. Mean support for Democratic state values question 3, filtered by gender.
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7.4 Anti-democratic attitudes (a composite scale)®

As shown in Figure 44, the support of the political right for undemocratic state values was
significantly higher than that of the political center and the political left across waves (all p’s
<.001). The center's support for undemocratic state values was significantly higher than that
of the political left across waves (all p’s <.001). Further, among the political right there was a
significant increase between wave 1 and 2 which may be related to the spike in terrorists
attacks around wave 2. This increase followed by a significant decrease among the political

right in waves 3 and 4 which maybe related to the shift in political power towards the right.

71 Wave
W First
[ Second
6| B Third
[ Fourth

Mean

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

Significant differences were also found between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel, such
that Arabs' support for undemocratic values was significantly higher than that of Jews in the
first wave and the fourth waves (all p’s <.001) no differences were found between Israeli
Jews and Arab citizens of Israel in the second and the third waves (see Figure 45).

6 The item “I prefer a democratically elected government even if | find its policies unacceptable” was
reversed, such as higher values indicate less support for democratic values (and more support for
undemocratic values).
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Figure 45. Mean support for undemocratic state composite scale, filtered by nationality.
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Last, Israeli men and women did not significantly differ in their support for undemocratic

values across waves (see Figure 46).

Figure 46. Mean support for undemocratic state composite scale, filtered by gender.
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8. CORRELATIONS AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF STUDY
VARIABLES BY LEAST LIKED GROUP CHOICE

8.1 JEWISH SETTLERS

Waves 1 N=263

Mean _SD 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 404 174

2 Warmth 291 175 43"

3 Morality 238 149 32" 65"

4 Loyalty to the country 369 195 417 327 427

5 Feeling Thermometer 2452 2417 18" 38" 48" 227

6 Hatred 379 208 -25" .28 -29" -.18" -35"

7 Contempt 400 214 -19" 38" -35" -23" -39" .

8 Anger 506 184 -09 -28" -44" -16" -53" .

9 Fear 386 215 -07 -277-23" -11 -257 .

10 Disgust 434 221 -217 -36" -39" -27" 43" | © 37

11 Disappointment 481 207 -09 -217 -23" -18" -33" . 35" 28"

12 Openness to Political Other ~ 3.11  1.89 38" 617 48" 38" 417 " 29" 527 -15

13 Threat Perceptions 485 172 -09 -20" -33" -22" -37" . 257 317 18" -27”

14 Civil Rights least liked 348 180  -20" -417 -36" -34" -27" . 34" 58" 15" -56" 45"

15 Indirect Exclusion 339 183  -24" -43" -35" -34" 28" © 357 597 14" -58" 43" 98"

16 Exclusion 370 181 -29" 47" -36" -33" -33" 34" 56" 07 -68" 48" 83" 85

17 Unti-democratic 287 132 -16" -27" -07 -13° -02 . 13" 247 01 -397 00 407 427 45"

18 Democracy 609 098 05 -09 -12 07 -17" -14" -10 .10 -02 -08 .04 -04 09 -09 -10 -08 -20"

19 Civil Rights 6.15 1.03 05 -09 -13° 07 -19" -13" -10 .11 -03 -07 .04 -03 .10 -09 -10 -09 -22" 98"

20 Political violence 175 1.1 -12° .01 10 -10 307 247 477 -07 05 .15 -09 -11 -14° 217 247 15 28" -39" -39

21 Activism 279 116 -12° -04 02 -01 07 25 26" 12 43 247 03 -08 03 26 28 .18" .13 -13" -12 37"

22 Halacha 300 192 -28" -27" 10 -217 42" 207 14" 05 A1 16 .03 -34 05 317 347 307 417 -12 -13" 327 237

23 Dogmatism 266 1.08 -05 -01 06 -04 12" 287 24" 02 17" 237 -01 -13° 02 277 307 28" 427 -31"-30" 47" 317 28"

24 RWA 383 161 -02 -217 -03 -20" 42 07 07 -05 12 07 .11 -29° .01 30 317 327 44" -05 -09 197 -05 437 24"

25 LWA 446 193 12 257 07 43 -09 06 .04 11 -01 07 04 24" 00 -09 -11 -11-31" 07 06 .00 .09 -31" -06 -23"
26_SDO 246 124 -07 12 24" 00 34" 05 00 -24" -05 -01 -08 02 -14 05 .08 .08 27 -40" -42" 44" 20" 25" 38" .16 -14

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation s significént at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Waves 2 N=275

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabiliies 419 178

2 Wammth 325 183 527

3 Morality 264 153 417

4 Loyalty to the country 378 191 40" 39"

5  Feeling Thermometer 2843 2417 03 32" 48" .11

6 Hatred 364 203 -327-337-30"-13 -33"

7  Contempt 3.88 2.08

8  Anger 501  1.81 47"

9 Fear 346  2.00 36" 25

10 Disgust 404 212 " 74”7 49" 387

11 Disappointment 477 198 " 367 507 177 377

12 Treatment 55.83 27.45 -09 -02 .01 -11 -02

13 Justified 367 197 -13 -04 -01 -09 17" 02 09 -08 -06 .03 -08 -31"

14 Openness to Poliical Other 340  1.76 .36~ .57 52" 28" 37" -447-42"-20"-19"-54"-13" 14" -08

15 Threat Perceptions 465 161 .30 -13 " 317 387 247 377 307 10 -07 -24"

16 Dehumanization 390  1.81 3 " 527 307 287 62" 267 -09 .07 -66" 46"

17 Policy Least Liked 361 140 " 287 307 60" 22" -09 12" -60" 35" 72"

18 Civil Rights least liked 457 169 -227-29"-60"-18" .02 -07 57" -43"-72"-72"

19 Indirect Exclusion 330 173 " 19" 287 59”7 16" -03 .09 -55" 417 717 727 -08"

20 Exclusion 360 1.79 " 23" 257 63" 217 -19" 13" -67" 46" 72" 73" -78" 79"

21 Unti-democratic 268 131 " 16" 177 237 -05 -217 47" -27" -10 28" " 34" 357
22 Democracy 591 114 317 .02 12 167 A1 -12 02 217 06 -05

23 Civil Rights 597 119 317 -03 .09 14" 13" -12° 05 227 .04 -08

24 Political violence 189 125 " .02 297 18" 06 -12° .03 -10 .04 15 " 42"

25 Activism 269 128 07 167 42" 07 07 -01 03 .12 13 " 30"

26 Halacha 276 174 T 09 217 417 07 -08 15 -517 217 527 " 65"

27 Dogmatism 284 110 © .07 197 207 09 -06 .06 -13" .05 22" . 34" 37"

28 RWA 379 147 08 .15 -02 -05 .09 -28" .12 29" 16" -24" 22

29 LWA 484 174 227-19"-16" 217 -11 -12 10 15 -237-35" 27" -317 -, 5 .
30_SDO 257 122 -14" 07 16" -11 .35 11 .00 -28" 10 .01 -15 -10 13 .04 -14° -11 06 -04 07 .03 34" -44"-47" 41" 09 13 41" 12 28"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Waves 3 N=215

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 393 163
2 Warmth 304 163
3 Morality 257 160
4 Loyalty to the country 347 181 54"
5  Feeling Thermometer 2301 2398 217 43" 517 317
6 Hatred 380 213 "
7  Contempt 3.96 2.08 70"
8 Anger 507 1.72 56" 54"
9 Fear 385 203 37" 357 37"
10 Disgust 430 207 75" 72" 66" 37"
11 Disappointment 484 196 22" 32" 39" 277 33
12 Treatment 5134 3213 07 .09 01 .09 .07 -07 -08 .05 -05 -01 -10
13 Justified 349 194 .16
14 Openness to Political Other 313 184 .03
15 Threat Perceptions 496 167 " .207-25"
16 Dehumanization 418 184 -327-51"-. " 58" 537 417 47 60" 327 -10 -02 -65" .36~
17 Policy Least Liked 371 143 -35-407-38"-307-34" 60" 54" 37" 22" 59" 19" -07 -11-60" 34"
18 Civil Rights least liked 446 168 " 38" X 3 21" 07 57" "5
19 Indirect Exclusion 341 173 -347-427-36"-30"-29" 60" 49" 36" 22" 60" .18 -03 -06 -57 . " 76"
20 Exclusion 380 176 -387-50"-40"-32"-29" 56" 52" 33" 14 56" 207 -10 .02 -71"
21 Unti-democratic 272 123 T 12 -18
22 Democracy 6.04 097 -10 02 13 02 01 .01
23 Civil Rights 610 1.03 .09 -08-19" -07 -34” -10 -01 .13 -09 .01 .13 .03 -02 .02
24 Political violence 191 119 -11 -03 06 -02 20" 22" 19" .01 .10 217 -01 -10 -05 -07
25 Activism 278 112 -11 04 01 08 07 09 .09 .16 09 .11 .00 .13 -13 .07 36"
26 Halacha 288 1.7 -26"-14" -05 -02 10 14" 19" -04 -17° 10 -08 -20" .06 -26 -14" 31" "t 257 02
27 Dogmatism 278 104 -10 -07 -05 -04 06 .15 10 -01 .05 .16  -05 -16 -06 -21" .08 .27~ " 397 18" 27"
28 RWA 396 146 -12-18" -08 -10 .04 19" 257 -01 -05 17" 15 -23" 13 -317 -09 .36~ y 14 -12 337 A3
29 LWA 450 1.89 217 .10 -01 -09 -09 -11 -12 18" -12 -09 .12 .12 -11 317 41 -15 -13 13 -13 -26"-29" 15 .15 -08 .13 -33"-17" -02
30 SDO 240 113 03 14° 28" 17 34" -05 -00-24" 01 -15 -17 17" 07 .02 -23" -13 -02 .03 -01 .02 30" -50"-52" 29" 15" 11 31" 17 -03

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Waves 4 N=140

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

Capabilities 398 1.63

Warmth 309 166

Morality 265 151

Loyalty to the country 355 1.74

Feeling Thermometer 2024 2317

Hatred 366 2.02

Contempt 399 202

Anger 529 159

Fear 406 198 25"

Disgust 434 204 " 567 26"

Disappointment 505 1.69 " 547 17" 33"

Treatment 5791 3226 . .14 -06 -03 .12

Justified 386 203 -02 -08 .08 .00 .09 .09 .08 -11 -16 -01 .02 -40"

Openness to Political Other 331 187 " 517 347 20" 317 -47"-45" -477-22" 07 -09

Threat Perceptions 517 159 © 33" 467 11 -03 -10
Dehumanization 404 174 54" 357 -03 .03 -53" 40"
Policy Least Liked 364 134 " 607 307 -14 04 -56" 30" 68"
Civil Rights least liked 462 157 -517-26" 11 -02 47" -35"-70"
Indirect Exclusion 324 163 54" 24" .13 00 -48" 33" 72"
Exclusion 345 174 " 537 297 " 32"
Unti-democratic 271 1.26 A1 -16

Democracy 6.04 092 09 .18

Civil Rights 611 097 -19" -03 -417 -09 -13 .18 -03 .05 .15 -07 .04 N

Political violence 205 13 21" 05 337 19" 13 -21" 09 -04 -25" -06 -04 -12 .00

Activism 314 115 09 -04 14 06 09 01 .12 -07 -13 -04 -11 -06 -.07 " 41"

Halacha 27 169 " -01 -1 41 277 327 .01 12 26" -29" 25" -38" 15 30" " 367 11
Dogmatism 271 1.05 10 .00 20 23" .16 -19° 08 .06 -29" -16 -01 -18 -23" .11 " 527 267 35"
RWA 375 154 -03-25" 03 247 28" 05 07 A7 13 -14 19 -33" -01 44" 33" - 06 -05 26" 21"
LWA 492 182 10 -257-26" 27" -

04 12 -06 -13 -24" 09 -03 -12 .09 .19° -09 .32 24" 277 -14 15 -427 -15 -7
Sbo 240 118 -16 -02 14 .03 26" 15 06 -21" 01 -03 -23" -14 -03 -11-26" .00 .10 .00 .05 .10 40" -44"-45" 47" 20 24" 34" 13 -34"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 1 N=366

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 374 168

2 Warmth 409 174 35"

3 Morality 237 149 40" 30"

4 Loyalty to the country 174 120 32" 20" 557

5 Feeling Thermometer 2321 2084 33" 217 59" 49"

6 Hatred 421 193 -317-247 24" -44"

7 Contempt 382 201 -35"-247-30"-21"-40" 65"

8 Anger 528 171 -23" -14" -34" -35" -46" 547 42"

9 Fear 493 184 -08 -02 -197-19" -21" 31" 24" 40"

10 Disgust 415 206 -33" -30" -39" -28" -48" 72" 68" 50”

11 Disappointment 487 215 -04 -07 T 5T 417 18"

12 Openness to Political Other 270 137 " 38" " -46" -377 16" -55" -05

13 Threat Perceptions 539 152 © 277 397 407 377 14" -267

14 Civil Rights least liked 402 174 " 55" 47"

15 Indirect Exclusion 395 177 " 55" 47" 98"

16 Exclusion 432 149 " 507 49" 797 79

17 Unti-democratic 333 135 -16" 347 317 10 337 337 307

18 Democracy 530 1.10 02 16" -32"-27"-20" -07 01 " .337 317317

19 Civil Rights 515 126 05 19" -34" -28" .08 -. © .01 . 337-32" 98"

20 Political violence 185 127 A1 -02 26" 23" 00 247 00 -12° 04 307 307 197 317177 .13

21 Activism 243 122 S 167 117 06 12" -03 -147 07 07 A1 02 08 08 .00 11 .04 .05 417

22 Halacha 361 210 " .04 -317 247 207 117 09 257 -12°-347 26" 377 36 35 267 -07 -08 18" .12°

23 Dogmatism 283 116 09 -16" 28" 347 06 -03 26  -04 -25" .00 28" 27" 24" 24" -22"-22" 31" 11" 12

24 RWA 435 134 -03 -05 177 167 177 18" 217 10 -297 157 28”7 267 277 297 -03 -05 04 -04 277 .10

25 LWA 470 166 42" 237 -147 -12° ~01 .00 -15" 18" 257 -08 -13" -147 -177-12" 477 157 02 06 -357-14" 117
26 SDO 316 114 -16" 04 -15  -05 -19" 24" 28" 04 -02 24" -09 -26" 05 21" 21" 17" 22" -26" -25" 17" 03 15 26 -09-33

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 2 N=548

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 372 162
2 Warmth 375 187
3 Morality 221 143
4  Loyalty to the country 167 1.08 " 60"
5  Feeling Thermometer 2266 2138 32" 28" 57" 46
6 Hatred 447 196 3
7 Contempt 409 209
8  Anger 553 155 42"
9 Fear 510 1.81 " 43" 37"
10 Disgust 444 205 " 68" 547 18"
11 Disappointment 531 197 " 257 47" 267 18"
12 Treatment 5169 29.22 08 147 07 08 .10°
13 Justified 390 218 .03 .06 .10° .08 .09 -06 -03 -01 .03 -09 .06 -60"
14 Openness to Political Other 262 149 317 44" 46" 34" 57 -527-45"-35"-17"-54"-14"-22" 17"
15 Threat Perceptions 552 154 38" * 46"
16 Dehumanization 482 174 " 60"
17 Policy Least Liked 395 167 65" .
18 Civil Rights least liked 383 194 -63"
19 Indirect Exclusion 409 196 -29"-. 647
20 Exclusion 462 162 -30"-. 56" "84
21 Unti-democratic 382 128 -10 34" " 50" 48"
22 Democracy 503 125 A7 . -29" " -407-43"-35"
23 Civil Rights 485 140 .18 . -31" 437457 -37" 98"
24 Political violence 190 127 -17"-13" 01 .04 20" 01 " 28" 19" 267-21"-19"
25 Activism 237 117 -08 -04 -03 -01 . 05 05 09 04 12" 02 03 327
26 Halacha 344 207 -13" -07 -20"-12" " 28" -05 15" -157-39" 257 745" 417 437217217 487 1”7
27 Dogmatism 285 110 -157-21"-05 .02 23" 02 -04 07 -18" 07 . T 317 247 367 -227-21" 417 237 277
28 RWA 462 143 -137-20"-20"-09" " 27" 08 .08 .01 -37".18" . " 38" 43" 437-157-17" 147 -02 327 .
29 LWA 479 163 11 06 05 .04 . -05 19" -04 117 21" -08 . " .177-20" 217 20" -07 03 -29"
30_Sbo 323 126 -06 -08 -03 -06 -12" 19" 14~ 04 -01 12" -04 -04 .05 -12" 05 15" 47" -15" 16" 12" 19"-32"-31" 19" 05 .10 .28

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-fai|ed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 3 N=208

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 393 151
2 Warmth 407 175 51
3 Morality 268 159 3
4 Loyalty to the country 1.89 1.30
5 Feeling Thermometer 2739 24.46
6 Hatred 429 193
7 Contempt 387 193 -38" 65~
8 Anger 515 181 : " a2t
9 Fear 470 190 "-317-30" 24" 08 43"
10 Disgust 408 207 " -09-41" 69" 68" 43" .10
11 Disappointment 476 210 T -12-307 32" 32" 46" 307 28"
12 Treatment 4993 2669 .06 -05 -04 -02 .01 14 07 .06 .01 .14 .05
13 Justified 418 196 -01 14" 05 -02 .07 -09 -04 .05 .01 -09 .00-50"
14 Openness to Political Other 285 150 37" 44" 527 347 597-51"-35"-40"-30"-44"-21"-22" 10
15 Threat Perceptions 503 173 19" -397-267-39" 33" 20" 46" 34" .18 20"
16 Dehumanization 441 173 " 44" 49" 267 48" 16 .
17 Policy Least Liked 371 159 ¥ 16" 577 15" 257
18 Civil Rights least liked 416 184 -17-52" -15'-31
19 Indirect Exclusion 3.75 1.86 " 16 537 14" 29
20 Exclusion 421 161 " 16" 467 197 26
21 Unti-democratic 361 127 09 457 .05
22 Democracy 514 123 257 35" 217 .04 277-33" .06-36" -08-.21
23 Civil Rights 501 136 .25" 36 24" .06 .30 -35 .04-38" -07-22
24 Political violence 189 118 -02 -01 18" 347 18" 07 14" -11-18 14" -11 01 00 .12 -11 01 17-20" 217 .
25 Activism 239 122 03 05 .13 200 11 03 02 05 .01 .09 -01 07 -04 14" -05 -02 .06 -05 .04 .00 . 35"
26 Halacha 318 189 .05 -10 -05 .05 -09 20" .15° .09 19" 25" -06 21" -16 -18" .07 27" 26"-33" 31" 277 24" 247
27 Dogmatism 286 107 -15 -18" -01 14" -06 21" 25" .07 -06 20" A3 -12 -06 .03 217 237-31" 317 23" " A7 A4 317
28 RWA 416 137 -02-18" -06 .01 -05 18" 18 13 .14 20" 16 .11 -11-21" T 227.35" 327 317 . A2 -05 347 22"
29 LWA 471 163 09 07 14 09 227 -11 -09 -02 02 -15 09-23" 13 25 -08-28"-24" 26 -26" -25 T .06 .04-28"-24" -01
30 SDO 329 132 -09 -17-19" -01-19" 20" 30" 14" 08 19" .03 -03 -04 -13 -01 .16  .22"-23" 23" 19" 187.367-37" 16" .06 .04 22" -12-24"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Mean __SD 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.96
2 Warmth 4.07
3 Morality 257
4 Loyalty to the country 1.92
5 Feeling Thermometer 20.76
6 Hatred 415
7 Contempt 3.94
8 Anger 5.16
9 Fear 5.06
10 Disgust 4.02
11 Disappointment 4.80
12 Treatment 51.19
13 Justified 401
14 Openness to Political Other 266
15 Threat Perceptions 53
16 Dehumanization 460
17 Policy Least Liked 3.66
18 Civil Rights least liked 415
19 Indirect Exclusion 3.77
20 Exclusion 423
21 Unti-democratic 3.38
22 Democracy 5.25 -29" -08
23 Civil Rights 513 -30" -09 -33" 08"
24 Political violence 158 K 03 19" .06 " 23" 287 -18" -14
25 Activism 224 A1 .00 -03 11 -03 08 -01 .06 .07 45~
26 Halacha 309 2. " 257 18" 07 297 -02 . " 38" 317-257-24" 16 .11
27 Dogmatism 28 104 -07 .03 © 47" -02 -10 20" -06 " 32" 04 267
28 RWA 42 124 .06 -06 X © 19" 10 05 .15 -02 ! X . 27" 26" 407 -17"-20" 11 -09 33" .11
29 LWA 468 161 -12 -04 20° 04 .10 -02 -06 .06 .02 -14 .11 -25 11 18" -03 -16 -14 .12 -14 -16" -10 18" 16° .03 .04 -40"-22" .08
30 _Sbo 317 115 -18 -09 -16  -10 -17_ 13 17 -01 -10 .15 -03 .06 -02 -04 04 .15 24" -15 19 .04 10 -17 -17_ 17 .16 .07 21" .00 -05

Note: **. Correlation is significént at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tai'Ied).
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Wave 1 N=253

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 4.26 1.75
2 Warmth 246 150 29"
3 Morality 247 153 27" 60°
4 Loyalty to the country 206 150 217 517 58"
5 Feeling Thermometer 2359 2186 217 547 547 55"
6 Hatred 353 211 -237.40"-32"-30" -43"
7 Contempt 429 223 -197 -417 -417 36" -54" 64~
8 Anger 532 184 -07 -38"-39"-36" -49" 48" 53"
9 Fear 286 204 .02 -08 -23" -16" 277 307 247
10 Disgust 443 215 -16" -45" -49" -. T 67" 71" 547 357
11 Disappointment 549 188 .06 -18 -22" " 28" 337 49" 18" 377
12 Openness to Political Other 412 176 30" 28" -43" 231" -11 -11 -34" 06
13 Threat Perceptions 521 155 -03 -297-37"-47"-40" 34" 38" 417 297 427 28" .13
14 Civil Rights least liked 282 168 -26 -35 -34"-25"-30" 477 417 317 247 46" 08 -49" 33"
15 Indirect Exclusion 267 164 -277-337-30"-24"-29" 477 41" 307 23" 457 07 -50" 32" 98"
16 Exclusion 316 164 -25 -26 -23"-25" -24" 47" 35 28" 19”7 43" .08 -63" 37" 77" 79"
17 Unti-democratic 336 124 -11 -14" -10 -10 -09 23" 22" 09 .16 267 -02 -32" .10 34" 37" 40"
18 Democracy 562 111 11 .10 02 .06 .03 -18 -19" -07 -05 -20" -03 32" -04 -26" -28" -34" -22"
19 Civil Rights 551 124 12 16 .06 .12 .09 -23" -24" -12 -07 -24" -06 34" -09 -28" -30" -36"-20" .98"
20 Political violence 176 116 -18" -14" -14" -09 -01 30" 23" 07 .12 22" -05 -28" 07 .36 40" " .29" 28"
21 Activism 239 108 .10 -16" -08 -13" -12 26" 20" .10 .13 19" 02 -10 .08 28" 27" 18" 14" -05 -07 27"
22 Halacha 375 192 A1 -267-26"-24" -15° 207 247 217 217 297 08 -14" 227 26" 23" " 07 04 09 197
23 Dogmatism 267 110 -14"-18"-217 -14" -13" 257 267 09 20" 277 -03 -30" .15 33" 34" 36 377 -22"-24" 34" 317 227
24 RWA 454 142 -11 -15 -14" -04 -13° 207 18" 15 13" 18" 05 -28" 06 28" 28" 36" 32" -10 -10 18" .08 29" 23"
25 LWA 470 170 01 -02 .08 .08 -05 .07 -02 07 -06 -07 .14 07 -04 -09 -07 -03-19" 19" 18" -01 .05 -27"-15 .05
26 SDO 292 116 -08 -01 02 -05 -02 13 09 .08 .15 .14 -01 -06 .06 .07 09 A1 23" .25"_27" 25" 15 .11 22" -08-29'
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 2 N=212

Mean _ SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

Capabilities 429 169

Warmth 273 155 28"

Morality 263 171 20" 49"

Loyalty to the country 202 155 18" 55 627

Feeling Thermometer 2174 212 09 48" 517 55"

Hatred 383 196 -197-417-38"-41"-46"

Contempt 464 203 -12 -487-407-49"-49" 62"

Anger 547 170 -05-40"-39"-44"-52" 61" 55"

Fear 281 188 -15" =12 =10 267 16 .12

Disgust 463 206 7527477 -59" 68" 67" 65 .26~
Disappointment 567 165 ".30" " 32" 457 557 10 447
Treatment 5252 29.71 -06 .07 .10 -17 -09 -14" 17 -05 .00
Justified 386 227 A1 -03 -06 25 14" 20" -11 .11 .09 -68"

Openness to Political Other 406 169 " 40" 357 277 -347-22"-20"-16"-34" -04 .10 -08

Threat Perceptions 524 162 -11-34"-427-457-46" 38" 44" 497 13 43" 44" 02 03 -21"

Dehumanization 390 1.82 -30 -457-497-457-38" 44" 477 337 297 537 307 05 .04 -47" 49"

Policy Least Liked 351 152 " 47" 46" 367 247 557 177 00 03 -51" 347 717

Civil Rights least liked 487 173 " 337 287 -417-377-27"-24"-46"-18" -01 -08 53" -307-67"-76"

Indirect Exclusion 300 171 " .327-26" 40" 36" 267 25" 46" 17 .01 07 -55 29" 67 78" -98"

Exclusion 372 155 y " 44”7 347 317 207 517 18" -01 .10 -627 39" 67" 72" -80" 79"

Unti-democratic 403 1.09 ".257-217 267 29" 297 16" 38" 13 .01 .05 -19" 247 36" 39" -39 39" 40~

Democracy 526 122 .13 .06 .16 .16 .13 -22"-14" -14"-17 -20" 05 .05 -03 .38" -04 -22"-32" 39" -397-34"-27"

Civil Rights 511 136 .11 .08 .16 .18 14" -227-17"-17"-15-21" 01 .03 -02 36" -08 -21 -32" 40" -40"-35"-30" 98"

Political violence 211 135 -08 04 -03 -01 08 29 13 05 .10 A7 -07 01 A1 -22"-02 14" 257 -35" 34" 26" 217 -10 -10

Activism 242 114 -09 -04 01 00 .02 .15 18" 15 197 13 .10 -12 11 05 .08 .09 .13 -15 17 14 12 09 .08 .30

Halacha 375 190 .09 -12 -277-27"-16" 28" 16 25" 03 217 17" -03 .02 -24" 23" 15 217 -18" 18" 22" 30" -06 -08 23" .13

Dogmatism 296 114 -07 -15 -197-14" -05 37" 30" 18" 14" 30" 10 00 13 -25 07 327 317-36" 35 29" 36" -17 -16 36 .16 31"

RWA 481 139 -09-18"-19" -07 -04 .13 .10 18" 03 .13 .11 -07 12 -09 17 28" 217 -26" 24" 34" 32" 01 -02 11 .01 26 .16
LWA 494 154 -10 -08 12 -02 -03 -05 .11 .03 06 .02 20" .01 03 .08 .11 .17 03 -03 03 .07 .04 21" 19" 06 .10 -11 -07 24~
Sbo 303 125 -14 -03 -07 .00 -03 18 14 07 23" 16 -12 05 .02 -22" 05 12 21" -25" 27 20" 18" -45"-46" 13 .04 .00 .15 -02 -18~

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 3 N=156

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

Capabilities 428 171

Warmth 26 1.58

Morality 273 1.66

Loyalty to the country 2.19 1.56

Feeling Thermometer 2229 21.36

Hatred 403 213

Contempt 457 2.04

Anger 524 184

Fear 330 212

Disgust 464 206 26"
Disappointment 554 1.86 24" 50
Treatment 4775 2847 . A5 .00 12
Justified 401 216

Openness to Political Other 411 1.72

Threat Perceptions 511 1.62

Dehumanization 4.18 1.82

Policy Least Liked 346 156

Civil Rights least liked 497 1.71

Indirect Exclusion 292 172

Exclusion 3.50 154

Unti-democratic 39 122 -11-18 -15 -08 -23" 22" 29" 18" 18

Democracy 545 118 .15 06 .11 .16 .08 -31" -33" -1 .05 -21"

Civil Rights 536 126 .18 .08 .15 21" .11 -337-307-317 -11 -35" -12 .06 ".23" 98"

Political violence 194 123 -13 15 12 .16 13 277 .18 -01 12 .14 -09 -08 28" -30" 32" 30" 257 -29"-28"

Activism 250 126 -04 .07 14 19 10 20" 10 .02 22" 04 -08 -02 A5 -18" 227 11 10 -10 -10 527

Halacha 325 175 -08 -05 -09 -09 -05 .18 32" 21" .18 20" 20" .07 " 317 18" -13 -13 337 237

Dogmatism 286 122 01 .00 .11 06 -01 20 .14 .12 22" 10 .03 .05 " 227 11 -297-307 357 337 .09

RWA 456 145 -02 -09 -17 -26" -08 12 14 25 11 22" 217 15 " 347 .15 15 277 327 -02 -06 -09 -10 .14 .16
LWA 471 169 08 -03 .02 -09 -15 01 -02 .10 -10 .07 .05 .00 04 -02 03 00 -04 10 .05 -10 .00 -24" -12 17
SDO 3.05 147 07 .07 12 17 -01 07 14 -04 07 -01 -04 13 -05 -05 -01 -06 .18 -10 12 09 .22"-25"-23" 27" 25" 14 28" -06 -23"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 4 N=106

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.81 1.94
2 Warmth 236 158
3 Morality 258 1.69
4 Loyalty to the country 226 1.62
5 Feeling Thermometer 17.71 2175
6 Hatred 418 214 -36 -
7 Contempt 479 217 -327-437.58"-56"-50" 79"
8 Anger 494 198 -22-33".477-47"-51" 68" 76"
9 Fear 259 188 .16 .06 -12 -09 -22° 21" .18 26"
10 Disgust 470 220 -38 -48"-58"-60"-60" 80" .85 .77 22
11 Disappointment 516 205 -15-20 -39"-317-34" 47" 517 62" 18 49"
12 Treatment 4756 2859 23 06 .09 -02 .16 -13 -07 -03 -16 -13 -01
13 Justified 394 208 -13 -05 21 15 16 12 22° .16 -54~
14 Openness to Political Other 356 1.78 " 52" .55 15 06 -01
15 Threat Perceptions 472 183 -22 - " 637 567 327 667 437 -13 13 -417
16 Dehumanization 451 187 -30" - " 737 68" 28" 737 597 -13 24" -40" 66"
17 Policy Least Liked 388 166 -42 . © 757 577 190 717 457 -12 15 -617 60" 78"
18 Civil Rights least liked 448 189 307 33" 49" 45" 417 .58"-59"-48"-23"-53"-44" 11 -16 49" -56"-66" -78"
19 Indirect Exclusion 341 19 -317-34"-50"-45"-. " 617 48" 24" 557 457 -11 15 -49” 577 67" 79" -99"
20 Exclusion 369 167 -40"-437-52"-52" " 62" 527 287 657 427 -17 21 -56" 59" 68" 817 -79" 78"
21 Unti-democratic 373 130 -04 -13 -08 217 41 13 A7 07 -07 -01 -18 05 .10 .19 -27" 26" 21
22 Democracy 517 138 .16 .00 .03 -14 -02 14 -08 A1 07 .09 317 -04 01 -25 20 -20 -23 -17
23 Civil Rights 506 151 .17 .06 .09 -19 -10 15 -13 06 .07 .08 32" -10 -07 -30" 25  -25 -26" -18 98"
24 Political violence 192 124 -08 .04 06 .07 . 04 -03 -11 08 -04 -11 -07 -07 -12 -14 -10 07 -18 .19 .14 .19 -14 -10
25 Activism 221 128 00 18 .04 .13 .11 -01 03 -06 .09 -05 -02 -01 .03 .09 -06 -02 .05 -14 .15 .05 .05 .06 .05 58"
26 Halacha 354 183 .16 -01 -02 -14 -09 01 .06 -04 28" 06 -10 -09 .04 -12 A7 07 .13 -14 14 .18 28" -01 01 .19 .18
27 Dogmatism 310 123 -01 -14 -13 -11 -20° 24" 26" 13 16 21" 23" -03 .04 -19 26" 27" 28" -30" 31" 24" 23" .12 -12 36" 20" .18
28 RWA 480 148 -14 -25 -417-20" -18 38" 34" 357 18 30" 35 -01 -01 -11 30" 52" 457 -35" 377 34" 06 .18 .15 -13 -01 21" 21
29 LWA 470 166 -13 -15 -13 04 -03 08 .08 .14 -06 07 .13 -15 06 .09 .08 .09 .01 .17 -17 -02 -04 20 .19 -13 -04 -23 -06 .18
30 SDO 326 120 -12 -07 -05 -11 -06 .07 .02 -01 -01 .09 .09 .00 .06 -09 -01 .01 .12 -23° 24" 15 14 -28"-26".30" 02 -03 27" -06 -31"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 455 1.51
2 Warmth 354 185 26
3 Morality 308 158 307 62"
4 Loyalty to the country 475 159 377 42" 31"
5 Feeling Thermometer 3394 2334 20 36 66 .33
6 Hatred 307 191 -307 -20 -38" -18 -42'
7 Contempt 370 199 -20 -14 -39 -24" -45
8 Anger 473 187 -21 -21 -51"7 -03 -50 50"
9 Fear 338 193 -01 -17 -20 ~-18 -27 507 47"
10 Disgust 393 210 -21  -16 -55  -15 -54" 70" 70" 567
11 Disappointment 486 199 -09 -30" -36" .04 -38" . 28" 45" 20 327
12 Openness to Political Other 458 188 317 56" 48" 377 38" -47" -20 -20 -14 -26° -34"
13 Threat Perceptions 419 176 -15 -397 -50" -19 -44" 377 317 58" 41" 49" 49" -49”
14 Civil Rights least liked 240 150 -317 -39" -317 -19 -4 577 357 26 307 33" 220 67" 38"
15 Indirect Exclusion 235 157 -347 -377 -33" .19 -17 60" 39" 28 327 377 220 -e6" 38" 99"
16 Exclusion 287 168 -27° -38" -39 -17 -26° 48" 20" 28" 32" 35 28" -71"7 517 82" 84"
17 Unti-democratic 292 14 05 -18 -07 -13 04 19 16 -03 18 14 -17 -39° 07 52" 52" 44"
18 Democracy 612 104 -11 -18 -28" -05 -24° 07 -01 05 -03 -01 220 00 .15 -16 -14 -11 -29°
19 Civil Rights 621 109 -07 -17 -28" -06 -25 07 03 07 00 01 A9 04 13 -17 -15 -13 -28" .98~
20 Political violence 167 124 -04 07 12 -12 17 26 19 01 18 08 -10 -12 .02 48 47" 26 34" -39° -38"
21 Activism 258 116 -25 -16 -09 -16 03 32" 33" 23 377 20 12 -20 .18 45 46 300 21 -277 -277 57"
22 Halacha 276 172 -12 -22° -16 -17  -07 40 A1 42 20 A3 26 -577 41" 62" 62" 66 327 -05 -08 38 .26
23 Dogmatism 258 116 -20 -05 -04 -08 -05 33 17 08 13 18 A7 -36 317 56" 560 42" 21 -18 -19 33" 28 46"
24 RWA 359 144 00 -06 .04 -04 06 -03 ~-15 -16 00 -12 -01 -31" 24" 32" 28 377 37" -05 -09 06 -14 49"
25 LWA 463 199 13 30" 18 12 06 -12 02 -01 06 -11 -21 58 -34" -45" -43" -52° -277 04 09 -16 05 -33"
26 SDO 229 123 -09 29" 46" 03 46" -04 -20 -30" -07 -18 -20 00 -26° 11 A1 .08 19 -46" -47" 19 17 10 -1

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 2 N=84

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 422 149

2 Warmth 341 195 43"

3 Morality 300 167 43" 617

4 Loyalty to the country 413 178 53" 46" 45"

5 Feeling Thermometer 3096 2282 27" 38" 53" 207

6 Hatred 304 185

7 Contempt 365 193

8 Anger 462 179

9 Fear 389 208

10 Disgust 383 1.87

11 Disappointment 470 1.88

12 Treatment 5391 3026 26 26 .12 34" 06 -06 -15 .06 -08 -03 -11

13 Justified 319  1.80 © 26" -01 .08 12 -03

14 Openness to Political Other 414 184 221" -29"-29" -18 .

15 Threat Perceptions 407 178 46" 45" 44" 49"

16 Dehumanization 351 172 49" 34" 47" 42

17 Policy Least Liked 291 137 23" 17 327 14

18 Civil Rights least liked 554 1.39 .23 -26 -33" -14

19 Indirect Exclusion 240 144 24" 24" 36" .15

20 Exclusion 308 169 . 27" 33" 33" 24

21 Unti-democratic 287 118 -21" -09 -02 08 .01 -02 " 46"

22 Democracy 6.00 097 A2 =15 -15 -13 -15 -05 -12 -11 -06 -14 -06 -40"

23 Civil Rights 607 1.04 A5 -16 -13 -15 -16 -08 -14 -11 -05 -18 -09 -43" 97"

24 Political violence 197 130 -13 05 23° 09 -11 05 .02 -19 -20 .17 -23 05 .15 . 47" 347 427 -39"7-37"

25 Activism 262 113 05 -10 24" 20 .11 30" 08 -01 .04 .16 -15 24" .16 . ©32" 22" 18 -19 -18 55°

26 Halacha 261 161 -20 -10 357 20 03 .09 07 .05 -20 .12 -53" 21" 43" 52" 52" 44" -217-23" 44" 26

27 Dogmatism 277 107 -28" 06 16 09 .09 .16 .09 .09 -01 09 -19 .14 31" 49" 417 467 -467-43" 55" 357 457

28 RWA 390 142 -06-33" -06 -15 -04 .20 .14 .11 20 10 24" -26 -06 -39 .14 39" " 30" 54" -14 -19 16 -03 35" 27"
29 LWA 471 197 307 33" 12 23" 04 -14 -12 10 03 03 14 26° -09 48" -17 -18 " -387-42" -20 01 .07 -317 -05 -25 -06 .01
30 SDO 235 116 -11 10 11 -02 19 06 .07 -01 .11 .08 .00 -07 .06 -03 .01 .13 -307 317 10 367-497-51" 46" 317 33" 49" 26' -09

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 3 N=80

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 4.26 1.50

2 Wamth 360 178 46"

3 Morality 313 163 38" 64"

4 Loyalty to the country 446 179 58" 497 55"

5 Feeling Thermometer 3021 2415 32" 46" 63" 47"

6 Hatred 290 175 -22 -25 -25 -16 -28

7 Contempt 365 182 -08 -15 -18 -12 -17 53"

8 Anger 445 158 -08 00 -22 .01 -33" 48" 54"

9 Fear 422 190 22 03 -10 .09 -09 33" 40" 49"

10 Disgust 355 197 -08 -20 -15 -17 -12 60" 55 44" 17

11 Disappointment 478 186 -14 -18 -24° -07 -44" 28" 41" 58" 46" 29"

12 Treatment 5308 322 20 33" 24" 49" 32" 03 .14 20 .14 -04 -04

13 Justified 388 179 .19 -03 03 .06 .04 -10 -06 -08 -10 .15 -08 -10

14 Openness to Political Other 440 176 34" 577 43" 497 48" -427-27" -10 -04 -37" -17 42" -03

15 Threat Perceptions 449 159 07 -13 -20 -07 -07 16 25 21 .14 36" 20 -13 26 -09

16 Dehumanization 355 185 -06-37 -28 -15-23 39" 32" .19 .18 39" 26 -07 .13 -55 .18

17 Policy Least Liked 296 125 -09-37 -10 -16 -05 37" 23 01 -04 43" -02 -18 .13 -58" 22 66"

18 Civil Rights least liked 541 152 10 38" 15 25 04 -407-23" -02 -09 -44" -08 29" -17 52" -24" -70"-78"

19 Indirect Exclusion 247 148 -08 -33  -11 -18 02 42" 22 03 06 44" 02 -24" 19 -49" 27" 68" 81" -98"

20 Exclusion 304 175 -11-44"-20 -27 -04 43" 26  -03 13 42" 04 -22 22" -62" 34" 61" 78"

21 Unti-democratic 279 119 16 00 24 06 317 -04 -22-39" -15 10 -33" -14 30" -09 08 .19 46" -38" 40" 37"

22 Democracy 615 101 .10 -10 -11 -05 -22 00 .10 .10 -01 .05 30" .06 -01 -07 25" .13 -09 -01 -05 -03 -15

23 Civil Rights 622 105 .09 -08 -13 -06 -23" -01 .10 .11 -02 07 29° 06 -01 -03 .30 .12 -11 .01 -06 -05 -19 98"

24 Political violence 192 122 01 07 23 07 27 A7 06 -19 -01 .14 -12 -08 -01 -07 .09 .26 51" -50" 54" 39" 44" -32"-30"

25 Activism 247 105 15 16 20 27 18 A7 17 16 04 16 05 19 03 08 .18 05 09 -11 17 -02 -13 -04 00 26

26 Halacha 270 167 -09 -19 02 -19 01 18 07 -12 01 24 06 -25 -07 -47" 03 47" 64" -59" 58" 55" 31" -11 -14 55~ .12

27 Dogmatism 285 102 02 09 11 -06 29" 12 .13 -13 -12 21 -24° 09 .18 -12 .12 31" 52" -37" 42" 34" 45" .20 -16 44" 23 22
28 RWA 380 161 -10 -13 03 -23 14 -02 07 -13 07 .16 .05 -13 -05-23 .00 .30 35" -37" 33" 32" 27" 05 01 35 .01 45 33"
29 LWA 465 193 12 417 19 24 07 -10 -01 27 .16 -15 23 37 -16 44" -13 -23'-38" .36 -37 -37 -31" 18 .16 -21 .10 -28 -22 -06
30 SDO 230 118 .06 18 27" 26" 31" 17 .08 -10 .13 17 -21 .00 .15 -02 -03 10 .28 -21 29' 20 42" -51".. 5" 12 21

Note: **. Correlation is significant ét the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tai|ed).'
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Wave 4 N=45

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 473 154
2 Warmth 420 201 717
3 Morality 344 184
4 Loyalty to the country 482 1.85
5 Feeling Thermometer 3242 2851 " 39"
6 Hatred 371 214 " -28 48"
7 Contempt 416 204 -34-48" 77"
8 Anger 500 177 " .26 -60 52 70"
9 Fear 398 209 43 07 -06 .05 -13
10 Disgust 427 247 740" -54" 86" 80" 57" -.16
11 Disappointment 507 191 -20 -21 38" 517 48" 13 517
12 Treatment 6224 29.14 18 00 -08 -02 .15 -02 -08 .09
13 Justified 364 179 407 10 -24 -23 -20 -14 -24 -51" -16
14 Openness to Political Other 487 186 © 32" 487 -41"-26 -15 .18 -44" -11 18 -08
15 Threat Perceptions 49 161 136 26 -17 46" 29 -02 -23 -45"
16 Dehumanization 389 188 " 417 32" -36 647 08 -15 -02 -66"
17 Policy Least Liked 302 153 T 25 25 -23 417 -03 -01 12 -74"
18 Civil Rights least liked 536  1.80 " -50"-33" -13 .16 -517 -06 22 -07 75"
19 Indirect Exclusion 258  1.81 T 33 13 -20 527 05 -24 08 -74"
20 Exclusion 302 178 A8 13 -34" 38" -06 -27 24 -75° 84"
21 Unti-democratic 270 139 A8 -02 -22 -29 09 -17 -34° 01 -36 .16 31" 37 -51" 48" 49"
22 Democracy 616 088 -14 -25 -37 A3 28 03 14 11 30 -15 06 .21 20 -18 .14 -15 -09 -37
23 Civil Rights 618 093 -10 -19 -26 02 -26 -09 .10 23 05 .07 05 .34 -11 09 21 A7 -19 .19 -20 -14 -37 .96~
24 Political violence 199 134 -07 43 31 -18 31 25 T.02 -14 01 18 30 -417 45 33 55 -577-55"
25 Activism 291 125 .02 -01 -01 -22 36" 417 407 10 397 477 11 -09 -16 21 08 24 -25 19 .15 .01 -16 -21 .13
26 Halacha 317 181 -15 -22 11 -A7 23 03 -20 -21 20 -06 -15 .10 -41" 26 37" 53" -60" 62" 61" 47" -25 -24 49" 05
27 Dogmatism 293 124 -01 18 44" -1 02 15 -10 06 .03 -02 -18 -08 .00 -05 02 .12 -19 21 .02 .36 -35 -18 45 .03 32
28 RWA 366 162 -19 -22 07 -20 21 03 -19 -31"-30" .02 -22 -13 -04 -24 14 35 27 -24 25 35 67 -26 -24 42" -16 42" 29
29 LWA 477 243 27 417 -06 08 -02 -17 03 13 23 -24 08 .32 -17 48" -477-53"-43" 56" -577-59"-48" 03 .03 -35 .01 -58" -12 -39"
30 SDO 219 1.06 -01 23 517 01 43" -01 -14 -30 -05 -15 -32  -18 .09 -08 -31 -07 .15 -22 24 07 55 -56 -47 58" -07 .19 53" 39" -04

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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8.5 ULTRA-ORTHODOX

Wave 1 N=452

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 3.87 1.63
2 Warmth 3.56 1.62
3 Morality 334 156
4 Loyalty to the country 246 141 24"
5 Feeling Thermometer 30.34 19.17 41" 33"
6 Hatred 298 179 -38" -10° -43”
7 Contempt 346 183 -33" 20" -45"7 597
8 Anger 471 1.80 -36" -337 -457 507 517
9 Fear 310 192 -29"  -05 17" 397 36" 28"
10 Disgust 364 195 -43" 217 -49” 857 69" 557 397
11 Disappointment 485 188 -307 -197 -327 33" 38" 587 197 37"
12 Openness to Political Other 410 168 46" 77 42" 377 -337 -77 -257 41T -o7
13 Threat Perceptions 364 153 -42" 267 40" 437 43" 397 36" 47" 36" -307
14 Civil Rights least liked 272 114 -357 -05 -247 417 377 267 317 397 217 42" 43"
15 Indirect Exclusion 245 111 -347 .03 227 43" 377 247 327 397 19" 44" 42" 97"
16 Exclusion 259 130 -38"  -07 -24" 427 357 49" 277 43" 47" 537 41" 7" 747
17 Unti-democratic 263 121 -23" 09 -07 28" 217 05 22" 257 00 -38° 177 36" 38" 45"
18 Democracy 605 0.86 -02 00 -06 -06 -10° 08 -01 -05 .05 .16° .03 -14" -15" -22"
19 Civil Rights 6.10 092 01 01 -04 -08 -13" 06 -02 -09 .04 197 01 -18" " 26" 97"
20 Political violence 161 105 -1 07 07 48" 447 04 437 437 08 -18" 12" 357 40" 40" 327 -257 -26
21 Activism 249 108 05 09 10 00 02 06 01 05 -03 .06 05 .42 15" 06 .08 07 09 317
22 Halacha 212 151 -25" 157 01 227 457 .06 22" 19" .07 -33" 07 35" 40" 38" 47" -12° 137 387 457
23 Dogmatism 246  1.05 -137 117 03 267 497 01 6" 197 07 -237 09 307 36" 337 347 18" 197 42" 16" 407
24 RWA 355 142 -25" 03 -03 477 2" 03 42" 22" 04 -4 09 277 307 41" 45" -06 -09 47" -08 46" 27"
25 LWA 508  1.86 20" -1 03 -12° -100 400 -22" -7 07 367 02 -16" -197 -237 -40" 16" 16" -137 147 42" 28" -33"
26 SDO 254 113 03 04 07 09 13" 01 02 04 -08 -04 01 07 10 06 20" -32" -35" 25" 02 11 20" 02 -13"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 2 N=375

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.95 1.70
2 Warmth 343 159
3 Morality 335 162
4 Loyalty to the country 243 1.40
5 Feeling Thermometer 30.06 20.12
6 Hatred 295 178 10 -38"
7 Contempt 336 1.81 " 11" -36" 58"
8 Anger 466 170 26" -44" 45" 45"
9 Fear 295 187 -01 00 -19" 3 " 267
10 Disgust 368 1.87 -237-28"-26"-16"-40" 64" 56" 47" 35"
11 Disappointment 468 197 -01-10" -13 -207-36" 29" 38" 60" 22" 32"
12 Treatment 4746 2376 03 04 01 00 .13 -03 03 .06 .06 .02 .03
13 Justified 403 181 01 .02 -01 -07 -05 01 .07 15" 04 .08 .13 -317
14 Openness to Political Other 391 175 40 23" 30 " .07 317 .02 -01 .05
15 Threat Perceptions 388 159 -12 -18"-14" -10 -29" 42" 36" 35" 35" 34" 36" .08 -04 -29"
16 Dehumanization 342 160 . " 337 317 477 257 08 01 -46" 45”
17 Policy Least Liked 272 126 y 16" - 217 277 457 477 -01 -03 -53" 40" 63"
18 Civil Rights least liked 517 148 277 37" 30" 14" 29" -46"-38"-29"-22"-44"-28" -01 -03 40" -43"-54"-67"
19 Indirect Exclusion 253 115 i " 267 217 457 247 -01 03 -417 417
20 Exclusion 281 143 " 207 257 43" 477 -02 05 -59" 48"
21 Unti-democratic 267 120 T .07 -02 14”7 07 -06 147 207 -07 05 -09 -36 .07 26" 33" -30" 32" 42
22 Democracy 587 095 " 07 03 -01 -09 .03 -09 -06 .06 .07 .01 .1 -05 -22" 18" -20"-217-28"
23 Civil Rights 591 1.04 “ 07 02 -03-11"-01 -09 -09 .04 07 .00 18" -04 -07 -22" 19" -217-22"-30" 97"
24 Political violence 172 104 -217-17"-11" 10 04 25 26" -02 16" 217 -07 -04 -06 -27 18" 23" 38" -37" 417 42" 427-317-32"
25 Activism 241 114 -02 00 06 .09 -02 .10 .12 02 05 05 03 -03 -02 .09 .07 .03 .07 -11" .14~ 07 -02 -01 -01 26"
26 Halacha 203 144 "-307-18" 47" 05 207 177 -07 117 227 -05 -04 -12°-397 16" 317 43" -38" 43" 44" 427 -16"-15" 49" AT"
27 Dogmatism 251 104 -23"-21"-10 .05 -07 .2 " 00 177 207 -05 .05 -157-28". " 327-257-247 417 13" 38"
28 RWA 36 145 -167-12°-11" 03 06 .15° 08 -02 05 20 -03 .07 .03 -36 . " 49" -07 -09 267 -05 277 29"
29 LWA 532 173 247 26" 20" -04 -04 -06 -01 20" -09 -08 20  -01 .10 37" . .327 20" 16" -20" 147 -397-20"-14"
30 _SDbo 263 116 -197-16"-12° 00 06 -02 .04 -09 -01 .07 -13" .02 -04 -10 .05 .12 20" -11" .14~ 15" 26" -40 -40" 27" .00

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 3 N=256

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 379 173
2 Warmth 350 166 50"
3 Morality 334 164 47 60"
4 Loyalty to the country 258 145 25 337 46"
5  Feeling Thermometer 2816 2387 417 500 52" 42°
6 Hatred 305 1.90 39"
7 Contempt 359  1.99 58"
8 Anger 451 1.90 48"
9 Fear 289 195 38
10 Disgust 376 213 " 69"
11 Disappointment 457 202 38" 39
12 Treatment 4325 2531 00 -04 02 19" 12 .01
13 Justified 421 179
14 Openness to Political Other 409 187
15 Threat Perceptions 3.80 1.70
16 Dehumanization 3.55 1.69
17 Policy Least Liked 274 1.38
18  Civil Rights least liked 523 126 417327 -76"
19  Indirect Exclusion 254 125 " 42" 307 . 78" -97"
20 Exclusion 266 150 " 407 197 . " 747 88" 717
21 Unti-democratic 279 127 " 06 " 22" 05 " 477 -41" 437 49”7
22 Democracy 587 094 .03 .02 -07 -08 -05 -07 -02 .08 -16" 18" -187-.197-37"
23 Civil Rights 591 099 .03 .04 -06 -07 -05 -08 -05 .07 -187 217 -217-217-40" 98"
24 Political violence 179 118 -177-15 -12 10 02 25 217 10 .14 00 .05 -30" .11 43" -40" 42" 397 417-307-31"
25 Activism 246 111 -02 -07 -08 04 07 05 06 .11 13 09 -05 -05 .12 22" 16" 18" 09 .07 -09 -07 40"
26 Halacha 216 151 -10 -13° 02 25" 11 19" 04 -14" 16 . -05 -08 -26" 01 .11 347 -19" 257 317 39" -16 -16" 47" 25"
27 Dogmatism 268 105 -08-18" -08 .04 -02 30" 22" .06 .18 . A1 =12 -327 207 317 417 -257 297 39" 457-207-20" 46" 25" 26"
28 RWA 364 149 -177-207-13" 06 -02 20" .15 .02 .08 . -08 01 -35" 06 30" 32" -24" 24" 357 55" -10 -13" 34" 03 377 35"
29 LWA 521 177 14 217 10 -05 01 -05 .02 217 -06 -02 .15 .07 26 33" .08 -197-29" 17" -23"-217-31" 14" 14" -17" 05 -40"-22"-22"
30 SDO 264 114 01 -13° 06 .04 .09 16" .14 -03 -02 .02 -10 -14  -05 -10 -02 .00 .11 -08 .11 13 32" -34"-34" 30" .07 20" 30" .15 -28"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 4 N=195

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.79 1.65

2 Warmth 3.49 1.57

3 Morality 317 156 517

4 Loyalty to the country 241 155 T 217 347

5  Feeling Thermometer 2525 19.86 267 39" 47" 33"

6 Hatred 33 190 -27"-217-42"-14" 33"

7 Contempt 385 194 -337-327-43"-19"-39" 68"

8  Anger 507 1.79 -04 -34"-32"-27" 52" 44"

9 Fear 333 1.99 12 -3 . 25"

10 Disgust 388 196 18" -43" 45" 38

11 Disappointment 513 187 -16 -26" 30" 357 46" 09 32"

12 Treatment 4272 2583 A5 257 -04 -06 01 -01 -05 -10

13 Justified 426 187 -17°-217 05 07 A7 -05 .13 20" -39"

14  Openness to Political Other 395 173 " 14 397 " T.16° 15 -14°

15  Threat Perceptions 427 163 " -237.317-36"-42" 43" 33" 08 267 -31"

16 Dehumanization 365 1.60 -29"-377.287-39" 50" 45" . " 01 .08 -55 50"

17  Policy Least Liked 273 137 " .337-33" 10 -28" 46" 45~ 28" 457 17 -04 04 -64" 32" 64

18  Civil Rights least liked 52 122 © 337 317 A7 307 -457-417-217-27" " 57" -62"

19 Indirect Exclusion 251 121 ".337-30" " 477 417 48" 307 " 55" 66 -98"

20 Exclusion 270 144 357-29"-16"-37" 39" 357 06 217 " 58" 697 -67" 697

21 Unti-democratic 266 1.20 -15-16" -04 -04 18 A7 -07 .14 32" 44" -36" 40" 47"

22 Democracy 589  0.89 07 08 .06 .04 -06-15 -05 -14 -03 -15" 11 -10 -18 -20"

23 Civil Rights 591 097 41 A1 07 .08 -10 -19" -06 -16" -05 -16" 13 -12 -19"-19" 97"

24 Political violence 168 1.06 -03 -04 -02 12 23" 15 04 23" 19" 28" -29" 32" 23" 30" -08 -05

25  Activism 268 1.1 04 00 05 .06 .08 .02 .11 .09 04 06 -01 03 -01 -09 .06 .06 .33"

26 Halacha 199 144 -217-17" 06 -13 29" 15 -04 15 23" 00 -16" -02 -39" .08 29" 44" -317 35" 39" 40" -07 -05 26 .04

27 Dogmatism 261 104 -15-18" 03 -07 35" 28" .09 19" 307 .03 -01 .05 -36" 23" 317 45" -38" 40" 35" 207-27"-25" 31" 23" 317

28 RWA 34 15 -20"-13 -07 04 -07 19" 15 -06 .11 23" 16 -14 07 -35 14 32" 36 -32" 317 37" 517 -13 -14 47 -12 377 28"
29 LWA 551 165 .25 23" 11 -03 .11 -09 -01 21" -10 -10 -03 .13 .10 28" .07 -12-26" 21" -25"-25"-32" 13 13 -03 .12 -36 -26 -24~
30 SDO 263 113 -16 .01 -03 07 14 .15 08 -13 .06 .05 -16 -07 .00 -11 -08 -07 .12 -09 10 .06 26" -28"-27" 11 -09 19" 33" .15 .21~

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 1 N=407

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 3.57 1.59
2 Warmth 375 146 53"
3 Morality 282 150 53" 547
4 Loyalty to the country 190 127 377 38" 58"
5 Feeling Thermometer 2779 2303 40 45 58"
6 Hatred 247 175 -26" -39" -34" -42"
7 Contempt 257 181 -247 -32" -32" -39"
8 Anger 360 208 -25" -32" -44” -44” 53"
9 Fear 447 194 -18" -25" -40” -38" 38" 517
10 Disgust 305 194 -33" -377 -42” -44” 67" 56" 45"
11 Disappointment 342 218 -18" -29" -39” -35" 49" 58" 45" 41"
12 Openness to Political Other 256 147 38" " 557 517 -267 -337 -32" -44” .27
13 Threat Perceptions 420 176 -23" -39" -42" 36" 44" 33" 38" 38"
14 Civil Rights least liked 392 179 -29” -52" -537 44" 41" 53" 350 477 397 60"
15 Indirect Exclusion 414 176 -29" -53" -55" 44" 40" 547 377 48" 40”7 63" 98"
16 Exclusion 446 158 -26" 45" -48" 377 337 42" 307 457 307 59" 72" 757
17 Unti-democratic 288 125 -11 14" S120 a7 a9t a3t 20 a8t T 5" 2 197 247
18 Democracy 573 102 16" 217 09 -23" -22" .37 417 2197 -3 227 437 -227 217 227 -347
19 Civil Rights 570 143 18" 24" 437 -26" -267 -6 -137 -217 147 237 -167 247 -237 -257 .34" 98"
20 Political violence 148 096 -04 -04 -08 47" 19" 07 04 A5 08 -05 08 .09 07 04 197 -16" -17"
21 Activism 223 105 .08 43" 12 08 10 09 08 06 02 08 477 01 03 01 -06 -01 .03 .03 43"
22 Halacha 285 182 -1 -09  -03 -157 45" 44" 45" 07 45T 08 -197 237 217 217 19" 35" .04 -04 18" 10
23 Dogmatism 243 101  -18" -10° -02 -18" 297 357 18" 12" 307 207 -157 447 217 49" 8" 327 -267 -28" 337 A7 197
24 RWA 399 141 -14" -13" 200 07 -217 477 47" 217 00 22" 477 -28" 307 337 337 36 42" -12° .13 09 -120 41" 277
25 LWA 487 169 147 09 120 06 14" -05 -03 -03 -02 -08 .04 18" -10° -13" -13" 11" -20" 16" 15" -05 04 -37" -19" -08
26 SDO 281 118  -24" -14" 22" 47" 22" 42° 42' 14" 08 47" 04 -18" 18" 25" 24" 207 12° -257 _25" 217 01 09 20" 06 -21"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed);

*. Correlation is significaht at the 0.05.Ieve.l (2-tailed).

7 In the first wave this group was referred as “asylum seekers/refugees”
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Wave 2 N=293

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.40 1.34

2 Wamth 377 132 36

3 Morality 285 127 40" 417

4 Loyalty to the country 190 114 317 247 46"

5 Feeling Thermometer 2897 2237 30" .16 39" 36"

6 Hatred 259 162 -20 -28"-29"-15"-18"

7 Contempt 260 168 -22"-217-25"-10 -07 71"

8 Anger 361 195 -2 -227-32" 54" 48"

9 Fear 442 185 -217-16"-32"-18"-15" 33" 28" 43"

10 Disgust 315 1.88 .377.227-26" 66" 64" 52" 39"

11 Disappointment 351 201 -227-18" 517 45" 62" 377 47"

12 Treatment 39.92 2386 .11 .00 -06 .01 -02 .08 .05 .15 -04 .06 .17

13 Justified 406 175 -08 .00 -14 -15 -15 06 .09 .05 .16  .12° 14" -39"

14 Openness to Political Other 253 140 357 30" 43" 47" 37" -28"-227-33"-22"-30"-34" -11

15 Threat Perceptions 431 168 -277-24"-52"-37"-37" 40" 33" . " 45" 41" a7

16 Dehumanization 339 170 -36 -40"-527-33"-29" 49" 46" . " 527 477 197

17  Policy Least Liked 381 134 .27 -447-407-33" 43" 38" . " 387 417 197 .

18  Civil Rights least liked 394 174 327 257 48" 417 397 -36" 44" 43" 28" 80"

19 Indirect Exclusion 427 167 -337-23"-497-44".44" 43" 35" . C 45" 44" 277 . T 81" 98"

20 Exclusion 455 158 .46 -417-35" 36" 27" . " 377 367 .26 " 68" -81" 82"

21 Unti-democratic 317 134 " .09 -13" 267 28" . " 27" 277 45 " 357 -42" 40" 36

22 Democracy 563 1.07 02 " -217-14" 00 "-19" 20" -197-22"-32"

23 Civil Rights 556 1.0 07 " .237-16" -.02 22" 26" -25"-27"-36" 98"

24 Political violence 159 101 -03 -08 -07 12" . 22" 14" 08 " 227 197 18" 137 287 -197-217

25 Activism 218 098 .05 -14  -02 07 .04 22" 19" 09 18" .09 " 14" -06 06 .08 .08 -03 -04 30"

26 Halacha 272 163 -17" -07 -22" -06 -14" 13" .10 16" 03 147 © 227 25" 247 22" 36" -08 -11 .10 13

27  Dogmatism 258 1.02 -187-24"-08 06 -02 35" 29 . 32" 267 45 " 287257 227 157 397-207-19" 32" 257 20"

28 RWA 422 156 -187-17"-23"-08 -06 .10 13" 11 237 177 257 04 18" -36" 317 397 317 -40" 37" 38" 47" -10 -14" 13" 01 317 20"
29 LWA 499 159 14" 12" 10 06 197 -217-16"-12" -02 -12° 02 -13" 07 .16 -16" -14 -20" 18" -18" 11 -20" 11 12" -10 -06 -34" -11 .05
30 SDO 282 121 -03 -04 -04 -01 -05 20" 17" 08 .03 19" .07 13 .05 -08 .08 13 .15 -12° 11 .07 .20"-24"-25" 17" 13" 10 28" -01-26"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 3 N=231

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
Capabilities 3.46 1.356
Warmth 403 132 28"
Morality 291 146 507 36"
Loyalty to the country 220 141 45" 26" 60"
Feeling Thermometer 2823 2017 36" 28" 49" 50
Hatred 273 179 -187-35"-34"-15-35"
Contempt 275 180 -297-337-297-197-34" 62
Anger 368 196 -16 -20"-42"-317-36" 60" 49"
Fear 455 190 -20"-17 -40"-35 -34" 33" 37" 43"
Disgust 324 193 -297-377-43"-28"-46" 72" 63" 53" 48"
Disappointment 35 205 -04-28-25-18 -14 39" 34" 517 32" 36"
Treatment 3492 2358 .14 -01 02 20" 20" -04 -03 .04 -07 -04 .13
Justified 414 169 -06 03 -15 -12 -16 14" 14 11 18" 14" 03 -30°
Openness to Political Other 268 147 36" 36" 52" 40" 52" -34"-33"-33"-38"-46"-25" -01 -15'
Threat Perceptions 433 173 -187-197-327-307-34" 25" 24”7 297 38" 377 227 14" 16 -38"
Dehumanization 331 164 -327-467-47"-28"-40" 42" 46" 36" 35" 49" 28" 17" 17" -54" 53"
Policy Least Liked 371 131 -357-38"-54"-38"-52" 38" 45 47" 38" 49" 297 197 20" -597 49" 717
Civil Rights least liked 410 164 28" 30" 50" 38" 52" -377-44"-50"-39"-43"-34"-19"-20" 55" -57"-69"-80"
Indirect Exclusion 409 164 -28-29"-52"-407-55" 38" 44" 517 397 45" 33" 18" 23" -577 597 68" 82" -98"
Exclusion 435 155 -257-407-39"-33"-47" 34" 37" 36" 28" 42" 277 16" 09 -67" 55" 62" 74"
Unti-democratic 311 112 -05-26-23"-13"-16 33" 197 23" 33" 28" 28" 00 .15 -21" 16 30" T 267 247
Democracy 561 108 .04 13 .13 00 .11 -14 -18"-15 -10 -27" -07 07 -09 22" -14"-297-25" 217 .19"-24"-36"
Civil Rights 555 120 .04 14 17 03 .16 -17 -187-18" -13 -297 -09 .06 -10 27" -16 -327-28" 24" -23"-27"-36" 98"
Political violence 156 093 .05 -20° 01 .13 .10 24" 28" 11 01 217 08 06 .03 -03 05 25 .13° -11 .10 .08 22" -27"-24"
Activism 218 098 08 05 05 .03 .01 08 .10 17  -03 06 .03 .04 07 07 .01 -03 05 -03 05 .00 -10 .03 .01 .14
Halacha 281 176 -07 -12-28"-22"-13 04 07 .09 .18" 19" 16" .06 .14  -20" 23" 21" 217 -29" 30" 25" .38"-217-20" 08 .03
Dogmatism 251 106 -12-25 -16 .00 -08 27" 26 19" .06 28" 11 .13 14" -16 .10 30 28" -28" 25" 18" 277 -297-27" 41" 13 22"
RWA 401 147 -05-24"-15 -09 -08 19" 177 16" 23" 177 257 10 .12 -297 15 317 257 -32" 30" 29" 40" -13 -14" 13" -16 30" 217
LWA 498 153 00 -04 15 03 .11 00 .02 .03 05 -04 .07 -06 -09 07 -11 -06 -08 .14 -15 .00 -03 .12 .10 -09 .00 -27 -19" .12
SDO 303 118 -09 -02 -01 .01 -04 10 14 03 .07 13 .01 -10 11 -08 .16 10 .13 -08 .07 -01 20" -22"-21".18" .00 .08 23" .03 -15

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 4 N=207

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.51 1.52
2 Warmth 399 143 38"
3 Morality 297 142 56" 44"
4 Loyalty to the country 194 122 35 24" 62"
5 Feeling Thermometer 2474 2058 36 25 547 45"
6 Hatred 274 181 -38"-27"-33" -10 -34"
7 Contempt 274 182 -357-28-32" -11 -26" 72"
8 Anger 38 200 -32"-14"-42"-28"-43" 66" 51"
9 Fear 448 196 -19" "-197.27" 267 357 44"
10 Disgust 323 194 -44"-, -197-43" 72" 747 59" 45"
11 Disappointment 369 204 -207 " .10 -22" 327 38" 50" 40" 43"
12 Treatment 37.71 2473 -02 -10 01 -06 -15 .13 .06 -11 .09
13 Justified 401 175 -04 -07 -197 20" 247 22" 16" 19" 217 -38"
14 Openness to Political Other 261 153 47" " 28" 57" -387-29"-43"7-27"-38"-23" -12 -08
15 Threat Perceptions 428 165 -25 -28"-467-38"-40" 36" 317 437 32" 42" 38" 19" 09 -36"
16 Dehumanization 338 175 -427-35-52"-27"-50" 517 49" 547 33" 56" 417 13 11 -55" 617
17 Policy Least Liked 393 140 -36-337-427-25".53" 50" 417 56" 38" 507 39" 17" 16" -60" 52" .74
18  Civil Rights least liked 389 176 297 22" 44" 28" 54" -50"-45"-58"-35"-55"-48"-18"-23" 53" -63"-75"-77"
19  Indirect Exclusion 432 17 -317-217-457-327-57" 48" 427 577 35" 54" 477 197 237 -54" 64" 73" 78" -98"
20 Exclusion 435 158 -327-357-46"-30"-55" 49" 44" 50" 27" 46" 38" 09 20" -64" 62" 68" 69" -75 74"
21 Unti-democratic 303 143 -14 -17 -20" -02 -22" 39" 417 36" 277 377 42" 04 217 -29" 427 50" 44" -47" 44" 437
22 Democracy 568 103 .17 38" 257 07 A7 -397-377-25"-197-40"-21" 47 -20" 227 .277-33"-28" 23" -18"-34"-38"
23 Civil Rights 561 114 197 39" 277 10 20" -397-377-27"-20"-41"-23" 14" -17" 24" -317-357-31" 26" -217-37"-38" 99"
24 Political violence 143 082 01 -13 .10 207 11 26 297 .10 -04 21" 08 -02 07 .04 A1 A7 10 -12 07 .07 35 -297-26"
25 Activism 215 094 -06 02 03 .15 07 217 24" 14 07 09 -09 .04 08 -06 .00 .00 .02 -04 -05 .05 -15 -14" 25"
26 Halacha 277 175 -16 -05 -18 -05-20" 26" 31" 277 20" 31" 19" 10 17" -15 33" 26" 267 -35 34" 28" 457 -227-23" 24" 08
27 Dogmatism 25 106 -18" S 00 -11 277 337 317 41 207 16" 06 .15 -18" 237 377 207 -33" 29”7 27 32" 197 227
28 RWA 396 143 -21" -02 -217 277 317 347 277 29" 377 08 11 -38" 417 44" 417 44" 41" 357 507-207-21" 11 -18" 38" 25"
29 LWA 512 146 -03 .08 19" 13 14" -09 -06 .00 .04 -06 .03 -16 -07 .15 -22" -09 -20" 19" -23"-23" -07 .16 .15 -06 .03 -30 -21" .04
30 _Sbo 283 126 -03 .04 -06 -07 -15 18" 16" 12 19" 22" 06 .02 .12 -08 .28" 23" 29" -32" 33" 24" 30" -197-19" 20" .00 26" 34" .08 -40"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 2 N=144

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 347 192
2 Warmth 322 186
3 Morality 228 175
4 Loyalty to the country 328 1.88
5 Feeling Thermometer 18.38 2157 .
6 Hatred 360 223
7 Contempt 450 220
8 Anger 434 226
9 Fear 318 208 417
10 Disgust 553 184 " 527 32"
11 Disappointment 472 214 " 567 23" 48"
12 Treatment 4774 305 -10 -16 .06 -15
13 Justified 359 2417 10 18" 03 .11 -40°
14 Openness to Political Other 221 143 46" 50 69" 54" 54" -25 -377-32" -11 -397-38" 14 08
15 Threat Perceptions 369 191 -23"
16 Dehumanization 408 1.85 -40”
17 Policy Least Liked 42 152 -49"
18 Civil Rights leastliked 424 176 34"
19 Indirect Exclusion 3.60 1.78 -36"
20 Exclusion 412 172 -34"-35"-46"-42" -51"
21 Unti-democratic 350 120 .04 .06 -06 -06 -01
22 Democracy 576 101 -04 -15 -06 .04 -03 .15 -02 -04 -13
23 Civil Rights 576 110 -06 -16 -04 .03 -05 14 -02 -03 -11
24 Political violence 194 124 -18" -10 -02 -16 © 09 11 -14 -03 05
25 Activism 232 109 -09 .03 20 .06 03 -04 -11 12 247 07 .03 09 -247-22" 47"
26 Halacha 441 186 -09 -08 -28" -19° a8 357 297 14 04 -20° 277 30" © .09 -09 -10 .05 .04
27 Dogmatism 298 109 -26" -13 -03 -12 200 06 20" -14 -03 .03 .13 .10 23" -16 21" .13 .327-287-26" 45" 33" -03
28 RWA 460 138 -04 -03 -06 -13 -01 -01 .14 .13 03 04 .16 -06 .06 -11 .03 .11 -02 .00 -03 -03 25" 12 .10 .00 -04 .10 .10
29 LWA 360 168 .18 .12 18 13 23" -17° -06 06 .08 -10 02 -18 .17 19" -16 -13 -25 .16 -18 -15 -06 .10 .10 .00 .06 -24" -01 30"
30 _SDO 278 139 .07 12 41 02 .16 .16  -01 -01 -04 -04 -18° 00 -09 .13 .05 .01 .11 -06 .07 -06 .26 -42"-39" 26" 23" .04 27" -10 -11

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 3 N=150

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.65 1.80
2 Warmth 359 182 67
3 Morality 245 180 50" 53"
4 Loyalty to the country 356 176 64 70" 63"
5 Feeling Thermometer 1555 2119 397 407 617 45~
6 Hatred 342 229 -277-317-257.357-23"
7 Contempt 432 221 -297-16 -35 -277-38" 63"
8 Anger 441 226 -25"-19 -35 -217-35" 63" 58"
9 Fear 347 235 -247-227.237-16 -20" 52" 43" 50”
10 Disgust 541 194 -23" -14 -42"-217-47" 41" 63" 56" 36"
11 Disappointment 500 215 -23" -14 -37" -12 -34" 37" 517 56" 40" 55~
12 Treatment 4864 3002 227 13 03 11 .09 -21" -10 -15 -07 .06 -14
13 Justified 365 218 .00 -03 07 .11 .03 .03 -02 .09 -02 .04 .11 -33"
14 Openness to Political Other 234 163 42" 36" 53" 43" 59" -297-357-397-23"-35"-27" 08 .04
15 Threat Perceptions 365 204 -26-19 -34"-. " 537 48" 45" 527 -05 -06 -33"
16 Dehumanization 387 195 -397-36 -47 - . " 597 " 517 -12 -07 -36" 57
17 Policy Least Liked 413 161 -337-297-50"-44"-51" 58" 59" 56" 50" 56" 45" -02 -12 -44" 67" 66"
18  Civil Rights least liked 444 192 35 327 407 40" 43" -56"-57"-417-397-46"-40" 05 .02 31" -68"-57" -74"
19  Indirect Exclusion 346 191 -36 -337-417-43"-42" 627 59" 45" 43" 45" 41" -06 -05-32" 70" 60" .76  -98"
20 Exclusion 424 188 -417-36"-44"-437-537 507 52" 487 43" 44" 45" -08 -04 -527 75" 617 727 77" 80"
21 Unti-democratic 360 104 08 .18 19 15 07 05 07 12 02 06 .06 .16 -01 .05 .06 .03 .12 -02 .03 .04
22 Democracy 575 113 -10 -03 -25" -06 -20° -03 07 .09 03 .08 .19° -10 .08 -09 .08 .22" .03 -01 .03 .05 -27"
23 Civil Rights 571 122 -09 -05-25 -06 -19° -03 .06 .10 .03 .08 .19 -13 .08 -07 .05 .22 .01 .01 .01 .01 -30 .98~
24 Political violence 192 131 -03 .06 .17 09 .19 28" 08 .09 .19° 01 05 02 02 06 08 .04 .03 -10 13 .04 22" -11 -1
25 Activism 224 12 01 19 18 20 23" 16 12 08 20 -01 09 01 .07 .14 11 04 05 -05 07 .02 25 -13 -14 54~
26 Halacha 448 189 -04 04 -10 00 -21° 07 18" 08 .10 25 .08 .01 05 -13 24~ 12 26 -36" 32" 21 .13 -06 -06 -01 .10
27 Dogmatism 315 120 .08 07 .07 .10 .03 317 217 257 277 04 .10 -11 04 01 .14 247 227 -15 19" 10 27" -11 -10 40" 29" -01
28 RWA 464 139 05 26 -03 11 -15 -04 06 .11 -03 19 .11 -02 03 -16 .09 .12 .18 -12 12 20 .19° 08 .07 .04 .03 29 .08
29 LWA 384 18 317 36 27" 36" 217 -26" -11 -13 -21" -04 -01 -05 .18 .19  -16 -11-29" 23" -24"-.18" -05 .12 12 07 .12 -01 -10 .30"
30_Sbo 287 130 .08 .06 .14 -02 09 .15 09 01 05 03 -09 07 00 .09 -05 -04 .10 -07 .05 -08 .38"-36 -34 32" 14 .09 .30  -04 -18

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Wave 4 N=150

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabilities 3.67 1.71
2 Wammth 348 175 55"
3 Morality 249 179 60" 58"
4 Loyalty to the country 363 167 57 64" 56"
5 Feeling Thermometer 164 2322 11 12 417
6 Hatred 360 217 -26 -22°-28"
7 Contempt 459 219 -25 -20-35 -
8 Anger 415 223 -21" -18 -23 57"
9 Fear 288 208 -16 -18 -11 " 36" 517
10 Disgust 527 204 -15 " 617 567 24"
11 Disappointment 489 223 -347-29"-52" " 62" 65" 39" 56"
12 Treatment 4977 2745 18 26 .03 -06 -14 -34" -05 -06
13 Justified 339 215 07 02 .09 05 03 .16 -04 .04 -09
14 Openness to Political Other 238 159 42" 38" 47" ".42"-367-35"-36"-53" 22" -01
15 Threat Perceptions 367 184 " 43" 497 42" 447 547 00 -01-42"
16 Dehumanization 398 193 " 58" 567 48" 48" 547 -16 .02 -52"
17 Policy Least Liked 417 165 49" - " 70" 567 457 677 58" -01 -03 -52" .
18 Civil Rights least liked 441 184 317 30" 39" 47" 33" -56"-49"-51"-317-53"-52" -02 04 49" -69"
19 Indirect Exclusion 348 183 -35 -30 -39 -48 -32" 62" 52" 52" 347 53" 527 -03 -01-49" 74"
20 Exclusion 401 180 65" 577 527 357 547 567 -10 .00 -547 77" 73" 717 -81" .86
21 Unti-democratic 345 115 07 23 A7 42 05 -12 -15 -04 .19 " 27" 24
22 Democracy 576 117 -16 -08 .00 -10 .00 -15 -10 -06 -09 -13 -12 -07 .09 .05 -09 -21" -19 -307
23 Civil Rights 576 122 -14 -06 04 -07 03 -17 -12 -06 -14 -17 -14 -07 07 .08 -12 -03 -23 30" -22" -22" -29" 98"
24 Political violence 173 141 -14 -07 19 -09 27" 06 -03 .09 .12 -16 -08 -05 .09 .02 .18 .04 .02 A5 13 24" -18 -18
25 Activism 222 147 -06 -07 30" -07 39" 01 -05 02 .15 -21 -04 01 .13 .08 .14 -01 -04 03 .03 .14 01 -01 63"
26 Halacha 415 19 -24" -10 -367-29"-27" 18 25 32" 24" 43" 307 00 .02 -21" 40" 27" 46" -38" 37" 38" 517 -18 -20 .12 .03
27 Dogmatism 294 145 -18 -20 -01 -12 25 -01 .01 .01 10 -14 05 -11 -05 -17 20 .10 .15 T 25 22" 26" -19 -22" 39" 317 .08
28 RWA 449 122 06 .12 -09 .11 -19 09 07 41 05 47 A7 05 .00 -03 .10 .08 .10 A3 12 18 07 07 -16 -07 20 -04
29 LWA 377 17 24 16 23 25 13 03 -06 -01 -12 -06 -05 .06 .00 .15 -07 -06 -15 .05 -04 -10 -25 .07 .11 .04 .15 -20 -13 23
30 SDO 28 133 -02 -05 01 -21° .09 -01 -10 -10 -08 -07 -12 09 -13 03 14 -13 -03 -17 15 02 29" -25.24" 16 11 .18 25 -18 -21°

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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All waves N=75

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 4.45 1.8

2 Warmth 233 150 A7

3 Morality 295 163 36" 44"

4 Loyalty to the country 293 160 407 56"

5 Feeling Thermometer 3232 2229 400 547

6 Hatred 323 18 -337 -35°

7 Contempt 329 201 -46" -33" 72"

8 Anger 384 199 -27 -32" 50" 52"

9 Fear 312 18 -08 -03 -13 -14 -16 -02

10 Disgust 347 190 -34" -41" -38" -49" -44” 7"

11 Disappointment 359 192 -22 -30" -33"7 -26° -19 407

12 Openness to Political Other 382 185 427 33" 45" 64" 48" 49" -29"

13 Threat Perceptions 344 173  -18 -03 10 -25 -26 43" 20 -23

14 Civil Rights least liked 493 169 15 21 13 377 30° 47" -32" 44" 65"

15 Indirect Exclusion 294 165 -18 -18 -09 -38° -31" 517 300 457 727 98"

16 Exclusion 296 158 -31" -18 -01 -45 -34" 55" 377 -517 88" -747 80"

17 Unti-democratic 366 117 02 -08 -07 -33° -06 09 28 41" a3 2317 317 43"

18 Democracy 563 113 .08 -17 -17 12 -07 -1 -260 19 -27° 38" -40" -47" -337

19 Civil Rights 561 119 .08 -15 -19 .12 -06 -14 -29° 20 -200 407 -43" -507 -32" .98

20 Political violence 204 124 -13 22 18 -05 .02 22 01 01 350 -290 32" 290 47 -40" -40"

21 Activism 263 134 06 -03 17 01 .02 -05 06 22 -06 -16 16 277 -08 .11 14 -05 -13 -1 45"

22 Halacha 395 211 .04 -25 -17 -24° -32" 48 20 21 317 07 -347 26 -28 30 22 300 25 24 02 .04

23 Dogmatism 292 147  -14 12 -09 -08 .04 22 18 4 43 A7 -327 27 -44" 447 377 307 -49" -50" 357 1 .14

24 RWA 45 136 A1 -17 -26 -19  -01 07 05 07 33 45 -377 04 -290 26 48 33" 27 25 .07 -13 517 09

25 LWA 426 167 -06 09 09 18 13 -31" -15 02 -14 -15 -06 33" -15 24 -23 -22 -40" 24" 25 .05 01 -39" -30" -12
26 SDO 285 12 -15 00 01 -11 -1 22 08 18 277 -30 14 -12 317 14 -467 23 18 11 42" -24" -15

. 18 18 . A3 . -45"
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

All waves N=42

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 443 1.33
2 Warmth 505 158 47"
3 Morality 438 177 31 517
4 Loyalty to the country 538 115 517 85 36
5 Feeling Thermometer 46.83 25.65 20 28 55 20
6 Hatred 286 166 -17 -44" .28 -29  -29
7 Contempt 333 176 -15  -20 -23  -26 -34 527
8 Anger 360 1.71 -25 -22 -38 -13 -45" 66 63"
9 Fear 274 193 -10  -33 .22 -437 67" 35 65
10 Disgust 319 170 -17  -38 -25 -48" 84" 72" 77" 587
11 Disappointment 376 205 -25 -31" -53" .13 -39" 43" 43" 74" 38 55
12 Openness to Political Other 488 15 24 36 04 21 29 -48" -36 -32° -55 -41" .15
13 Threat Perceptions 302 159 20 -10 09 -06 16 427 23 27 44 24 A7 -37
14 Civil Rights least liked 556 149 06 24 -05 22 -27 -30 -07 -13 -32° -14 -05 .38 -4
15 Indirect Exclusion 239 15 -05 -25 09 -19 29 29 05 .10 33 11 02 -38 65 -98"
16 Exclusion 253 140 06 -31" 10 -23 23 36 14 13 38 19 06 -547 707 -8 .89
17 Unti-democratic 34 126 -03 -28 20 -25 41" 18 -04 -24 08 -13 -19 -39 40" -39° 44"
18 Democracy 519 123 A7 38 06 417 -08 -26 07 -08 -30 -18 00 .36 -31 58 -57
19 Civil Rights 518 13 16 38 07 44" -09 -24 06 -11 -33 -20 -01 36 -32° 59" -59" 98"
20 Political violence 288 142 00 -2 19 -15 48 31 06 -02 27 A1 -07 -35 477 -33 38 -56" -56"
21 Activism 297 131 -14  -18 12 -05 29 29 -05 -05 .18 04 -26 -25 34 -23 28 -28  -26 507
22 Halacha 295 162 08 -19 21 -12 06 24 20 -10 09 12 -13 -48" 37 -48" 49" -41" 43" 390 22
23 Dogmatism 324 109 -06 -30 -09 -33 -18 31" 27 21 32 33 19 -37 40" -19 25 . -417 44" 517 380 44"
24 RWA 407 121 20 -13 20 16 16 -10 -02 -12 -24 -03 02 -16 12 -11 08 12 16 12 .10 01 -01 27 -10
25 LWA 449 162 18 36 47 34 47 09 02 04 -16 -10 -02 47 -08 21 -23 -34 -26 39 42" -15 .00 -32° -34° .08
26 SDO 306 114  -31" -29 00 -46" -03 09 04 -12 03 05 -14 -34 -06 -15 19 22 24 -35 -31 15 26 24 27 -26 -49"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlation isvsignificant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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All waves N=43

Mean _ SD 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
Capabilities 4.95 1.75
Warmth 351 210 27
Morality 43 18 74" 60”
Loyalty to the country 472 184 427 40" 58"
Feeling Thermometer 5386 27.86 .50 52" 60" 57"
Hatred 305 191 -35
Contempt 333 200 -41" 75"
Anger 321 197 -31" 87" 82"
Fear 258 189 -15 59" 557 59”
Disgust 305 194 -32° 79" 87" 83" 58"
Disappointment 337 185 -35 76" 68" 82" 617 76"
Openness to Political Other 457 194 " 537 -60" -517 517 -35  -46" -40"
Threat Perceptions 281 175 47" 617 497 527 547 547 44" 517
Civil Rights least liked 540 154 34" -67" -577 -61" -67" -55 -58" 53" -76"
Indirect Exclusion 255 158 -31" 68" 58" 64" 68" 56 .56 -547 .76 -99”
Exclusion 273 144 -44" 66" 60" 60" 65 58" 517 -62" 86  -88" 90"
Unti-democratic 38 097 -09 24 03 -16 -13 24 18 15 .17 24 13 -23 33 -30 31 39"
Democracy 516 124 12 -13 09 .12 -01 -26 -30 -27 -53° -24 -15 26 -38 29 -33 -39 -12
Civil Rights 510 132 08 -11 06 .14 03 -22 -31 -24 -51" -22 -08 26 -37 28 -33 -38 -17 98"
Political violence 274 157 -26 15 -08 -10 -03 40 .35 32" 46 .38 29 -40" 52" -517 547 527 417 .527 -49”
Activism 283 131 -24 31 -04 -08 02 34 35 30 45 32 22 -29 38 -44" 49" 45" 15 -55 -54" 61"
Halacha 406 166 -15 .13 -08 .00 .17 07 09 .00 -04 .15 .04 -10 03 -18 .18 .16 23 .12 09 .05 .07
Dogmatism 332 105 -42" 08 -34" -33 -18 42" 40" 34 39" 43" 46" -53" 55  -49" 50" 56" 44" -33 -30 75" 417 15
RWA 458 132 -01 .13 06 .07 08 03 .16 .08 -02 .12 -01 03 42 -07 06 .11 36 06 02 09 02 27 .11
LWA 443 168 09 -11 03 -12 -08 -20 -05 -15 -12 -20 -16 01 -12 28 -26 -23 -12 -09 -12 -07 -10 -32° .00 .01
Sbo 323 103  -08 -02 -10 -18 -12 18 17 12 49" 18 19 -19 49" -46" 47" 46" 04 -48  -48" 56" 57" .01 .38 -06 -26

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

All waves N=50

Mean __ SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 4.32 1.56
2 Warmth 384 140 43"
3 Morality 382 175 427 707
4 Loyalty to the country 428 168 437 38" 507
5 Feeling Thermometer 477 293 44" 44" 58 34
6 Hatred 284 187 -40" 02 11 -14 -08
7 Contempt 328 196 -40" -22 -26 -15 -35 43"
8 Anger 324 199 -39" -25 -16 -39" -42" 66" .48~
9 Fear 280 177 -31" -04 -01 -15 -15 .65 57" .54"
10 Disgust 306 179 -43" -30° -27 -38°-38" 67 78" 75" 62"
11 Disappointment 342 194 -25 -06 -27 -33 -13 28 .55 38" 26 .50°
12 Openness to Political Other ~ 4.16 16 33 24 377 52" 527 -03 -33 -37" -16 -30 -33
13 Threat Perceptions 340 146 -10 -07 -08 -01 -15 .38" .35 29" 377 31 25 .04
14 Civil Rights least liked 495 122 34 28 35 26 .26 -56 -46 -49° -517 -59" -34° 17 -62"
15 Indirect Exclusion 296 129 -33 -23 -28 -25 -22 60 43" 50" 527 597 34 -18 60" -97"
16 Exclusion 316 133 -46" -20 -10 -36" -33 61 .55 597 547 617 34" -200 62" -76" 77"
17 Unti-democratic 38 082 -18 .00 .02 -05 -16 .19 .22 21 12 21 .00 -11 .20 .01 .04 .20
18 Democracy 547 105 31" 02 .05 .13 -05 -47 -28 -25 -28 -35 -10 .21 -11 .35 -44" -35 -08
19 Civil Rights 546 110 .28 .01 .03 .12 -06 -46" -30 -24 -28 -35 -10 .20 -15 .34° -43" -36" -09 .99"
20 Political violence 249 135 -10 .07 24 .01 24 53 20 290 377 34 03 .11 24 -49" 58" 47" 41 -517 -49”
21 Activism 274 135 -25 -03 .12 .16 .11 517 08 17 26 .12 -09 .05 .16 -37 43" 24 .03 -47  -45 65"
22 Halacha 449 160 18 03 -06 .05 -14 07 .23 47 00 .15 427 -11 28 -12 14 20 28 .13 .13 .18 -03
23 Dogmatism 329 099 -04 27 37 14 08 44" 26 20 35 22 05 -12 27 -23 26 .36 .35 -18 -18 .53° 43" .24
24 RWA 469 128 25 07 16 .19 11 -27 -09 -21 -15 -26 .00 .04 -03 .28 -31 -07 25 .32° .31 -14 -29° 29" .15
25 LWA 3.87 1.40 18 01 11 447 20 02 -08 -16 .08 -10 -16 .22 .16 -03 -01 -11 .02 .16 .15 .08 .22 .17 .34 .19
26 SDO 323 119 09 12 01 19 .03 10 -12 -12 -23 -16 -07 .06 .25 -24 .27 16 -10 -48" -47" 34 34 20 .22 -15 .10

Note: **. Correlation is significant at tHe 0.01 level (2-téi|ed); *. Correlation is significant ét the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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8.12 ETHIOPIANS

All waves N=48

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
1 Capabilities 331 146

2 Warmth 365 159 46"

3 Morality 342 147 56" 70°

4 Loyalty to the country 367 164 .35 65 69"

5 Feeling Thermometer 3442 2437 55 60" 65 57

6 Hatred 283 192  -06 -19 -27 -09 -16

7 Contempt 321 197  -03 -21 -16 -05 -15 .66

8 Anger 350 186 -04 -26 -12 -03 -02 57 69

9 Fear 321 193 -35-45" -42" -15-35 500 64 54"

10 Disgust 348 202 -21 -19 -33 -12-40" 80 777 517 577

11 Disappointment 358 202 -14-29° -19 01 -11 47" 68" 81" 65 517

12 Openness to Political Other 298 156 47" 44" 43" 49" 57" -24 -37" .24 -32" -37" -22

13 Threat Perceptions 291 160 -07 05 -01 .10 -09 42" 47" 35 40" 547 32" -11

14 Civil Rights least liked 517 160 -05 -01 .20 20 .00 -46 -49° -56" -23 -45  -47" 21 -56

15 Indirect Exclusion 275 154 00 -02 -23 -18 -06 57 53 58 28 547 50  -21 59 -98"

16 Exclusion 281 133 -09 08 -07 -08 03 49 417 45" 32" 39" 33 -19 60" -78" 80"

17 Unti-democratic 349 115 -04 21 23 14 A1 -22 -23 -26 -15 -21 -23 -03 05 .15 -15 -18

18 Democracy 537 106 -30-47" -44" -31"-38" 19 300 26 32° 35 34 -28 09 -23 28" .16-42"

19 Civil Rights 534 118 -34'-48" -40" -26 -36 15 29° 25 33 33 39" -28 07 -19 24 .13-39" 97"

20 Political violence 216 145 46" 36 31 21 527 25 05 .09 -14 00 -06 .28 .32 -37 37 417 12 -32° -34

21 Activism 278 141 21 14 10 12 34 34 21 31 23 A3 21 A5 47 -48" 477 557 03 -08 -13 56"

22 Halacha 332 160 18 -01 .00 -31 -04 38 28 22 09 22 08 -14 31 -56" 55 59" -08 .00 -05 32" 46~

23 Dogmatism 336 1.08 05 08 .00 -07 03 42" 48" 26 22 30 .09 -37" 34 -43" 43" 54" 05 -05 -12 34 41" 31

24 RWA 455 144  -10 -14 -07 -12 -02 11 -03 06 .14 01 01 05 05 -13 A7 11 25 20 .16 .06 .38° 27 .02
25 LWA 455 181 A1 12 04 30 09 23 16 30 12 26 .18 20 21 -27 31 22-46 22 18 .12 23 -17 A7 -09
26 SDO 3.02 120 2616 .09 -20 17 .23 -08 -17 -18 -01 -33 19 -02 -01 .02 .16 .07 -40  -45 41" 27 29 36 .09 -13

Note: **. Correlation is significant ét tHe 0.01 level (2-{ailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

9. CORRELATIONS AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF STUDY
VARIABLES BY POPULATION AND WAVE

9.1 ISRAELI JEWS

Wave 1 N=1609

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29
1 Capabiliies 397 165

2 Warmth 371 166

3 Morality 2.89 1.58

4 Loyalty to the country 225 1.56

5 Feeling Thermometer 2753 2167

6 Hatred 318 196

7 Contempt 3.40 2.04

8 Anger 4.60 1.99

9 Fear 379 210

10 Disgust 3.65 207

11 Disappointment 449 218 38"

12 Openness to Political Other 351  1.80 -337 02

13 Threat Perceptions 4.44 177

14 Civil Rights least liked 3.28 173

15 Indirect Exclusion 322 1.78

16 Exclusion 3.54 1.73

17 Unti-democratic 29 1.29 38"

18 Democracy 570 104 :

19 Civil Rights 566 1.7 " 27"

20 Political violence 165 113 26"

21 Activism 241 110 12"

22 Halacha 284 194 25"

23 Dogmatism 252 107 317

24 RWA 392 148 20" T 247

25 LWA 510 161 10" "

26 SDO 282 147 16" T 290 0

27 Jewish Identification 653 110 .00 -06 -01 " 1" 217 -08" 01

28 Israeli Identification 643 113 .03 -01 -09” -10" -09" -06" -10" 07" .06 " 167 02 127 -02 447

29 State Identification 623 132 .03 .00 " 1” 2137 03 -077 - . -05 -03 -01 -03 .02 .00 " o127 04 08" 01 417 757
30 Ideological Identification 382 167 -02 -08" -13" -03 -13" 17" 13" 19" 05 147 16" -06 .19" 117 117 097 07" -06" -07" . © 19”7 08" -01 03 .00 077 07"
31 Political Orientation 312 146 13" 24" 257 20" 22" 25" 47" 47" 13" 18" 07" 33" 28" -34" -36" -36" -33" 24" 20" .13 05 -41" 17" -39" 27" 23" 32" 10" 15" -

5
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 2 N=1610

Mean _ SD 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34

1 Capabiliies 4.00

2 Warmth 369

3 Morality 279

4 Loyalty to the country 2.31

5  Feeling Thermometer 26.05

6 Hatred 347

7  Contempt 361

8  Anger 4.87

9 Fear 3.89

10 Disgust 395

11 Disappointment 480

12 Treatment 50.31

13 Justified 3.85

14 Openness to Political Other 337

15 Threat Perceptions 467

16 Dehumanization 3.87

17 Policy Least Liked 344

18 Civil Rights least liked 4.51

19 Indirect Exclusion 3.39

20 Exclusion 3.80

21 Unti-democratic 3.29

22 Democracy 5.43

23 Civil Rights 535

24 Political violence 1.76

25  Activism 235

26 Halacha 291

27 Dogmatism 269

28 RWA 422

29 LWA 5.10 447 g X 127

30 Sbo 293 125 -137-107-127-107-11" 23" 477 05 117 19" -02 01 .02 -20" 147 22" 22" 28" -387-39" 22" 06" 19"

31 Jewish Identification 652 111 -03 “-167-10" .05 3 05 -02 02 -217.10" 14" 17" " " -03 os 23"

32 Israeli Identification 644 113 00 03 .03 -08" 05 -107.09" -03 .01 -02 00 46"

33 State Identification 624 132 -01 01 .04 -08" '02 -127 13" 06" 00 00 00 -01 .03 .06 .03 .03 .01 -06 05 -10 1" -02 44" 79"

34 Ideological Identification 394 173 -02 " -05»14“ A77 427 207 03 457 137 17 -04 06" 177 167 T37 17 417 01 -02 04 197 097 107 04 06" .08 12"
Political Orientation 308 150 .18 23" 33" 35" 25" -337-26"-21"-20" 29114" -04 -01 39" -377-39" " -437-48"-54" 29" 34" -20" -02 -50"-23"-39" 30" -23" -32" -12" -16" -15"

Note' **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is signifi’cant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 3 N=963

Mean 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 4.01
2 Warmth 379
3 Morality 3.00
4 Loyalty to the country 256
5  Feeling Thermometer 27.06
6 Hatred 3.30
7  Contempt 357
8  Anger 455
9 Fear 378
10 Disgust 3.82
11 Disappointment 452
12 Treatment 4651
13 Justified 4.10
14  Openness to Political Other 3.61
15  Threat Perceptions 441
16 Dehumanization 357
17  Policy Least Liked 327 " 46" -33"
18 Civil Rights least liked 478 27" 45" 3
19  Indirect Exclusion 3.14
20 Exclusion 3.46
21 Unti-democratic 321 41"
22 Democracy 555 ".377-40"
23 Civil Rights 551 124 16" A7 447 417-42" 98"
24 Political violence 169 106 -06-09" 02 07 . 217 317-28"-27"
25  Activism 236 112 02 .02 03 .08 -02 .01 -04 -04 33"
26 Halacha 283 192 .00 -06 -13" -01 " 337 437-247-25" 257
27 Dogmatism 266 110 -03 -117-06 .01 " 34" " 407
28 RWA 399 154 -06 -16"-13" -08
29 LWA 506 159 .07 .06 13" .05
30 SDO 296 124 -06 -09" -06 -07 127 -03
31 Jewish Identification 652 113 -02 .00 -07 -08 T 01 -01 A5 05
32 Israeli Identification 645 113 .04 02 -03 -06 -06 .03 -01-06 .01 097-167-16" 01 17" 117 44"
33 State Identification 62 138 02 01 -01 -05 K -06 .04 -09" 11" -06 .05 -02 -04 .01 .01 .04 02 .06 .04 -08"-10"-12"-14" 05 10" -06 41" 79"
34 Ideological Identification 407 181 .00 -09"-13" -03 - " 167 08 137 177 217 -07" -06 147 117 147 -117 10" 06 05 -01 -02 .00 217 04 187 06 07 -02 -03 .09° .09"
35__Political Orientation 302 165 12" 15 16" 20" 12" -247-20"-12"-13"-22"-13" -01 -03 35" -.18" 327 -337-40"-47" 27" 317 -15" 04 -35 -16"-42" 26" -25" -33" -11" -20" -1

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 4 N=764

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 400  1.66

2 Wamth 375 163

3 Morality 294 159

4 Loyalty to the country 253 173

5  Feeling Thermometer 2386 2266 .

6 Hatred 334 2.00

7  Contempt 358 211

8 Anger 465 198

9 Fear 380 212

10 Disgust 38 210

11 Disappointment 455 209

12 Treatment 4764 27.26 .

13 Justified 396 191

14  Openness to Political Other 344 183 -04

15  Threat Perceptions 448 173

16 Dehumanization 371 1.79

17 Policy Least Liked 336 155

18 Civil Rights least liked 463 174

19  Indirect Exclusion 3.29 178

20 Exclusion 348 176

21 Unti-democratic 3.01 1.28

22 Democracy 560 110 16" 22" 18" 147

23 Civil Rights 555 122 18" 23" 217 A7" .

24 Political violence 165 105 -07 -107 .04 09" .

25  Activism 243 116 01 02 07 12"

26 Halacha 274 188 -05 -04 -1

27 Dogmatism 268 110 -127-147-11

28 RWA 391 151 -137-13"-13" -06 -09" 24" 22" 07 .03 23" 12" -01 377

29 LWA 520 157 03 .06 .13 .10" 09 -09' -06 .10° .00 -11" .07 -06 27 X

30 SDO 286 121 -15 -09 -107-13"-10" 19" 15~ 01 .04 167 .00 -06 . 7107 18" 247 25" 277 217 8"

31 Jewish Identification 65 111 -03 -02 -01 -08 -03 -04 -03 -03 -01 -01 -02 -09" . " 01 07" 17137 457 A7 -21 107 07

32 Israeli Identification 643 113 05 .06 07 .01 -02 -07 -08 00 -01-08 .02 - -01 -05 -03 02 -01 .03 -01 .07 .07 -16 157 04 167 -04 48"

33 State Identification 62 136 -03 02 .06 -02 -02 -09 -10" -05 .01 -10" -01 -12" . " -03 -03 02 -01 .03 .10° 03 03 .01 -17-10"-05-09 13" 09" 00 517 81"
34 Ideological Identification 416 175 01 -01 -03 .04 -08" 15 13" 20" 05 12" 15" 15" -04 18" 16" 127 08" .06 06 02 05 .06 09 22" 00 20" .06 .09 .00 -04 .10° .08
35 Political Orientation 314 165 22" 16" 19" 23" 167 -257-19" -07 -04 -20" -04 .05 -08 417 -157-337-40" 37" -39"-44"-44" 26" 30" 01 257 -35 -147-42" 317 -30" -34" -16" -29" 04

Note: **. Correlation isbsignificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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9.2. ARAB CITIZENS OF ISRAEL

Wave 1 N=407

Mean 26 27 28 29 30
1 Capabiliies 365

2 Warmth 249

3 Morality 256

4 Loyalty to the country 342

5 Feeling Thermometer 28.98

6 Hatred 357

7 Contempt 3.86

8 Anger 4.49

9 Fear 3.91

10 Disgust 422

11 Disappointment 455

12 Openness to Political Other 277

13 Threat Perceptions 437

14 Civil Rights least liked 361

15 Indirect Exclusion 3.54

16 Exclusion 3.88

17 Unti-democratic 3.47

18 Democracy 599

19 Civil Rights 6.04

20 Political violence 1.96

21 Activism 266

22 Halacha 369

23 Dogmatism 2.98

24 RWA 45

25 LWA 347

26 SDO 254 . X . R

27 Jewish Identification 622 140 -05 -23° -25" -06 -24" 04 07 -32 .

28 Israeli Identification 419 212 08 19" 207 -02 33" -25" -25" "1 08 -12

29 State Identification 418 207 .03 .16 18" -06 33" -23" -30" " -20"  -25 T o167 06 110 85T
30 Ideological Identification 390 188 .02 -05 -06 .08 -05 .17 .24" 06 -07 20" 20" 227 21“ -11' 05 05 13 277 04 09 -14" 22" 05 08 -27" -29
31 Political Orientation 501 155 .09 -01 11 -04 .06 14" 09 10 -08 20" 08 11 13" -23" 16" 16" -05 .11 -10_ -10 -1 11 -10 18" -12  -20" 38"

11"
Note: **. Correlation is S|gn|f|cant at the 0.01 IeveI (2 talled) Correlatlon is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 2 N=400

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabiliies 336 168
2 Warmth 256 165 37"
3 Morality 240 160 34"
4 Loyalty to the country 319 184 41"
5  Feeling Thermometer 27.46 2625 19"
6 Hatred 386 204 -12°
7 Contempt 426 196 -11°
8  Anger 459 197 01
9 Fear 378 205 .10°
10 Disgust 461 207 -12°
11 Disappointment 462 203 -08 -
12 Treatment 4769 3046 .10°
13 Justified 373 206 -06
14 Openness to Political Other 254 142 307
15  Threat Perceptions 437 183 .06
16 Dehumanization 434 169 -07 -
17  Policy Least Liked 398 130 -227
18 Civil Rights least liked 426 157 16" . -67"
19 Indirect Exclusion 365 162 -17" 68" -98
20 Exclusion 415 158 -16" 68" -76"
21 Unti-democratic 333 112 -05 . 147167 -10" -03 -02
22 Democracy 588 112 .05 -24" 177 247 02 -05
23 Civil Rights 592 116 .04 -23" 16" 227 .00 -03
24 Political violence 225 136 .01 20" .00 -07 15" -20" .
25  Activism 268 131 .12 77 127 06 197 -217 .
26 Halacha 359 161 -11" -25" 207 277 347 -38" .
27 Dogmatism 312 108 .02 -04 15" 03 -03 16" -18" .
28 RWA 429 131 .04 03 01 07 10 -06 03 -05 02 07 28 27" -11"-16"-09 .08
29 LWA 376 177 .09 01 .05 477 10 02 -09 .07 .06 -08 .15  .15" -02 .10° -02 .01 33"
30 SDO 266 127 -05 .
31 Jewish Identification 613 139 -09 -.
32 Israeli Identification 429 209 07 .
33 State Identification 439 201 07 .
34 Ideological Identification 411 190 .02 120 06 06 197 .16 .00 15 .1 " 20" . REIN -01 05 |
35__Political Orientation 503 153 .06 -07 -10_ 07 -01 -03 13" 10 01 .03 .07 .11 .10 .07 .14~ 10 -04 -04 03 03 -15" 09 .08 -06 .04 01 -15" 01 15 -13 17" -06 -10 .26~

Note: **. Correlation is ‘significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 3 N=418

Mean 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 3.52
2 Warmth 2.90
3 Morality 262
4 Loyalty to the country 3.38
5  Feeling Thermometer 2330
6 Hatred 3.80
7  Contempt 416
8  Anger 464
9 Fear 3.82
10 Disgust 464
11 Disappointment 476 5
12 Treatment 46.62 9 09 09 177 257 - : 06 -10 -147
13 Justified 3.64 g .08 -11
14 Openness to Political Other 265 728" 16" .07
15 Threat Perceptions 441 " 387 05 .04
16 Dehumanization 451 " 457 -02 -05 -
17 Policy Least Liked 3.96 357 -06 -04
18  Civil Rights least liked 430 7.33" 04 -02 .
19 Indirect Exclusion 3.62
20 Exclusion 421 7T
21  Unti-democratic 3.28
22 Democracy 5.99
23 Civil Rights 6.03
24 Political violence 224
25 Activism 262
26 Halacha 3.53
27 Dogmatism 3.19
28 RWA 4.41
29 LWA 373
30 SDO 256 1. 09 177 28" 477 247 09 06 -03-14"-09 .03 .
31 Jewish Identification 6.06 02 -15" 03 .05 08 01 .08 .03 -05 -03 - -28"
32 lIsraeli Identification 4.38 " .03 217 -307-227-217-147-20" -02 01 -04 .19" -08 11 09 -20"
33 State Identification 4.40 " 01 237 -277-227-227-18"-18" -04 -03 -01 16" 10" -11° 16" .20" -03 A77-12° 08 -18" 797
34 Ideological Identification 401 40 00 .10° 08 13" 12" 09 .06 .10° .05 .06 .11 .41 -01 -08 .02 07 18" 06 04 -09 -17"
35 Political Orientation 494 163 10 -03 -04 .08 -01 -02 .01 .00 .03 -02 .02 .13 .10 .04 12 .05 .00 -10_ .08 .04 -24" .06 .06 -06 .08 -02 -12_ -06 .19" -10 .16~ -09 -18" 22"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 4 N=223

Mean __SD 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34

1 Capabilities 340

2 Warmth 284

3 Morality 269

4 Loyalty to the country 3.25

5  Feeling Thermometer 2285

6  Hatred 3.96

7 Contempt 448

8  Anger 4.74

9 Fear 3.95

10 Disgust 4.74

11 Disappointment 5.02

12 Treatment 483

13 Justified 3.87

14  Openness to Political Other 262

15  Threat Perceptions 464

16  Dehumanization 4.56

17  Policy Least Liked 4.09

18 Civil Rights least liked 423

19 Indirect Exclusion 371

20 Exclusion 413

21 Unti-democratic 3.36

22 Democracy 593

23 Civil Rights 5.96

24 Political violence 2.1 38"

25 Activism 274 123 18" 20" 46"

26 Halacha 361 164 .00 -03 -06 -03 -02 .15 .14° .12 02 24" 18

27 Dogmatism 303 112 01 16 19" 09 28" A1 01 -11 . -317-317 43" 32" 21

28 RWA 436 132 -04 -05 -02 -04 -03 .10 07 .10 .13 .04 19" -03 .02 .00 .10 .16" .00 © 477 -06 -02 -12 .03

29 LWA 382 176 04 01 04 03 01 .10 06 .13 08 .07 09 .08 .08 .06 .10 .11 .07 A1 43 12 43 -07 -03 377

30 SDO 262 125 -06 .13 .18 -04 35 .03 -08 -22" -02 -17"-27" -03 -15" 01 -26 -27" 01 " 517517 437 237 13 417 -16" -13°

31 Jewish Identification 615 142 -01-21"-21" .09 -17" .01 05 -06 .14 -09 .06 .04 -06 357 347 -227 -06 .04 -17 13 11 -23

32 Israeli Identification 451 196 06 08 .13 .05 23" -27" " -07 -01 -06 18" -12 -16 -18" .07 -07 07 00 -24" 05 277 07 05 -10

33 State Identification 447 194 00 07 .09 .02 19" -25 -1 " 03 -23" -09 -05 -14" .16’ 12 " -08 -08 .03 -09-26" .06 22" -04 .08 -14 .81

34 Ideological Identification 434 176 -06 -09 -02 03 00 .12 07 A7 A1 13 A1 04 . 08 09 08 04 .16 03 -06 08 07 -08 .12 -17" 17"

35__Political Orientation 516 141 .06 -07 .01 .11 .04 .12 .01 23" 10 .07 .05 .18 .15 .04 .11 .08 .04 -11 .10 .05 -19" 12 .12 -07 .09 -05 -13° 05 .03 -19° .17  -02 -05 .30
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political

orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 1 N=243

Mean __SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
Capabilities 4.33 144

Warmth 420 143

Morality 3.39 16

Loyalty to the country 3.05 178

Feeling Thermometer 2981 2013

Hatred 278 1.71

Contempt 328 184 " 65"

Anger 464 191 46" 457

Fear 327 195 © 32" 277 257

Disgust 341 186 © 617 577 457 357

Disappointment 456 215 © 257 337 58" 14 317

Openness to Political Other 461 171 -20" -18" -06 -24" -38" -02

Threat Perceptions 403 163 T 397 357 427 427 43" 307 -347

Civil Rights least liked 235 118 T 247 227 16" 387 357 .16 -49" 46"

Indirect Exclusion 215 112 T 247 217 13 427 337 43 -517 457 97"

Exclusion 239 132 T 237 197 04 377 377 06 -68" 42" 677 717

Unti-democratic 211 103 -23" -15° -07 -10 10 A1 09 -06 .11 19" 01 -297 .08 " )

Democracy 621 073 .08 .03 -02 01 -12 -04 -06 .12 -16 -07 .09 22" -05 "an”

Civil Rights 630 082 .14 06 00 .05 -11 -05 -08 .11 -17" -10 .07 27" -08 -47" 96"

Political violence 147 088 -16 -05 -04 -06 05 17" A1 -06 .16 .10 -12 -22" 12 35" -36"

Activism 266 092 -09 .01 -10 -02 -02 07 .08 .14 19" 13" 08 -03 20" 07 A2

Halacha 173 123 -07 -07 -02 02 19" 00 -02 -18" -03 -01 -08 -12 -06 397 227

Dogmatism 23 095 -09 -12 -07 07 06 .18 14" -02 .12 S -03 -09 14 18" -22"

RWA 291 132 -10 -09 -04 -18" 08 .04 .01 -07 .11 05 -28" .07 53" 32"

LWA 583 126 .10 .01 -03 -02 -18" .03 -01 217 .09 19" 14" 09 -16° 20" -12

SDO 236 108 -17" -08 09 -11 19" 02 .05 -11 -02 -12 -20" -01 T 36" -37" 25" 27"

Jewish Identification 572 167 .04 06 .12 04 227 -21"7-22" -12 -10 T 02 10 -3 09 .02 A1 -03 .08

Israeli Identification 618 132 05 07 .13 06 .14 -18" -24" -09 -21" 01 .16 -16" T .08 7" " .04 09 -03 58"
State Identification 582 151 .12 A1 .16 -01 19" -24" 24" 09 -25" -24" 00 17" -19” -03 .09 " 04 -01 05 56 80"
Ideological Identification 410 164 -02 08 -07 08 -12 19" 09 47" 13 12 13 -02 18" -01 -12 .15 -09 08 -21" -11 -01 -05
Political Orientation 541 065 03 02 -08 15 -09 09 .03 03 10 09 -03 05 10 .00 -02 -09 -20" 15 15 01 20" -07 .09 -29" 15 -25" -24" 08 -21" 48"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 2 N=246

orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 82 of 167

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34

1 Capabilities

2 Warmth

3 Morality

4  Loyalty to the country

5  Feeling Thermometer

6 Hatred

7  Contempt

8  Anger

9 Fear " 27"

10 Disgust " 43" 417

11 Disappointment 460 203 -04 -16 -277-18"-30" 25" 37" 65 .12 35

12 Treatment 5114 2552 207 19" . 43" -04 03 09

13 Justified 359 1.78 -16 -09 -03 -14° 00 .06 .08 .08 .00 -02 .11 -54

14 Openness to Political Other 456 " 267 257 347 247 -217-337 -11 16" -09

15  Threat Perceptions 397 3 ) 317 257 277 -09 -22"

16  Dehumanization 292 u "

17 Policy Least Liked 257

18  Civil Rights least liked 552

19  Indirect Exclusion 229

20 Exclusion 247

21 Unti-democratic 242

22 Democracy 6.01

23  Civil Rights 6.11

24 Political violence 1.46

25  Activism 248

26 Halacha 157

27 Dogmatism 247 090 -26-26 -22" -12

28 RWA 312 148 -04 -12 -09 -12 03 .10 04 -02 .14° 22"

29 LWA 590 117 477 07 .02 -01 -05 .05 .04 .14° 01 .01 -09

30 SDO 240 112 -247-197 -06 -11 00 .13 13" -06 .09 .16 " 207-307-32" 257 02 247 38" 337 -35"

31 Jewish Identification 580 160 .08 .09 .13 -08 .12 -09 -20" -10 -02 -16 S 157 .03 -01 -06 -13° .12 -08 317 -01 .00

32 Israeli dentification 641 139 .12 .11 14" -06 13" -10 -14° -08 -06 -12 03 09 04 -07 -14" -06 -22" 18" -02 -04 60"

33 State Identification 577 164 12 06 .11 -06 .10 -11 -13" -11 01 -13’ 09 09 03 -05-15 -01-13" 26" -10 .02 59" 87"

34 Ideological Identification 428 160 .12 .10 -04 .08 -16 20" 08 24" 07 .13 -02 11 12 01 237 -08 .10 -01 .14° -02 -01 -01 .00

35 Political Orientation 544 066 .13 .05 -10 .08 -13° .12 .04 .07 .08 .09 -05.22" -13° -03 22" .10 .10 -05 .03 .05 -03 .06 .10 -02 .13 -06 .12 -05 18" -19" -19" -19" -23" .35~
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political




¥
*

* IDC
HERZLIYA

-~

- .-

Lauder School
of Government,
Diplomacy & Strategy

Wave 3 N=144

Program on

Democratic Resilience

& Development

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 437 153

2 Warmth 413 153

3 Morality 336 165

4 Loyalty to the country 323 1.77

5  Feeling Thermometer 2821 2142 .

6 Hatred 276 188

7 Contempt 324 198

8 Anger 463 187 39"

9 Fear 349 193 22" 45"

10 Disgust 337 206 " -537-39"-51" 69" 53" 507 34"

11 Disappointment 438 205 -21" -05 -28" 33" 44" 557 26" 36"

12 Treatment 532 2574 02 . 04 -02 277 13 03 25

13 Justified 381 183 )

14 Openness to Political Other 483 1.69

15 Threat Perceptions 421 1.73

16 Dehumanization 2.89 154

17 Policy Least Liked 248 1.25

18 Civil Rights least liked 565 1.28 75"

19 Indirect Exclusion 219 122 78" 97"

20 Exclusion 215 126 © 717 86" 72"

21 Unti-democratic 243 147 45" 467 56"

22 Democracy 614 077 -32 " .367-37"-47"

23 Civil Rights 625 084 -317.30" -347-37"-517 96"

24 Political violence 144 070 23" 18 17 397 -28"-29"

25  Activism 271 1.04 A7 04 09 - g -14 11 -11 -13 -15 -03 .00 40"

26 Halacha 16 115 02 01 06 .01 28" 06 .06 -15 -05 .07 -10 -08 06 .07 14 26" 497-347-36" 42" .09

27 Dogmatism 251 089 .07 -02 -03 -08 -07 20" 21" .10 .10 22" -04 23" 30" 28" 24" 297 26 T 190 200

28 RWA 276 137 -09 -10 -07 -03 .08 25 .09 -02 -09 .21° .03 03 35" 23" 28" 38" 51" -19" 39" 26"

29 LWA 592 120 .18 .14 01 -01-18 .16 .03 27" .13 08 .16 A7 02 -09 A1 -13 -14 -35 k 21" -03 -317 -03 -19°

30 SDO 231 1.09 -09 -18 09 -04 .16 .11 .15 -18 -07 .02 -21 ' -10 14 17 -16° 200 357 487 -447-48" 267 -08 22" 227 247 -44"

31 Jewish Identification 565 170 -02 .12 A1 19" A7 -14 -08 -17 -01 -14 -15 -17" 10 -01 -21" -07 -14 .12 -08 -01 .18 -01 -02 -19 -29" 02 -09 .17 -04 .11

32 Israeli Identification 621 125 .10 .14 06 .04 02 -09 -10 .00 -02 -10 -08 -19° .09 .14 -15 -14 -21 17" -18" -16 -10 .19° 19" -23" -09 -12 -22" -02 .14 -07 .48

33 State Identification 558 164 .16 21 17 14 15 01 -07 -05 -05 -07 -03 -12 04 .06 -05-21 -12 23" -23" -10 -04 .14 .10 -14 -14 -05 -10 05 .16 .00 42" 72"
34 Ideological Identification 476 157 11 -04 -12 -04 -21° 09 .06 32" 19" 11 .12 24”7 -27" 02 29" -02 .01 .03 -05-18 -19° 07 .10 .10 28" -13 23" -12 24" -20° -19° -02 -01
35__Political Orientation 583 077 07 -14 -17 -07 -08 -10 -07 .00 .02 .01 .01 12 -06 .07 .27 .01 .19 -22" 21 07 -02 04 .10 01 17 -11 02 -15 -14 -04 -13 -09 -17 36"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-téiled);
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
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Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 465 148
2 Warmth 400 145 417
3 Morality 331 156 217 417
4 Loyalty to the country 328 183 .19 357 257
5  Feeling Thermometer 2464 211 15 33" 58" 27"
6 Hatred 299 . .
7  Contempt 343
8  Anger 5.07
9 Fear 363
10  Disgust 3.52
11 Disappointment 4.90 X 3 A .
12 Treatment 5471 2789 19 A7 -15 267 -10 .14 14 35 21" 21" 25"
13 Justified 373 g
14  Openness to Political Other 4.80
15 Threat Perceptions 452
16 Dehumanization 3.04
17 Policy Least Liked 249
18  Civil Rights least liked 5.62
19 Indirect Exclusion 215
20 Exclusion 229
21 Unti-democratic 1.99
22 Democracy 6.13
23 Civil Rights 6.22 19" 13 .
24 Political violence 166 099 -12 -07 -11 .05 .04 27" 23" 06 .05 -14
25  Activism 305 107 09 -03 -10 -03 .00 32" 20" 29" .14 06
26 Halacha 174 126 -02 00 A1 .41 .12 307 21 -05 -03 -06
27 Dogmatism 256 101 -25" -15 -12 03 -09 38" 417 .15 .16 -20
28 RWA 280 133 -08 -16 .01 -12 -02 21 .13 -07 .04 -06 22"
29 LWA 609 121 .05 -04 01 09 .13 .22
30 SDO 223 103 -17 .00 -09 -25" 20" 317 -34"
31 Jewish Identification 571 160 .14 20° -16 - 04 -04 07 -06 .05
32 Israeli ldentification 616 126 27" 09 -08 22" : " .09 . -17 -10 08 02 45"
33 State Identification 554 163 22" A1 18 - A4 212 09 -16 . 12 .03 -18° 06 00 .09 46 81"
34 Ideological Identification 499 152 12 45 -10 -01 -10 18" .10 32" .15 -02 40" 12 18 -06 .03 .04 -10 .06 .11 .03 33" -08 .16 -11 21" -12 -19° -05 -09
35 __Political Orientation 575 079 -03 .03 -09 -01 -10 -03 -02 .04 .13 -16 .02 18" 04 .09 -04 03 .03 -07 .09 .19° .06 .19  -04 .06 -10 .18 -02 -21° -18" -33" 45~

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed);

orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
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9.4. POLITICAL RIGHT (JEWS)

Wave 1 N=901

Mean __SD 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
1 Capabilities 3.80 1.73
2 Warmth 342 176
3 Morality 257 1.55
4 Loyalty to the country 1.90 1.34
5 Feeling Thermometer 239 2134
6 Hatred 3.55 2.06
7 Contempt 3.66 215
8 Anger 4.89 1.96
9 Fear 408 215 26"
10 Disgust 393 214 57" 27
11 Disappointment 460 224 Tos57 117 357
12 Openness to Political Other 3.08 1.67 " 12" -34" 228" 06
13 Threat Perceptions 485 176 T 457 327 437 337 -237
14 Civil Rights least liked 374 182 T 317 397 407 09" -617 427
15 Indirect Exclusion 371 186 T 27" 40" 38" 05 -63" 417 98"
16 Exclusion 398 172 T 197 357 337 03 -68" 42" 78" 80"
17 Unti-democratic 322 129 T A3" 07 257 07 -207 147 247 227 257
18 Democracy 552 109 " 137 210" 217 09" 28" -07" -23" -23" -25"
19 Civil Rights 542 122 -7 o117 -247 2107 297 117 257 -247 277
20 Political violence 174 121 T 09 06 237 07 -117 08 217 217 16"
21 Activism 238 115 06 .03 06 .02 .05 127 117 .04
22 Halacha 345 201 RN 01 -21" 28" 26" 24" 22 RN
23 Dogmatism 264 1.1 T4 09" 07" -23" 13" 26" 257 23 T 200 18"
24 RWA 432 141 Toa4" 0" 10" -24" 19" 26" 23" 29 00 337 217
25 LWA 476 168 -02 -08 T 09" 497 117 o147 -4 -4 05 -33" 16" .01
26 SDO 302 117 T 09" 107 -01 -137 097 147 147 127 05 09" 247 -05 -27"
27 Jewish Identification 676 078 08 .08 -02 -06 197 05 05 .06 .00 147 417 -17" -05 14" -15" 14" -02 -08
28 Israeli Identification 647  1.09 -01 -06 02 09" 02 -11"-10" -07" -11" 06 .04 -15" -03 -24" -14" -06 15" -01 .36
29 State Identification 635 127 -03 -05 02 07 01 -10"-09" -06 -06 .04 .02 -15" -08 -18" -12" -02 13" -04 33" 74"
30 Ideological Identification 400 174 T 16" 01 16" -09" .20“ .12" 11" 08 .08 -05‘ " 07 43" 17 217 09" -04 08 05 107 13"
31 Political Orientation 07 0" 19" 13" 26" -257 -19” -20” " 117 187 -24" 18" 197 -20" -13" 10" 13" 157 04 -27" -17" 23" 10" -10" -13" -09" -08" -34"

Note: **. Correlation is S|gn|f|cant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * Correlatlon is significant at the 0.05 Ievel (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 2 N=887

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 Ievél (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political

orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il
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Mean _SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 377 172
2 Warmth 345 182 297
3 Morality 238 155 327 36"
4 Loyalty to the country 185 137 317 30" 60"
5  Feeling Thermometer 217 2184 23" 30" 53" 45
6 Hatred 399 210 X
7  Contempt 402 217
8  Anger 518 1.88
9 Fear 424 215
10 Disgust 44 212
11 Disappointment 504 2.9
12  Treatment 51.87 2894
13 Justified 382 221
14  Openness to Political Other 282 166
15 Threat Perceptions 525 1.72
16 Dehumanization 4.43 1.84
17 Policy Least Liked 3.96 1.60
18 Civil Rights least liked 392 191
19 Indirect Exclusion 4.01 1.93
20 Exclusion 446 1.71
21 Unti-democratic 39 1.26
22 Democracy 5.18 1.26
23 Civil Rights 501 140
24 Political violence 1.92 1.28
25  Activism 238 117
26 Halacha 373 202
27 Dogmatism 290 1413
28 RWA 467 143
29 LWA 470 165
30 SDbo 312 128 -04 - " 137 457 -
31 Jewish Identification 678 075 -04 -04 -14"-13 k " 09" .08 -1 -05
32 Israeli Identification 652 106 -05 .02 .06 -05 | " .03 -117 147 02 -02 -05 .02 o7 33"
33 State Identification 636 123 -05 .01 .07 -06 . -05 -127 17" 03 -01 -03 -05 .02 -06 30" .78
34 Ideological Identification 416 178 -04 -16 -16 -11" " 107 . 16" 147 .06 -02 -07 47" 45" 16" -16" . -01 T-02 07 08 427 157
35 Political Orientation 193 079 .07 25" 29" 47" . ".28"-23"-08" -28" 11" -03 .02 24" -26"-30"-33" 29" -29"-31"-34".15" 18" -177-10"-26"-20"-20" 09" -12" -15" -06 -06 -35"
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Wave 3 N=552

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 389 165
2 Wamth 359 173 297
3 Morality 277 167 43"
4 Loyalty to the country 230 160 .37 . 60"
5 Feeling Thermometer 2440 2363 30" .
6 Hatred 370 212
7  Contempt 391 209
8  Anger 481 203
9 Fear 400 218
10 Disgust 424 214
11 Disappointment 476 216
12  Treatment 4741 2747 .
13 Justified 415 202
14  Openness to Political Other 317 176 01
15 Threat Perceptions 472 1.85
16 Dehumanization 399 181
17 Policy Least Liked 369 151
18 Civil Rights least liked 435 178
19 Indirect Exclusion 3.58 1.83
20 Exclusion 396 1.68
21 Unti-democratic 368 1.22
22 Democracy 5.35 1.19
23 Civil Rights 524 130
24 Political violence 1.80 1.15
25  Activism 238 147 02 .04 07 127 117 08
26 Halacha 334 199 3
27 Dogmatism 281 116 257 237 417 09" 207 .03
28 RWA 445 142 100 477 07 01 197 AT"
29 LWA 472 161 -01 01 10" -01 -03 .12"
30 SDO 320 123 417437 01 .08 08 -02 22"
31 Jewish Identification 677 078 ' .05 -04 05 05 -01 .05 " 03 -09’
32 IsraeliIdentification 652 107 © .04 -02 10" .04 -03 .07 00 -07 127 11" -08 200 127 40"
33 State Identification 634 127 ' -08 -07 06 .02 -06 .07 01 -05 08 07 -06 457 -100 300 80"
34 Ideological Identification 426 184 " 08 37 1T 1T T 5T . " 167 117 -03 . 02 01 0 A7" 19"
35 _Political Orientation 181 078 .07 417 12" 09" 12" -15"-16"-10 -10"-15"-13"-13" 07 19" -17"-23"-18" 18" -19"-23"-26" 16" 18" -10" -04 -12"-13"-22" 06 -02 -10" 11" -11" -40”

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 4 N=427

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
1 Capabilities 377 17
2 Warmth 358 172 29"
3 Morality 272 162 44"
4 Loyalty to the country 222 161 39"
5  Feeling Thermometer 2065 2269 .36 .
6 Hatred 376 204 "
7 Contempt 394 219
8  Anger 475 202
9 Fear 389 220
10 Disgust 413 215 49" 70" 75" 59" A7
11 Disappointment 458 214 5 -27" 43" 46" 577 18" 42"
12 Treatment 474 2707 10 08 -04 06 .03 .01 -01 .05 -05 .01 .05
13 Justified 406 200 -01 .00 -02 -09 -04 .06 .05 .10° .13" .06 .09-47"
14 Openness to Political Other 292 166 40" 13" 48" 41" 547-387-28"-35-32"-33"-14" 07 .01
15  Threat Perceptions 475 177 ) 54" -44" 427 377 497 417 38" 357 06 .07-40"
16 Dehumanization 417 183 54" 59" 56" 59" 26" 56" 43" .10° 3
17  Policy Least Liked 383 156 " 50" " 267 547 317 43"
18  Civil Rights least liked 419 182
19  Indirect Exclusion 378 184
20 Exclusion 405 172 06
21 Unti-democratic 343 124 00-16" 277 317 18" 06 25" 23" -01
22  Democracy 543 116 . . "-317-29"-15" -06-25" -12" .01
23 Civil Rights 531 129 .11 19" 47" ©.07-27"-14" 00 : 350 317 - 32" 98"
24 Political violence 160 103 -08-12° 08 07 A1 13" 14" 04 -06 07 05 -01 -08 .01 -05 .04 03 -07 .07 .05 26 .20 -16"
25  Activism 222 111 -06 .04 100 06 .15 07 .11° .06 .01 .02 .02 -02 -03 15" -04 -07 -07 .05 -04 -07 .00 .02 .02 44"
26 Halacha 33 197 .06 06 10" 247 .07 47" -06 -12° 10" 177 247-25" 247 247 347.247-23" 15" .09
27 Dogmatism 281 113 -04 © 120 03 207 12° .08 -02 -09 .1 : 157 147 13" 26728 T 37" 120 207
28 RWA 437 139 -08-13 22" 23" 42" 00 257 47" 07 -03-19" 14" 357 347-29" 27" 28" 37".16 06 -09 38" 257
29 LWA 479 158 -14" -09 06 .00 .03 -01 -02 .10° .00 -09 .08-22" .03 .07 -02 -05-10" .13"-14" -10' 157 14" -04 03-36"-19" -03
30 SDO 316 121 -03 -01 -04 -08 -07 .09 .07 -02 .03 .09 -01 -02 .03 .02 .08 .06 .10'-14" 17" .04 -157-147 16" 06 .11 267 .03-26"
31 Jewish Identification 676 076 -02 -07 -10° -04 -08 -03 .00 .05 -01 .04 02 02 .04-12° 04 08 13" -11" 11 12 01 147 48" -01 -03
32 Israeli Identification 653 107 .00 -01 .04 .04 -05 -05 -05 .04 -03 -04 .00-12° .08 -01 -02 -02 -02 .01 -01 .03 08 02 217 -07 48"
33 State Identification 646 113 -02 -03 .06 .04 -04 -09 -10° .01 .00 -08 -02-10" .07 -05 -03 -04 .01 .00 .00 .04 -04 06 .06 -08 -03-14" -06 .03 19" -07 48" .84~
34 Ideological Identification 426 178 -07 -05 -06 .01 -11 A 477 04 16" 447 137 -08-13" 12" 207 147 .06 -06 06 .12 .03 .16" .18" 03 08 .10° .16 .18"
35 Political Orientation 191 081 16" .18~ 18" .08 227-25"-197-26" -04-23"-21" -09 -01 .28"-21 " -29" -31 “ 19" 197 10" 02-147-14"-25" 04 -08 -08 -13" -14" -43"

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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9.5. POLITICAL CENTER (JEWS)

Wave 1 N=465

Mean __SD 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
1 Capabilities 4.10 157
2 Warmth 401 145 417
3 Morality 325 151 42" 50"
4 Loyalty to the country 251 163 35" 337 43"
5 Feeling Thermometer 3339 2169 297 32" 477 41"
6 Hatred 2.66 173
7 Contempt 296 1.81
8 Anger 4.02 1.97
9 Fear 349 1.99 33"
10 Disgust 322 195 56" 39"
11 Disappointment 425 207 63" 22"
12 Openness to Political Other 376  1.79 " 14" .357 -02
13 Threat Perceptions 385 163 " 38" 38" 30" -36"
14 Civil Rights least liked 287 148 22" 39" 167 -59" 45
15 Indirect Exclusion 282 152 16" 42" 10" -63" 457 97"
16 Exclusion 327 161 A1 43" 05 -69" 46" 747 79"
17 Unti-democratic 267 118 07 217 03 -28" 19" 347 36"
18 Democracy 578 098 .03 -20" -18" -03 27" -15" -37" -37"
19 Civil Rights 578  1.08 © .05 -22" T .03 30" 177 -40" -40°
20 Political violence 158  1.08 00 .05 00 -07 10" 257
21 Activism 235 1.06 06 -03 05 10 .00 .03 .01 -01 .09
22 Halacha 222 163 00 16" -05 -207 257 307 317 317 39" REN
23 Dogmatism 240 101 -18" -09" -10" -03 -09° 33" 32" 15" 20" 08 -20" 18" 317 30" 297 37" A1 337
24 RWA 367 140 -10° -06 -17° 03 -10° .08 .10 .11 A1 10" -337 237 387 38" 417 417 " .04 367 217
25 LWA 540 143 04 -01 02 07 07 -11 -17" 01 -13" -12° 06 16" -11" -18" -18" -17" -26" © 00 -32"-23" -01
26 SDO 269 113 -25" -01 -09 -06 -06 .14 .11 01 .06 .11 -03 -13" 09° 47" 19" 457 227 28" -29" 23" 03 177 36 04 -25"
27 Jewish Identification 651 105 08 .05 .00 -03 .03 -14" -11" 01 05 -04 -01 .00 03 -05 -03 -01 -11" 08 .08 -26" -07 .01 -20" 09 .05 -14~
28 Israeli Identification 647 109 06 -02 .06 -08 .01 -10" -15" 08 -04 -08 .09 .04 -03 -11" -11" -10" -21" 12" 41" -31" -09" -30" -20" -05 17" -09 45~
29 State Identification 621 127 04 00 .09 -10° .06 -17" -16" -01 -07 -16" .02 -01 -05 -04 -03 -01 -12" 07 .05 -26" -06 -23" -14" -03 15" -04 35 72"
30_Ideological Identification 331 141 00 00 -04 08 09 04 01 15" 06 02 12 01 07 07 .08 12 08 -09 -08 04 16" 04 12" 14" 11 00 .03 .08

Nofe: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Wave 2 N=465

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32
1 Capabilities 416 149

2 Wamth 388 146 42"

3 Morality 325 148 38" 43"

4 Loyalty to the country 268 165 35 297 44"

5  Feeling Thermometer 3214 1923 247 207 417 32"

6 Hatred 2.87

7  Contempt 3.09

8  Anger 4.39

9 Fear 3.59

10 Disgust 3.44 307

11  Disappointment 445 » 23" 38

12 Treatment 4697 2372 18" 01 02 16" 02 05 .10° 12" -04 .03 15"

13 Justified 4.04 3 .

14  Openness to Political Other 378

15 Threat Perceptions 3.96

16 Dehumanization 3.32

17 Policy Least Liked 29

18 Civil Rights leastliked 509

19 Indirect Exclusion 280

20 Exclusion 3.26

21 Unti-democratic 277

22 Democracy 561 1.05 " .07 -257-19" -02 -04

23 Civil Rights 559 1.16 710" -287-20" -04 -04

24 Political violence 163 1.02 " .01 13" 18" -03 -06

25  Activism 223 105 " .06 .02 06 .08 .08

26 Halacha 207 140 A1 -03 120 07 -147 02 412 -12° 06

27 Dogmatism 242 098 00 " .07 .09 20" 08 .05

28 RWA 394 146 -03 05 07 23" 10" -02

29 LWA 545 144 06 A77 04 -02 207 .02

30 SDO 284 1147 -10-09 -12" -01 .03 .10° 14" -08 .04

31 Jewish Identification 641 118 .08 .03 -07 -01 05 .05 .00 .02 .00 -05 -06 -01 -06 13" .00 -02

32 Israeli Identification 647 107 .09 .09 01 -03 40" -01 -02 06 -04 -01 .03 -03 -08 -09° .10 -11" -06 -10" 11" 11" -19" “7" 04 457 o117 507
33 State Identification 626 122 .06 .09 .05 .00 02 -03 -09 .00 -10° .05 -01 -06 -07 -10° .08 -08 -03 -08 .09 .08 -21"-12-09 -11" 03 11" -09° .43~ 71"
34 Ideological Identification 334 153 -02 -01 02 08 03 05 05 07 .02 03 08 .10° -02 00 .02 10 .00 .04 -03 -01 -06 .00 -01 -03 17" -06 09 06 .06 .00 10" .09

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant af the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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Mean _SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
1 Capabilities 4.07 144

2 Wammth 403 143

3 Morality 327 149

4  Loyalty to the country 275 166

5 Feeling Thermometer 3194 2056 .

6 Hatred 276 178

7  Contempt 304 187

8  Anger 397 193

9 Fear 349 204

10  Disgust 321 192

11 Disappointment 410 202

12 Treatment 4104 2426 .

13 Justified 415 166

14  Openness to Political Other 386 178

15 Threat Perceptions 3.90 164

16 Dehumanization 307 153

17 Policy Least Liked 283 132

18  Civil Rights least liked 52 143

19  Indirect Exclusion 274 148

20 Exclusion 313 159 . .

21 Unti-democratic 281 117 02 .04 .03 -16" .

22 Democracy 566  1.02 " -01 -06 -01 .19 28" -28"

23 Civil Rights 565 112 " .01 -08 -03 21" -08 -26"-33" 30" -317-31"-44" 98"

24 Political violence 161 099 " 02 13" -02 -08 N " 207 317-287-26"

25  Activism 212 098 X 03 07 .04 -01 .08 07 -05 -06 31"

26 Halacha 244 170 03 03 -12° 07 177 01 .10 04 -10 " 377 -10 -09 30" .05

27 Dogmatism 244 103 -02 -12° -12 09 A5 08 247 -02 12" . " 357-307-29" 517 20" 30"

28 RWA 371 145 -09 -14" -16" -05 C 47 07 447 01 -257 g 14" -09 32"

29 LWA 529 153 .05 05 .167 .02 -11 02 03 -10 17" . -14" 01 " .03

30 SDO 280 117 -18" -10 -15 -05 08 -08 -03 .01 -20" .10 .12° " 167-307-30" 28" -04 . .04 225"

31 Jewish Identification 647 114 04 15 01 -05 " -03 -09 -16" .06 -08 -01 -08 -03 .02 .01 -02 -07 .16" .15 -20"-18" - " 03 .03 -09

32 Israeli Identification 646 116 .14° 08 04 06 .11 - -14° 01 -03 -01 .05 -04 -07 -20" .08 -06 -07 -18" 25" 23" -23" -07 - 00 26" -23" 49"
33 State Identification 623 136 .08 09 05 .09 .16" -14"-22" -09 .00 -17" -02 -04 .04 .05 -08 -11-19" 07 -05 -06 -12 .19" 17" -20" -05 -19"-28" 03 20" -18" 45" .84~
34 Ideological Identification 328 157 .07 .01 -09 07 -01 .02 .04 .06 -09 07 .14 15 06 .01 -01 00 .00 .01 -03 -04 -02 09 08 04 22" 01 14 08 13 -03 -04 05 .06

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Political
orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
1 Capabilities

2  Warmth

3 Morality

4 Loyalty to the country

5  Feeling Thermometer

6 Hatred

7  Contempt

8  Anger

9 Fear

10 Disgust

11 Disappointment

12 Treatment

13 Justified X

14  Openness to Political Other 3.63

15 Threat Perceptions 3.88

16 Dehumanization 3.18

17 Policy Least Liked 2.96

18 Civil Rights least liked 4.91

19  Indirect Exclusion 3.02

20 Exclusion 3.09

21 Unti-democratic 2.82

22 Democracy 5.61

23 Civil Rights 56

24 Political violence 1.74

25 Activism 247 B .

26 Halacha 2.21 -07 . 00 .02

27 Dogmatism 247 -02 . 18" -05 .

28 RWA 367 05 07 04 .16 08

29 LWA 547 " 267 277 10 18" A1 .04 -13 -02 02 .09 26"

30 SDO 264 -10 -17" -03 -10 . 45" 08 297 42 .00 .01 -13 " 28" . ;

31 Jewish Identification 6.47 03 .03 -01 -06 -09 -08 .02 .08 -05 .00 .02 .06 -04 .03 -04 -01 -03 .10 .09 -24" -12

32 Israeli Identification 6.4 A5 12 -02 -01 -10 -10 -03 .06 -17° .09 .02 .04 .07 .03 -05 08 15 18" .16 -19” T -18" 547
33 State Identification 61 145 -03 .11 05 -01 -05-18 -15 -07 .06 -21" 03 -02 .03 .05 -03 -09 -07 .11 -07 -237.19" 16" -24" T .23" 48" 78"
34 _Ideological Identification 341 152 02 04 09 .10 11 01 .01 .07 .02 -11 09 01 .14 -02 05 .07 .06 -01 .01 -01 .00 .18 21" 22" 34" .03 20" 05 .16 -05 05 .16 .13

Note: **. Correlation is sig'nificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed); Poiitical

orientation: higher values indicating on more left wing
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10. PERCEPTIONS, ATTITUDES AND FEELINGS TOWARDS LEAST
LIKED GROUP CHOICE

The following section discusses perceptions, attitudes and feelings towards respondent’s
least liked group choice and its members. In particular, the following section examines threat
perceptions (Sullivan et al., 1985) levels of openness towards the least liked group members
(Bogardus, 1986), evaluations of traits (Cuddy et al, 2008), feelings (lyengar, et al., 2012),
and emotions towards the least liked group members, attitudes towards exclusion (Shamir, &
Sullivan, 1985), and indirect exclusion (Shamir & Sagiv-Schifter 2006), support for civil rights,
support for exclusion policies , dehumanization perceptions, perceptions regarding the
treatment the least liked group receives in the society, and perceptions of justification related
to this treatment.

Measures

Threat perceptions were measured using a three-item scale based on (Sullivan et al., 1985),
as Israeli respondents were asked to indicate their agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 = “strongly
disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to the following statements: (1) [the least liked group] are a
threat to the identity of the state; (2) [the least liked group] endanger the security of the
country; (3) Personally, | feel that my safety and the safety of my family are threatened by
[the least liked group] Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .81 to .87 across waves.

Openness to political other was measured using a five-item scale based on (Bogardus,
1986), as Israeli respondents were asked to indicate their agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 =
“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to: (1) [the least liked group] will be my supervisor
at the workplace; (2) to host [the least liked group] at my home in social circumstances; (3)
that my family member will have a romantic relationship with [the least liked group]; (4) that
[the least liked group] will live in my neighborhood and (5) to read opinion articles by [the
least liked group]. Higher values indicated on greater openness to political other. Cronbach’s
alpha ranged between .87 to .91 across waves.

Evaluations of traits of the least liked group were based on (Cuddy et al, 2008) as Israeli
respondents were asked to evaluate four traits (Capabilities, Morality, Warmth and Loyalty to
the country) on a 1-7 scale were higher values indicate on higher attribution of this trait to the
least liked group.

Feelings towards least liked group were measured using the feeling thermometer (lyengar, et
al., 2012), in which respondents rated their how unfavorable/ favorable and warm/cold they
feel towards their least liked group on a scale of 0 to 100. Rating between 0 and 49 means
that they feel unfavorable and cold and rating between 51 and 100 means that they feel
favorable and warmth (where 100 represents the most favorable/warm rating).

Emotions towards least liked group were measured by asking respondents to indicate to
what extent they feel hatred, disgust, contempt, anger, fear and disappointment towards their
least liked group on a scale of 1-7 were higher values indicated on stronger emotions.

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 93 of 167




¥
*

* IDC
HERZLIYA

‘.

Lauder School Program on
of Government, Democratic Resilience

Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

Political exclusion was measured using a six-item scale based on (Shamir, & Sullivan, 1985),
as respondents were asked to indicate their agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 = “strongly
disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to the following statements: (1) [the least liked group] should
be banned from serving as prime ministers in Israel; (2) [the least liked group] must not be
allowed to serve as Knesset members; (3) [the least liked group] should not be allowed to
teach in public schools; (4) [the least liked group] should be allowed to hold demonstrations
[R]; (5) Tracking should be enabled on the phones of [the least liked group]; (6) [the least
liked group] should be banned from teaching at the university. Cronbach’s alpha ranged
between .85 to .89.

Indirect exclusion was measured using a four-item scale based on (Shamir & Sagiv-Schifter
2006), as Israeli respondents were asked to indicate their agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 =
“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to the following statements: (1) The [the least liked
group] must be expelled from the State of Israel; (2) The right of [the least liked group] to
express their worldview in public must be denied; (3) The citizenship of [the least liked
group] should be revoked; (4) [the least liked group] are given too many civil rights in the
country. Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .80 to .86.

Civil rights for the least liked group were measured using three statements from indirect
exclusion in reverse coding ([the least liked group] are given too many civil rights in the
country; The right of [the least liked group] to express their worldview in public must be
denied; The citizenship of [the least liked group] should be revoked) such that higher values
indicate on higher support for civil rights. Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .67 to .79.

Exclusion policies towards the least liked group was measured using a four-item scale based
on (?) as respondents were asked to indicate their agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 = “strongly
disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to the following statements: (1) We must ignore the
existence of [the least liked group]; (2) We must cooperate with [the least liked group] to
achieve common goals [R]; (3) We must forcibly expel the [the least liked group] from our
shared space; (4) We must try to sabotage [the least liked group] attempts to increase their
power in society. Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .61 to .78.

Dehumanization of the least liked group was measured using a three-item scale based on (?)
as respondents were asked to indicate their agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 = “strongly
disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to the following statements: (1) Eventually [the least liked
group] are similar to each other; (2) What the members of the [the least liked group] really
want is to harm the rest of Israeli society; (3) [the least liked group] have negative traits that
are part of who they are - they will never change. Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .82 to
.85.

Least liked group perceived treatment was measured by asking respondents to indicate to
what extent they think that the [the least liked group] are currently treated negatively or
positively in Israeli society? on a scale of 0-100 (where 100 represents a very positive
treatment and O a very negative treatment.
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Justification perceptions for current treatment was measured by asking respondents to
indicate to what extent they think that the treatment the least liked receive is justified on a 1-7
scale ranging from 1- not justified at all to 7- justified to a great extent. ®

The following sections discuss significant differences in least liked group outcomes by
nationality and political affiliation.

Wave Nationality Mean SD Wave Nationality Mean SD
Threat First Jewish 4.44 1.77 Disappointment First Jewish 4.49 2.18
Perceptions
Arab 4.37 1.83 Arab 4.55 2.07
Second Jewish 4.67 1.78 Second Jewish 4.80 2.07
Arab 4.37 1.83 Arab 4.62 2.03
Third Jewish 4.41 1.81 Third Jewish 4.52 212
Arab 4.41 1.85 Arab 4.76 2.06
Fourth Jewish 4.48 1.73 Fourth Jewish 4.61 212
Arab 4.64 1.84 Arab 4.70 2.03
Capabilities First Jewish 3.97 1.65 Feeling First Jewish 27.53 21.67
Thermometer
Arab 3.65 1.74 Arab 28.98 25.38
Second Jewish 4.00 1.65 Second Jewish 26.05 21.28
Arab 3.36 1.68 Arab 27.46 26.25

8 Dehumanization, support for exclusion policies towards the least liked group, perceived treatment
and justification for treatment were added in the second and the third waves.
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Third Jewish 4.01 1.59 Third Jewish 27.06 22.71
Arab 3.52 1.70 Arab 23.30 25.92
Fourth Jewish 4.00 1.66 Fourth Jewish 23.86 22.66
Arab 3.40 1.61 Arab 22.85 24.81
Warmth First Jewish 3.71 1.66 Openness to First Jewish 3.51 1.80
Political Other
Arab 2.49 1.57 Arab 2.77 1.54
Second Jewish 3.69 1.69 Second Jewish 3.37 1.79
Arab 2.56 1.65 Arab 2.54 1.42
Third Jewish 3.79 1.64 Third Jewish 3.61 1.85
Arab 2.90 1.70 Arab 2.65 1.58
Fourth Jewish 3.75 1.63 Fourth Jewish 3.44 1.83
Arab 2.84 1.74 Arab 2.62 1.57
Morality First Jewish 2.89 1.58 Civil Rights least First Jewish 4.72 1.73
liked
Arab 2.56 1.58 Arab 4.39 1.60
Second Jewish 2.79 1.59 Second Jewish 4.51 1.83
Arab 2.40 1.60 Arab 4.26 1.57
Third Jewish 3.00 1.64 Third Jewish 4.78 1.70
Arab 2.62 1.71 Arab 4.30 1.67
Fourth Jewish 2.94 1.59 Fourth Jewish 4.63 1.74
Arab 2.69 1.73 Arab 4.23 1.70
Loyalty to the  First Jewish 2.25 1.56 Indirect Exclusion First Jewish 3.22 1.78
country
Arab 3.42 1.89 Arab 3.54 1.63
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Second Jewish 2.31 1.60 Second Jewish 3.39 1.86
Arab 3.19 1.84 Arab 3.65 1.62
Third Jewish 2.56 1.68 Third Jewish 3.14 1.74
Arab 3.38 1.83 Arab 3.62 1.70
Fourth Jewish 2.53 1.73 Fourth Jewish 3.29 1.78
Arab 3.25 1.80 Arab 3.71 1.73
Hatred First Jewish 3.18 1.96 Exclusion First Jewish 3.54 1.73
Arab 3.57 2.07 Arab 3.88 1.61
Second Jewish 3.47 2.01 Second Jewish 3.80 1.79
Arab 3.86 2.04 Arab 415 1.58
Third Jewish 3.30 2.04 Third Jewish 3.46 1.73
Arab 3.80 2.07 Arab 4.21 1.66
Fourth Jewish 3.34 2.00 Fourth Jewish 3.48 1.76
Arab 3.96 2.05 Arab 413 1.61
Contempt First Jewish 3.40 2.04 Treatment Second Jewish 50.31 27.05
Arab 3.86 2.07 Arab 47.69 30.46
Second Jewish 3.61 2.07 Third Jewish 46.51 26.63
Arab 4.27 1.96 Arab 46.62 32.90
Third Jewish 3.57 2.05 Fourth Jewish 47.64 27.26
Arab 4.16 2.00 Arab 48.30 31.49
Fourth Jewish 3.58 2.1 Justified Second Jewish 3.85 2.00
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Arab 4.48 1.97 Arab 3.73 2.06

Fourth Jewish 3.58 2.1 Third Jewish 4.10 1.90

Arab 4.48 1.97 Arab 3.64 1.95

Anger First Jewish 4.60 1.99 Fourth Jewish 3.96 1.91

Arab 4.49 2.05 Arab 3.87 1.99

Second Jewish 4.87 1.88 Dehumanization Second Jewish 3.87 1.84

Arab 4.59 1.97 Arab 4.34 1.69

Third Jewish 4.55 2.01 Third Jewish 3.57 1.76

Arab 4.64 1.91 Arab 4.51 1.71

Fourth Jewish 4.65 1.98 Fourth Jewish 3.71 1.79

Arab 4.74 1.91 Arab 4.56 1.62

Fear First Jewish 3.79 2.10 Exclusion policies Second Jewish 3.44 1.58
Least Liked

Arab 3.91 2.10 Arab 3.98 1.30

Second Jewish 3.89 2.1 Third Jewish 3.27 1.50

Arab 3.78 2.05 Arab 3.96 1.42

Third Jewish 3.78 212 Fourth Jewish 3.36 1.55

Arab 3.82 213 Arab 4.09 1.36

Fourth Jewish 3.80 212 Disgust First Jewish 3.65 2.07

Arab 3.95 2.05 Arab 4.22 2.15

Second Jewish 3.95 2.06

Arab 4.61 2.07
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Third Jewish 3.82 212
Arab 4.64 2.02
Fourth Jewish 3.80 2.10
Arab 4.74 2.04

The analysis indicated that there were significant differences between Israeli Jews and Arab
citizens of Israel in evaluations of traits (see Figure 47), such that across waves Israeli Jews
rated their least liked group members as having significantly greater capabilities, warmth and
morality compared to Arab citizens rating (all p’s <.05). Arab citizens of Israel, on the other
hand, rated across waves the loyalty (to the country) of their least liked group significantly
higher than the rating of the Israeli Jews (all p’s <.001).

Figure 47. Mean evaluations of traits, filtered by nationality
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Significant difference between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel was also found in
threat perceptions (see Figure 48), such that only the second wave the mean threat
perceptions of Israeli Jews was significantly higher than that of Arabs (p <.01). The
significant increase in the second (p <.01) wave compared to the first among Israeli Jews
may be related to the spike in terror attacks which took place around that time.

Figure 48. Mean threat perceptions scale filtered by nationality.

7| Wave
W First
M Second
6| B Third
B Fourth

Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI

Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel also differed significantly in emotions towards their
least liked group members. In particular, Arab citizens of Israel showed significantly higher
hatred, contempt and disgust (towards their least liked group) than Israeli Jews across waves
(all p’s <.001). Further, while Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel did not differ significantly
in the first, third and fourth waves in their mean anger, in the second wave Israeli Jews
showed significantly higher anger compared to Arab citizens of Israel (p <.05). Furthermore,
while Israeli Jews and Arab citizens did not differ significantly in the first and the second
waves in their mean disappointment, Arab citizens in the third wave and the fourth waves
showed higher disappointment compared to Israeli Jews, a difference which was marginally
significant in wave 3 (p =.058) and significant in wave 4 (p <.01). No significant differences
were found between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens in fear across waves (see Figure 49)
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Figure 49. Mean emotions filtered by nationality.
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Similarly, while Israeli Jews and Arab citizens did not differ in the first, second and fourth
waves in the levels of warmth/ favorability towards their least liked group (see Figure 49), in
the third wave Israeli Jews showed significantly greater warmth towards their least liked
group compared to Arabs (p <.01).

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 101 of 167




¥

: Lauder School Program on
HE IIQI:EIVA of Government, Democratic Resilience

~ Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

- .-

Figure 49. Feeling Thermometer, filtered by nationality.
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Significant differences between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel were also found in
their mean openness to political other (the least liked group), such that Israeli Jews’ mean
openness was significantly higher than that of Arabs’ across waves (all p’s <.001) see Figure
50.
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Figure 50. Mean openness to political other scale, filtered by nationality
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Error bars: 95% CI

Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel also differed in their support for civil right towards
their least liked group (see Figure 51), such that Arab’s support for civil right was significantly
lower than that of Jew’s (all p’s <.01).
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Figure 51. Mean civil right scale, filtered by nationality
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Error bars: 95% CI

Significant differences between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel were also found in
support for indirect exclusion (See Figure 52) and exclusion, such that across waves Arab’s
support for indirect and direct exclusion was significantly higher than that of Jew’s (all p’s
<.01).
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Figure 562. Mean Indirect and Direct Exclusion scales, filtered by nationality
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Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel also differed in their dehumanization perceptions of
their least liked group (see Figure 53), such that Arab citizens of Israel held significantly
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greater dehumanization perceptions compared to Israeli Jews across waves (all p’s <.001)
and this gap was greater in the third wave.

Figure 63. Mean Dehumanization scale, filtered by nationality

Wave
B Second
B Third
B Fourth

Jewish Arab

Error bars: 95% ClI

Similarly, Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel significantly differed in support for exclusion
policies towards their least liked group (see Figure 54) such that Arab’s support was
significantly higher than that of Jew’s across waves (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 54. Mean support for exclusion policies scale, filtered by nationality
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Error bars: 95% CI

Last, while Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel did not differ in their perceptions of
negativity/positivity of the treatment their least liked group receives in the society, these
groups differed significantly in their perceptions of justifications towards this treatment (see
Figure 55). In particular, while there was no significant difference in the second or fourth
waves, in the third wave Israeli Jews justified the treatment their least liked group receive
significantly more than Arabs ( p <.001).
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Figure 55. Justification of treatment, filtered by nationality
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10.2 DIFFERENCES BY POLITICAL AFFILIATION
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Wave Affiliation Mean SD Wave Affiliation Mean SD
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Right 4.85 1.76 Right 4.60 224
Second  Left 3.97 1.63 Second  Left 4.60 2.03
Center 3.96 1.55 Center 4.45 1.99
Right 5.25 1.72 Right 5.04 2.09
Third Left 4.21 1.73 Third Left 4.38 2.05
Center 3.90 1.64 Center 4.10 2.02
Right 4.72 1.85 Right 4.76 2.16
Fourth Left 4.52 1.58 Fourth Left 4.90 1.94
Center 3.88 1.60 Center 4.28 2.04
Right 4.75 1.77 Right 4.58 214
Capabilities First Left 4.33 1.44 Feeling First Left 29.81 20.13
Thermometer
Center 4.10 1.57 Center 33.39 21.69
Right 3.80 1.73 Right 23.90 21.34
Second  Left 4.51 1.51 Second  Left 29.96 19.37
Center 4.16 1.49 Center 32.14 19.23
Right 3.77 1.72 Right 21.70 21.84
Third Left 4.37 1.53 Third Left 28.21 21.42
Center 4.07 1.44 Center 31.94 20.56
Right 3.89 1.65 Right 24.40 23.63
Fourth Left 4.65 1.48 Fourth Left 24.64 21.10
Center 4.05 1.58 Center 30.10 22.36
Right 3.77 1.70 Right 20.65 22.69
Warmth First Left 4.20 1.43 Openness to First Left 4.61 1.71
Political Other
Center 4.01 1.45 Center 3.76 1.79
Right 3.42 1.76 Right 3.08 1.67
Second  Left 4.15 1.47 Second  Left 4.56 1.72
Center 3.88 1.46 Center 3.78 1.66
Right 3.45 1.82 Right 2.82 1.66
Third Left 4.13 1.53 Third Left 4.83 1.69
Center 4.03 1.43 Center 3.86 1.78
Right 3.59 1.73 Right 3.17 1.76
Fourth Left 4.00 1.45 Fourth Left 4.80 1.68
Center 3.95 1.51 Center 3.63 1.79
Right 3.58 1.72 Right 2.92 1.66
Morality First Left 3.39 1.60 Civil Rights least First Left 5.65 1.18
liked
Center 3.25 1.51 Center 5.13 1.48
Right 2.57 1.55 Right 4.26 1.82
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Second  Left 3.41 1.48 Second  Left 5.52 1.32

Center 3.25 1.48 Center 5.09 1.45

Right 2.38 1.55 Right 3.92 1.91

Third Left 3.36 1.65 Third Left 5.65 1.28

Center 3.27 1.49 Center 5.20 1.43

Right 2.77 1.67 Right 4.35 1.78

Fourth Left 3.31 1.56 Fourth Left 5.62 1.14

Center 3.17 1.47 Center 4.91 1.57

Right 2.72 1.62 Right 4.19 1.82

Loyalty to First Left 3.05 1.78 Indirect Exclusion First Left 2.15 1.12
the country

Center 2.51 1.63 Center 2.82 1.52

Right 1.90 1.34 Right 3.71 1.86

Second  Left 3.22 1.72 Second  Left 2.29 1.27

Center 2.68 1.65 Center 2.80 1.47

Right 1.85 1.37 Right 4.01 1.93

Third Left 3.23 1.77 Third Left 2.19 1.22

Center 2.75 1.66 Center 2.74 1.48

Right 2.30 1.60 Right 3.58 1.83

Fourth Left 3.28 1.83 Fourth Left 215 1.06

Center 2.69 1.75 Center 3.02 1.62

Right 222 1.61 Right 3.78 1.84

Hatred First Left 2.78 1.71 Exclusion First Left 2.39 1.32

Center 2.66 1.73 Center 3.27 1.61

Right 3.55 2.06 Right 3.98 1.72

Second  Left 2.78 1.71 Second  Left 247 1.44

Center 2.87 1.70 Center 3.26 1.52

Right 3.99 2.10 Right 4.46 1.71

Third Left 2.76 1.88 Third Left 215 1.26

Center 2.76 1.78 Center 3.13 1.59

Right 3.70 212 Right 3.96 1.68

Fourth Left 2.99 1.84 Fourth Left 2.29 1.26

Center 2.70 1.81 Center 3.09 1.63

Right 3.76 2.04 Right 4.05 1.72

Contempt First Left 3.28 1.84 Dehumanization Second  Left 2.92 1.48

Center 2.96 1.81 Center 3.32 1.61

Right 3.66 215 Right 4.43 1.84

Second  Left 3.16 1.89 Third Left 2.89 1.54

Center 3.09 1.80 Center 3.07 1.53

Right 4.02 217 Right 3.99 1.81

Third Left 3.24 1.98 Fourth Left 3.04 1.54

Center 3.04 1.87 Center 3.18 1.57

Right 3.91 2.09 Right 4.17 1.83

Fourth Left 3.24 1.98 Exclusion policies Second  Left 2.57 1.23

Least Liked
Center 3.04 1.87 Center 2.90 1.30
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Right 3.91 2.09 Right 3.96 1.60
Anger First Left 4.64 1.91 Third Left 248 1.25
Center 4.02 1.97 Center 2.83 1.32
Right 4.89 1.96 Right 3.69 1.51
Second  Left 4.67 1.83 Fourth Left 2.49 1.14
Center 4.39 1.81 Center 2.96 1.39
Right 5.18 1.88 Right 3.83 1.56
Third Left 4.63 1.87 Treatment Second  Left 51.14 25.52
Center 3.97 1.93 Center 46.97 23.72
Right 4.81 2.03 Right 51.87 28.94
Fourth Left 5.07 1.67 Third Left 53.20 25.74
Center 4.16 2.01 Center 41.04 24.26
Right 4.75 2.02 Right 47.41 27.47
Fear First Left 3.27 1.95 Fourth Left 54.71 27.89
Center 3.49 1.99 Center 4411 26.50
Right 4.08 215 Right 47.10 27.07
Second  Left 3.17 1.90 Justified Second  Left 3.59 1.78
Center 3.59 2.00 Center 4.04 1.66
Right 4.24 215 Right 3.82 2.21
Third Left 3.49 1.93 Third Left 3.81 1.83
Center 3.49 2.04 Center 4.15 1.66
Right 4.00 218 Right 4.15 2.02
Fourth Left 3.63 1.95 Fourth Left 3.73 1.90
Center 3.72 2.03 Center 3.88 1.71
Right 3.89 2.20 Right 4.06 2.00
Disgust First Left 3.41 1.86
Center 3.22 1.95
Right 3.93 214
Second  Left 3.31 1.83
Center 3.44 1.82
Right 4.40 212
Third Left 3.38 2.06
Center 3.21 1.92
Right 4.24 214
Fourth Left 3.52 1.99
Center 3.31 1.93
Right 4.13 215

The analysis indicated that there were significant differences between the political camps in
evaluations of traits (see Figure 56) such that across waves and traits the evaluations of the
political left were significantly higher (e.g., more moral) than those of the political right (all p’s
<.01). Similarly, the evaluations of the political center were significantly higher than those of
the political right across most waves and traits (all p’s <.05), except non-significant difference
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in evaluation of capabilities in the third wave. Further, in evaluating loyalty to the country, the
political left evaluations across waves were significantly higher than the evaluations of the
political center (all p’s <.001) Furthermore, in evaluating warmth in the second wave, the
political left were significantly higher than the political center (p<.05), and in evaluating
capabilities, in the second and fourth waves, the political left were significantly higher than
the political center(all p’s <.01).

Figure 56. Mean evaluation of Traits, filtered by political affiliation
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Significant differences between the political affiliations were also found in threat perceptions
(see Figure 57), such that across waves the mean threat perception of the political right was
significantly higher than that of the political center (all p’s <.001). In waves 1-3 the mean
threat perception of the political right was also significantly higher than that of the political left
(all p’s <.01). Further, while the political left and center did not differ significantly in the first 3
waves in the fourth wave the mean threat perception of the political left was significantly
higher than thar of the center (p <.01).
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Figure 57. Mean threat perceptions, filtered by political affiliation
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The political camps also differed significantly in their emotions towards the least liked group
members (See Figure 58). In particular, the political right showed across waves significantly
higher hatred (all p’s <.001), contempt (all p’s <.05), and disgust (all p’s <.001) compared to
the political left and center. In waves 1-3, the political right also showed significantly more
fear (all p’s <.01) compared to the political left and center. The political right also showed
across waves significantly higher anger (all p’s <.001) compared to the political center. In
waves 1-3 the political right also showed significantly higher disappointment (all p’s <.01)
compared to the political center. Compared to the political left, the political right showed
significantly higher disappointment in the second wave (p <.01) and marginally significant in
the third wave (p =.056). In terms of anger, the political right showed significantly higher
anger compared to the left in the second wave (p <.001). Further, while the political left and
center generally did not differ in their mean emotions towards their least liked group (e.g.,
disgust, hatred, see Figure 58), the political left showed significantly more contempt (p <.05)
in the first wave and fourth waves; significantly more anger in the first third and fourth waves
(all p’s <.01) and significantly greater disappointment in the fourth wave (p <.05).
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Figure 58. Mean emotions, filtered by political affiliation
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The political camps also significantly differed in their levels of warmth/ favorability towards
their least liked group (see Figure 59), such that across all waves the political center showed
significantly greater warmth compared to the political right (all p’s <.001) and the political left
also showed significantly greater warmth towards their least liked group compared to the
political right in the first two waves (all p’s <.001), and marginally significant and the last two
waves (all p’s <.06).
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Figure 59. Feeling Thermometer, filtered by political affiliation
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Significant differences between political affiliations were also found in their mean openness
to political other (the least liked group), (see Figure 60) such that the political left mean
openness was significantly higher than that of the political center and right across waves (all
p’s <.001) and the mean openness of the political center was significantly higher than that of
the political right across waves (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 60. Mean openness to political other scale, filtered by political affiliation

7 Wave
P First
M Second
6 B Third
B Fourth

Left Center Right

Error bars: 95% ClI

The political camps also differed significantly in their support for civil rights (see Figure 61),
such that across waves mean support for civil right of the political left was significantly higher
than that of the political right and the political center (all p’s <.01). The mean support for civil
right of the political center was also significantly higher than that of the political right across
waves (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 61. Mean support for civil rights, filtered by political affiliation
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Significant differences between the political camps were also found in support for indirect
exclusion and exclusion (see Figure 62) such that across waves the mean support for
indirect exclusion and exclusion of the political right was significantly higher than those of the
political left and center (all p’s <.001). The mean support for indirect exclusion and exclusion
of the political center was significantly higher that of the political left across waves (all p’s
<.01).
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Figure 62. Mean Indirect and Direct Exclusion scales, filtered by political affiliation
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Similarly, the political right across waves showed significantly higher dehumanization
perceptions of the least liked group members compared to the political center and left (all p’s
<.001) see Figure 63. Further, while the political center and left did not differ significantly in
the third and the fourth waves, in the second wave the political center showed significantly
higher dehumanization perceptions compared to the political left (p <.01).
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Figure 63. Mean dehumanization perception, filtered by political affiliation
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A similar pattern is seen in support for exclusion policies towards least liked group (see
Figure 64), such that the political right across waves showed significantly more support
compared to the political center and left (all p’s <.001) and the political center showed
significantly more support than the political left across waves (all p’s <.05).
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Figure 64. Mean support for exclusion policies, filtered by political affiliation
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Significant differences between the political camps were also found in perception regarding
the treatment the least liked group receives in the society (see Figure 65). Across waves the
political left perceived the treatment as significantly more positive than the political center (all
p’s <.05). Further, in the second and third waves the political right perceived the treatment as
significantly more positive than the political center (all p’s <.01). in the third and fourth waves
the political perceived the treatment as significantly more positive than the political right (all
p’s <.05).

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 122 of 167




<

: Lauder School Program on

HE IIQI:EIVA of Government, Democratic Resilience
~ Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

- .-

Figure 65. Mean treatment perceptions, filtered by political affiliation
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Last, the political camps also differed significantly in their perceptions of justifications towards
the treatment the least liked group receives in the society (see Figure 66). In particular, while
there were no significant differences between the groups in the third and the fourth waves, in
the second wave the political center justified the treatment the least liked group receives
significantly more than the political left (p <.01) and the political right (all p=.053).
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Figure 66. Mean treatment justification, filtered by political affiliation
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Wave Least Liked Group Mean SD Wave Least Liked Mean SD
Group
Threat First Jewish settlers 4.85 1.72 Disappointment First Jewish settlers 4.81 2.07
Perceptions
Arab citizens 5.39 1.52 Arab citizens 4.87 2.15
Leftists 5.21 1.55 Leftists 5.49 1.88
Rightists 4.19 1.76 Rightists 4.86 1.99
Ultra-orthodox 3.64 1.53 Ultra-orthodox 4.85 1.88
Immigrants/refugees 4.20 1.76 Immigrants/refuge 3.42 2.18
es
Foreign workers 3.46 1.79 Foreign workers 3.21 2.06
Second Jewish settlers 4.65 1.61 Second Jewish settlers 4.77 1.98
Arab citizens 5.52 1.54 Arab citizens 5.31 1.97
Leftists 5.24 1.62 Leftists 5.67 1.65
Rightists 4.07 1.78 Rightists 4.70 1.88
Ultra-orthodox 3.88 1.59 Ultra-orthodox 4.68 1.97
Immigrants/refugees 4.31 1.68 Immigrants/refuge 3.51 2.01
es
LGBT 3.69 1.91 LGBT 4.72 2.14
Third Jewish settlers 4.96 1.67 Third Jewish settlers 4.84 1.96
Arab citizens 5.03 1.73 Arab citizens 4.76 2.10
Leftists 5.11 1.62 Leftists 5.54 1.86
Rightists 4.49 1.59 Rightists 4.78 1.86
Ultra-orthodox 3.80 1.70 Ultra-orthodox 4.57 2.02
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Immigrants/refugees 4.33 1.73 Immigrants/refuge 3.50 2.05
es
LGBT 3.65 2.04 LGBT 5.00 2.15
Fourth Jewish settlers 4.95 1.55 Fourth Jewish settlers 4.91 1.65
Arab citizens 5.38 1.46 Arab citizens 4.87 1.90
Leftists 4.81 1.79 Leftists 5.30 1.97
Rightists 4.36 1.53 Rightists 5.38 1.84
Ultra-orthodox 3.27 2.05 Ultra-orthodox 3.60 2.07
Immigrants/refugees 1.74 .88 Immigrants/refuge 2.67 2.06
es
LGBT 4.24 1.63 LGBT 5.11 1.91
Capabilities First Jewish settlers 4.04 1.74 Feeling First Jewish settlers 24.52 2417
Thermometer
Arab citizens 3.74 1.68 Arab citizens 23.21 20.84
Leftists 4.26 1.75 Leftists 23.59 21.86
Rightists 4.55 1.51 Rightists 33.94 23.34
Ultra-orthodox 3.87 1.63 Ultra-orthodox 30.34 19.17
Immigrants/refugees 3.57 1.59 Immigrants/refuge 27.79 23.03
es
Foreign workers 413 1.74 Foreign workers 40.66 24.41
Second Jewish settlers 4.19 1.78 Second Jewish settlers 28.43 2417
Arab citizens 3.72 1.62 Arab citizens 22.66 21.38
Leftists 4.29 1.69 Leftists 21.74 21.20
Rightists 4.22 1.49 Rightists 30.96 22.82
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Ultra-orthodox 3.95 1.70 Ultra-orthodox 30.06 20.12
Immigrants/refugees 3.40 1.34 Immigrants/refuge 28.97 22.37
es
LGBT 347 1.92 LGBT 18.38 21.57
Third Jewish settlers 3.93 1.63 Third Jewish settlers 23.01 23.98
Arab citizens 3.93 1.51 Arab citizens 27.39 24.46
Leftists 4.28 1.71 Leftists 22.29 21.36
Rightists 4.26 1.50 Rightists 30.21 24.15
Ultra-orthodox 3.79 1.73 Ultra-orthodox 28.16 23.87
Immigrants/refugees 3.46 1.35 Immigrants/refuge 28.23 20.17
es
LGBT 3.65 1.80 LGBT 15.55 21.19
Fourth Jewish settlers 4.71 1.49 Fourth Jewish settlers 19.75 19.63
Arab citizens 3.89 1.48 Arab citizens 19.18 19.26
Leftists 3.75 1.91 Leftists 16.76 21.82
Rightists 5.38 1.31 Rightists 39.29 30.82
Ultra-orthodox 4.80 2.05 Ultra-orthodox 70.20 27.22
Immigrants/refugees 6.00 1.22 Immigrants/refuge 68.00 2412
es
LGBT 4.08 1.61 LGBT 26.05 19.66
Warmth First Jewish settlers 2.91 1.75 Openness to First Jewish settlers 3.11 1.89
Political Other
Arab citizens 4.09 1.74 Arab citizens 2.70 1.37
Leftists 2.46 1.50 Leftists 4.12 1.76
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Rightists 3.54 1.85 Rightists 4.58 1.88
Ultra-orthodox 3.56 1.62 Ultra-orthodox 4.10 1.68
Immigrants/refugees 3.75 1.46 Immigrants/refuge 2.56 1.47

es
Foreign workers 3.83 1.64 Foreign workers 3.17 1.56
Second Jewish settlers 3.25 1.83 Second Jewish settlers 3.40 1.76
Arab citizens 3.75 1.87 Arab citizens 2.62 1.49
Leftists 273 1.55 Leftists 4.06 1.69
Rightists 3.41 1.95 Rightists 4.14 1.84
Ultra-orthodox 3.43 1.59 Ultra-orthodox 3.91 1.75
Immigrants/refugees 3.77 1.32 Immigrants/refuge 2.53 1.40

es
LGBT 3.22 1.86 LGBT 2.21 1.43
Third Jewish settlers 3.04 1.63 Third Jewish settlers 3.13 1.84
Arab citizens 4.07 1.75 Arab citizens 2.85 1.50
Leftists 2.60 1.58 Leftists 4.11 1.72
Rightists 3.60 1.78 Rightists 4.40 1.76
Ultra-orthodox 3.50 1.66 Ultra-orthodox 4.09 1.87
Immigrants/refugees 4.03 1.32 Immigrants/refuge 2.68 1.47

es
LGBT 3.59 1.82 LGBT 2.34 1.63
Fourth Jewish settlers 3.89 1.25 Fourth Jewish settlers 4.48 1.92
Arab citizens 3.99 1.59 Arab citizens 2.56 1.32
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Leftists 227 1.50 Leftists 3.56 1.81
Rightists 5.38 1.47 Rightists 6.01 1.15
Ultra-orthodox 5.40 1.52 Ultra-orthodox 5.28 1.68
Immigrants/refugees 3.56 2.35 Immigrants/refuge 5.38 1.89

es
LGBT 3.72 1.50 LGBT 4.30 1.60
Morality First Jewish settlers 2.38 1.49 Civil Rights least First Jewish settlers 4.52 1.80

liked

Arab citizens 2.37 1.49 Arab citizens 3.98 1.74
Leftists 247 1.53 Leftists 5.18 1.68
Rightists 3.08 1.58 Rightists 5.60 1.50
Ultra-orthodox 3.34 1.56 Ultra-orthodox 5.28 1.14
Immigrants/refugees 2.82 1.50 Immigrants/refuge 4.08 1.79

es
Foreign workers 3.71 1.73 Foreign workers 4.60 1.76
Second Jewish settlers 2.64 1.53 Second Jewish settlers 4.57 1.69
Arab citizens 221 1.43 Arab citizens 3.83 1.94
Leftists 2.63 1.71 Leftists 4.87 1.73
Rightists 3.00 1.67 Rightists 5.54 1.39
Ultra-orthodox 3.35 1.62 Ultra-orthodox 5.17 1.18
Immigrants/refugees 2.85 1.27 Immigrants/refuge 3.94 1.74

es
LGBT 2.28 1.75 LGBT 4.24 1.76
Third Jewish settlers 2.57 1.60 Third Jewish settlers 4.46 1.68
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Arab citizens 2.68 1.59 Arab citizens 4.16 1.84
Leftists 273 1.66 Leftists 4.97 1.71
Rightists 3.13 1.63 Rightists 5.41 1.52
Ultra-orthodox 3.34 1.64 Ultra-orthodox 5.23 1.26
Immigrants/refugees 2.91 1.46 Immigrants/refuge 4.10 1.64
es
LGBT 2.45 1.80 LGBT 4.44 1.92
Fourth Jewish settlers 2.88 1.34 Fourth Jewish settlers 5.56 91
Arab citizens 2.47 1.40 Arab citizens 4.10 1.83
Leftists 2.50 1.63 Leftists 4.47 1.89
Rightists 3.71 1.92 Rightists 6.49 .92
Ultra-orthodox 5.20 1.79 Ultra-orthodox 5.20 2.42
Immigrants/refugees 5.33 1.41 Immigrants/refuge 6.00 .80
es
LGBT 3.29 1.56 LGBT 5.38 1.04
Loyalty to First Jewish settlers 3.69 1.95 First Jewish settlers 3.39 1.83
the country
Arab citizens 1.74 1.20 Indirect Arab citizens 3.95 1.77
Exclusion
Leftists 2.06 1.50 Leftists 2.67 1.64
Rightists 4.75 1.59 Rightists 2.35 1.57
Ultra-orthodox 2.46 1.41 Ultra-orthodox 2.45 1.1
Immigrants/refugees 1.90 1.27 Immigrants/refuge 4.14 1.76
es
Foreign workers 2.72 1.85 Foreign workers 3.48 1.72
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Second Jewish settlers 3.78 1.91 Second Jewish settlers 3.30 1.73
Arab citizens 1.67 1.08 Arab citizens 4.09 1.96
Leftists 2.02 1.55 Leftists 3.00 1.71
Rightists 4.13 1.78 Rightists 2.40 1.44
Ultra-orthodox 243 1.40 Ultra-orthodox 2.53 1.15
Immigrants/refugees 1.90 1.14 Immigrants/refuge 4.27 1.67

es

LGBT 3.28 1.88 LGBT 3.60 1.78

Third Jewish settlers 3.47 1.81 Third Jewish settlers 3.41 1.73
Arab citizens 1.89 1.30 Arab citizens 3.75 1.86
Leftists 2.19 1.56 Leftists 2.92 1.72
Rightists 4.46 1.79 Rightists 247 1.48
Ultra-orthodox 2.58 1.45 Ultra-orthodox 2.54 1.25
Immigrants/refugees 2.20 1.41 Immigrants/refuge 4.09 1.64

es

LGBT 3.56 1.76 LGBT 3.46 1.91

Fourth Jewish settlers 4.00 1.65 Fourth Jewish settlers 2.20 .86
Arab citizens 1.82 1.26 Arab citizens 3.82 1.81
Leftists 222 1.59 Leftists 343 1.90
Rightists 5.29 1.81 Rightists 1.49 .98
Ultra-orthodox 5.80 1.30 Ultra-orthodox 2.80 2.39
Immigrants/refugees 5.67 1.50 Ln;migrants/refuge 1.86 72
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LGBT 2.33 1.43 LGBT 229 .96
Hatred First Jewish settlers 3.79 2.08 Exclusion First Jewish settlers 3.70 1.81
Arab citizens 4.21 1.93 Arab citizens 4.32 1.49
Leftists 3.53 2.11 Leftists 3.16 1.64
Rightists 3.07 1.91 Rightists 2.87 1.68
Ultra-orthodox 2.98 1.79 Ultra-orthodox 2.59 1.30
Immigrants/refugees 2.47 1.75 Immigrants/refuge 4.46 1.58

es
Foreign workers 2.28 1.65 Foreign workers 4.08 1.62
Second Jewish settlers 3.64 2.03 Second Jewish settlers 3.60 1.79
Arab citizens 4.47 1.96 Arab citizens 4.62 1.62
Leftists 3.83 1.96 Leftists 3.72 1.55
Rightists 3.04 1.85 Rightists 3.08 1.69
Ultra-orthodox 2.95 1.78 Ultra-orthodox 2.81 1.43
Immigrants/refugees 2.59 1.62 Immigrants/refuge 4.55 1.58
es

LGBT 3.60 223 LGBT 4.12 1.72
Third Jewish settlers 3.80 213 Third Jewish settlers 3.80 1.76
Arab citizens 4.29 1.93 Arab citizens 4.21 1.61
Leftists 4.03 213 Leftists 3.50 1.54
Rightists 2.90 1.75 Rightists 3.04 1.75
Ultra-orthodox 3.05 1.90 Ultra-orthodox 2.66 1.50
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Immigrants/refugees 2.73 1.79 Immigrants/refuge 4.35 1.55
es
LGBT 3.42 229 LGBT 4.24 1.88
Fourth Jewish settlers 2.93 1.82 Fourth Jewish settlers 2.25 117
Arab citizens 4.21 1.88 Arab citizens 4.29 1.65
Leftists 4.24 2.14 Leftists 3.72 1.69
Rightists 3.37 222 Rightists 1.78 .94
Ultra-orthodox 3.00 1.58 Ultra-orthodox 2.87 2.10
Immigrants/refugees 2.00 1.50 Immigrants/refuge 1.63 .90
es
LGBT 3.13 1.81 LGBT 243 1.31
Contempt First Jewish settlers 4.00 2.14 Dehumanization Second Jewish settlers 3.90 1.81
Arab citizens 3.82 2.01 Arab citizens 4.82 1.74
Leftists 4.29 223 Leftists 3.90 1.82
Rightists 3.70 1.99 Rightists 3.51 1.72
Ultra-orthodox 3.46 1.83 Ultra-orthodox 3.42 1.60
Immigrants/refugees 2.57 1.81 Immigrants/refuge 3.39 1.70
es
Foreign workers 2.54 1.81 LGBT 4.08 1.85
Second Jewish settlers 3.88 2.08 Third Jewish settlers 4.18 1.84
Arab citizens 4.09 2.09 Arab citizens 4.41 1.73
Leftists 4.64 2.03 Leftists 4.18 1.82
Rightists 3.65 1.93 Rightists 3.55 1.85
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Ultra-orthodox 3.36 1.81 Ultra-orthodox 3.55 1.69
Immigrants/refugees 2.60 1.68 Immigrants/refuge 3.31 1.64

es
LGBT 4.50 2.20 LGBT 3.87 1.95
Third Jewish settlers 3.96 2.08 Fourth Jewish settlers 2.80 1.43
Arab citizens 3.88 1.93 Arab citizens 4.85 1.72
Leftists 4.57 2.04 Leftists 3.96 1.83
Rightists 3.65 1.82 Rightists 2.72 1.53
Ultra-orthodox 3.59 1.99 Ultra-orthodox 3.00 1.51
Immigrants/refugees 2.75 1.80 Immigrants/refuge 2.79 1.40

es
LGBT 4.32 2.21 LGBT 3.19 1.50
Fourth Jewish settlers 3.04 1.81 Exclusion Second Jewish settlers 3.61 1.40

policies Least
Liked

Arab citizens 3.99 2.09 Arab citizens 3.95 1.67
Leftists 4.92 2.10 Leftists 3.51 1.52
Rightists 4.13 2.11 Rightists 291 1.37
Ultra-orthodox 3.00 1.58 Ultra-orthodox 2.72 1.26
Immigrants/refugees 1.89 1.36 Immigrants/refuge 3.81 1.34

es
LGBT 3.74 1.96 LGBT 4.20 1.52
Anger First Jewish settlers 5.06 1.84 Third Jewish settlers 3.71 1.43
Arab citizens 5.28 1.71 Arab citizens 3.7 1.59
Leftists 5.32 1.84 Leftists 3.46 1.56
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Rightists 4.73 1.87 Rightists 2.96 1.25
Ultra-orthodox 4.71 1.80 Ultra-orthodox 2.74 1.38
Immigrants/refugees 3.60 2.08 Immigrants/refuge 3.71 1.31
es
Foreign workers 2.88 1.90 LGBT 413 1.61
Second Jewish settlers 5.01 1.81 Fourth Jewish settlers 2.81 1.0
Arab citizens 5.53 1.55 Arab citizens 3.70 1.51
Leftists 5.47 1.70 Leftists 3.90 1.69
Rightists 4.62 1.79 Rightists 2.11 .96
Ultra-orthodox 4.66 1.70 Ultra-orthodox 2.40 1.51
Immigrants/refugees 3.61 1.95 Immigrants/refuge 2.06 1.01
es
LGBT 4.34 2.26 LGBT 2.45 1.21
Third Jewish settlers 5.07 1.72 Treatment Second Jewish settlers 55.83 27.45
Arab citizens 5.15 1.81 Arab citizens 51.69 29.22
Leftists 5.24 1.84 Leftists 52.52 29.71
Rightists 4.45 1.58 Rightists 53.91 30.26
Ultra-orthodox 4.51 1.90 Ultra-orthodox 47.46 23.76
Immigrants/refugees 3.68 1.96 Immigrants/refuge 39.92 23.86
es
LGBT 4.41 2.26 LGBT 47.74 30.50
Fourth Jewish settlers 5.20 1.44 Third Jewish settlers 51.34 32.13
Arab citizens 5.26 1.56 Arab citizens 49.93 26.69
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Leftists 5.07 1.92 Leftists 47.75 28.47
Rightists 5.13 1.78 Rightists 53.08 32.20
Ultra-orthodox 3.40 1.82 Ultra-orthodox 43.25 25.31
Immigrants/refugees 2.1 1.69 Immigrants/refuge 34.92 23.58
es
LGBT 5.27 1.73 LGBT 48.64 30.02
Fear First Jewish settlers 3.86 2.15 Fourth Jewish settlers 62.98 26.74
Arab citizens 4.93 1.84 Arab citizens 50.77 26.77
Leftists 2.86 2.04 Leftists 47.17 28.72
Rightists 3.38 1.93 Rightists 68.63 25.36
Ultra-orthodox 3.10 1.92 Ultra-orthodox 69.20 30.96
Immigrants/refugees 4.47 1.94 Immigrants/refuge 62.56 25.40
es
Foreign workers 3.57 2.06 LGBT 43.95 24.79
Second Jewish settlers 3.46 2.00 | Justified Second Jewish settlers 3.67 1.97
Arab citizens 5.10 1.81 Arab citizens 3.90 2.18
Leftists 2.81 1.88 Leftists 3.86 227
Rightists 3.89 2.08 Rightists 3.19 1.80
Ultra-orthodox 2.95 1.87 Ultra-orthodox 4.03 1.81
Immigrants/refugees 4.42 1.85 Immigrants/refuge 4.06 1.75
es
LGBT 3.18 2.08 LGBT 3.59 217

www.PDRD.idc.ac.il Page 136 of 167




¥
*

* IDC
HERZLIYA

-~

- .-

Lauder School Program on
of Government, Democratic Resilience
Diplomacy & Strategy | & Development

Third Jewish settlers 3.85 2.03 Third Jewish settlers 3.49 1.94
Arab citizens 4.70 1.90 Arab citizens 4.18 1.96
Leftists 3.30 212 Leftists 4.01 2.16
Rightists 4.23 1.90 Rightists 3.88 1.79
Ultra-orthodox 2.89 1.95 Ultra-orthodox 4.21 1.79
Immigrants/refugees 4.55 1.90 Immigrants/refuge 4.14 1.69
es
LGBT 347 2.35 LGBT 3.65 2.18
Fourth Jewish settlers 3.75 1.94 Fourth Jewish settlers 3.37 1.80
Arab citizens 5.1 1.68 Arab citizens 4.05 1.94
Leftists 2.59 1.90 Leftists 4.00 2.08
Rightists 4.25 2.03 Rightists 3.42 1.77
Ultra-orthodox 2.20 1.30 Ultra-orthodox 4.20 217
Immigrants/refugees 1.33 .71 Immigrants/refuge 411 1.36
es
LGBT 347 2.35 LGBT 4.40 1.85
Disgust First Jewish settlers 4.34 2.21
Arab citizens 4.15 2.06
Leftists 4.43 2.15
Rightists 3.93 2.10
Ultra-orthodox 3.64 1.95
Immigrants/refugees 3.05 1.94
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Foreign workers 2.57 1.84
Second Jewish settlers 4.04 212
Arab citizens 4.44 2.05
Leftists 4.63 2.06
Rightists 3.83 1.87
Ultra-orthodox 3.68 1.87
Immigrants/refugees 3.15 1.88
LGBT 5.53 1.84
Third Jewish settlers 4.30 2.07
Arab citizens 4.08 2.07
Leftists 4.64 2.06
Rightists 3.55 1.97
Ultra-orthodox 3.76 213
Immigrants/refugees 3.24 1.93
LGBT 5.41 1.94
Fourth Jewish settlers 3.63 2.00
Arab citizens 4.07 2.07
Leftists 4.81 2.15
Rightists 3.79 2.32
Ultra-orthodox 3.00 1.58
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Immigrants/refugees 1.67 1.32

LGBT 3.67 1.91

Significant differences between the least liked group choice were found across all outcomes.

In terms of threat perceptions (see Figure 67), respondents who chose Arab citizens as
their least liked group showed significantly higher threat perceptions across waves compared
to rightists, ultra-orthodox, immigrants/refugees, LGBT (all p’s <.01). In waves 1-3
respondents who chose Arab citizens as their least liked group showed significantly higher
threat perceptions compared to respondents who chose Jewish settlers (all p’s <.01).
Further, while no significant difference found between respondents who chose Arabs citizens
and Leftist as their least liked group in waves 1-3 in wave 4, the mean threat perceptions for
Arabs was significantly higher (p <.01). Respondents who chose Jewish settlers showed
significantly higher threat perceptions across waves compared to ultra-orthodox and LGBT
(all p’s <.05); in the first two waves showed significantly higher threat compared to Rightists
(all p’s <.01), in the fourth wave showed significantly higher threat compared to
immigrants/refugees (p <.01) and in the first 3 waves showed lower threat perceptions
compared to respondents who chose Arab citizens and leftists (all p’s <.05). Respondents
who chose leftists as their least liked group showed significantly higher threat perceptions
across waves compared to respondents who chose ultra-orthodox, immigrants/refugees and
LGBT (all p’s <.01), in the first 2 waves showed significantly higher threat compared to
rightists and Jewish settlers (all p’s <.01). Last, respondents who chose immigrants/refugees
showed significantly higher threat perceptions across waves compared to LGBT (all p’s
<.001) and in the first 3 waves showed significantly higher threat perceptions compared to
respondents who chose ultra-orthodox (all p’s <.01).
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Figure 67. Mean threat perceptions, by least liked group choice
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In evaluation of traits of the least liked group (see Figure 68) and specifically loyalty to the
country respondents who chose rightist as their least liked group evaluated across waves
their loyalty significantly higher than respondents who chose all other groups (all p’s <.01).
Similarly, respondents who chose Jewish settlers as their least liked group evaluated their
loyalty significantly higher than all other groups except rightists (all p’s <.05). Respondents
who chose LGBT as their least liked group evaluated their loyalty significantly higher than
respondents who chose immigrants/refugees, ultra-orthodox, leftists and Arab citizens (all p’s
<.001). Respondents who chose ultra-orthodox evaluated their loyalty significantly higher
than immigrants/refugees and Arab citizens (all p’s <.001), and respondents who chose Arab
citizens as their least liked group rated their loyalty as significantly lower than all other groups
(all p’s <.01) except immigrants in wave 4. In term of morality respondents who chose ultra-
orthodox as their least liked group evaluated across waves their morality significantly higher
than respondents who chose all other groups (all p’s <.05) except rightist and settlers.
Similarly, respondents who chose Rightists rated their morality across waves significantly
higher than respondents who chose all other groups except ultra-orthodox and settlers (all
p’s <.001). The morality of immigrants/refugees was evaluated across waves significantly
higher than Arabs and Leftists (all p’s <.01). The morality of Arab citizens was evaluated
across waves significantly lower than ultra-orthodox, rightists and immigrants/refugees (all
p’s <.05).

In evaluations of capabilities, respondents who chose rightist evaluated across waves their
capabilities as significantly greater than respondents who chose ultra-orthodox,
immigrants/refugees and Arabs (all p’s<.05) Jewish settlers’ capabilities were rated across
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waves as significantly greater than that of Arabs, ultra-orthodox and immigrants/refugees (all
p’s<.05) and ultra-orthodox capabilities were rated across waves as significantly greater than
that of immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.01). Arab citizens capabilities were rated across waves
significantly higher than immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.05). In evaluation of warmth of the
least liked group respondents who chose Arab citizens as their least liked group rated their
warmth significantly higher than Leftists across waves (all p’s <.01). Similarly, the warmth of
immigrants/refugees was rated significantly higher than that of leftists across waves (all p’s
<.01). The rightist's warmth was significantly higher than that all other groups except Jewish
settlers (all p’s <.01). The warmth of ultra-orthodox warmth was rated across waves
significantly higher than that of leftists (all p’s <.01). Jewish settlers’ warmth was rated across
waves as significantly higher than that of leftists (all p’s <.05), and leftists’ warmth was rated
across waves as significantly lower that of all other groups (all p’s <.01).

Figure 68. Trait evaluations, filtered by least liked group choice
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In terms of negative emotions towards the least liked group (see Figure 69) In experiences
of hatred towards the least liked group, respondents who chose Arab citizens showed across
waves significantly higher hatred compared to respondents who chose all other groups (all
p’s <.001)except leftists in the last two waves. Hatred towards leftist was across waves
significantly higher than that of rightists, ultra-orthodox, immigrants/refugees and LGBT (all
p’s <.05). Hatred towards Jewish settlers was across waves significantly lower than that of
leftist and Arabs (all p’s <.001). Similarly, respondents who chose LGBT showed across
waves significantly lower hatred compared to respondents who chose leftist and Arabs (all
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p’s <.01). Hatred towards immigrants/refugees was across waves significantly lower than that
of leftist and Arabs (all p’s <.01). In terms of anger respondents who chose leftists showed
across waves significantly higher anger than respondents who chose immigrants and LGBT
(all p’s <.01). Similarly, anger towards Arab citizens was across waves significantly higher
than that of immigrants and LGBT (all p’s <.01). Anger towards Jewish settlers was across
waves significantly higher than that of immigrants/refugees and LGBT (all p’s <.01). Anger
towards ultra-orthodox was across waves significantly higher than that of
immigrants/refugees and LGBT (all p’s <.05). Respondent who chose LGBT showed
significantly lower anger compared to all other groups except immigrants (all p’s <.001) In
experiences of contempt respondents who chose leftists as their least liked group showed
across waves significantly higher contempt than respondents who chose all other groups
except LGBT and rightist (all p’s <.01). Contempt towards rightists and ultra-orthodox was
across waves significantly higher than that of immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.001), which was
across waves significantly lower than all other groups (all p’s <.01). In experiences of disgust,
respondents who chose LGBT as their least liked groups showed across waves significantly
higher disgust compared to all other group choices except leftists (all p’s <.001). Similarly,
respondents who chose leftists exhibited across waves significantly higher disgust compared
to all other groups except LGBT (all p’s <.01). In experiencing disappointment towards the
least liked group, respondents who chose leftists exhibited significantly higher
disappointment compared to all other group choices in waves 1-3(all p’s <.001) and higher
than LGBT and immigrants in wave 4. Respondents who chose immigrants/refugees
showed across waves significantly lower disappointment compared to all other group choices
(all p’s <.001) except LGBT. Disappointment towards Arabs across waves was significantly
higher than that of immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.01). Disappointment towards rightists,
Jewish settlers, ultra-orthodox and LGBT was across waves significantly higher than that of
immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.001). Last, in experiencing fear, respondents who chose Arabs
as their least liked group showed significantly higher fear than all other groups (all p’s <.01)
except from immigrants/refugees in the third wave (all p’s <.05). Similarly, fear towards
immigrants/refugees was significantly higher than all groups except Arabs (all p’s <.05). Fear
towards Jewish settlers and rightists was in all waves significantly higher than that of ultra-
orthodox, and leftists and LGBT (all p’s <.05). Fear towards leftists was in all waves
significantly lower than all groups except ultra-orthodox and except LGBT (all p’s <.05).Fear
towards ultra-orthodox was significantly lower than all groups except leftists and LGBT (all
p’s <.05).
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Figure 69. Mean emotions, filtered by least liked group choice
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In terms of levels of favorability and warmth towards the least liked group (see Figure
70) respondents who chose leftists and LGBT as their least liked group showed significantly
colder feeling than respondents who chose rightist, ultra-orthodox and immigrants/refugees
(all p’s <.05). Mean feelings towards rightist was significantly warmer than that of all groups
except ultra-orthodox (all p’s <.05) Mean feelings towards ultra-orthodox was significantly
warmer than that of Arabs and leftists and LGBT (all p’s <.05) Similarly, mean feelings
towards immigrants/refugees was significantly warmer than that of leftists and LGBT (all p’s
(all p’s <.05). Mean feelings towards Jewish settlers was significantly colder that of rightist
(all p’s <.01).
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Figure 70. Mean Feeling thermometer, filtered by least liked group choice
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In terms mean openness towards the least liked group, (see Figure 71) respondents who
chose rightist as their least liked group showed across waves significantly more openness
than respondents who chose all other groups (all p’s <.05). Similarly, respondents who chose
leftists and ultra-orthodox showed across waves significantly more openness than
respondents who chose, Arabs, immigrants/refugees and LGBT (all p’s <.001). Openness
towards Jewish settlers was significantly higher than that of Arabs, immigrants/refugees and
LGBT (all p’s <.001). Openness towards Arabs and immigrants/refugees was significantly
lower than all other groups except LGBT across waves (all p’s <.01).
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Figure 71. Mean Openness, filtered by least liked group choice
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In support for civil rights for the least liked group, (see Figure 72) respondents who chose
rightists as their least liked group supported civil rights significantly more than all other
groups across waves (all p’s <.05). Similarly, support for civil rights for Jewish settlers was
across waves was significantly higher than that of all groups except rightist (all p’s <.01) and
ultra-orthodox. Support for civil rights for ultra-orthodox was across waves significantly higher
than that of all groups except rightists and settlers (all p’s <.01). Respondents who chose
leftists supported civil rights significantly more than respondents who chose Arabs and
immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.01). Support for civil rights for Arabs and immigrants/refugees
was across waves significantly lower than all groups except each other (all p’s <.01).
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Figure 72. Mean support for civil rights, filtered by least liked group choice
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In support for indirect exclusion and exclusion of the least liked group, (see Figure 73)
respondents who chose immigrants/refugees as their least liked group supported indirect
exclusion and exclusion significantly more than all other groups except Arabs (all p’s <.01).
Similarly, support for indirect exclusion and exclusion for Arabs was significantly higher than
that of all groups except immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.05). Support for indirect exclusion and
exclusion for LGBT, was significantly higher across waves than that of rightist and ultra-
orthodox (all p’s <.05). Support for indirect exclusion and exclusion for Jewish settlers was
significantly lower across waves than that of Arabs, leftists, and immigrants/refugees (all p’s
<.01). Support for indirect exclusion and exclusion for leftists was significantly higher across
waves than that of rightist and ultra-orthodox (all p’s <.001). Mean indirect exclusion and
exclusion of ultra-orthodox was significantly lower than that of all other groups across waves
except rightists and settlers (all p’s <.01).
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Figure 73. Mean support for indirect and direct exclusion, filtered by least liked group choice
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In support for exclusion policies towards the least liked group, (see Figure 74)
respondents who chose LGBT as their least liked group supported significantly more
exclusion policies compared to ultra-orthodox, rightists and settlers across waves (all p’s
<.01). Support for exclusion policies towards immigrants/refugees and Arabs was across
waves was significantly higher than that of Jewish settlers, rightists and ultra-orthodox (all p’s
<.05). Support for exclusion policies towards Jewish settlers and leftists was across waves
significantly higher than that of rightists (all p’s <.01). Support for exclusion policies towards
rightists and ultra-orthodox was across waves significantly lower than all other groups except
each other (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 74. Mean support for exclusion policies scale, filtered by least liked group choice
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In terms of dehumanization perceptions of the least liked group, (see Figure 75), the mean
dehumanization of Arabs was across waves significantly higher than that of all other group
choices (all p’s <.001) except leftists. The mean dehumanization of leftists was across waves
significantly higher than that of rightists, ultra-orthodox, settlers and immigrants/refugees (all
p’s <.01).
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Figure 75. Mean Dehumanization perceptions scale, filtered by least liked group choice
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In terms of perceptions of negativity/positivity of the treatment the least liked group
receives in the society (see Figure 76), the mean perceptions of treatment for
immigrants/refugees were across waves significantly more negative than that of all other
groups (all p’s <.05). Similarly, the mean perceptions of treatment for ultra-orthodox was
across waves significantly more negative than that of all other groups except
immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.01). The mean perceptions of treatment for rightists and
settlers were across waves significantly more positive than that of all other groups except
leftists and LGBT (all p’s <.05). The mean perceptions of treatment for LGBT was
significantly more positive than that of immigrants/refugees and ultra-orthodox (all p’s <.01).
The mean perceptions of treatment for Arabs and leftist were across waves significantly
more positive than that of ultra-orthodox and immigrants/refugees (all p’s <.05).
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Figure 76. Mean perceptions of treatment, filtered by least liked group choice
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Last, significant differences were also found in justification for the treatment the least liked
group receives in the society (see Figure 77). The mean justification for the treatment among
respondents who chose ultra-orthodox was significantly higher across waves than that of
Jewish settlers and LGBT (all p’s <.05).
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11. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GENERAL SUPPORT FOR CIVIL
RIGHTS AND SUPPORT FOR CIVIL RIGHT FOR THE LEAST LIKED
GROUP

Measures

Support for Civil rights for the least liked group was measured using three item scale based
on (Shamir & Sagiv-Schifter 2006), as Israeli respondents were asked to indicate their
agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to the following
statements: (1)[the least liked group] are given too many civil rights in the country; (2) The
right of [the least liked group] to express their worldview in public must be denied; (3) The
citizenship of [the least liked group] should be revoked). All items were reverse coded, such
that higher values indicate on higher support for civil rights. Cronbach’s alpha ranged
between .67 to .79.

General Support for Civil rights was measured using seven item scale based on (Shamir, &
Sullivan, 1985) were participate indicated their agreement on a 1-7 scale (1 = “strongly
disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree) to the following statements: (1) Every citizen should have
the same rights before the law; (2) Minority groups in the country must be allowed the right to
representation in the political system; (3) Every citizen has the right to vote and be elected to
the Knesset; (4) Every citizen has the right to hold demonstrations; (5)

Every citizen has the right to serve as a minister in the government; (6) Every citizen has the
right to express his views in public, no matter what they are; and (7) The state must protect
the human rights of all its citizens. Cronbach’s alpha ranged between .85 to .88.

As presented in Figure 78, a within subject effect was found for civil rights (p<.001), such that
both Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel supported significantly more civil rights in
general (Mean =5.61, SD= 1.24), than for their least liked group choice (Mean =4.58, SD=
1.74). Further, while Israeli Jews supported civil rights towards least liked group significantly
more than Arabs (p<.001), Arabs supported general civil rights significantly more than
Jewa(p<.001) and the gap between the right was significantly larger among Arabs.
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Figure 78. Mean support for civil rights types, filtered by nationality
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11.2 DIFFERENCES BY POLITICAL AFFILIATION

As presented in Figure 79 within subject effect was found for civil rights (p<.001), such that
all political camps supported significantly more civil rights in general (Mean =5.50, SD= 1.26),
than for their least liked group choice (Mean =4.65, SD= 1.77). Further, the support of the
political left for any type of civil rights was significantly higher than that of the political center
and right (all p’s <.01).

Similarly, the support of the political center for any type of civil rights was significantly higher
than that of the political right (all p’s <.001). Furthermore, a significant effect for civil rights by
political affiliation was found (p<.001), such that the gap between the support for the different
types of civil right within each group was significantly greater among the political right,
compared to the political center and the political left.
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Figure 79. Mean support for civil rights types, filtered by political affiliation
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12. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SUPPORT FOR THE USE OF
PHYSICAL FORCE IN GENERAL AND SUPPORT FOR THE USE OF
PHYSICAL FORCE AGAINST THE LEAST LIKED GROUP

In order to examine the differences between support for the use of physical force in general
and the use of force against the least liked group the following items were compared: (1)
Using physical force against the least liked group: "Sometimes there is no choice but to use
physical force against [the least liked group] to prevent them from advancing their interests.";
(2) Use of physical force against government representatives: “use of physical force against
public servants or the security forces" in order to bring about an end to a dangerous policy of
the government.

12.1 DIFFERENCES BY NATIONALITY

As presented in Figure 80, a within subject effect was found for force type (p<.001), such that
both Israeli Jews and Arab citizens of Israel supported significantly more the use of force
against their least liked group (Mean =3.07, SD= 2.14), than against government
representatives (Mean =1.46, SD= 1.15). Further, a significant effect for force type by wave
and nationality was found (p<.001). While the support of Arab citizens to use force against
government representatives was significantly higher than that of Jews across waves (all p’s
<.001) in support for using force against the least liked group there was a significant
differences between Israeli Jews and Arab citizens in the second wave, such that Israeli
Jews showed significantly more support than Arabs (all p’s <.05)
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Figure 80. Mean support for use of force types, filtered by nationality
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12.2 DIFFERENCES BY POLITICAL AFFILIATION

As presented in Figure 81 a within subject effect was found for force type (p<.001), such that
all political camps supported significantly more the use of force against their least liked group
(Mean =3.08, SD= 2.16), than against government representatives (Mean =1.36 SD= 1.02).
Further, a significant effect for force type and wave was found (p<.001). while there were no
significant differences between waves in support for using force against government
representatives, in support for using force against the least liked group the mean support in
the second wave was significantly higher than that of all other waves (all p’s <.001)
Furthermore, an effect for force type by political affiliation was found (p<.001). While the
support of the political right was significantly greater than that of the political left and center in
in support for using force against the least liked group (all p’s <.001), in support for using
force against government representatives the political center did not differ from the political
right.
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Figure 81. Mean support for use of force types, filtered by political affiliation
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13. DIFFERENCES IN SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES FOR THE
ISRAELI PALESTINIAN CONFLICT

Respondents were ask to rate on a scale of 1-7 the degree of their agreement with each of
the following policy alternatives, (1) Permanent agreement with the Palestinians: Israel
should reach a two-state agreement with the Palestinians; (2) Unilateral annexation of the
territories of Judea and Samaria: Israel should unilaterally annex the territories of Judea and
Samaria; (3) Independent separation from the Palestinians: civil separation from the
Palestinians and the continuation of security control over the West Bank even without an
agreement. The separation will include the evacuation of isolated settlements and a
declaration of the absence of territorial claims east of the fence; (4) Continuation of the
existing policy (status quo): Israel should maintain the existing situation without significant
changes on the ground.

In a following question respondent were also asked to indicate out of the four options, which
is the best option in their opinion.
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13.1 DIFFERENCES BY NATIONALITY

As presented in Figure 82, a significant effect was found for alternative type by nationality
and wave. Whereas Arab citizens across waves agreed significantly more than Israeli Jews
to a permanent agreement with the Palestinians (all p’s <.001): and Israeli Jews across
waves agreed significantly more than Arabs to Unilateral annexation (all p’s <.001) this was
not the case for Independent separation and status quo. In particular, while in the first and
second waves Israeli Jews agreed significantly more than Arabs to Independent separation
(all p’s <.001), no significant difference was found between these group in the third or fourth
waves. Further, while in the first, third and fourth waves Israeli Jews agreed significantly
more than Arabs to the continuation of the existing policy (all p’s <.05) no significant
difference was found between these group in the second wave.

Figure 82. Mean support for alternatives, filtered by nationality
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As presented in the table below, the majority of Arab citizens chose permanent agreement
across waves as their best policy option while only about third of Israeli Jew respondents
chose this option as the best in their opinion across waves. Further, while about 20% of
Israeli Jews chose annexation as the best option in their opinion, less than 7% of Arabs
chose this option across waves. Similar results are seen in the choice of independent
separation and status quo, such that greater proportion of Jewish Israelis chose this option
as the best in their option, compared to Arab citizens. All proportion differences are
significantly different p< .05.
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First Second Third Fourth

Jewish Arabs Jewish Arabs Jewish Arabs Jewish Arabs

Permanent agreement with the ~ 38.1%a 77.6%b 34.4%a 79.3%b 33.9%a 73.9%» 33.6%a 65.5%b

Palestinians
Independent separation from the 29.0%a 7.1%b 29.3%a 7.0%b 24.8%a 17.6%: 22.1%a 17.5%.
Palestinians
Unilateral annexation of the 17.7%a 4.2%b 20.8%a 5.0%b 19.9%a 2.3%b 20.0%a 6.7%b

territories of Judea and Samaria

Continuation of the existing policy 15.2%a 11.1%b 15.5%a 8.8%b 21.4%a 6.3%» 24.2%. 10.3%ob
(status quo)

Note: Values in the same row and subtable not sharing the same subscript are
significantly different at p< .05 in the two-sided test of equality for column
proportions. Cells with no subscript are not included in the test. Tests assume equal
variances.” 1. Tests are adjusted for all pairwise comparisons within a row of each
innermost subtable using the Bonferroni correction.

As presented in Figure 83, a significant effect was found for alternative type by political
affiliation and wave. The political left across waves agreed significantly more to permanent
agreement with the Palestinians compared to the political right and center, and the political
center agreed significantly more to this alternative compared to the political right (all p’s
<.001). In the mean agreement to unilateral annexation the political right agreed significantly
more than the center and left across waves (all p’s <.001) and the political center agreed
significantly more than the political left across waves (all p’s <.001). Similar pattern was also
found in mean agreement to status quo. In particular, the political right agreed significantly
more to this alternative than the political center and left across waves (all p’s <.05) and the
political center agreed significantly more than the political left across waves (all p’s <.001).
Further, while the political right agreed significantly more than the political left and center to
independent separation in wave 1 (all p’s <.001), they agree significantly less then these
groups in all other waves (all p’s <.001).
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Figure 83. Mean support for alternatives, filtered by political affiliation
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As presented in the table below, while the majority of the political left chose permanent
agreement across waves as their best policy option only about 50% of the political center
and less than quarter of the political right chose this option as the best in their opinion across
waves, a difference which significantly different p< .05. Further, while about third of the
political right chose annexation as the best option in their opinion, less than 12% of the
political center, and less than 3% of the political left chose this option across waves. The
difference between the political right to the political left and center was significantly different
p< .05. In the choice of independent separation about 30% of the political center and right
chose this option as the best in their option across waves, while only about 13%-20% of the
political left chose this option. The difference between the political right and center to the
political left was significantly different in waves 1-3, p< .05. Similar pattern was found in the
choice of status quo, while about 17-32% of the political right and about 15%-20% of the
political center chose this option as the best in their option across waves, only about 3%-7%
of the political left chose this option across waves. The difference between the political right
and center to the political left was significantly different p< .05.
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Unilateral annexation of the
territories of Judea and Samaria
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14. DIFFERENCES IN NORM PERCEPTIONS AND FEELING
TOWARDS LEAST LIKED GROUP

From the third wave, respondents were also asked about the perceived norm towards the
least like group by indicating how most of their ingroup (e.g., Jew, Arab, political affiliations)
feel towards their least liked group choice on a scale of 0-100 where higher values indicated
on warmer favorable feelings. We compared the mean perceived norm of the ingroup to the
actual mean warmth to the least liked group.

14.1 DIFFERENCES BY NATIONALITY

A significant within effect was found for feelings such that the perceived norm of feeling
towards the least liked group was significantly warmer (Mean =31.73, SD= 23.97) than the
actual feeling (Mean =24.99, SD= 23.51). However, a significant effect for feeling by
nationality and wave was found such that the gap between the norm and the feeling is seen
only among Jews (p< .001), and not Arabs, and this gap is larger in the fourth wave
compared to the third.

Figure 84. Mean perceived feeling and feeling, filtered by nationality
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14.2 DIFFERENCES BY POLITICAL AFFILIATION

A significant within effect was found for feelings such that the perceived norm of feeling
among the political groups towards the least liked group was significantly warmer (Mean
=26.01, SD= 24.93) than the actual feeling (Mean =23.58, SD= 22.90). No significant
interaction effect was found for feeling by political affiliation.

Figure 84. Mean perceived feeling and feeling, filtered by political affiliation
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15. DIFFERENCES IN IN META FEELINGS AND FEELING TOWARDS
LEAST LIKED GROUP

In the following section we compare respondents meta feelings (i.e., how they think their
least liked group feels on 0-100 scale towards their ingroup (measured from wave 2) with
their mean warmth towards their least liked group (thermometer).

15.1 DIFFERENCES BY POLITICAL AFFILIATION

In the comparison by political affiliation, a significant within effect was found for feelings such
that the warmth presented towards the least liked group (Mean =23.40, SD= 22.10) was
significantly higher than the meta feelings (the perceived warmth towards the political
ingroup) (Mean =21.02, SD= 23.59, p< .001). This effect was followed by a feeling and party
effect (p< .001) such that the gap between the feelings (meta and towards the least) was
significant only among the left but not among the political right.
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Figure 85. Mean perceived meta feeling and feelings, filtered by political affiliation
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15.1 DIFFERENCES BY NATIONALITY?

Similar to political affiliation a significant within effect was found for feelings such that the
warmth presented towards the least liked group (Mean =23.46, SD= 23.82) was significantly
higher than the meta feelings (the perceived warmth towards the national ingroup) (Mean
=21.33, SD=23.72, p< .001). This effect was followed by a feeling and party effect (p< .05)
such that the gap between the feelings was significant among Jews (meta and towards the
least) but not among the Arabs.

% In wave 3 there was a problem with the formatting of the question in Qualtrics and so participant did
not answer it.
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Figure 86. Mean perceived meta feeling and feelings, filtered by nationality
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