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Kurzfassung: Der vorliegende Aufsatz berichtet über unser Forschungsprogramm, das einige der Ursachen und Konsequenzen des Anti-
semitismus unter der Perspektive eines neuen theoretischen Modells untersucht, das in Form von sechs Experimenten getestet wurde. Das
Modell nimmt an, dass Antisemitismus durch Mortalitäts-Salienz verstärkt wird und dass sich Antisemitismus häufig als Feindseligkeit ge-
genüber Israel manifestiert. Die Ergebnisse zeigen in Übereinstimmung mit unseren Vorhersagen, dass existentiellen Ängste zu verstärk-
tem Antisemitismus und verringerter Unterstützung Israels führen. Insgesamt können diese Ergebnisse als ein vorläufiger Beitrag zur
Erklärung der Kontinuität des Antisemitismus dienen.

Abstract: The current paper reviews our program of research that has examined some of the causes and consequences of anti-Semitism
in which a new theoretical model of anti-Semitism is presented and tested in six experiments. The model proposes that mortality salience
increases anti-Semitism and that anti-Semitism often manifests as hostility towards Israel. In accord with predictions, results show that
existential fears lead to higher anti-Semitism and reduced support for Israel. Collectively, these results may serve as a preliminary contri-
bution to explaining the continuation of anti-Semitism.

“The Jews … invented and successfully promoted Socialism, Communism, hu-
man rights and democracy so that persecuting them would appear to be wrong,
so they may enjoy equal rights with others. With these they have now gained
control of the most powerful countries …”

Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad (ADL, 2003)

Much of the world – laypeople, politicians, and scholars alike – seems unaware or unconcerned about modern anti-Semi-
tism. Major scholarly publications on stereotypes, prejudice, and discrimination have generally paid little attention to anti-
Semitism (e.g., Dovidio, & Gaertner, 2010; Fiske, 1998; Jost & Banaji, 1994) and, except for occasional discussions about
whether criticism of Israel is or is not anti-Semitic, anti-Semitism rarely receives much coverage in American media outlets
(Sheppard, April 12, 2010). This paper is an effort to begin to redress that gap. The present paper reviews some real world
evidence of modern anti-Semitism in addition to our program of research that has experimentally examined some of the
causes and consequences of anti-Semitism.

Why study anti-Semitism?

Anti-Semitism is an age old prejudice that continues to exist making it worthy of social scientific attention. Why then has
it been virtually ignored? Many factors combine to create a sort of social camouflage covering what is referred to as modern
anti-Semitism. First, anti-Semitism is a form of prejudice, and much scholarship seeks to understand prejudice as one
source of unfair disadvantage inflicted on particular demographic groups (e.g., Greenwald & Krieger, 2005). Jews, however,
are not (in general) socioeconomically disadvantaged. Quite the contrary: At least in the democratic west (Europe and
North America) Jews have been very socio-economically successful over the last 60 years (e.g., Burstein, 2007). Second,
Israel, the Jewish state, has been highly successful, both economically and militarily. Therefore, to the extent that schol-
arship on prejudice starts with the implicit question “Who is disadvantaged?” the answer “Jews” is not likely to readily
emerge. 

Third, the U.S. and Canada in particular are among the least anti-Semitic countries in the world. They have no history of
government policies oppressing or harassing Jews, no history of expulsions or state-sponsored violence against Jews, and,
in general, have provided a relatively safe and welcoming environment for Jews. Studying anti-Semitism in an environment
so favorable towards Jews would appear to be a real nonstarter.

Fourth, nearly all discussions of anti-Semitism include the Holocaust. The attention paid to the Holocaust, both document-
ing it and understanding it, is clearly a good thing. Nonetheless, we suspect that there has been an unintentional side effect
to the relentless emphasis on the Holocaust. First, recent research (Imhoff & Banse, 2010) has shown that acknowledge-
ment of ongoing Jewish suffering resulting from the Holocaust increased German participants’ prejudice against Jews. Sec-
ond, we would speculate that all this attention has unintentionally provided political cover for modern anti-Semites. 
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To the extent that Nazism is implicitly equated with anti-Semitism, the bar for identifying anti-Semitism has been signifi-
cantly raised. We are concerned about the possibility that, for many people, advocating exterminating Jews equals anti-
Semitism. If so, then, even when a person endorses and promotes all sorts of other beliefs and actions hostile to Jews, as
long as they stop short of advocating extermination or blatant exclamations of hatred (e.g., “I hate Jews,” vandalizing syn-
agogues, etc.), that person may frequently fail to be recognized as an anti-Semite. These general factors – Jewish success,
the relative friendliness of North America toward Jews, and the implicit equating of Nazism with anti-Semitism – have, we
speculate, combined to lead many in the West (including social scientists) to completely miss the fact that modern anti-
Semitism continues to exist. Although anti-Semitism may have gone unnoticed for many people, there continue to be some
very real modern manifestations.

Ongoing evidence of modern anti-Semitism

Hate crimes. Even in the U.S., which has a long history as one of the least anti-Semitic countries in the world, Jews are
proportionately subject to more hate crimes than are other ethnic and religious minorities, including African-Americans,
Latinos, and Muslims. According to data collected by the FBI, the U.S. Census, and a variety of private polling agencies
(FBI, 2004; U.S. Census, 2006) Jews are the only U.S. group that is victimized more than once for every ten thousand
members of the population. African-Americans are proportionately the next most frequent target of hate crimes (subject
to hate crimes at about half the rate of Jews in the United States). This remains true even in areas like New York where
Jews have been known to thrive (Levin, December 31, 2010). 

Special reports. Despite generally flying under the radar, there have been a handful of special reports over the last several
years that have documented modern anti-Semitism. In 2005, the U.S. State Department released a report titled, “Contem-
porary Global Anti-Semitism: A Report Provided to the United States Congress.” It found that:

 “Anti-Semitism has proven to be an adaptive phenomenon. New forms of anti-Semitism have evolved. They often incorporate elements
of traditional anti-Semitism. However, the distinguishing feature of the new anti-Semitism is criticism of Zionism or Israeli policy that—
whether intentionally or unintentionally—has the effect of promoting prejudice against all Jews by demonizing Israel and Israelis and at-
tributing Israel’s perceived faults to its Jewish character” (p. 4).

Recently, Human Rights First (a U.S. nonprofit that does not accept government funding) released its own report that both
concurred with and expanded on some of the findings of the State Dept. report (Human Rights First, 2007). The mere
section headings offer a chilling wake-up call to anyone who has interpreted Jewish success as a reason for unconcern:
Extreme Violence (in Russia, France, and the U.S.), “Attacks on Jewish Institutions and Property (in Canada, the Ukraine,
the United Kingdom, the U.S. and Austria), Proliferating Anti-Semitic Discourse (“Anti-Semitism promoted throughout much
of Europe through Internet and other media connected to Middle Eastern … intended to delegitimize Israel” pp. 11-12),
Anti-Semitism as Public Policy (e.g., Iran’s Holocaust denial conference), and Anti-Semitism in Central and Eastern Europe.

International political statements and events. The most controversial statements recently made by a major political leader
is, of course, Iranian President Ahmedinajad’s statements echoing those of Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, “that the cancerous
tumor called Israel must be uprooted from the region” (Teitelbaum, 2008). Far less well-known are a variety of other
events, statements, declarations, etc. that reflect a similar virulent and irrational hostility to things Jewish (including, but
not restricted to, the state of Israel). For example, a major Egyptian newspaper, Al-Usbu, speculated that Israeli nuclear
testing may have caused the 2004 tsunami that led to massive death and destruction in Indonesia (Wall Street Journal,
2005) , and conspiracy theories suggest that Israel was responsible for the Sept 11, 2001 attacks (Public Broadcasting Sys-
tem (PBS), 2007).

Except among extreme hate groups of the ilk that have been around seemingly forever, one rarely sees this type of blatant
anti-Semitic rhetoric in the democratic west. Instead, one finds something far more subtle: Attempts to stigmatize, censure,
and sanction Israel for acts and policies that cause far less harm than those of other countries. For example, British aca-
demic unions have periodically voted to boycott Israeli products; and both British and American churches have voted or
considered votes to divest from Israel. Given the at least comparable, and often far greater suffering and oppression per-
petrated by regimes such as China, North Korea, Saudi Arabia, and Burma, given the occupations occurring in places such
as Tibet, and given the vastly greater death perpetrated in conflicts occurring in Chechnya, the Congo, Sri Lanka, and Sudan
than in the Arab-Israeli conflicts, the failure of these same unions and churches to advocate for similar sanctions against
other, non-Jewish countries, at least raises the specter that the desire to punish Israel might spring from something other
than deep and sincere concern for human rights. To gain more insights into the causal mechanisms underlying some of
these phenomena, we have performed a series of experiments, which are discussed next.
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The psychology of anti-Semitism

Over the last several years, we have been engaged in a program of research based on the Modern Anti-Semitism-Israel
Model (MASIM (formerly the New Anti-Semitism-Israel Model); Cohen, 2009; see Figure 1). The MASIM combines elements
of terror management theory (TMT; Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986) and modern prejudice theory (Sears &
Kinder, 1971) to better understand anti-Semitism. Specifically, the present set of studies tested the hypotheses that unique-
ly human fears of death serve to perpetuate expressions of anti-Semitism (a-s) and anti-Israeli sentiment. 

Figure 1: Theoretical model

Terror management theory

Death denial. According to terror management theory (TMT; Greenberg et al, 1986), human beings, like all other animals,
are driven to survive (Darwin, 1859). However, because of their complex cognitive capabilities, specifically the ability to
think abstractly and symbolically culminating in explicit self-consciousness, humans are uniquely aware of the inevitability
of death and the ever-present potential for lethal experiences, which creates the potential for paralyzing terror. Terror is
the emotional manifestation of the self-preservation instinct in an animal intelligent enough to know that it will someday
die (cf. Zilboorg, 1943). 

TMT posits that to ‘manage’ this potentially debilitating terror, humans created cultural worldviews: symbolic conceptions
of reality shared by individuals in a group. Cultural worldviews minimize death anxiety by imbuing the world with order,
meaning, and permanence, and by providing a set of standards of valued behavior that, if satisfied, confers self-esteem
and ultimately, death transcendence through symbolic and/or literal immortality. Thus, from the perspective of terror man-
agement theory, individuals manage their terror by maintaining faith in the cultural worldview and living up to the standards
of value that are part of that worldview. 

Cultural worldview. Though the cultural worldview is treated as absolute reality by those who subscribe to it, it is actually
a fragile social construction (cf. Berger & Luckmann, 1967; McCall & Simmons, 1966) requiring continual validation from
others in order to be sustained, especially when confronted with reminders of mortality. This validation occurs mainly
through the process of social consensus (Festinger, 1954; Kelley, 1967). Thus, the mere existence of people with similar
worldviews bolsters the individual's faith in the validity of his or her own worldview, thereby increasing its effectiveness as
an anxiety-buffer. Likewise, the mere existence of people with dissimilar worldviews threatens the individual's faith in his
or her own worldview, thereby undermining its effectiveness as an anxiety-buffer. As such, people generally prefer ideas
and people that conform to their worldviews and derogate ideas and people that deviate from them. 

Path 1 (+)

Anti-SemitismMortality
Salience

Path 4 (-)

Path 2 (-)

Path 3 (-)
Support
for Israel                  

Path 1 = Mortality Salience increases anti-Semitism.
Path 2 = Anti-Semitism decreases support for Israel. 
Path 3 = Mortality Salience decreases support for Israel for reasons other than anti-Semitism. 
Path 4 = Decreased support for Israel increases anti-Semitism
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To date hundreds of experiments around the world have established the link between death fear and attachment to cultural
worldviews. Mortality reminders have induced a heightened tendency in participants to endorse false positive feedback, to
demonstrate the self-serving attribution bias, and to extend extra effort in domains relevant to their self-worth (for review,
see Greenberg, 2008). Threats to participants’ cultural belief systems (i.e. religion) have increased the accessibility of
death-related cognitions on a word-completion task (Schimel, Hayes, Williams, & Jahrig, 2007). These studies strongly sug-
gest that investment in a cultural worldview, and obtaining a strong sense of self-esteem by meeting standards of value
within that worldview, shelters people from death concerns; and, conversely, that MS motivates people to bolster self-es-
teem and defend their worldviews. 

Mortality Salience (MS) effects are driven by heightened accessibility of death-related cognitions outside of focal awareness,
which signals the potential for death-related anxiety (see Greenberg, Sullivan, & Arndt, 2008). Furthermore, these effects
have been replicated using numerous different inductions designed to increase the accessibility of death-related thought
(see Pyszczynski, et al., 2003), and compared to a variety of aversive and non-aversive control conditions (ranging from
dental pain to social exclusion; e.g., Landau, Greenberg, Solomon, Pyszczynski & Martens, 2006), suggesting convergent
and discriminant validity for MS effects.

 Cultural worldview and anti-Semitism. TMT may be particularly useful for understanding anti-Semitism because outbreaks
of anti-Semitism have often occurred following major social disruptions – military defeats, epidemic lethal disease, and mas-
sive economic deterioration. Either death, or some threat to people’s most cherished beliefs, or both have become salient.
TMT suggests that, under such circumstances, many people will attempt to protect themselves by affirming their core val-
ues. Jews’ survival, their financial success and their unique religious beliefs threaten the worldview of others. This threat
can be parried by denigrating Jews. 

The basis for predicting cultural hostility towards Jews, therefore, includes all the well-established reasons for outgroup
hostility, in addition to some unique ones over and above the usual laws of culturally determined behavior (to be discussed in a later
segment). Outgroups might not share the same attitudes and beliefs as ingroups; outgroups compete for resources; out-
groups are perceived as more different from ingroups than they really are; outgroups are often seen as less deserving of
trust than are ingroups (classic work by Allport, 1954; Brewer, 1979; Tajfel, 1969; Rokeach, 1951 and many others) all
attest to these processes. Indeed, many of the classic stereotypes of Jews are well suited to this phenomena (“Jews are
clannish, grasping,” etc.). This generic outgroup hostility begins to explain why they are potentially threatening.

In support of this view, Greenberg et al., 1990 (Study 1) demonstrated that, consistent with TMT predictions, when Chris-
tians thought about their own death (mortality salience) their trait ratings of fellow Christians became more positive and
their trait ratings of Jews became more negative. Across all measures, the Christian was rated more positively than the Jew
only in the mortality salient condition. Similarly, mortality salience led American college students to increase their agree-
ment with the statement that “the holocaust in Nazi Germany was God's punishment for the Jews” (Kunzendorf, Hersey,
Wilson, and Ethier, 1999, as cited in Schimel, Simon, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, Solomon, Waxmonsky, & Arndt, J., 1999). 

Additionally, subtle reminders of death have been shown to generate physical aggression toward those who threaten cul-
tural worldviews (McGregor, Lieberman, Greenberg, Solomon, Arndt, Simon, and Pyszczynski, 1998). After a mortality sa-
lience or control induction, liberal or conservative college students were given an opportunity to administer a quantity of
their choosing of very hot salsa to a student who wrote an essay condemning either liberals or conservatives, and who
claimed to dislike spicy foods. (Hot sauce administration was used as a direct measure of physical aggression.) Results
indicated no differences in hot sauce allocation for similar and dissimilar others in the control condition; however, following
mortality salience, participants administered twice the amount of hot sauce to different others than they did to similar oth-
ers. 

Such defensive reactions to mortality salience are not limited to non-Jews. Studies conducted by researchers at Bar Ilan
University (Hirschberger and Ein-Dor, 2006) three months before the Israeli pullout from the Gaza Strip and the Northern
West Bank examined whether reminders of death would lead right-wing Israelis to endorse violent resistance against the
disengagement plan. Primes of death led to greater support for violent resistance, particularly among participants high in
denial. It would appear that when the threat of death is manifest, people are often prone to violent defenses. From a TMT
perspective the straightforward explanation for anti-Semitism is simple — when focused on their own mortality, and in need
of the protections that their worldviews provide, non-Jews may become more hostile towards Jews, because Jews represent
a challenge to their worldviews by being outgroup members. 

Subtle modern prejudices 

The tenor of most TMT research suggests that reminders of death will increase prejudice and hostility toward different
others. However, although blatant forms of anti-Semitism do exist, prejudice in general is often stigmatized. As such, peo-
ple may often try to deny or hide their prejudices. Although a person may appear friendly and tolerant, hostility may be
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lurking not far from the surface. The terms “modern” or “symbolic” racism were developed because people stopped saying
“Blacks are despicable and should not be allowed in our schools or restaurants.” Instead, they simply opposed government
policies to promote racial equality, and they opposed candidates supporting those policies (Kinder & Mendelberg, 2000;
McConahay, 1986; McConahay & Hough, 1976; Sears & Kinder, 1971). 

Just as people veil their racism and anti-Black prejudice (e.g., by opposing busing and affirmative action), people may sim-
ilarly veil their anti-Semitism by opposing Jews’ national aspirations. If one is a racist, opposing affirmative-action is a safe
way to express it; if one is an anti-Semite, opposing Israel is a safe way to express it. That is, even when criticisms of Israel
do stem from anti-Semitism (and, as we shall demonstrate empirically, not all do), one can rhetorically attempt to claim
the “high road” by hiding behind: “I am not an anti-Semite, I just oppose Israeli violence and oppression” (Koteck, 2003). 

The Modern Anti-Semitism-Israel Model (MASIM)

The Modern Anti-Semitism-Israel model (MASIM (Formerly the New Anti-Semitism Israel Model); Cohen, 2009) is a juxta-
position of TMT and modern prejudice theory. The model predicts that when mortality is salient, Jews are commonly per-
ceived as threatening to one’s worldview because they are different than non-Jews in their beliefs and behaviors thus
leading to an increase anti-Semitism, which can manifest itself in two ways. It can develop overtly into expressions of anti-
Semitism such as verbal slurs, defamation of property or bodily harm; or because prejudice (anti-Semitism) is stigmatized
it can manifest itself covertly through the application of double standards, demonization and delegitimization (a product of
double standards and demonization) of Israel, the Jewish state. As such, those who harbor anti-Semitic attitudes may in-
crease hostility to Israel. 

Figure 1 presents the MASIM’s model of relations between mortality salience, anti-Semitism, and attitudes towards Israel.
The model predicts that mortality salience leads to increased anti-Semitism (Path 1), and that increased anti-Semitism leads
to decreased support for Israel (Path 2). In addition, however, data suggests that hostility to Israel can feed back to in-
crease anti-Semitism (e.g, Kaplan & Small, 2006). Thus, the model also predicts that anti-Semitism may partially mediate
effects of mortality salience on attitudes towards Israel (Path 1 x Path 2). 

Such mediation, however, is predicted to be only partial because the model also predicts that mortality salience can increase
opposition to Israel for reasons having nothing to do with anti-Semitism (Path 3). This is because Israel, as a combatant
for over 60 years, may be regarded as perpetrating human rights violations. Mortality salience activates worldview defens-
es, and worldviews typically include moral codes. For these reasons, mortality fears lead to more punitive attitudes towards
those committing moral transgressions (Greenberg et al, 1990).  Mortality salience, therefore, may decrease support for
Israel due to heightened moral sensibilities, rather than to the arousal of latent anti-Semitism.

The model also posits that a reverse causal path exists. Although concern for human rights violations may lead to reduced
support for Israel for reasons having nothing to do with anti-Semitism (Path 3), it may then actually trigger an increase
anti-Semitic prejudices (Path 4; Frindte, Wettig, and Wammetsberger, 2005; Kaplan & Small, 2006). 

Experimental studies of anti-Semitism

Three experiments conducted by Cohen, Jussim, Harber & Bhasin (2009) demonstrated that: 1) participants expressed sig-
nificantly greater levels of anti-Semitism and lower levels of pro-Israeli sentiment when reminded of their mortality and
when told that they would be caught in the act of lying; 2) anti-Semitism partially mediated the effects of mortality salience
X bogus pipeline manipulation on opposition to Israel; 3) mortality salience increased the perceived size of Israel, but not
of other countries; and 4) mortality salience increased opposition to Israeli oppression more than it increased opposition
to Russian or Indian oppression. 

Study 1 included 151 participants from a Rutgers University psychology class (99 females, 52 males; 9 African-American,
30 Asian-American, 18 Latino, 77 White, 26 “other”; 96 Christian, 3 Muslim, 2 Buddhist, 19 Hindu, 28 “other”) all of which
were given extra credit for their participation. A mortality salience (MS) manipulation was crossed with a “prejudice obvious/
bogus pipeline” manipulation. In the mortality salience (MS) condition, participants responded to two open-ended questions
relating to their own mortality, which read as follows: “Please describe the emotions (in writing) that the thought of your
own death arouses in you.” And, “Write down as specifically as you can, what you think will happen to you physically when
you die.”

Exam salience (control) participants responded to parallel questions regarding taking an upcoming exam, as follows:
“Please describe the emotions that the thought of your next important exam arouses in you.” And, “Write down as specif-
ically as you can, what you think will happen to you physically as you take your next important exam and when it’s over.”
Exam salience provided an apt control condition among college students because, as demonstrated in previous TMT stud-
ies, exams are an unpleasant as well as anxiety-provoking yet non-lethal event. 
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The instructions provided to participants in the Prejudice Obvious condition explicitly stated on the cover page that preju-
dice towards various groups was being measured. The Bogus Pipeline Condition led participants to believe that any decep-
tion on their part (“lying to appear unprejudiced”) would be detected by sophisticated methods developed by psychologists. 

Three questionnaires were used to assess blatant expressions of anti-Semitism, anti-Israeli sentiment and anti-Palestinian
sentiment. The anti-Semitism (A-S) scale was an updated version of Levinson and Sanford’s Anti-Semitism Scale (1944),
modified to sample anti-Jewish attitudes with 23 contemporary, and less blatant, attitude items such as, “Jews still think
of themselves as God’s Chosen People,” “Jews are more willing than others to use shady practices to get what they want,”
and “Jews are just as honest as other businesspeople” (reverse coded). The attitudes towards Israel scale consisted of 10
questions assessing participants’ levels of pro-Israeli sentiment such as, “I strongly support the Israeli cause”. The attitudes
towards the Palestinians scale consisted of 10 questions assessing participants’ levels of pro-Palestinian sentiment. Most
items were highly similar to the Attitudes towards Israel scale items, such as “The Palestinians have been oppressed by
Israelis for decades,” “I strongly support the Palestinian cause, and “The Palestinians deserve a homeland.” Questions for
each scale were scored on a five-point Likert scale. Responses were combined and averaged to create a composite score
for each of the three scales (See Cohen et al, 2009 for full scales).

Results revealed that anti-Semitism was negatively correlated with support for Israel (r=-.42), and that mortality salience
significantly increased self-reported anti-Semitism but only in the bogus pipeline condition (MS had no effect on support
for Palestinians, p > .1). One implication of this pattern was that people recognize that hostility to Israel stems from anti-
Semitism (if not, why the need to hide it?). Mediational analyses then revealed that anti-Semitism partially mediated the
effects of MS on attitudes towards to Israel. Additionally, reverse mediation demonstrated that opposition to Israel also
partially mediated the effects of MS on anti-Semitism1. 

Study 2 employed 161 participants from a Rutgers introductory psychology class (99 female, 62 male; 8 African-American,
34 Asian-American, 15 Latino, 81 White, 23 “other”; 98 Christian, 13 Hindu, 7 Muslim, 1 Buddhist, 39 “other”) and tested
the prediction that mortality salience would increase a subtle measure of anti-Semitism. Prior research had shown that fear
and prejudice often leads people to overestimate the size and power of minority groups (Allport, 1954; Robb, 1954). More
recent evidence showed that a European Union poll found that nearly 60% of those surveyed believed that Israel was the
greatest threat to world peace, worse than Iran, North Korea, Syria, and Sudan (The Guardian, 2003). Furthermore, cari-
catures of Israel often present it or its leaders as looming giants (Gross, 2004; Kotek, 2004). 

Therefore, in Study 2 the dependent variable was perceived size of Israel and six other countries. Following a reminder of
death or of an important exam, people were given 7 maps and asked to estimate the size of Israel and each of these 6
other countries. As predicted, mortality salience significantly increased the perceived size of Israel, but had no significant
effect on the perceived size of any other country.

Study 3 ruled out 1- the alternative explanation that mortality salience increased hostility towards Israel because mortality
salience provokes hostility to any nation perceived as committing obvious human rights violations, and 2- the alternative
interpretation that prejudice against Jews has something to do with the fact that the principal experimenter was Jewish,
that the study was done in a Jewish professor's lab, and that the obvious aim of the studies was in assessing feeling against
Jews. 

In order to increase the generalizability of this research, this study did not examine college students. Rather, an Indian
research assistant surveyed 235 patients (and those accompanying them; average age 45; 155 female, 80 male; 6 African-
American, 6 Asian American, 19 Latino, 196 White, 8 “other”; 200 Christian, 3 Muslim, 4 Buddhist, 26 “other”) of a local
non-Jewish, Indian physician while in the waiting area of either of her two offices. Participants were randomly assigned to
either a mortality salience or an aversive pain control induction and were asked to recommend punishments of Russia, India
or Israel for (identical) human rights violations. Mortality salience increased willingness to punish Israeli moral transgres-
sions more than it increased willingness to punish Russian or Indian transgressions. Furthermore, despite the fact that an
Indian ran the study in an Indian doctor’s office and assessed attitudes towards India, post hoc analyses showed that mor-
tality salience had no effect on India. Taken together, these studies provided preliminary empirical support of the MASIM. 

Demonization, double standards and delegitimization

Based on the finding of Cohen et al. (2009) it seems likely that hostility towards Jews and Israel in response to reminders
of death will often be expressed in subtle and indirect ways that are plausibly interpretable as something other than prej-
udice. One way to unveil modern anti-Semitism has come to be known as the “3D” test —double standards, demonization,
and delegitimization (Sharansky, 2004). The results of the Cohen et al (2009) study showed that mortality salience increas-

1. All participants in all studies completed a self-report mood scale (PANAS-X; Watson & Clark, 1992) to assess the affective conse-
quences of the MS induction. No significant effects for affect due to MS manipulations were found in any of the present studies.
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es the application of double standards to Israel by showing it increased support for punishing Israeli transgressions more
than those of other countries. 

Three follow-up studies (Cohen, F., 2009) tested the model by examining demonization and delegitimization. Demonization
is the classification of a person or group as evil, thereby justifying or legitimizing either verbal slurs or physical violence.
Once demonized, the individual or group is denied humane behavior and human respect. Types of demonization include
dehumanization, (e.g., depiction of the group as savages, insects, beasts, or monsters), negative trait characterization
(e.g., aggressors, idiots, lazy); out-casting (i.e. violators of social norms, murderers or terrorists) and rejected political la-
bels (i.e., Nazis, communists, socialists; Bar-Tal, 1988; 1990a; 1990b). Throughout history, demonization has been used
by groups and nations as a tool of exploitation and to justify aggression. For example, the perpetrators of genocide often
(e.g., Cambodia, Darfur, Germany, Rwanda, and Turkey) created a political atmosphere supportive of mass murder by de-
monizing their intended victims (Bar-Tal, 1990a, 1990b). The Cohen, F. (2009) studies specifically examined whether mor-
tality salience increased support for demonizing Israel. 

Delegitimization means causing something to appear illegitimate or invalid. Borrowing from Bar-Tal’s (1988) definition,
delegitimization is the denial of some entity’s right to exist because that entity is inherently immoral.  Delegitimized groups
are seen as transgressors of basic human norms or values, and are therefore characterized as bad and ultimately evil. De-
monization is often used in the service of delegitimization – if “they” are merely beasts or insects, or if “their” behavior is
sufficiently revolting or immoral, then “they” do not deserve the right to exist. The Cohen, F. (2009) studies, therefore, also
examined whether mortality salience increases support for delegitimizing Israel.

Empirical findings

In Cohen F.’s (2009) Study 1, a mortality salience (MS) manipulation was again crossed with a “bogus pipeline” manipula-
tion. Study 1 replicated Cohen et al’s (Study 1; 2009) findings using 171 college participants (86 females; 85 males; 15
African-American, 48 Asian-American, 14 Latino, 77 White, 16 “other”; 100 Christian, 20 Hindu, 12 Muslim, 7 Buddhist, 32
“other”): mortality salience increased explicit forms of anti-Semitism, but only when participants believed they would be
detected if they misrepresented their responses. As a direct measure of delegitimization, participants answered four ques-
tions on a 7 point Likert scale assessing the degree to which people believed that Israel should cease to exist. Questions
included: “How much do you believe Israel to be a threat to world peace?” “Israel has been accused of violations against
humanity. Given the severity of Israel’s transgressions how strongly do you believe they should lose their status as a United
Nations member?”, “How strongly do you believe that the world would be a better place if Israel ceased to exist?”, and
“How strongly do you believe that it is in the United States best interest to ensure that Israel continues to exist?” 

 Mortality salience increased support for delegitimizing Israel, an effect that occurred regardless of whether there was also
a bogus pipeline. Consistent with the hypothesis, those who were more anti-Semitic also demonstrated higher levels of
delegitimization towards Israel, r (147) = -.42, p < .001. The strength of this correlation is worth noting in its own right.
It places the relationship between anti-Semitism and levels of delegitimization toward Israel among the largest 25% of
effects found in social psychology and are nearly double the average effect size obtained in work on social cognition, atti-
tudes, and inter-group relations (Richard, Bond, & Stokes, Zoota, 2003). It is also consistent with recent findings obtained
in several European countries in which anti-Semitism and anti-Israeli attitudes have been shown to be related (Kaplan &
Small, 2006). Cohen, F. (2009) speculated that the bogus pipeline was not needed to reveal delegitimization of Israel in
this study because delegitimization is not readily recognized as blatant anti-Semitism. 

Cohen F.’s (2009) Study 2 tested the MASIM through the hypothesis that expressions of hostility towards Israel will be mag-
nified by a mortality salience induction even in the absence of bogus pipeline conditions. Therefore, demonization of Israel
was assessed through obtaining participants’ impressions of two political cartoons. Political cartoons typically use visual
metaphors and caricatures to draw attention to important social and political issues with a humorous or emotional picture.

Political cartoonists in the Arab media often depict non-Arab countries and their leaders as exterminators of the Muslim
world (Marcus and Crook, November 22, 2004). And in a Western media outlet, a popular British cartoon that depicts former
Prime Minister Ariel Sharon eating babies is a form of demonization. This cartoon draws heavily on the Medieval Jewish
Blood Libels in which Jews were accused of murdering non-Jewish children in order to use their blood to prepare Passover
matzos. There are many other examples of modern political cartoons portraying Israel and Israelis as Nazis, animals, in-
sects, or cannibals (Kotek, 2004). 

These cartoons are striking in several regards. First, on their face, they seem to reflect the virulent type of loathing that
often characterizes deep-seated bigotries. Second, they were obtained from mainstream presses from a variety of countries
(American, British, Egyptian). Third, many have a haunting similarity in substance, style, and motif to Nazi-era cartoons
depicting Jews in a manner widely recognized as reflecting the most virulent form of anti-Semitism. (see http://www.rci.rut-
gers.edu/~jussim/Cohen%20et%20al,%202009,%20with%20supplemental%20materials.pdf). 
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The vile nature of these cartoons may suggest that anti-Semitic attitudes may run wide and deep, and they raise the pos-
sibility that these cartoons reflect more than mere opposition to Israel. While it is possible that other countries, cultures,
or peoples are similarly depicted as widely and as frequently in such a revolting manner, these real world examples are
also consistent with the perspective suggesting that hostility to Israel may be expressed with such virulence that it is most
likely powered, at least in part, by anti-Semitism. Thus, one purpose of this study was to assess whether mortality salience
increases support for the anti-Israeli political cartoons more than for those of another country (Path 1 X 2 of the figure 1
model). 

Study 3 therefore tested the hypothesis that expressions of hostility towards the Jewish state would be magnified by a
mortality salience induction even in the absence of bogus pipeline conditions. 

One-hundred and fifty-two Rutgers University students (97 females, 54 males; 10 African-American, 26 (non-Chinese)
Asian-American; 17 Latino, 82 White, 12 “other”; 104 Christian, 12 Hindu, 5 Muslim, 1 (non-Chinese) Buddhist, 29 “other”)
assessed a subtle expression of anti-Semitism and anti-Israel sentiment and opposition to Israel in the form of demoniza-
tion. Participants first read a short vignette discussing either Israeli brutality towards Palestinians or Chinese brutality to-
wards a group of monks. Vignettes read as follows:

Violence against Palestinians/Tibetan by Israeli/Chinese security forces is not new; it has accompanied the occupation for
many years. Recently, however, a significant increase in the number of beatings and instances of abuse has occurred, in
part because of increased friction between Palestinians/Tibetan and Israeli/Chinese security forces. According to many tes-
timonies given to human rights organizations, the security forces use violence, at times gross violence, against Palestinians/
Tibetans unnecessarily and without justification. 

Participants were then shown impressions of two offensive political cartoons depicting the Israeli leader eating Palestinian
babies (See Figure 2) and a Jew atop the world with a bleeding Arab surrendering beneath (See figure 3). Two parallel
cartoons of the Chinese leader eating Tibetan babies (See figure 4) and a Chinese man atop the world with a bleeding
Tibetan surrendering beneath served as the control conditions (See figure 5). 

Figure 2: Cartoon depicting Sharon eating Palestinian children. 
[Al-Hayat Al-Jadida, March 22, 2004]

Figure 3: Cartoon depicting Victorious Jew atop bleeding world with 
a surrendering Arab beneath. (Al Hayat Al Jadida, May 14, 2005).
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Participants were asked to indicate on a scale of 1-5 how “justified” they thought each cartoon was. Results showed that
mortality salience in conjunction with a bogus pipeline manipulation increased perceived justification for offensive political
cartoons of Israel but not China (effects were significant for both the Leadership cartoon and the World cartoon). That the
bogus pipeline was needed to reveal this effect suggests that, in fact, a cartoon of Ariel Sharon eating babies is a relatively
obvious assessment of anti-Semitism. 

Unique effects on attitudes towards Jews

Cohen (2009) examined the possibility that Jews may be uniquely threatening to people’s worldviews. In her Study 3, par-
ticipants completed scales assessing explicit anti-Semitic attitudes and prejudicial attitudes towards Blacks and Asians. Two-
hundred and ninety-eight Rutgers University students (138 females, 160 males; 12 African-American, 145 Asian-American,
25 Latino, 90 White, 26 “ other”; 175 Christian, 49 Hindu, 19 Muslim, 11 Buddhist, 44 “other”) participated in 2 (Mortality
Salience: Death v. Exam) X 2 (Bogus pipeline: camouflage vs. bogus pipeline) experimental design. Questions included:
“Jewish businessmen are so shrewd that other people do not have a fair chance at competition ,” “Over the past few years,
the government and news media have given more attention to African- Americans than they deserve,” and “In order to get
ahead of others, Asian Americans can be overly competitive.” 

Mortality salience increased anti-Semitism scores, (but not prejudice scores towards Blacks or Asians)1. This result contrasts
with some previous TMT studies (Solomon, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, 2004) which have shown that mortality salience in-
creases derogation of many out-groups. To our knowledge, however, prior research on TMT and prejudice has only exam-
ined attitudes towards a single group at a time. If, as the MASIM predicts, Jews are uniquely threatening, then, when under

Figure 4: Cartoon depicting Chinese president eating 
Tibetan children.

Figure 5: Cartoon depicting Victorious Chinese man atop bleeding 
world with a surrendering Tibetan beneath.

1. The complete data set contained 337 participants. Twenty-nine Jewish participants were removed and 10 were deleted due to
missing data. For the purpose of the racism scale 29 Jewish participants (and 10 missing religion data) were reinserted and 12 Afri-
can-American participants were removed from the analyses, and 5 participants were dropped for missing data leaving a total of 320
participants. For the purpose of the prejudice toward Asian scales the 12 African-American participants were reinserted and the145
Asians were removed from the analysis, leaving a total of 187 participants. 
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mortality salience, derogating Jews may become more important and more urgent than derogating other groups (in order
to maximally assuage the psychological cultural threat that they pose). It would seem that Jews constitute the most threat-
ening cultural threat and thus derogation of Jews was enough to assuage death concerns.

The suggestion that Jews pose a unique threat was shared by the US American delegates at a recent OSCE (Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe) meeting of contemporary anti-Semitism where they insisted that anti-Semitism be
recognized as a unique form of prejudice (Wistrich, February 24, 2008). The next section reviews the psychology of Jews
as a unique threat.

Why are Jews psychologically threatening?

Anti-Semitism is a peculiar social phenomenon, in that many of the stereotypes associated with it are mutually exclusive,
and shift radically across time and space. Jews have been condemned for being radical Communists, and for being avari-
cious capitalists. Fascists in Nazi Germany and in 1980s Argentina accused their nations' Jews of having hidden loyalties to
socialist regimes (Rein, 2003), whereas the Soviet Union persecuted Jews for harboring secret sympathies for the West
(Weitz, 2001). Jews have been chastised as corruptly cosmopolitan and as insular traditionalists, as heretical free-thinkers
and as mystical obscurantists, as weak, ineffectual, and effete and as stealthily advancing toward worldwide domination
(Johnson, 1987. p. 310; Bernard, 2006). Why is anti-Semitism riddled with so many contradictions? What makes Jews so
psychologically threatening?

Jews pose a religious threat. Throughout much of the last 2000 years, the Christian Canon was that Jews killed Christ.
Deicide provided a most direct and unique religious and intellectual justification for despising Jews. Historically, it provided
much of the inspiration for everything from mass slaughters during the Crusades, to the Spanish Inquisition, to the Eastern
European pogroms. Additionally, Judaism rejects the Christian Bible and Koran, and makes it very difficult to become a Jew.
In fact, whereas Christianity and Islam readily acknowledge the holiness of most of one another’s most revered religious
figures1, Judaism is one of the world’s most obdurately rejectionist of all religions. Thus Jews denial of the holiness of major
figures in Christianity and Islam (but not vice versa) constitutes a religious basis for Jews constituting a unique cultural
threat to Christians and Muslims.

Jews pose an economic and political threat. Whenever Jews have been given a reasonable degree of freedom that ap-
proaches or equals that of other citizens, they have achieved economic and professional success at extraordinarily high
levels; e.g., Spanish Jews under medieval Islamic rule, Polish Jews in the 16th century (see http://members.core.com/
~mikerose/history.html); the Jews of Europe after emancipation in the 19th century (Weber, Protestant Ethic and the Spirit
of Capitalism (1904 [2001]), and modern American Jews. This type of success rarely goes unnoticed. Research on U.S.
campaigns have reported that Jewish candidates are often identified by the group label “Jewish” (e.g., the 1990 U.S. Senate
race in Minnesota, the 1998 U.S. Senate race in New York, Arlen Specter’s 1995 campaign for the presidential nomination,
a 1996 House race in Georgia, and a 2000 Democratic congressional primary in NewYork). While surveys have shown con-
sistently that overt negative stereotypes of Jews have declined dramatically in the United States, when campaigns cue ste-
reotypic political traits—“Jews are liberal”—they prompt a process of negative stereotyping of Jewish candidates as “Jews
are shady,” thus causing them to lose political support (Berinsky and Mendelberg, 2005).

Jews are successful academically. Furthermore, in the modern world, Jews have had an extraordinary record of intellectual
success. Jews represent less than one half of one percent of the world population, yet of the 750 Nobel Prizes awarded
between 1901 and 2006, 158 (21%) went to Jews (Jewish Virtual Library). Although Jews constitute less than 3% of the
US population, they disproportionately enter the university system and professions (Birkner, August 23, 2004) and possibly
as a result, Jews have substantially higher incomes than do other groups (Smith and Faris 2005). Such disproportionate
representation can be a cause of both suspicion and envy (Klug, 2004).

Jews survive. Despite 2000 years of economic oppression, mass conversions, mass killings, and genocides, the Jewish peo-
ple remain Jewish. Thus what makes Jews uniquely threatening is that they are a tiny minority that has been subjugated
by powerful groups from the Greeks to the Romans to the Medieval Catholic Church to Kings and dictators, and millions of
Jews are not only still around, they are, in most places, thriving. This constitutes a most unique cultural threat to anyone
who believes in their own group’s superiority. 

Classic studies on anti-Semitism demonstrated that participants who were more prejudiced against Jews were better able
to determine the Jewish identity of the person in the photograph than participants with lower prejudice scores. It was sug-
gested that the prejudiced individuals were more prone to see those who were Jews as threats and thus developed the

1. Although Christianity was tolerant towards Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Moses it used to be very intolerant against Jews. Similarly
Islam though tolerant (up to some point) towards the elder religions, used to be rather intolerant towards younger religions, (e.g.,
towards the Baha'i).
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ability to quickly and accurately ‘‘spot the enemy’’ in new environments thereby excluding him from advancement (Allport
and Kramer, 1946). Five new studies demonstrated an inverse relation between prejudice and accuracy indicating that
those who were more prejudiced towards Jews were less accurate at identifying targets as being Jews. Researchers have
speculated that today the prejudiced person 5cannot as easily exclude Jews from advancement or avoid their presence in
neighborhoods, educational institutions, and workplaces (Andrzejewski, Hall & Salib, 2009). While anti-Semitism itself con-
tinues to exist, its face has changed. Therefore the potential value of being able to ‘‘spot the enemy’’ has been greatly
reduced.

The Jewish state threatens and accentuates these fears. Israel operates at levels of democracy, affluence, and military
power that may be threatening to many people. Jews, unlike most Arab Muslims and Arab Christians, have carved out a
democratic form of government, with elections and protections of basic freedoms. A relatively tiny population of Jews
(about 5 million living in Israel) defeated and fended off the hostility of hundreds of millions of surrounding Arabs. The
standard of living in Israel is much higher than that of most of its neighbors, including its oil-rich neighbors. To the extent
that non-Jews are committed to views of their own group’s superiority, this may be deeply threatening (Klug, 2004). 

Practical applications of the present research

The present model builds on Terror Management Theory, which proposes that people rely most heavily on their cultural
world views (i.e., their religious beliefs, their national and social identifications, etc.) when reminded of their own mortality.
This is because worldviews serve as a defense against mortality fears. A cardinal corollary is that people who threaten one’s
world views therefore constitute a signal threat. For the reasons outlined above, Jews may represent the “perfect storm”
of world view threat to our mortality-focused participants. Jews represent a theological threat (as a group accused of dei-
cide and that persists in rejecting dominant faiths), a social threat (by attaining eminence disproportionate to their numbers
and despite their history), and an outgroup threat, to whom the “generic” liabilities of outsider status accrue.  No other
group so entirely and so prominently captures all three of these worldview threats. Thus, Jews (and Israel, by extension)
should selectively evoke hostility—especially when mortality fears are aroused. 

Our research was in accord with these predictions and suggests that, in a world bombarded by current events that heighten
mortality salience (e.g., newspaper accounts of terrorism, war, natural disasters etc), anti-Semitism is likely to continue.
In France religious Jews have been attacked, synagogues burned and Jewish owned businesses stoned (Stephen Roth In-
stitute, 2003). In many Middle Eastern countries, Israeli flag burning accompanied by shouts of “death to the Jewish infi-
dels” and “Death to Israel” have become common practice (http://www.adl.org/). 

Additionally, despite Jewish success, most American Jews continue to see anti-Semitism as a problem, with some seeing
anti-Semitism as a very serious problem (Cohen, J.E., 2010). Research indicates that a multiplicity of factors affect percep-
tions of the seriousness of anti-Semitism. Those with a stronger sense of Jewish identity, lower income, and older people
are more likely to see anti-Semitism as a very serious problem. Participants also view anti-Semitism as a more serious threat
if they live in states with higher anti-Semitic incidents rates and when use of anti-Semitic terms in the news media increases
(Cohen, J.E., 2010). So what can be done?

Reducing anti-Semitism. The MASIM model specifically accounts for the possibility that Arab-Israeli relations have inspired
a new manifestation of Jew hatred—virulent hostility to Israel. This political and ideological anti-Semitism provides a socially
and intellectually acceptable modern disguise for sentiments that have roots going back at least 2,000 years (Gonen, 1975;
Kelman, 2001; Bernard, 2006). Once one recognizes modern anti-Semitism, it naturally leads to the question of what can
be done to prevent it. Can models of general prejudice reduction be applied to anti-Semitism reduction as well? Would
diversity training programs and prejudice reduction education help reduce both explicit and implicit anti-Semitism?

Intergroup contact. Social psychologists have long suggested that intergroup contact positively influences the quality of
intergroup relations (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998). Research has demonstrated that the amount of reported previous
contact with outgroup members was generally related to a more positive perception of the outgroup (Castelli, De Amicis,
& Sherman, 2007). While contact per se may not be a sufficient condition for this effect (Pettigrew, 1998), it is a potentially
powerful tool for changing and ameliorating reciprocal perceptions between social groups. 

Two experiments conducted at Rutgers University (Rudman, Ashmore, & Gary, 2001) demonstrated that students enrolled
in a prejudice and conflict seminar instructed by an African-American professor showed decreased anti-Black biases at the
end of the semester as compared with at the beginning of the semester. These effects were obtained for both explicit and
implicit measures of prejudice, suggesting that multicultural education can transform people's attitudes and beliefs at both
the conscious and non-conscious level.

However, at times increased contact is difficult to achieve. Often contact is avoided because of preexisting negative atti-
tudes toward the outgroup. Additionally intergroup contact can be stressful and uncertain (Blascovich, Mendes, Hunter,
Lickel, & Kowai-Bell, 2001; Richeson & Shelton, 2003). Furthermore, integrating social situations such as the classroom or
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workplace does not necessarily guarantee increased contact between different groups or reduction in prejudicial attitudes
(Dixon & Durrheim, 2003; Gerard & Miller, 1975). The Rudman et al (2001) studies illustrated that students who voluntarily
enrolled in diversity education showed a significant reduction in their implicit prejudice and stereotype scores, compared
with control students. In other words in order for contact to reduce prejudice people must be open to intergroup interac-
tions. 

Intergroup contact in which members of conflicting groups were open to dialogue has been shown not only to ease tensions
between Israelis and Palestinians in the Middle East but has led to strong friendships among members of the opposing
groups. Palestinian students from the Hebron area and Israeli students from Bar-Ilan University participated in a series of
meetings and activities lasting for about four years. The meetings focused on commonalities between Islam and Judaism
and eventuality led to several cooperative projects between the two groups. Participants reported positive reactions toward
the meetings and attributed them to the discovery of commonalities in the other’s religious culture (Mollov, 1999).

Awareness and prejudice rejection. Understanding our own biases is the first step to combating prejudice (diversitycoun-
cil.org, 2004). Research indicates that people who become self-aware of their prejudiced responses attempt to regulate
and reduce them because of the experience of negative self-directed affect (e.g., Monteith, 1993; Monteith et al., 2002).
Recent research (Czopp, Monteith, & Mark, 2006) has demonstrated that confrontations of racial bias successfully reduced
the likelihood of biased responses in a later experimental task. Thus, confrontations from others are likely to be effective
to the extent that feelings such as guilt and self-criticism are elicited. 

Understanding the role of mortality salience in anti-Semitism. Educating people regarding the potentially harmful effects
resulting from reminders of death (that are so common in daily life) and incorporating this education into established prej-
udice reduction programs could aid intergroup relations, fight anti-Semitism and assist in the battle of general prejudice.
As people recognize that anti-Semitism is, in part, a defense aimed at repressing death related anxieties, they may find
other means to assuage their terror and protect against it. When people were instructed to think logically, negative mor-
tality salience effects disappeared (Solomon, Greenberg, and Pyszczynski, 2003). 

Defense against anxiety need not come at the price of intolerance towards others. Perhaps such animosities may be direct-
ed towards more legitimate and inanimate targets, such as poverty, illness, ignorance and conflict resolution. Recent TMT
research has demonstrated that mortality salience increases a need for heroes. After 9/11, Americans demonstrated great
appreciation for police officers and firefighters who risked and even gave their lives to protect us. Additionally many Amer-
icans behaved in altruistic manners (i.e. many gave blood; donated to police, fire, and other 9/11-related charities). Thus,
MS in conjunction with institutionalized prejudice reduction programs can indeed be redirected toward those who exemplify
cultural values, act benevolently, or risk their own well-being to help others rather than intolerance.

Conclusion

Even with media reports demonstrating that anti-Semitism continues to exist; social psychological research has yet to re-
sume its once prominent emphasis on understanding anti-Semitism (Bachner, 2003). This is, however, an unfortunate state
of affairs, which the present paper begins to rectify. The current paper provides the first comprehensive review of scientific
evidence investigating the psychology of modern anti-Semitism and thus is the first to review what may be considered a
revival of empirical anti-Semitism literature. 

Issues about what is and is not considered anti-Semitism have been the subject of mainstream commentary for several
years. Indeed this review touched on some of that real world discourse while at the same time reviewing the scientific
research to date that helps to identify when a belief does or does not reflect anti-Semitism or if it is indeed influenced by
anti-Semitism. In real world situations it is impossible to know with certainty whether demonic portrayals of Israel and her
leaders is anti-Semitism. This knowledge requires peering into the portrayer’s heart and mind. As of yet social science has
not acquired the tools to do this, however within the context of a lab social scientists can experimentally create conditions
which lead people to develop anti-Semitic attitudes and beliefs that manifest in support for the very kinds of depictions of
Israel which in the real world may or may not reflect anti-Semitism.

Although the rebirth of anti-Semitism research is relatively recent our cumulative review highlights that anti-Semites are
no more accurate at recognizing Jewish faces than non-anti-Semites (Andrzejewski et al., 2009), anti-Semitism works in
subtle ways to undercut peoples’ attitudes towards Jewish political leaders (Berinsky et al., 2005), and despite its egalitarian
society American Jews view anti-Semitism in the US as a continuous problem (Cohen, J.E., 2010). Our own experimental
research (Cohen et al., 2009; Cohen, 2009) provided further insight into the psychological underpinnings of anti-Semitism. 

First, it documented real world evidence that anti-Semitism is alive and well at the beginning of the 21s century. Second,
it demonstrated that under the right (wrong) conditions, anti-Semitism readily emerges (MS increases anti-Semitism and
opposition to Israel). Denials of anti-Semitism, therefore, cannot necessarily be taken at face value. Opposition to Israel is
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a good/convenient method for expressing anti-Semitism without seeming to do so. (MS caused Israel to loom large; in-
creased double standards for punishing Israel more harshly than other countries committing the identical human rights
violations; and left people more susceptible to demonizing Israel by viewing vile depictions of Israel as more justifiable than
vile depictions of other countries). 

Third, the hypotheses derived from the MASIM were built on the original tenets of terror management theory. Early exper-
iments in TMT research serve as the preliminary experimental evidence to support the model. Given the salience of terrorist
acts against civilians in the West; it seems likely that mortality is also salient. If so, then the current model provides a po-
tential explanation for the continued manifestation of anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism, in turn, promotes hostility towards Is-
rael. And bitter public condemnation directed at Israel may feed back into anti-Semitism. 

The current wave of anti-Semitism research has demonstrated that the newest manifestations of anti-Semitism are similar
in that they are more subtle and less obvious than painting Swastikas on synagogues and chanting anti-Semitic slurs. Real
world occurrences and empirical evidence acknowledge that modern anti-Semitism is rarely blatant bigotry. Consistent with
the idea that blatant anti-Semitism is unacceptable is the finding that anti-Semitic attitudes are more likely to emerge under
bogus pipeline conditions (see Cohen et al, 2009; Cohen, 2009; Imhoff et al., 2010). Whereas we acknowledge that other
threats can engage certain defenses and may also lead to anti-Semitism we believe that this review provides an extraordi-
nary opportunity to understand at least some of the sources and consequences of anti-Semitism. Although we do not deny
the ongoing existence of blatant anti-Semitism the aim of this paper is to highlight the sometimes veiled manner with which
anti-Semitism is expressed, and the conditions under which opposition to Israel reflects--and does not reflect--covert anti-
Semitism. 

References

ADL (2003). Speech by Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad. Anti- Defamation League. Retrieved on June 16, 2010 from:
http://www.adl.org/Anti_semitism/malaysian.asp.

Allport, G. H. (1954). The nature of prejudice. Cambridge, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Andrzejewski, S.A., Hall, J.A., Salib, E.R. (2009). Anti-Semitism and identification of Jewish group membership from photographs. Journal 
of Nonverbal Behavior, 33, 47-58.

Bar-Tal, D. (1988). Delegitimizing relations between Israeli Jews and Palestinians: A social psychological analysis. In: J. Hofman (Ed.), 
Arab-Jewish relations in Israel: A quest in human understanding (pp. 217-248). Bristol, Indiana: Wyndham Hall Press. 

Bar-Tal, D. (1990a). Causes and consequences of delegitimization: Models of conflict and ethnocentrism. Journal of Social Issues, 46:1. 

Bar-Tal, D. (1990b). Delegitimization: The Extreme Case of Stereotyping and Prejudice. In: Stereotyping and Prejudice: Changing Con-
ceptions. Edited by Bar-Tal, D., ed. New York: Springer Verlag.

Berger, P., & Luckmann, T. (1967). The social construction of reality. Hermondworth, United Kingdom: Penguin. 

Bernard, L. (2006).The new anti-Semitism. American Scholar, 75 (1), p25-36. 

Berinsky, A. J., & Mendelberg, T. (2005). The indirect effects of discredited stereotypes in judgments of Jewish leaders. American Journal 
of Political Science, 49, pp. 845-864.

Birkner, G. (August 23, 2004). Hillel Guide A Click Away. Hillel: The Foundation for Jewish Campus Life. Retrieved on February 24, 2008 
from: http://www.hillel.org/about/news/2004/aug/20040823_guide.htm

Blascovich J, Mendes W.B., Hunter S.B., Lickel, B, and Kowai-Bell, N. (2001). Perceiver threat In social interactions with stigmatized others. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 80,253–67.

Brewer, M. B. (1979). Ingroup bias in the minimal intergroup situation: A cognitive-motivational analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 86, 307-
324.

Burstein, P. (2007).  Jewish educational and economic success in the United States: A search for explanations.  Sociological Perspectives, 
50, 209-228.

Castelli, L., De Amicis, L., and Sherman, S.J. (2007). The loyal member effect: on the preference for ingroup members who engage in 
exclusive relations with the ingroup. Developmental Psychology, 43, 1347–1359.

Cohen, F. (2009). The new Anti-Semitism Israel model: Empirical tests. Dissertation Abstracts International, 69, pp. 6471. 

Cohen, F. Jussim, L. Harber, K.D., Bhasin, G. (2009). Modern anti-Semitism and anti-Israeli attitudes. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 97, pp. 290-306.

Cohen, J. E. (2010). Perceptions of anti-Semitism among American Jews, 2000-05, A survey analysis. Political Psychology, 31, pp. 85-107.

Covitz, A.( Dec 13, 2002). Scapegoats never die, especially when they're Jewish. Jerusalem Post. P. 09.A
 2011 by verlag irena regener  berlin 13



Florette Cohen et alm conflict & communication online, Vol. 10, No. 1, 2011
The Modern Anti-Semitism Israel Model
Czopp, A. M., Monteith, M. J. &, Mark, A. Y. (2006). Standing Up for a Change: Reducing Bias Through Interpersonal Confrontation. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology. Vol 90(5), 784-803. 

Darwin, C. R. (1859). On the origin of species by means of natural selection, or the preservation of favoured races in the struggle for life. 
London: John Murray. 

Dixon, J., & Durrheim, K. (2003). Contact and the ecology of racial division: Some varieties of informal segregation. British Journal of Social 
Psychology, 42, 1–23.

Dovidio, J. F., & Gaertner, S. L. (2010). Intergroup Bias. In: S. T. Fiske, D. Gilbert & G. Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of Social Psychology 
(5th ed., Vol. 2, pp. 1084-1121). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2004).Crime in the United States, 2004. Retrieved on June 14, 2010, from: 
http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_04/offenses_reported/hate_crime/index.html.

Festinger, L. (1954). A Theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7, 117-140. 

Fiske, S. T. (1998). Stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination. In: D.T. Gilbert, S.T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey (Eds.). The handbook of social 
psychology (Vols. 1 and 2, 4th ed., pp. 357-411). New York: McGraw Hill. 

Frindte, W., Wammetsberger, D. & Wettig, S. (2005). A new type of anti-Semitism in Germany. Is reconciliation possible? In: Farnen, R. 
F. Dekker, Henk de Landtsheer, C. Sünker, H. German, D.B. (eds.). Democratization, Europeanization, and Globalization Trends (pp. 
277-293) Frankfurt a.M.: Peter Lang.

Gerard, H.B., & Miller, N. (1975) School desegregation: A long-term study. New York: Plenum.

Gonen, J. (1975). A psychohistory of Zionism. New York: New York American Library.

Greenberg, J. (2008). Understanding the vital human quest for self-esteem. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 3, 48-55.

Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., & Solomon, S. (1986). The causes and consequences of a need for self esteem: A terror management 
theory. In: R.F. Baumeister (Ed.), Public self and private self (pp. 189-212). New York: Springer-Verlag. 

 Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., & Solomon, S., Roseblatt, A., Veeder, M., Kirland, S., & Lyon, D. (1990). Evidence for terror management 
theory: II. The effects of mortality salience on reaction to those who threaten or bolster the cultural worldview. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology (Vol 29, pp. 61-139) New York: Academic Press. 

Greenberg, J., Sullivan, S., & Arndt, J. (2008). A basic but uniquely human motivation: Terror management. In: J. Y. Shah & W. L. Gardner 
(Eds.), Handbook of motivation science (pp. 114-134). New York: Guilford Press. Greenwald, A. G., & Krieger, L. H. (2006). Implicit 
bias: Scientific foundations. California Law Review, 94, 945-967.

Hirschberger G, & Ein-Dor T. (2006). Defenders of a lost cause: Terror management and violent resistance to the disengagement plan. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 32 (6):761–769.

Human Rights First. (2007). Anti-Semitism: 2007 Hate Crime Survey. Retrieved on June 16, 2010, from: 
http://www.humanrightsfirst.info/pdf/07601-discrim-hc-antisemitsm-web.pdf.

Imhoff, R., & Banse, R. (2009). Ongoing victim suffering increases prejudice: The case of secondary anti-Semitism. Psychological Science, 
20, 1443-1447. 

Johnson, P. (1987). A history of Jews. New York: Harper & Row. 

Jost, J.T., & Banaji, M.R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in system-justification and the production of false consciousness. British Journal 
of Social Psychology, 33, 1-27. 

Kalkin S.P. (Dec. 30, 2004). US nuclear testing possible culprit for Indian Ocean quake. 

Retrieved on March 8, 2006, from: http://portland.indymedia.org/en/2005/01/307168.shtml.

Kaplan, E.H., & Small, C.A. (2006). Anti-Israel sentiment predicts anti-Semitism in Europe. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 50 (4), 548-561. 

Kelly, H.H. (1967). Attribution Theory in social psychology. In: D. Levine (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation (pp. 192-238). Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska Press. 

Kelman, H.C. (1999). Transforming the relationship between former enemies: A Social Psychological analysis, in R. Rohtstein (Ed.) After 
the Peace: Resistance And Reconciliations. London: Lynne Rienner (193-205).

Kinder, D.R. and T. Mendelberg. (2000). Individualism reconsidered: Principles and prejudice in contemporary American opinion. University 
Of Chicago Press pp. 44. 74.

Klug, B. (February 2, 2004). The Myth of the New Anti-Semitism. The Nation, p.2. 

Retrieved on January 3, 2007, from: http://www.thenation.com/doc/20040202/klug. 

Kotek, J. (2003). Anti-Semitic motifs in Belgian anti-Israel propaganda. In: The Stephen Roth Institute for the Study of Contemporary Anti-
Semitism and Racism (Ed.) Anti- Semitism Worldwide, 1, pp. 5-25.

Kunzendorf, R., Hersey, T., Wilson, J., and Ethier, M. (1992). Repressed self-consciousness of death and insensitivity to religious genocide. 
 2011 by verlag irena regener  berlin 14



Florette Cohen et alm conflict & communication online, Vol. 10, No. 1, 2011
The Modern Anti-Semitism Israel Model
Unpublished manuscript, University of Lowell, Lowell, Massachusetts

Landau, M.J., Greenberg, J., Solomon, S., Pyszczynski, T., & Martens, A. (2006). Windows into nothingness: Terror management, mean-
inglessness, and negative reactions to modern art. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 879–892.

Levin, B. (December 31, 20109). Sharp rise in NY hate crime bucks US decline, Jews most targetted. The Huffington Post. Retrieved on 
January 4, 2011, from: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/brian-levin-jd/sharp-rise-in-ny-hate-cri_b_803047.html

Marcus, I. and Crook,B. (November 22, 2004). US soldier is rapist; Rice is "Exterminator;" US committing "Ethnic Cleansing." PA Press. 
Retrieved on March 26, 2006, from: http://www.pmw.org.il/Hate-USA-Part4.htm

McCall, G.J., & Simmons. J.L. (1966). Identities and interactions. New York: Free Press.

McConahay, J.B. (1986). Modern racism, ambivalence, and the modern racism scale. In: Jack F. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Prejudice, 
Discrimination, and Racism (pp. 91–126). San Diego CA: Academic Press.

McConahay, J.B., & Hough, J. C. (1976). Symbolic racism. Journal of Social Issues, 32, 23-45.

McGregor, H. A., Lieberman, J. D., Greenberg, J., Solomon, S., Arndt, J., Simon, L., & Pyszczynski, T. (1998). Terror management and 
aggression: Evidence that mortality salience motivates aggression against worldview threatening others. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 74, 590–605.

Mollov, B. (1999). The role of religion in conflict resolution: An Israeli-Palestinian student dialogue. Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. 
Jerusalem, Israel.

Monteith, M. J. (1993). Self-regulation of prejudiced responses: Implications for progress in prejudice reduction efforts. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 65, 469–485. 

Monteith, M. J., Ashburn-Nardo, L., Voils, C. I., & Czopp, A. M. (2002). Putting the brakes on prejudice: On the development and operation 
of cues for control. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 83, 1029–1050. 

Pettigrew, T. F. 1998. Intergroup Contact Theory, Annual Review of Psychology 49, 68–85.

Public Broadcasting System. (2007). Anti-Semitism in the 21st Century: The Resurgence.

Pyszczynski, T., Solomon, S., & Greenberg, J. (2003). In the wake of September 11: The Psychology of Terror. Washington, D.C.: American 
Psychological Association.

Rein, R. (2003). Argentina, Israel and the Jews: Peron, the Eichmann and capture and after. Bethesda, MD: University Press of Maryland. 

Richard, F. D., Bond, C. F. Jr., Stokes-Zoota, J. J. (2003). One hundred years of social psychology quantitatively described. Review of 
General Psychology, 7, 331-363.

Richeson, J. A., & Shelton, J. N. (2003). When prejudice does not pay: Effects of interracial contact on executive function. Psychological 
Science, 14, 287–290.

Robb, J.H. (1954). Working-class anti-Semite. London: Tavistock.

Rokeach, M. (1951). Prejudice, concreteness of thinking, and reification of thinking. Journal of Abnormal & Social Psychology. 46(1), 83-91.

Rudman, L. A., Ashmore, R. D., & Gary, M. L. (2001). “Unlearning” automatic biases: Themalleability of implicit prejudice and stereotypes. 
Journal of Personality and SocialPsychology, 81(5), 856–868.

Sears, D. O., & Kinder, D. R. (1971). Racial tensions and voting in Los Angeles. In: W. Z. Hirsch (Ed.), Los Angeles: Viability and prospects 
for metropolitan leadership (pp. 51-88). New York: Praeger and Sears, D. O., & McConahay, J. (1973). The politics of violence. Bos-
ton: Houghton Mifflin Company.

Schimel, J., Hayes, J., Williams, T., & Jahrig, J. (2007). Is death really the worm at the core? Converging evidence that worldview threat 
increases death thought accessibility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92, 789-803.

Schimel, J., Simon, L., Greenberg, J., Pyszczynski, T., Solomon, S., Waxmonsky, J., & Arndt, J. (1999). Stereotypes and terror manage-
ment: Evidence that mortality salience enhances stereotypic thinking and preferences. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
77, 905–926.

Sharansky, N. (2004). 3D Test of Anti-Semitism: Demonization, Double Standards, Delegitimization. Jewish Political Studies Review, 16, 
3-4. 

Sheppard, N. (April 12, 2010). Anti-Semitic violence doubled in 2009, media mostly mum. Media Research Center: News Busters. Retrieved 
on May 10, 2010, from: 
http://newsbusters.org/blogs/noel-sheppard/2010/04/12/anti-semitic-violence-doubled-2009-media-mostly-mum.

Smith, C., & Faris, R. (2005). Socioeconomic Inequality in the American Religious System: An Update and Assessment. Journal for the 
Scientific Study of Religion 44, 95–104. 

Solomon, S., Greenberg, J., & Pyszczynski, T. (2004). The cultural animal: Twenty years of terror management theory and research. In: 
J. Greenberg, S. Koole, & T. Pyszczynski (Eds.), The handbook of experimental existential psychology (pp. 13–34). New York: The 
Guilford Press.
 2011 by verlag irena regener  berlin 15



Florette Cohen et alm conflict & communication online, Vol. 10, No. 1, 2011
The Modern Anti-Semitism Israel Model
Stephen Roth Institute for the Study of Contemporary Anti-Semitism and Racism (2003). Anti-Semitism Worldwide,1, pp. 95-114.

Teitelbaum, J. (2008). What Iranian leaders really say about doing away with Israel. Jerusalem 

Center for Public Affairs, p. 5.

Tajfel, H.(1969). Cognitive aspects of prejudice. Journal of Social Issues, 25, 79-97.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2006). Retrieved on June 14, 2010 from: http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DTTable?_bm=y&-
geo_id=01000US&-ds_name=ACS_2006_EST_G00_&-_lang=en&-redoLog=false&-mt_name=ACS_2006_EST_G2000_B03001&-
mt_name=ACS_2006_EST_G2000_B02001&-mt_name=ACS_2006_EST_G2000_B02003&-CONTEXT=dt

U.S. Department of State (2005). Contemporary Global Anti-Semitism: A Report Provided to the United States Congress.

Wall Street Journal (January 29, 2005). They're Paranoid, We're Blasé: The civilized world needs to answer Islamist conspiracy propagan-
da. Retrieved on June 16, 2010, from: http://www.opinionjournal.com/extra/?id=110006226

Watson, D. & Clark, L.A. (1992). Affects separable and inseparable: On the hierarchical arrangement of the negative affects. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 62, 489–505.

Weitz, E. D. (2001). Stalin’s secret program: The postwar inquisition of the Jewish anti-facist committee (J. Rubenstein & V.P. Naumov, 
Eds.). New Haven CT: Yale University Press. 

Wistrich, R. S. (February 24, 2008). Waging war on Judeophobes old and new. Haaretz. 

Retrieved on February 24, 2008, from: 
http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/pages/ShArt.jhtml?itemNo=324476&contrassID=2&subContrassID=15&sbSubContrassID=0&list-
Src=Y

Zilboorg, G. (1943). Fear of death. Psychoanalytic Quarterly, 12, 465-475.

On the authors: Florette Cohen is currently an Assistant Professor at The College of Staten Island, City University New York. She is a social
psychologist who received her Ph.D. from the Social Psychology program at Rutgers University-New Brunswick in 2008. Her research in-
terests include Modern Anti-Semitism, Islamophobia, the psychology of voting preferences, religious beliefs, international conflict, and in-
terpersonal relations.
Lee Jussim is currently Chair of the Department of Psychology at Rutgers University. He is a social psychologist whose research focuses
on understanding relations between social beliefs and social reality, and has published numerous articles and chapters on stereotypes,
prejudice, interpersonal expectancies, biases, self-fulfilling prophecies, and accuracy.
Gautam Bhasin is currently as graduate student at Teachers College, Columbia University where he will receive his Masters in Clinical Psy-
chology in May of 2011. His research interests in include: Modern Anti-Semitism, racism, prejudice, eating disorders, mental health in the
geriatric population, and the development of stereotyping behaviors in children. He received a Bachelors of Arts in psychology from Rutgers
University in 2006.
Elizabeth Salib is a graduate student in the Social Psychology Program at Rutgers University. Her research interests include stereotyping,
discrimination, and factors that may increase or decrease discriminatory behavior such as individuating information, prejudice, and per-
sonality correlates.

Address: eMail: florettec@gmail.com
 2011 by verlag irena regener  berlin 16


