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ABSTRACT

We argue that terrorism may destroy social solidarity when it is persistent and random, as it has been in Israel since the beginning of the Al-Aqsa Intifada.  Drawing on seven surveys conducted from 2000 to 2003, we show that fear of terrorism leads to lower levels of generalized trust in non-recursive models estimated by two-stage least squares.  People who maintain trust are better able to cope with the fears of terrorism.  While the level of trust in strangers does not change dramatically over time, it does track very closely the perceived threat from terrorism.  

When the terrorist threat is low, trust in strangers is largely determined by domestic social conflicts (particularized trust).  When the threat seems higher, trust in strangers is determined by nationalistic sentiments and confidence in  institutions of national security  When the threat of terrorism is lower, trust in strangers has a greater impact on perceived terrorist threats.   
Keywords: Terrorism, trust, fear, patriotism, politics

              Terrorism disrupts the social fabric of a society. Its randomness puts people constantly on the defensive and fearful of threats. Threat results in a broad tendency to heighten in-group solidarity, vilify outsiders, and limit government actions that might assist members of the threatening group. Threat increases prejudicial, ethnocentric, and xenophobic attitudes (Bettencourt et al., 2001).  

Perceptions of terrorist threat make the world seem risky and unpredictable.  Strangers are not only likely to be different from yourself, but also may be perceived as threatening your very life (Banfield, 1958,  109-110; Hobfoll, Canetti-Nisim, and Johnson, 2006).  Threat leads  people to turn inward–to place a higher level of support for their in-groups and to mistrust out-groups (Huddy et al., 2004; Marcus et al, 1995; Skitka and Mullen, in press). Perceptions of danger make social identity more important and increase hostility about enemies, real and perceived (Duckitt, 2003, 583-89; Huddy, 2003, 539-42).   Threat, simply put, reduces trust in people who may be different from oneself.   

Generalized trust is a value expressing the belief that others are part of your moral community. This type of trust reflects our faith in strangers rather than in people we know.  Faith in people who may be unlike ourselves lays the basis for cooperation and seeking common ground  across cultures (Canetti-Nisim, Pedahzur, and Yishai, 2004; Uslaner, 2002, ch. 2).   Generalized trust stands in contrast to particularized trust, which characterizes those who only have faith in their own kind (Yamigishi and Yamigishi, 1994).  While generalized trust connects us to people who may be different from ourselves, particularized trust leads us to be more inward and resistant to those who are different from ourselves.   Trust in strangers looks to finding common ground with—and tolerance of--people of different backgrounds—both within a country and outside your borders.  It does not presume a common vision about goals, but rather just the opposite—a willingness to accept differences and seek ways of living together for mutual benefit (Fukayama, 1995, 153).    We shall use the terms “trust in strangers,” “faith in others,” and “faith in strangers”  interchangeably with “generalized trust.”  Particularized trust is faith only in your own in-group.  Particularized trusters are wary that strangers will try to exploit them and will thus tolerate any measures necessary to protect themselves and their kind from outsiders (Gambetta, 1993).


Generalized trust and perceptions of threat stand  in contrast to each other. Trust lays the foundation for compromise and a willingness to negotiate in conflict. Threats make people more aggressive and prepared to strike their enemies with whatever force deemed necessary.  Generalized trust makes people less averse to risk: Trusters underestimate threats–they wave away bad experiences as exceptions to their expectations that the world is a good place, it is going to get better, and that you can help make it better (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4; Uslaner, in press).  They have a benign view of human nature—and even when faced with danger, they believe that they are the masters of  their own fate and can overcome adversity.   


Trust acts as a psychological buffer against uncertainty.  Terrorism makes the world seem dangerous and risky—and outside your control.  Trust in strangers is based upon a view that the world is fundamentally a good place and that you can control your own destiny.  Trust thus makes the world seem less dangerous and risky.    We show that people who are generalized trusters will be less fearful of terrorist attacks.  We analyze surveys conducted at seven points from the beginning of the Al Aqsa intifada in 2000 to 2003 and show that the effects of terrorist threats on trust are strongest when the fear of terrorism—and the actual level of terrorist attacks—is strongest.   When fear of terrorism subsides, generalized trust is shaped less by such foreboding and more by group tensions within Israeli society.   Trust serves as a defense mechanism against terrorist threat when such forebodings are reduced.   When the level of terrorist attacks and fatalities—and the fear of such attacks—is greatest, people’s fears reflect their confidence in security institutions and their sense of what we call “nationalistic patriotism” (pride in being Israeli and defensiveness about the country’s role in the world).   Trust becomes less helpful as a psychological buffer against threats when danger is nigh.  Then people’s fears reflect their estimations of their personal security and their feelings of national pride.  When threats and perceptions of danger subside, people who trust strangers will feel less exposed to risk than mistrusters.   

In normal times—in Israel and elsewhere—generalized trust largely reflects attitudes toward outgroups and an optimistic world view.  Optimists believe that the world is a good place and thus it becomes less risky to trust strangers (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4, 8).   Terrorist threats reduce generalized trust by destroying the sense of control over your life that comes with an optimistic world view.   When terrorist threats loom large, fear of attacks will overwhelm disputes between in-groups and out-groups within a country and will lead people to fear anyone different from one’s immediate circle.   Domestic conflicts become less critical in shaping people’s trust of others.  When external threats are prevalent, people will be more concerned with their own security; people who feel that their country has been singled out for attack will be even more prone to fear attacks.  However, when threats subside, generalized trust in people who may be different from yourself will lead people to be less worried about terrorist threats.

We argue that there are conflict displacement effects: Trust and terrorism are most strongly related to each other—with both trust reducing fear of terrorism and terrorism decreasing faith in strangers—when the security situation is most fraught with danger.   When there are fewer people injured or killed  in terrorist attacks, the link between trust and fears of terrorism are reduced (though hardly eliminated).   When exogenous events—terrorist attacks—take a larger toll on Israeli (or any) society, they have a greater effect on people’s attitudes toward strangers, making them more wary of people who are different from themselves.  When the number of attacks subsides, the “usual” (from other research, esp. Uslaner, 2002) determinants of trust—conflicts with other groups in the society and a general sense of optimism—reemerge as significant.  Similarly, when casualty levels are high, people who  have confidence in strangers will be less likely to fear terrorist threats, but people who already distrust strangers will be more likely to worry about their safety.   Higher levels of  injuries and fatalities increase nationalistic sentiments and the effect of such attitudes on fears of terrorist attacks.   When there is a lot to fear, people’s negative predispositions—both distrust in strangers and nationalistic sentiments—will make them even more worried about terrorism.  When the level of casualties subsides, confidence in the state’s security institutions—which are charged with protecting people—have a greater effect on people’s fears of terrorism.

We test these claims by comparing regression coefficients across our seven surveys.  However, comparing seven coefficients is cumbersome, so we also examine the patterns of  correlations across the regression coefficients.   The correlations will allow us to test the “trade-off” claims we make, especially the claims that: (1) the effect of terrorism on trust will be strongest when the effect of trust on fears of terrorism is weakest; and (2) the displacement effect of domestic and external conflicts on trust; and (3) the displacment effect of trust and security concerns and nationalistic patriotism on fears of terrorism. We have a two-level model—one level based upon the individual-level analysis of survey data and the second based upon aggregate correlations of the estimated coefficients.  Finally we estimate subsamples of our individual-level model based upon numbers of fatalities and terrorist attacks—and here we find strong support for our claims.
Trust and Terrorism
Generalized trust reflects the belief that other people—especially people who are different from yourself—are part of your “moral community.”   People of varying backgrounds, classes, creeds, and races/ethnic groups nevertheless believe that they have a shared fate and that they must work together for common purposes (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2 and 4).  Generalized trust is similar to the notion of “bridging social capital” across groups (Putnam, 2000, 22).  

Generalized trust depends upon a worldview of optimism and control—of the goodness of others, hope for the future, and the belief that you can control your fate.  People who trust a wide range of others view negative experiences as exceptions to the larger message that most people are well intentioned and that any setbacks are temporary; the longer term looks bright ( SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Seligman,  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 11991, 4-5).  Trusting people overestimate their personal security:  Respondents to a 1996 survey in  metropolitan Philadelphia who believe that “most people can be trusted” were far more likely than mistrusters to believe that their neighborhoods were safe at night—controlling for the actual level of violence in their police precincts as well as their media habits and their experience with violence (Uslaner, in press).   When you see yourself as the master of your own fate, trusting others seems less risky (Miller and Muligan, 2002).

Generalized trust stands in contrast to particularized trust.    SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Generalized trusters  see a shared fate among diverse groups of people (Uslaner, 2002, ch. 2).   Particularized trusters see people who are different form themselves as threats to their well-being.  They will only trust people of similar background, however they might define it (Yamigishi and Yamigishi, 1994).   One way of defining in-groups and out-groups is through nationalities (Israelis versus Palestinians).  Another is among groups within Israeli society (Ashekanzim versus Sephardim, Russian or Ethiopian immigrants versus native-born sabras, religious versus secular).   People who have faith in strangers trust people of different backgrounds within their own society (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4, 7) and trust people of different nationalities (Brewer, Gross, Aday, and Willnat, 2004, 101).

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Social identity theorists such as Brewer (1979) see generalized trust as the exception rather than the norm.  Cross-national data suggest that they are correct.  In each of its four waves, the World Values Survey has asked the generalized trust question: “Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted, or can’t you be too careful in dealing with people?”  In each wave, only a minority trusts fellow citizens.   In the fourth wave (2001), in only 8 of 82 countries did a  majority of people agree that “most people can be trusted.”  Instead, people are more likely to have faith only in their own in-groups, believing that the interests and values of others conflict with theirs, perhaps irreconcilably.  
Jews are among the most trusting groups in the world.
  So we might expect that Israelis would rank high on generalized trust, since his history of conflict, we would expect Israel to be a high-trusting society. Rice and Feldman (1997), Soroka, Helliwell, and Johnston (in press), and Uslaner (2006) show that trust is “inherited” through one’s ethnicity.    So we should expect a country where 80 percent of the population is Jewish to rank high on trust.  Yet, only about a quarter of Israelis are generalized trusters, a level below every Western country except France and in between trust levels in the Dominican Republic and Mexico.
  
The low levels of trust among the Israeli public seem largely (if not completely) attributable to the constant threat of armed conflict. Armed conflict reduces the propensity to trust.  The average level of generalized trust in the World Values Survey is 20.7 percent in countries that have experienced civil wars.  Terrorism should have the same effects, perhaps more so.  

While trusting people may wave away many negative experiences such as broken friendships or marriages or even being victims of crime (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 4 and 6), they are less likely to be immune to the much greater threats from terrorism.  Terrorism disrupts the social fabric of a society. Its consequences and its randomness put people constantly on the defensive. A society facing terrorism is constantly under threat. And threat results in a broad tendency to heighten in-group solidarity, vilify the source of threat, and limit government actions that might assist members of the threatening group. Threat increases prejudicial, ethnocentric, and xenophobic attitudes (Bettencourt et al., 2001); it induces fear and leads people to believe that others are in control of their fate (Lerner and Keltner, 2001)—and promotes negativity toward out-groups (Bar-Tal and Ben-Amos, in press).   If you believe that your fate depends upon the actions of others (especially those who do not share your worldview), you will be less trusting of strangers (Rotter, 1966; Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4).  Your environment will seem threatening and you will adopt whatever strategies you believe will minimize the risks all around you. 

The threat of terrorism, some argue, brings people together rather than tearing them apart.  Following the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States, Americans put aside hostilities within their society and bonded across ethnic, racial, class, and partisan divides.   Putnam (2002) wrote:

  Almost instantly, we rediscovered our friends, our neighbors, our public institutions, and our shared fate....As 2001 ended, Americans were more united, readier for collective sacrifice, and more attuned to public purpose than we have been for several decades. Indeed, we have a more capacious sense of "we" than we have had in the adult experience of most Americans now alive. The images of shared suffering that followed the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington suggested a powerful idea of cross-class, cross-ethnic solidarity.

Our perspective is different.  The short-term effects of a single set of terrorist attacks may be to bring people together, but sustained assaults lead to less trust.  People increasingly become worried about their future and they are no longer as optimistic as they used to be.  They also are increasingly likely to look inward and to see strangers as threatening.   Huddy and Feldman (2006) show that fears of a terrorist attack on the United States following September 11, 2001 made people less likely to trust others.
Terrorism destroys trust by inducing an almost random sense of fear. Jones (2004, 13) argues: “The randomness of terrorist attacks suggests that terrorists understand that inability to predict and thus protect against attack magnifies the effectiveness of their fear campaign.”  You may know when to avoid a dangerous situation but foreseeing the exact location of a terrorist act is nearly impossible (cf. Savitch and Ardashev, 2001; Weinberg, Pedahzur, and Canetti-Nisim, 2004).  Terrorists usually select their targets based upon their national or ethnic identity, so their attacks are direct assaults on the universalism underlying generalized trust.  Trusting strangers, in turn, can serve as a psychological defense mechanism that helps people  resist the temptation to demonize an entire group based upon a terrorist attack. 

Terror and mistrust form a vicious cycle. Terrorism leads to a narrow scope of trust: People turn inward and only have faith in their own kind. These ethnocentric and xenophobic attitudes make coping with the day-to-day effects of terrorism more difficult. Terrorism thus attacks the very psychological foundations needed to cope with it. 

In the face of terrorism, some people will see enemies everywhere. They will be less likely to agree that out-groups can be trusted (Huddy et al., 2005, 594) and will be more likely to favor restricting civil liberties (Davis and Silver, 2004; Huddy et al, 2005, 602-603) and other authoritarian responses that stand in sharp contrast to the “one for all, all for one” notions encapsulated in the idea of generalized trust. The threats from terrorism make people less willing to trust strangers (who may be different from themselves), thus paving the way for feelings of xenophobia and greater militancy. 
Just as critically, people who maintain a general sense of trust have a psychological defense mechanism that leads them to minimize perceptions of risk (Uslaner, in press).  The mistruster will always be on the lookout for terrorist attacks; the truster will be vigilant, but will get on with daily life much as before.  Trusting people underestimate risk and this can serve as a defense mechanism against the fear of terror.   
We develop our orientation toward trust early in life—from our parents.  Having trusting parents—and warm relationships with them—leads young people to become trusters as adults (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 4, 6).  This strong bonding early in life acts as a psychological buffer later in life as trusters see the world as a safe place and makes people more able to handle stress in general (Mikulincer and Shaver, 2003).   The security that young people learn from warm relationships with trusting parents serves them well later in life—as a psychological defense against the fears of terrorism (Mikulincer and Florian, 2000).  

We believe that both external threats (as measured by fear of terrorism) and internal divisions (how close people feel to their own in-group) shape generalized trust.   When terrorist threats are high, we expect that external factors will be more important in shaping a generalized trust in strangers–but when terrorist threats are reduced, domestic tensions will play a larger role in shaping trust in strangers.  We shall provide support for this claim below.


The period we study in Israel has the sharpest levels of violence in the country’s history.  The volume of terrorism during the Al-Aqsa Intifada was unprecedented. For the first time in the history of the conflict, all militant factions within the Palestinian arena simultaneously initiated suicide attacks against Israeli civilians.  In turn, Israeli security forces, in an attempt to contain the terror, engaged in violent acts against the Palestinian Authority, eventually reoccupying the entire West Bank. The violence claimed hundreds of lives on both sides. 
We turn now to discussions of how terrorism affects people psychologically—and show how trust fits into a more nuanced model. Then we outline a strategy for testing how the threat of terrorism shapes trust, patriotism as reflected in nationalistic identity, and militancy—and how each of these affects the other.  

Israel: [In] distinctive Laboratory for the Study of the Impact of Terror: Trust and, Terror in Israel, 2000-2003
Israel is a national laboratory for the study of the impact of multiple terrorist attacks.   Daily life in Israel, which has experienced almost countless terrorist attacks (and many which have been foiled and reported in the Israeli press), is marked by constant tension and fear of where the next bombing will occur. Israelis confront security levels that are unimaginable to people throughout most of the rest of the world. Not only is there strong security at airports and at public buildings, but armed guards stand outside coffee houses and bookstores. There are constant reminders of the dangers of terrorism everywhere (Shay and Schweitzer, 2002). Even before the current Palestinian uprising or Al-Aqsa Intifada, security has been a concern of daily life in Israel since the founding of the state (Weinberg, Pedahzur, and Canetti-Nisim, 2004).  

We surveyed approximately 2000 individuals (proportional as to Jews and PCIs),
 six months apart from October, 2000 to October, 2003 (i.e., n=14,062), with complete replacement (i.e., a new sample each sample), yielding a final participation rate of almost 50 percent using standard participation calculation methodology (American Association for Public Opinion Research, 2000).  In this paper, we only examine the views of Jewish Israelis.
   We shall look at each of the seven surveys separately here and the samples of Arab Israelis are not large enough to permit separate analyses over time. 
We shall our seven surveys to look at the reciprocal effects of trust in strangers and the perception of threat from terrorism. We expect that terrorism will have its greatest impact on trust when: (1) people feel most threatened; and (2) the actual level of violence is highest.  We expect that trust will be most important in alleviating fears of terrorism when the threat level is highest. Overall, the symbiotic relationship between trust and the threat of terrorism suggests that the connection should be greatest when people are most fearful—and have the most to fear.  
We are less concerned with a simple time line than with the effects of the Al-Aqsa Intifada on the lives of Israeli Jews.  The time line is not one of simple progression. Our initial survey was conducted in October, 2000 at the start of the Al-Aqsa Intifada – and there were few reported injuries from terrorist attacks.  However, the pattern of time and injuries thereafter was irregular and seemingly random.  The correlations between the number of people injured or killed and a simple counter for the seven time points are just .221 and .209, respectively.  

 The perception of the threat from terror was relatively low at the start of the Al-Aqsa Intifada, but it rose rapidly and began to fall in a linear manner after our second survey.
  The perceived threat of terrorism does track the actual number of injuries across our seven surveys, but the correlation is not high (r = .44). We are concerned with the effect of casualties on trust and the threat of terror, but we shall see that the effects of trust on terror and terror on trust vary less with actual casualties than with the level of fear itself. 
In 2001 there was a spurt in the average monthly rate of suicide terrorist attacks – from 2-4 at the opening months, to 6 in December that year.  Suicide attacks inflict the highest number of casualties and are the most influential in terms of public opinion (Weinberg, Pedahzur, and Canetti-Nisim, 2004). The sharp increase in casualties led to heightened fears among the Israeli public—so that worries about terrorism were higher in October, 2001 than at other points in our seven surveys.  The peak of the Al-Aqsa Intifada came during the first few months of 2002 with 74 terrorist attacks of which 32 were suicide attacks, 722 injuries, and 198 fatalities. On March 28, 2002 after a series of terrorist attacks within Israeli cities that cost over 125 civilian lives, Israel launched Operation Defensive Shield.  The operation consisted of moving Israeli forces into the West Bank and Gaza for the purpose of arresting terrorists, finding and confiscating weapons and destroying facilities for the manufacture of explosives.
  

The operation brought back the average of 2-5 suicide attacks per month, but mostly against military targets in the West Bank. The strong military response reduced fears of Israelis from the beginning of the attacks a year earlier. During 2003 the rate of attacks remained the same, but towards the end of 2003 there was a significant decrease in the initiation of terrorist attacks, with 40 attacks of which 7 were of the suicide type, 297 injuries, and 81 fatalities during the last few months of that year.
 
The Models and the Measures

Our focus is trust and fear of terrorism—and how they are interconnected and how the effects of one on another vary across our seven surveys.  We estimate identical models for each of the seven waves of our survey and we posit that:
· As the perceived level of threat from terrorism increases, trust in strangers decreases.

· As trust in strangers increases, the perceived level of threat from terrorism decreases.

We posit a model with reciprocal effects between fear of terrorism and trust and the appropriate methodology for estimating this relationship is by two-stage least squares.  We estimate parsimonious models for both trust in strangers and the threat from terrorism.  We present the construction of the variables in our model in Table 1 below.  


Our trust model follows the literature to the extent our data permit (cf. esp. Uslaner, 2002, ch. 4).  The model includes: (1) fear of terrorism; (2) a sense of in-group identity, or particularized trust; (3) optimism; (4) education; (5) age; (6) secular identity; and (7) confidence in governmental institutions.  Trust in strangers is out-group trust and it should be weaker among people who only place their faith in people like themselves, or particularized trusters (Levi, 1996; Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4; Yamigishi and Yamigishi, 1994).   Conflict with Arab countries and the Palestinians is only one of the myriad tensions Israelis face.  Internally, there is discord between secular and religious Israelis, new immigrants (especially from Russia and Ethiopia) among themselves and with more established citizens, and, to a lesser extent now, between Israelis of Western European (Ashkenazic) and Southern European/African/Middle Eastern heritage (Sephardic) background.   The religious conflicts are often very severe and are marked by low-level violence on the streets (with the ultra-Orthodox throwing rocks at people driving cars on the Sabbath).  Beyond the larger “Israeli” nationality are multiple identities that create tensions within the country (Kimmerling, 2001).
A major factor shaping trust in strangers is a sense of optimism.  People who are optimistic are less likely to see strangers as threatening (Seligman, 1991, 4-5; Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4).  In the United States, education and age are consistently among of the strongest predictors of generalized trust.  Education brings us into contact with new ideas and a more diverse group of people.  Younger people are far less likely to place faith in others than their elders (Brehm and Rahn, 1997; Putnam, 1995; Uslaner, 2002, ch. 4).    Religious people are often less trusting of strangers.  They may be wary of people who don’t share their beliefs (Schoenfeld, 1978, 64; Uslaner, 2002, 87-88).  Some religious people might be less trusting of strangers—but this will vary across religious traditions (Beit-Hallahmi and Argyle, 1997).  For the Israeli case, it is more straightforward to hypothesize that secular people ought to be more trusting.   Finally, some have argued that trust in people is part of a larger syndrome of confidence (Lane, 1959, 164) and that a well-functioning government can lead citizens to trust each other (Levi, 1998; Brehm and Rahn, 1997).  While the relationship between the two types of trust is weak in some analyes (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 5, 7; Uslaner, 2003a), Israel’s strong state might lead to a stronger link between confidence in government and generalized trust and we thus include it in our model.
We have less guidance from existing work for our model of fear of terrorism. However, we have some clear expectations about what will make people more likely to feel threatened by terrorist attacks.  Our model includes: (1) trust in strangers; (2) confidence in security institutions; (3) a sense of nationalistic patriotism; (4) age; (5) income; and (6) gender.   We expect that people who have confidence in security institutions will be more likely to see a high level of terrorist threat. The inclination to believe in the security forces in Israel might be related to the hawkish camp of the political arena (Arian, 2003). Hawks tend to define the terror threat as an existential threat to Israel.  The hawkish-militaristic ideology is highly related to stronger perceptions of threat from terrorism.
People who have a strong sense of nationalistic patriotism—who identify strongly with the country, would not leave it, and criticize people who denounce Israel—would also be more likely to see a greater threat from terrorism.  This inward identification should make people wary of the motivations and likely actions of Israel’s foes—and be more fearful of attacks by terrorists.  We expect that younger people might be less fearful of terrorist attacks—they have lived through less violence—and younger people seem to be less fearful in general.  Higher income people should also be less fearful—they are more likely to have options to avoid  the fear of terrorism, including emigration, and may be less likely to be in places (such as buses) where suicide attacks take place.  
We also expect that women would also be more likely to see terrorism as a threat to Israel. The rationale underlying this line of thought may be found in theories of victimization in general and victimization from terrorism in particular. Socioeconomic status determines structural conditions of vulnerability to victimization (Huddy et al., 2005, 595; Miethe and Meier, 1990). As terrorism is more of an urban phenomenon and many cities all over the world have become central venues of terrorism (Savitch and Ardashev, 2001), low-status individuals (e.g., old people, low income people, women) who are more likely to rely upon public transportation and to shop in markets, are at greater risk of becoming victims of suicide terrorism (Weinberg, Pedahzur, and Canetti-Nisim, 2004). 


Both of our dependent variables—trust in strangers and the threat of terrorism—are measured by a single survey question, “I tend to be careful in my contact with strangers” comes closest of any of the questions in our survey to the widely used question, “Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted or can’t you be too careful in dealing with people?”  Our survey did not have the standard trust question.  However, Uslaner (2002, 52-55) has shown that the standard trust question fits a scale of trust in strangers (people you meet on the street, people who work where you shop) rather than trust in people you know well in the 1996 Pew Philadelphia survey.   He also shows that trust is strongly related to giving to charity and volunteering for causes that benefit people who are different from yourself, but not for people of your own faith (Uslaner, 2002, 203-206).   Generalized trust thus reflects an affirmation of common bonds with strangers, so the question in our survey should be a serviceable substitute for the standard item.

Our measure of the threat from terrorism is measured by a single item for the same reason: It is the most direct indicator of fear in our survey.  We had a wide range of measures on threats (mostly personal), feeling secure, and tensions—but they formed a weak scale.  Our indicator for optimism is agreement with the question, “I believe that Israel will manage to stand up to all its future challenges.”  This measure is not ideal—it does not reflect any vision for someone’s personal expectations for the future, as do the questions Uslaner (2002, chs. 3, 4, 6) uses.  However, it is the only question tapping optimism in this survey, so we shall use it realizing that it might not be as powerful a predictor as other measures.    
  Several key variables are scales, derived by factor analysis.  We present the question wordings in Table 1.   The nationalistic patriotism scale is comprised of three questions assessing the one’s attachment to the country: (1) I love Israel and am proud of it; (2) Israel is my home and I do not intend to leave it; and (3) It bothers me when people denounce Israel.  Patriotism is not necessarily nationalistic (deFigueiredo and Elkins, 2003)—but our measure does reflect both a commitment to the country and a nationalistic distrust of of out-groups, especially those who are critical of Israel.  Our measures of confidence in institutions are factor scores for the two dimensions of trust in government: Confidence in government reflects high loadings for trust in the Knesset (parliament) and political parties.  Confidence in security is composed of indicators of trust in the Israel Defense Forces and the security institutions of the General Security Services and the Mossad.  Particularized trust is a factor score of: (1) I feel closer to my own group (ethnic/gender/community) than to the state of Israel; (2) Certain groups in the Israeli society should be granted autonomy; and (3) I would have more faith in the state's institutions and leaders if more people from my group (ethnic/gender/community) were represented.  This measure clearly represents a preference for in-groups over out-groups.

_______________


Figure 1 about here

Testing the Models

Before we move to our models at the individual level, we present a piece of evidence from aggregating our surveys by date that provides support for our argument that trust and terror threat are related.  When perceptions of terror as a threat to Israel are strongest, trust in strangers fell, and wariness of dealing with unknown people increases. We plot the relationship between aggregated wariness of strangers and perceptions of threats from terror (see Figure 1) and we see that the relationship is powerful (r2 = .667).



We estimate our models by two-stage least squares, since we expect non-recursive relationships among our endogenous variables (trust and threat from terror). Our two-stage least squares estimation also includes several exogenous variables not in the model that serve to create better instruments for the endogenous variables.   We formulated the two equations for trust in strangers and terrorist threat perceptions based upon the existing literature and the theoretical framework we have developed here.   Trust in strangers, following Uslaner’s (2002, chs. 2, 3, 4) framework, is a belief that largely reflects attitudes toward out-groups and a sense of optimism for the future.  This is captured in our particularized trust and “Israel face challenge” variables—as well as one proxy dummy variable (secular)  and two other key determinants in the literature—education and age.   The secular dummy variable serves to test the claim that religious people often place their faith only in fellow believers rather than in strangers.  So we expect that secular Israelis would have greater faith in strangers.  As we argued above, higher levels of education lead to a greater exposure to different cultures—and to people of different backgrounds.  Education is one of the most consistently powerful predictors of generalized trust.  In the United States, young people are much less trusting than older people (Brehm and Rahn, 1997; Uslaner, 2002, ch. 4) and age has proven to be one of the stronger predictors of trust in cross-national studies as well (Newton, 2002).  Finally, we include trust in government to test whether there is a general syndrome of confidence in people and institutions.   

Our model for terrorist threat perceptions is largely based upon more concrete concerns, especially trust in security institutions.  As people have faith in the ability of the military and the police to root out terrorists, they will have less reason to be fearful.   Men and wealthier people should also feel less threatened.  And people who are strongly patriotic may be particularly sensitive to threats to their country and be more likely to express fear.   We have little reason to believe that the same factors will generally shape both trust in strangers and fears of terrorism.  Fear of terrorism will reflect confidence in security institutions, and not the state in general.  Longer term optimism, which should be important for trust, should not shape the more immediate concern about terrorist attacks, except through its effect on trust.  Attitudes toward out-groups will be more critical to generalized trust than to fears from terrorism.  Our measure of out-group attitudes relates to other groups in Israeli society, not to Palestinians, so there we have no reason to see it shaping fears of terrorism.  Even so, a more general measure of out-group trust would likely be less strongly related to concerns about terrorism than would our measure of nationalistic patriotism—which reflects both pride and worries about the security of one’s country.  If there are effects of nationalistic patriotism on generalized trust, they should be indirect—through particularized trust.


We report the seven estimations in Table 2, with the reciprocal estimations of generalized trust (being careful in dealing with strangers and terrorist threat fears) in bold.   The table contains the (unstandardized) regression coefficients from our model and (underneath them) the standard errors.  Since our measure of generalized trust is “being careful in dealing with strangers,” the signs of the coefficients we expect (and generally find) are the opposite of what we would expect for a measure of trust.  We order the estimations not sequentially by date, but rather by the level of the perceived threat from terrorism (one of our endogenous variables).  The one exception we make is that place our first survey—October, 2000 first.   This survey occurs at the start of the Al-Aqsa Intifada—and measures attitudes during a shock to the system.  Terrorism was far less frequent prior to the start of this new uprising. Between 1993 and 2000, the number of suicide attacks was relatively small (33) as opposed to more than 80 during a much shorter period of the surveys discussed here.   From September 2000 until mid 2002, the overall number of  attacks were on the rise.

We summarize the results we shall report as follows: When fear of terrorism is high, people become less trusting.   Conflicts from without displace internal social tensions in shaping generalized trust when: (1) the threat of terror is high; and (2) many people are killed or injured in terrorist attacks.  The number of casualties has a modest effect on perceived terror threats, but it has a much more dramatic effect in shaping how fear of terrorism lowers trust.  In turn, the number of attacks increases nationalistic patriotic—and a heightened sense of in-group vulnerability (as reflected in this variable) raises anxieties over terrorism.  It makes more people focus on security institutions.  When people’s fear of terrorism is shaped by confidence in the military and their sense of vulnerability, trust plays less of a role in lowering the sense of terrorist threats.  We offer a graphic presentation of these results in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 about here

The perceived threat of terrorism was relatively low—the second lowest (after April 2003) in all of our surveys. Trust in strangers was not distinctively high—October, 2000 ranked fourth out of seven surveys.  The “shock to the system” is reflected in the very strong impact of terror threat on trust.  The unstandardized regression coefficient of .808 is the second highest for any of the seven surveys (see Table 2). The regression coefficient is 40 percent higher than the average effect for the other six surveys—and three times as great as the coefficient for the April, 2003 survey.  The t-ratio of 6.50 is the highest of any survey, more than 2.5 times the April, 2003 t ratio.  The renewal of random attacks thus seems to have led to a much sharper effect of terrorist threat on trust than we might have expected once the Al-Aqsa intifada became a fact of life.   
Table 2 about here 


For all seven estimations, the perception of threat from terrorism significantly shapes trust—it makes Israelis feel more careful in dealing with strangers (since the direction of the question on trust is toward wariness of strangers, we expect and find positive coefficients).  The most powerful impact of trust on terror occurs in April, 2002, after 722 Israelis had been injured in terrorist attacks and there were 32 suicide bombings.  The weakest impact of terrorist threat on trust came in April, 2003, when there were only seven suicide bombings and 233 Israelis were injured in these attacks.  Even though trust does not move dramatically over time, the fear of terrorist attacks does move faith in strangers—often by large amounts.  In October 2000 and April 2002, Israelis who were most fearful of terrorism were almost guaranteed to mistrust strangers, while Israelis who expressed the lowest threat level were almost certain to trust strangers.  By April, 2003, when the level of terrorism had subsided, if a strong distruster moved from the highest to the lowest level of threat perception, she would still remain a distruster—moving from a score of 6 (strong distrust) to 4.4 (moderate distrust).   As the number of injuries and fatalities from the Al-Aqsa Intifada increased, the threat of terror became a more important determinant of trust in strangers.
 


Only one other variable is a consistently significant predictor of trust in strangers-- particularized trust.  In all seven equations, people who have strong in-group sentiments are more likely to be wary of strangers.  The pattern we observe across the seven surveys is precisely the opposite of our finding for the threat of terrorism. The strongest impacts, from both the unstandardized regression coefficients and the t-ratios, occur when violence is at a low ebb: These strong coefficients are found in the April, 2001, October, 2003, and April, 2003 surveys, respectively—when we see, except for the beginning of the intifada in 2000,  the fewest numbers of suicide bombings (at 6, 7, and 7 respectively), the fewest injuries (at 211, 297, and 233),  and the fewest fatalities (at 38, 40, and 31).  


The impact of particularized trust is significantly less than the threat of terrorism. The weakest impact, with a regression coefficient of .139 (October, 2001), barely moves trust in strangers.  Israelis most dedicated to their in-group were barely more likely to trust strangers (by .349 on the six-point measure) than were those least tied to their own groups in October, 2001.  In April, 2003, when particularized trust had its strongest regression coefficient and t ratio, the impact on generalized trust was about the same as terror threat at its minimum (1.4 on the six point scale). 

These results point to several conclusions on what drives trust in strangers: 
· Fear of terrorism and particularized trust both affect generalized trust in each of the seven surveys.  Both strains within the society and fear from outside make Israelis wary of strangers, but: 

· Fear of terrorism is consistently more important in shaping attitudes toward strangers than are domestic tensions.

· The impact of particularized trust on generalized trust is most powerful when: (1) generalized trust is high; and (2) when the effect of terrorist threats on trust is low.

To examine how domestic and external threats shape trust, we correlated the regression coefficients of particularized trust and terrorist threats on trust in strangers across the seven samples.  When terrorist threats was most powerful in predicting faith in strangers, particularized trust was least powerful (r = -.77).  Here we see conflict displacement: The level of trust in Israeli society is most affected by group conflict within the society when the level of terrorist threat is low: The correlation between the regression coefficients for the effect of particularized trust on generalized trust and the actual (rather than perceived) level of terrorist threats is (also) -.77.  Particularized trust also is most critical in shaping generalized trust when fear of strangers is low: The correlation between the regression coefficient for particularized trust on generalized trust and the level of fear of strangers is      -.80.  So high anxiety over terrorist threats means that fears from without displace conflicts within the society in shaping (lowering) trust in strangers.  


Fears of terrorism and attachment to in-groups are the only variables that consistently affect trust in strangers in our models.  There are sporadic moderate coefficients for our measure of optimism (Israel will face challenges), but the t ratios greater than 1.28 (p < .10) all have positive coefficients—suggesting that optimists are more likely to be wary of strangers rather than trusting of them.  Similarly, the only two estimations for confidence in government that seem to be significant are also incorrectly signed (October 2002 and April 2001): People who trust the Knesset and political parties seem to be slightly more wary of strangers.  It seems that in the Israeli case, as in the American, these two types of trust are unrelated.


There are sporadic significant coefficients for being secular (in the three October surveys)—and each is negative as expected: Secular Israelis are less likely to be wary of strangers than the religious.  However, none of the impacts is large.  The greatest effect for secular identification is approximately the same (.40 on a six point scale of trust) as the smallest effect for particularized trust—and far less than any impact for the threat of terrorism.  Similarly, education is significant at p < .10 in four of the seven estimations and always with the correct sign (negative): More highly educated people are less wary of strangers.  Once again, the effects of education are not large: The greatest impact (October, 2001) indicates that Israelis with a university education are .46 more likely (again on the six point scale) to trust strangers than people with only elementary education.   

In contrast to the United States (Brehm and Rahn, 1997; Putnam, 1995; Uslaner, 2002, chs. 4, 6), in several estimations older people seem more wary of strangers than the young.  The impact seems quite powerful in October, 2001, for example: A 75 year old is almost certain to be a mistruster, while an 18 year old appears just as likely to be a truster.  But the sporadic significance of these coefficients seems puzzling—and the power of a very few coefficients seems dwarfed by a negligible zero-order correlation between trust in strangers and age (r = .047).  

Aside from terrorist threats, distrust of strangers seems driven mostly by fear of out-groups.  Fear of terror reflects the threat from without and particularized trust points toward conflicts within Israeli society.  No other variable in our model consistently  shapes generalized trust.  Group conflict matters most when Israelis are least fearful of terrorism—and when the number of casualties is lowest.  In four of our seven estimations, optimism (reflected in the belief that Israel will stand up to future challenges) is significant, providing some limited support for the link between an upbeat attitude and faith in strangers.  However, there is a clear pattern to when optimism matters: The coefficients on optimism are higher when there is reason to be optimistic, when the effect of terrorism on trust is lower (r = -.41) and especially when the actual levels of terrorist attacks and fatalities are minimized (r = -.67 and -.82, respectively).

We turn now to our models for the threat of terrorism.  Most of our variables are significant in a majority of estimations.  Generalized trust is significant in all seven equations.  And many of the effects are quite powerful: In October, 2000, April, 2002, and October, 2003, the least trusting Israelis ranked 2.6 points (on a 6 point scale) more fearful of terrorist attacks than the most trusting.  This is equivalent to moving from a complete lack of fear (or completely worried by fear) to a neutral position.  Even the smallest impact, for April 2001, leads to a shift of 1.4 points on the terror threat index.  Trust in others, especially strangers, acts as a psychological buffer against the fear of terrorism.  It helps people cope by reducing their fear of random attacks.


Once again, these regressions tell a larger story.  The size of the regression coefficients for trust on terror threat vary directly with the size of the coefficients for terrorism on trust (though the relationship is moderate at r = .49).  When terrorism shapes trust, trust shapes terrorism.  The size of the coefficients for trust on terror threat are greatest when wariness of strangers is low (r = -.59).  When people are already wary of strangers, this mistrust will increase fear of terrorist attacks.  When the actual (number of people injured) or perceived level of terrorist threat is greater, nationalistic patriotism plays a greater role in shaping terrorist fears (r = .66 and .69, respectively).    When the threat level is high—as reflected in the number of people killed or injured in terrorist attacks, nationalistic sentiments are triggered and they have a greater effect on the perceived level of threat.   This should not be surprising since nationalistic sentiments are strongest when the number of people injured or killed in terrorist attacks is highest ( r = .800 and .769, respectively).  High levels of terrorism increase feelings of nationalistic patriotism.

There is a trade-off between the effects of trust on terror threat and those of confidence in security institutions. Confidence in security institutions helps reduce the tensions when there is evidence that these institutions are protecting people against threats from without.   When attacks are more frequent and more people are killed or injured, faith in security institutions is less potent in reducing perceived threat.  There is also a trade-off between confidence in security institutions and generalized trust.  The former is a significant predictor of terror threat across all seven equations—but the impact is greater when trust has weaker effects on terror threats (the correlation for the regression coefficients is -.41).  When confidence in security institutions trust matters more for fears of terrorism, trust matters less.  There is a direct trade-off between when people rely upon the psychological defense mechanism of trust and when they place their faith in military might.  The impact of confidence in security institutions on terrorist fears is moderate: The greatest impact (for the April, 2003 survey) leads to a change of 1.14 points on the 6 point terror threat scale for people who have the least and most confidence in security institutions.

Security institutions are charged with defending the civilian population against attacks—and we see that all seven estimations yield coefficients significant at p < .10 or better for confidence in security institutions.  But there is wide variation in both the size of the regression coefficients and the t ratios.  There are two alternative plausible stories about when confidence in security institutions should have the greatest effect on fear of terrorism—and there is a modicum of support for each.  First, people might feel most secure when they believe that the military and security forces have been most successful in reducing terrorism—and where the threat has subsided.   Second, people might rely upon security institutions to allay their fears when they feel most vulnerable—the military strength of Israel, people might argue, is the bulwark against fear.  

There is some support for the first argument:  The regression coefficients for confidence in security institutions across the seven estimations are greatest when the number of fatalities and the number of terrorist attacks are smaller (r = -.52 and -.64, respectively).   The negative correlation of the b’s for confidence in security institutions and trust on terrorist threat suggests support for the interpretation:  Trust is most effective in reducing fears when the terrorist threat is low and trust is high.  Confidence in security institutions matters for terror fears when trust doesn’t.  

The pattern is more straightforward for nationalistic patriotism.  As the Al-Aqsa Intifada was just beginning in the fall of 2000, the impact of nationalistic patriotism—and the level of terrorist fears was low—the difference between the most and least nationalistic Israeli was only .47 units on the terror threat measure. But nationalistic patriotism leads to a change in terrorist fears of 1.47 units in the October, 2001 sample—when the level of terrorist threat was highest.  The regression coefficients for nationalistic patriotism on terror threat increased with: (1) the number of fatalities (r = .47); (2) the number of people injured (r = .66), (3) the perceived level of terror threat (r = .69), and (4) the level of nationalistic patriotism (r = .66).  The coefficients for nationalistic patriotism and confidence in security institutions also track each other (r = .66).  So nationalistic patriotism has its strongest impacts on terror fears when people feel—and are—most vulnerable.  

Among the demographic variables, younger people are generally (though not universally) less fearful of terrorism than are older people.  Even the biggest impact (in April, 2003) is not large: An 18 year old is just .57 units less fearful than a 75 year-old.   Income is significant in five of the seven equations but its effects are not large.  The maximum effect, for April, 2001, shows that the poorest people in Israel are .57 less fearful on the six-point index than are the wealthiest. 

Income seems to matter most when trust is high and fear of terror is low—when the security situation seems fraught with danger, both the rich and the poor (and the young and the old) are equally affected.  Gender is significant in five of the seven estimations: Women’s fears are .38 less than men’s on the six point scale in October, 2000, but the difference is only .02 a year later.  There appears to be no consistent pattern for gender’s effects.  
The Importance of Context

How does the actual level of violence shape the mutual effects of trust on terrorist fears and worries over terrorism on trust?  When there are few such attacks and not many people die, we might find different relationships between terrorism and trust than when people have more to fear.  High levels of violence should lead to lower effects of terrorist fears on trust—and correspondingly greater impacts for particularized trust and optimism.   In contrast, high levels of violence should lead to a greater impact of  distrust of strangers on fears of terrorism.  This effect of distrust should displace the effect of confidence in security institutions: People should have more faith in security institutions when they feel safe from terrorist attacks, not when they feel vulnerable.  We expect that nationalistic patriotism should follow the same path as mistrust of strangers: It should be most important when people feel most vulnerable—when attacks are most frequent and more people die.

To test these claims, we considered two estimation strategies and settled on a third.    First, we considered pooling the seven surveys and estimating models with interaction terms for trust, terrorism, and the actual level of attacks.  However, we rejected this approach because: (1) our theoretical framework required a large number of interaction terms, which would be strongly correlated with each other; and (2) when we estimated models with interaction terms, the interpretation of the regression coefficients was far from clear.   Secondly, we considered pooling the data and estimating multi-level models with the aggregate terms reflecting actual levels of violence at each point in time.  However, our framework implies an interaction that we could not capture in such models.

We settled, then, on replicating our simultaneous equation model in Table 2 for subsamples of our our data, pooled according to the level of violence.  We divided our full sample into three groupings based upon the number of fatalities (fewer than 50, between 50 and 100, and more than 100) and on the number of terrorist attacks (fewer than 50 and more than 50). 
  Estimating seven equations—one for each time period—is not an optimal strategy because the number of attacks and fatalities often varies by only a small amount—and this would hide the larger picture we will see below. 

We focus on terrorist threat, particularized trust, and optimism (Israel face challenges) as determinants of trust in strangers and trust in strangers, confidence in security institutions, and nationalistic patriotism as determinants of perceived terrorist threat.  So we present only these variables rather than the full models (details are available on request).  We present our findings graphically (see Figures  3, 4, 5, and 6 below) for the number of fatalities and terrorist attacks since the number of our subsamples is small.  In the figures the bars represent the regression coefficients estimated by two-stage least squares.



_________________________



                   Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6 about here

We show the regression coefficients for terrorist threats, particularized trust, and optimism on trust in strangers (Figures 3 and 5) and for trust in strangers, confidence in security institutions, and nationalistic patriotism on fears of terrorism (Figures 3 and 5) —for each subsample of our seven surveys.  The patterns for the determinants of trust are clear: Terrorist threats always have the strongest effects on trust in strangers of these three variables, but the effect of such fears on trust is substantially higher when the number of Israelis killed by terrorists is greatest.  The coefficient on terrorist threats is 1.5 times as great when the level of fatalities is at its peak compared to when it is much lower (.942 compared to .607).  When we focus on the number of terrorist attacks, we see the same pattern: The impact of terrorist fears is much greater when there are more than 50 attacks compared to when there are fewer, by almost the same ratio (1.4, see Figure 5).


When there are fewer fatalities and fewer attacks, domestic conflicts (particularized trust) and optimism play bigger roles than when the environment is filled with fear (Figures 3 and 5).  Neither particularized trust nor optimism has anywhere near the effect of terrorist threats, but as the number of fatalities and attacks increase, both of these variables fall precipitously.   When the number of fatalities is high, the impact of particularized trust is less than half of what we see when fewer than 50 Israelis fall to terrorist attacks (.154 compared to .365)—a pattern that is almost as pronounced when we divide the samples by the number of terrorist attacks.  Our measure of optimism is strongly significant when the number of fatalities and attacks are low (b = .076 and .072, respectively), but it falls to insignificance when the actual threat is greatest (b = -.021 and .007, respectively).   When the threat from terrorism is greatest, people form their views of strangers more on the basis of external threats and less on the basis of domestic conflicts.   When the threat from terrorism is greatest, there is little to be optimistic about—and there is less reason to expect that a generalized sense that the future will be good will shape attitudes toward others.

We see a similar pattern of the displacement of effects, indeed a stronger one, when we consider the determinants of fears of terrorism (Figures 4 and 6).  When the number of fatalities and terrorist attacks are high, distrust of strangers leads people to feel more threatened.  The effect for distrust in strangers is 40 percent greater (.518 compared to .373) when the number of fatalities increases from less than 50 to more than 100.   The change in effect is almost identical (.604 compared to .427) as the number of terrorist attacks increases from less than 50 to more than 50.

Nationalistic patriotism has significant effects across all categories of fatalities and terrorist attacks.  It seems to follow the pattern we observe for mistrust, though not quite so strongly.  More fatalities are associated with a greater role for nationalistic patriotism—a 30 percent increase across the categories and a more modest 24 percent increase as the number of terrorist attacks varies.  The overall pattern is that mistrust of strangers and nationalistic patriotism make people more fearful as the actual level of threat increases.


In contrast, confidence in security institutions reduces terrorist fears when the military is able to protect the public.  When there are fewer than 50 attacks, the coefficient is more than twice as large as it is when the number of attacks is greater (.212 compared to .105).   For both estimations, confidence in security institutions is significant.   A greater shift occurs as the number of fatalities varies—which is not surprising, since security institutions are charged with protecting the lives of the public.  When fewer than 50 people die in terrorist attacks, the coefficient for confidence in security institutions is .236, almost as great as that for nationalistic patriotism.  When more than 100 people die in terrorist attacks, this coefficient drops by 60 percent (to .095) and is no longer significant.  


Our analysis of subsamples based upon the actual levels of terrorism provides considerable support for our argument about the effects of trust on terrorism and terrorism on trust.  Random attacks always seem to reduce confidence in strangers, but as they become more frequent, the impact of fear of terrorism increases sharply.  Trust can act as a psychological buffer against fears of terrorism—but it does so primarily when the threat is less severe.  When many people die and the number of attacks are greatest, trust in strangers falls and it seems that mistrust (as with nationalistic patriotism) makes people more fearful.  

In what should be ordinary times in a country not subject to constant terrorism, domestic social conflicts (particularized trust) and optimism loom larger in shaping trust in strangers.  Fears of random attacks displace the day-to-day conflicts over social identity and depress the sense of optimism that underlies trust in strangers. 
Reprise

Terrorism reduces trust, but trust can serve as a psychological mechanism for coping with the fear of terror. Sustained terrorism makes people feel less secure and leads them to look inward.  The randomness of terrorism destroys the basis for trust.  It will shatter your sense of control, the belief that you are the master of your own fate.   Life-threatening events such as terrorism can reshape one’s view of the world.  When fear of terrorism becomes all-encompassing, as it has in Israel, people have less reason to believe that the future looks rosy.  And the belief that you can control your own fate falls prey to the worries that you or others in the society are vulnerable wherever you are at all times.

Though it is beyond the scope of this paper to test this claim, we have some circumstantial evidence that low levels of trust and increased fear of terrorism contribute to the continuing spiral of violence in the Middle East: At the aggregate level, when more people are wary of strangers, Israelis are more likely to agree that “all means are justified in Israel’s war against terror” and that “every military action initiated by Israel is justified” (r = .467 and .446, respectively).  When more Israelis worry about terrorism, they are also more likely to favor striking back with great force (r = .543 and .639, respectively).  At the individual level, the relationship with trust is much more modest (both correlations are about .05), but fear of terrorist attacks is a strong predictor of both questions on retaliation (correlations about .40) while nationalistic patriotism is even more strongly related to striking back (correlations about .45, see Huddy et al., 2005, 601 for stronger findings in the United States).  We also observe moderate individual-level correlations (about .20) between particularized trust and the retaliation measures.  There seems to be a linkage from high in-group trust to low out-group trust and to greater fears of terrorism, a greater attachment to your country, and ultimately to a willingness to strike back hard at “the enemy.”   We need a more complex model to test these claims, but the logic seems compelling given what we have found so far.

We have shown that trust is a key component in analyzing how people react to terrorism.  It is more than simply an additional explanatory variable.  Trust reflects a sense of social solidarity with other groups, both inside and outside your society.  It may act as a psychological buffer to coping with terrorism—and reducing militarism. However, terrorism also produces the 

very conditions that undermine trust in strangers.
Table 1

Variables and Measurements for the Variables Included in the Study

	 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Variable              
	Questions

	Generalized trust
	Tend to be careful in contacts with strangers.



	Nationalistic Patriotism
	Factor score of: I love Israel and am proud of it (.700); Israel is my home and I do not intend to leave it (.600); it bothers me when people denounce Israel (.571).

	Terrorism threat perceptions
	Terror is a strategic threat to Israel’s national security

	Particularized trust
	Factor score of:  I feel closer to my own group (ethnic/gender/community) than to the state of Israel (.608); Certain groups in the Israeli society should be granted autonomy (.587); I would have more faith in the state's institutions and leaders if more people from my group (ethnic/gender/community) were represented (.600). 

	Optimism
	I believe that Israel will manage to stand up to all its future challenges

	Confidence in security institutions
	Factor score of trust in: Israel Defense Services (.685), General Security Services (.899), Mossad  (.911) from two-factor solution to trust in institutions (.911) (confidence in security)

	Confidence in government
	Factor score of trust in: legislature (.632), political parties (.612), from two-factor solution to trust in institutions (confidence in government)


Note: figures in parentheses are factor loadings. The response format for all scales ranged from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree).

Figure 1
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Figure 2
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 Table 2

Two-Stage Least Squares Estimations (and standard errors) of Models for Trust and Terrorist Fears
	4/2003
	10/2003
	4/2001
	4/2002
	10/2002
	10/2001
	10/2000
	Variable
	

	.2713***
	.6219+
	.5121+
	.8993+
	.6091+
	.5856+
	.8078+
	Terrorism threat fears
	Careful in Dealing with Strangers

(Generalized

Trust)

	2.50

	5.53
	5.24
	5.93
	4.75
	5.59
	6.50
	
	

	05628+
	.3807+
	.2938**
	.1787**
	.2357**
	.1394**
	.2078**
	Particularized trust
	

	7.29
	4.40
	3.55
	1.89
	2.62
	1.76
	2.04
	
	

	.0632
	.0384
	.1244
	-.0209
	.0692*
	-.0108
	.0776**
	Face Challenge
	

	1.65**
	.98
	3.10
	-.41
	1.61
	-.28
	1.76
	
	

	-.1042


	.0585
	-.1264
	-.1104
	-.0753
	-.1517+
	.0881
	Education
	

	-1.75
	.93
	-2.04
	-1.58
	-1.09
	-2.54
	1.12
	
	

	-.0247


	-.2829
	-.0961
	.1048
	-.2611**
	-.3978+
	.0688
	Secular
	

	-.22


	-2.41
	-080
	.73
	-1.99
	-3.41
	.49
	
	

	.0083
	.0044
	.0104
	.0045
	.0017
	.0094
	.0032
	Age
	

	2.43
	1.21
	2.77
	1.14
	.43
	2.72
	.70
	
	

	.0702
	-.0088
	.1893
	-.0343
	.1364
	.0109
	-.0450
	Confidence in government
	

	.87


	-.11
	2.34
	-.38
	1.53
	.14
	-.49
	
	

	2.4362***
	.6078
	1.0810*
	-.2648
	1.1244*
	1.6864**
	-.6612
	Constant
	

	3.80
	.93
	1.74
	-.31
	1.49
	2.67
	-.80
	
	

	.3709+
	.5036+
	.2739***
	.5088+
	.3754***
	.4170+
	.5142***
	Careful with Strangers
	Terrorism threat perceptions

	3.92

	5.18
	2.84
	4.43
	3.19
	3.42
	3.20
	
	

	.3273+
	.0981*
	.2142+
	.1091*
	.2271***
	.1710**
	.1394**
	Trust security institutions
	

	5.21


	1.40
	3.50
	1.43
	3.08
	2.33
	1.68
	
	

	.3260+
	.2901+
	.3088+
	.3614+
	.3076***
	.4625+
	.1464*
	Nationalistic Patriotism
	

	4.56


	3.80
	4.06
	3.82
	3.02
	5.75
	1.36
	
	

	-.0102+
	-.0042*
	-.0092***
	-.0028
	-.0013
	-.0064**
	-.0029
	Age
	

	-3.58


	-1.40
	-3.16
	-.95
	-.42
	-2.27
	-.81
	
	

	-.1239+
	-.0502*
	-.1440+
	-.0483
	-.0450
	-.0625**
	-.1317***
	Income level
	

	-3.79


	-1.35
	-3.94
	-1.16
	-1.27
	-1.65
	-3.00
	
	

	.0832
	.2215**
	.3512+
	.2216**
	.1334
	.0213
	.3808***
	Gender
	

	.88


	2.30
	3.52
	2.13
	1.15
	.19
	2.86
	
	

	3.3375+
	2.7166+
	3.2466+
	2.5718+
	3.1613+
	3.3140+
	2.0301***
	​constant
	

	9.72
	7.37
	10.50
	6.68
	7.58
	8.64
	3.79
	
	

	994
	976
	997
	991
	889
	1011
	835
	N

	1.629
	1.712
	1.711
	1.931
	1.801
	1.684
	1.855
	S.E.E. for Trust

	1.338
	1.399
	1.308
	1.447
	1.394
	1.347
	1.471
	S.E.E. for Threat


* p < .10, ** p < .05, *** p < .01, + p < .0001. All tests except for constant are one-tailed.  
Figure 3
The effects of terrorism threat, particularized trust and optimism on generalized trust by number of fatalities
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Coefficient of particularized trust on generalized trust significant at p < .05 for fatalities > 100; coefficients of optimism on trust significant at p < .01 for fatalities < 50, at p < .10 for fatalities between 50-100, and not significant for fatalities > 100; coefficient; all other coefficients significant at p < .0001

Figure 4
The effects of generalized trust, confidence in security institutions, and patriotism on terrorism threat by number of fatalities
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Coefficient of confidence in security institutions on terrorist threat not significant for fatalities > 100; all other coefficients significant at p < .0001

Figure 5
The effects of  terrorism threat, particularized trust and optimism on generalized trust by number of terror attacks


[image: image5]
Coefficient of optimism on trust not significant for terrorist attacks > 100; all other coefficients significant at p < .0001

Figure 6
The effects of generalized trust, confidence in security institutions, and patriotism on terrorism threat by number of terror attacks


[image: image6]
Coefficient of confidence in security institutions on terrorist threat significant at p < .05 and for patriotism at p < .01 for fatalities > 100; all other coefficients significant at p < .0001
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NOTES

* Some of the data we use in this paper have come from the Roper Center, the Inter-University Consortium for Political Research, and the National Security Studies Center. Neither is responsible for our interpretations. Uslaner is grateful to the General Research Board, University of Maryland—College Park, for support on related projects. We are grateful to Stanley Feldman, George H. Marcus, Michal Shamir, Brian D. Silver, Yariv Tsfati, Elizabeth Thiess-Morse, and especially to David Campbell for helpful comments on an earlier draft.
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� In the General Social Survey from 1972 to 2002, 50.5 percent of Jews agree that “most people can be trusted,” compared to 41.4 percent of non-Jews.  In the American National Election Study Cumulative File (the trust question was asked in 1964, 1966, 1968, 1972, 1974, 1976, 1992, 1996, 1998, and 2000)  65.1 percent of Jews trusted others, compared to 48.2 percent of non-Jews. Moreover, Jews remained more trusting even after controlling for education and income.  Higher levels of trust among Jews are not just an American phenomenon: In the World Values Survey, excluding the United States, 40.6 percent of Jews trusted people, compared to 30.4 percent of non-Jews.  Jews rank considerably higher in all countries where there are substantial populations in sample: US, Canada, Finland, Australia, Argentina, and South Africa.


� Trust is measured by the standard trust question cited in the text.  The data mostly come from the World Values Survey, see Uslaner (2002, 225, n. 6).  Israel was not included in the earlier World Values Surveys, but was included in the 1998 International Social Survey Program (ISSP).  The ISSP asked a four item question on trust and we estimated scores for countries not in the WVS from these data by regressing ISSP estimates on WVS estimates for countries in both samples and then deriving out of sample predictions for Cyprus, Israel, and New Zealand.  The estimate for Israel is 27 percent.  In the fourth wave of the World Values Surey (2001), the share of trusting respondents among Jewish Israelis was 26 percent. The 2002 European Social Survey results show that out of 21 states Israel is exactly in the middle – Israelis rank 12th with 39.9 percent of them agree that “most people can be trusted,” compared to 74.6 percent in Denmark, and 19.9 percent in Poland.


� This refers to Palestinian citizens of Israel – that is Palestinians living within the Green Line of the pre-1967 borders, most of whom hold Israeli citizenship.


� This relatively large sample was chosen in order to include sub-groups central to the Israeli society (e.g., Druze, settlers; ultra-orthodox Jews; new immigrants who have arrived from the former Soviet Union over the past fifteen years), often omitted from such surveys. Our samples essentially mirrored the population according to the latest Israeli census. Additional information on the sample and its structure could be requested from the authors.


� The r2 between the time trend and the perception of threat of terrorism (N = 6) is .508 from April, 2001 to October, 2003.


� The information is taken from: � HYPERLINK "http://www.palestinefacts.org/pf_1991to_now_defensive_shield_2002.php" ��http://www.palestinefacts.org/pf_1991to_now_defensive_shield_2002.php�


� The figures are based on the NSSC (National Security Studies Center) terrorism database  (� HYPERLINK "http://nssc.haifa.ac.il/" ��http://nssc.haifa.ac.il/ Terror/index.html� ) and from the interdisciplinary center in Herzelia 


(� HYPERLINK "http://www.idc.ac.il/eng/" ��http://www.idc.ac.il/eng/�).  The figures represent the numbers of attacks, fatalities, and injuries during the previous two months.


� These variables (all single variable indicators) are: (1) Compared to previous governments,  the government is doing well in promoting the peace process; (2) Compared to the previous year, I feel more secure this year from threats such as Syrian tanks or Iraqi missiles compared to the previous year; (3) Compared to the previous year, I feel more secure this year when I go out for entertainment or shopping; (4) Every Israeli citizen should serve in the army or national service; (5) a  dummy variable for being a West Bank or Gaza settler; and (6) a dummy variable for being born in Israel (being a Sabra).    The  R2 values for the first stage estimates are stronger for terrorist fears than for trust in strangers.  For trust in strangers, R2 values for the reduced form are: .089 (November 2000),  .135 (April, 2001); .114 (November, 2001); .107 (April 2002); .110 (November 2002); .107 (April, 2003); and .112 (November, 2003).   For terrorist threat, , R2 values for the reduced form are (for the respective dates): .190, .173; .162, .144, .120, .129, and .161.   


� The correlations between the regression coefficients for terrorist threat on trust and the number of  fatalities is .57; for injuries, it is .39.


� The groupings for fatalities are [October 2000, April 2001, April 2003], [October 2001, October 2002, and October 2003]; for terrorist attacks, they are [April 2001, October 2002, April 2003, October 2003] and [October 2000, November 2001, and April 2002].
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