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ABSTRACT The aim of the chapter is to establish how widespread negative attitudes
towards Jews and Muslims are among the Norwegian population, and to look for factors
that may stimulate such attitudes, through an analysis of the two representative popula-
tion surveys conducted by The Norwegian Center for Holocaust and Minority Studies in
2011 and 2017.

Attitudes towards Jews are measured by indices of prejudice, dislike, social distance, and
a summary index of antisemitism. Islamophobia is measured by a corresponding set of
indices in 2017. The level of negative attitudes towards Jews is low and declining for all
indices. Negative attitudes towards Muslims are more widespread. Women, younger
people and those with higher education have a lower level of negative attitudes towards
the two minorities. Opinion on the Middle East conflict affects antisemitism and Islam-
ophobia in opposite directions, while both are strongly influenced by xenophobia. Nega-
tive attitudes towards the two minorities tend to coexist in individuals.
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1. OUTLINE OF CHAPTER

The analyses use data from the two representative population surveys from 2011
and 2017, conducted by The Norwegian Center for Holocaust and Minority Stud-
ies (CHM). Each survey had a little over 1,500 respondents (section 2). Indices of
prejudice, dislike and social distance, which are combined in a summary index of
antisemitism, were measured in the same way in both surveys (section 3). For
Islamophobia, a corresponding set of indices was used in 2017 (section 4).

The importance of the respondents’ own attitudes for how they perceive the
prevalence of negative attitudes towards the two minorities in Norway, and
whether they see a need to combat such attitudes, is analysed in section 5. The
relationship between attitudes towards the two minorities, whether they are oppos-
ing or go together at the individual level, is the topic of section 6.

Variations in attitudes towards Jews and Muslims depending on respondent
characteristics such as social background, religiosity, opinion regarding the con-
flict between Israel and the Palestinians, xenophobia and scepticism towards
immigrants are studied in order to shed light on possible causes for antisemitism
and Islamophobia (section 7). Changes in these variables and their contribution to
the effect of generational replacement and individual changes in attitudes on the
trend for antisemitism between 2011 and 2017 are analysed (section 8). The con-
cluding section (9) summarises the main findings from the analyses.

2. THE DATA

The population surveys were conducted electronically using GallupPanelet, Kan-
tar TNS’s access panel. The sample members received email invitations to com-
plete a web questionnaire.' The gross samples were stratified prior to distribution
and selected in proportion to the Norwegian population’s distribution by educa-
tion, gender, age and geographical region. Weights were calculated to correct for
observed biases with regard to these variables in the net sample.”

One reminder was issued during the field period. The number of interviews
obtained was 1,522 in 2011 and 1,575 in 2017 (response rates 48% and

1. The questionnaire in Norwegian is an appendix in the report from the study: Christhard Hoft-
mann and Vibeke Moe, eds., Attitudes towards Jews and Muslims in Norway 2017 (Oslo: Center
for Studies of the Holocaust and Religious Minorities, 2017): 126—153, https://www.hlsente-
ret.no/english/research/jewish-history-and-antisemitism/Population%20survey %3 A%20Attitu-
des%20towards%20Jews%20and%200ther%20Minorities/index.html

2. More information on samples and response rates is given in the report. Hoffmann and Moe, eds.,
Attitudes: 22-25.
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54%).3 The interviews took place in November 2011 and January to April 2017.
In 2017, three minority samples (Jews, Muslims and non-Muslim immigrants
from predominantly Muslim countries) were also interviewed. Results from these
surveys are presented in chapter 7 of this volume.*

3. MEASURING ANTISEMITISM

Determining the prevalence of negative attitudes towards Jews in the Norwegian
population through the help of a survey is no easy task. The distribution of
responses to a specific question will depend not only on the subject matter, but
also on the wording and response options provided.® The research group at CHM
therefore decided to use multiple questions to construct indices that combine ques-
tions with related content. This way, more reliable measures may be obtained by
reducing the impact of random errors, as well as more valid measures of complex
phenomena that cannot be captured by a single question.

The indices cover three aspects of antisemitism: an affective dimension of dis-
like of Jews, a dimension of social distance from Jews, and a cognitive dimen-
sion of prejudice where negative characteristics are ascribed to Jews.® Finally,
the three indices are combined in an overall index of antisemitism. These meas-
ures were the same in the 2011 and 2017 population surveys. Although there may
be some uncertainty regarding the estimated level of antisemitism in each year,
since this will depend on the measuring instruments, there will be less uncer-
tainty regarding the direction of change in that level between the two points in
time.

3.1 INDEX FOR DISLIKE OF JEWS

The index is mainly based on a question asking how respondents react to the state-
ment “I have a certain dislike of Jews” (Table 4.1). In 2011, three out of four
respondents felt that the statement did not fit with their own opinion, 43% not at

3. Most of the tables and figures in this chapter show distributions for the entire samples (N=1,522
for 2011 and 1,575 for 2017). For tables/figures containing distributions for subgroup where Ns
are not included, they are given in Table A1 and A2 in the appendix.

4. See Werner Bergmann, “How do Jews and Muslims in Norway perceive each other? Between
prejudice and cooperation”, in the present volume.

5. Howard Schuman and Stanley Presser, Questions and Answers in Attitude Surveys. Experiments
on Question Form, Wording, and Context (London: Sage, 1996).

6. Steven Breckler, “Empirical validation of affect, behavior and cognition as distinct components
of attitude”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 47, no. 6 (1984): 1191-1205.
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all, and 34% rather badly.’” In 2017, the corresponding figures were 49% and 33%.
The share for the two negative responses taken together fell by 3.7 points, from
11.2% to 7.5%, a significant reduction (1% level). These answers were scored 1
and 2 on the index, and all other answers scored 0.

TABLE 4.1. Negative and positive feelings towards Jews (Percent. Population sam-
ples)

Impos. to

How well do these statements Not at | Rather | answer/ | Rather | Com-
fit with your own opinion? Year all badly NA well | pletely = Total
I have a certain dislike of Jews | 2011 43 .4 33.9 11.5 9.5 1.7 100.0

2017 48.6 32.7 11.3 5.9 1.6 100.0
I have a particular sympathy 2011 21.3 31.7 20.4 20.8 5.9 100.1
for Jews

2017 22.0 27.6 23.3 20.8 6.3 100.0

The responses to the statement concerning sympathy were more evenly distrib-
uted, with a majority that did not find it fitting, down from 53% in 2011 to 50% in
2017, and a quarter of the respondents who did. This question was used to adjust
the index score, by assigning the score of 0 on the index for respondents express-
ing both dislike and sympathy. This contradictory pattern may be a case of
response error, but it may also reflect a genuine ambivalence. Feelings can be pos-
itive due to, for instance, the particular history of the Jews, yet simultaneously
negative due to, for instance, Israel’s policies towards the Palestinians today.
Regardless, there may be grounds for disregarding such an ambivalent response
pattern when defining dislike of Jews, and only including respondents who only
express dislike.

This adjustment reduces the percentage scoring high on dislike of Jews (score 1
or 2 on the 0-2 index) from 11.2% to 9.8% in 2011 and from 7.5% to 6.7% in 2017
(Figure 4.1), compared to the share of respondents expressing dislike (Table 4.1).8

7. These response categories were used instead of agree-disagree scales in order to reduce the
amount of yea-saying (response acquiescence), as discussed among others by Arthur Couch and
Kenneth Keniston, “Yeasayers and naysayers. Agreeing response set as a personality variable”,
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology 60, no. 2 (1960): 151-174.

8. The sum for scores 1 and 2 in 2011 is 9.9 in Figure 4.1. The percentage 9.8 reported for a high
score is the result when two decimals are used in the calculations, as is done in this and other
figures/tables.
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FIGURE 4.1. Index for dislike of Jews (Percent. Population samples).

The reduction of 3.1 percentage points in the share of respondents scoring high on
the index for dislike of Jews between 2011 and 2017 is significant (1% level).

3.2 INDEX FOR SOCIAL DISTANCE FROM JEWS

This index uses questions similar to items from Bogardus’s social distance scale.’

When asked how much they would like to have Jews as neighbours or in their cir-

cle of friends, most respondents replied “wouldn’t mind it”. Between 2011 and
2017, the combined share for “dislike a little” or “dislike a lot” fell from 10.6% to
7.0% regarding Jews as neighbours, and from 9.8% to 7.0% for Jews as friends.
Both reductions are significant (1% level).

TABLE 4.2. Social distance from Jews (Percent. Population samples)

To what extent would Wouldn’t No Don’t | Dislike | Dislike
you like or dislike: Year Likeit | mind it @ answer | know |ita little italot Sum
Having Jews as neigh- 2011 | 13.6 73.0 0.0 2.9 7.4 32 100.0
bours?

2017 | 13.6 75.4 0.2 3.8 5.3 1.7 100.0
Having Jews in your 2011 | 13.9 72.8 0.0 34 6.4 3.4 100.0
circle of friends?

2017 | 179 70.5 0.3 43 5.0 2.0 100.0

9. Emory S. Bogardus, “Measurement of Personal-Group Relations”, Sociometry 10, no. 4 (1947):

306-311. Two of his items were the following: Accept a person “in my close circle of friends”,

“as neighbours in the same street”.
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For each question the answer “dislike a little” was scored 1 and “dislike a lot” 2
on the index. Top scores are quite rare (Figure 4.2). When the index is dichoto-
mised so as to consider scores 2—4 as a high social distance, the share is 8.5% in
2011, falling to 5.9% in 2017, a reduction of 2.6 percentage points (significant at
1% level).
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FIGURE 4.2. Index for social distance from Jews (Percent. Population samples)

3.3 INDEX FOR PREJUDICES AGAINST JEWS

The questionnaire included a series of statements about Jews that express stereo-
typical, generalised, negative images that are commonly found in antisemitic
ideas regarding issues such as power, finance and blame. In antisemitism research
there are several prejudice indices, which served as a basis for the construction of
our index.'” Table 4.3 shows the share of the respondents in 2011 and 2017 who

LT3

find that a statement fits “completely”, “rather well”, “rather badly” or “not at all”

10. See Anti-Defamation League, Global 100, Index of 11 antisemitic statements, 2014; Werner
Bergmann and Rainer Erb, Anti-Semitism in Germany. The Post-Nazi Epoch since 1945 (New
Brunswick: Transaction Publ., 1997), German edition: Der Antisemitismus in der Bundesrepu-
blik Deutschland von 1945-1989. Ergebnisse der empirischen Forschung (Opladen:
Leske+Budrich, 1991); Andreas Zick et al., “The Syndrome of Group-Focused Enmity: The
Interrelation of Prejudices Testes with Multiple Cross-Sectional and Panel Data”, Journal of
Social Issues 62, no. 2 (2008): 363-383; Henrik Bachner and Jonas Ring, Antisemitic Images
and Attitudes in Sweden (English Summary), (Stockholm: Forum for levande historia, 2005),
https://www.levandehistoria.se/sites/default/files/material_file/antisemitiska-attityder-rap-
port.pdf . Some of the questions have been used directly, others have been partly modified.

113


https://www.levandehistoria.se/sites/default/files/material_file/antisemitiska-attityder-rapport.pdf
https://www.levandehistoria.se/sites/default/files/material_file/antisemitiska-attityder-rapport.pdf

114

OTTAR HELLEVIK | THE SHIFTING BOUNDARIES OF PREJUDICE

with their own opinion. “Impossible to answer” was also a response option, and
the few respondents who did not tick any response alternative are listed under NA
(“No answer”) in the table.

The statements are ordered according to how many respondents chose one of the
two answers expressing a negative opinion in 2011, varying between 13% and 26%.
In 2017 the corresponding proportions range from 8% to 18%. For all statements the
percentage expressing agreement is smaller in 2017, with a decrease of between 3

and 8 percentage points. All the changes are statistically significant (1% level).

TABLE 4.3. Prejudices against Jews (Percent. Populations samples)

Below is a list of statements
that have previously been

Statement fits:

made about Jews. How Impos. to
well do they fit with your Not at | Rather | answer/ | Rather | Com-
own opinion? Year all badly NA well pletely | Sum
Jews consider themselves to | 2011 15.8 21.6 36.3 19.9 6.4 100.0
be better than others 2017 | 200 | 237 38.4 136 | 43 100.0
Jews have too much influ- 2011 17.1 245 37.5 16.4 4.4 99.9
ence on the global economy | 5917 198 | 26,0 414 9.8 3.1 100.1
World Jewry is working 2011 17.4 20.7 429 15.2 3.9 100.1
behind the scenes to promote
Jewish interests 2017 20.9 21.2 44.8 9.6 3.5 100.0
Jews have always caused 2011 27.2 30.3 27.9 11.2 34 100.0
problems in the countries in
which they live 2017 31.0 31.3 29.4 6.0 2.3 100.0
Jews have enriched themsel- | 2011 222 28.1 35.1 11.8 2.8 100.0
ves at the expense of others | 5917 231 | 286 36.7 90 | 26 100.0
Jews largely have themsel- 2011 38.6 27.1 21.7 10.3 23 100.0
ves to blame for being perse-

2017 39.4 30.5 22.0 6.4 1.7 100.0

cuted

For the index of prejudice against Jews, a score of 1 is assigned to the response
“fits rather well” and 2 to “fits completely”, giving an additive index ranging from
0 to 12 points (Figure 4.3). The distributions show high proportions for the lowest
score (0), telling us that most of the respondents did not find that any of the six
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negative statements matched their own opinion. This holds for 55% in 2011 and
69% in 2017, an increase of as much as 14 percentage points.

The percentage of respondents scoring in the 10—12 interval was just 1.3 in 2011
and 1.4 in 2017. Above the midpoint of the scale (7—12 points) the percentages
were 4.6 in 2011 and 3.3 in 2017. The decrease of 1.3 percentage points is small
but significant (5% level).

Prejudice 7
) 1,3
10-12 High 14 % High
1 02011 121
3,3
I m2017 83
7.4
4-6 P
5,0
32,9
1-3
22,5
55,0
0 Low
69,2

FIGURE 4.3. Index of prejudice against Jews (Percent. Population samples)

On the dichotomised prejudice index, the cut-off point between high and low was
set between scores of 3 and 4. This means that as a minimum, two of the six neg-
ative statements have been considered to fit with their own opinion. According to
this dichotomy, 12.1% of the respondents showed high levels of prejudice against
Jews in 2011, falling to 8.3% in 2017, a decrease of 3.8 percentage points (signif-
icant 1% level).

3.4 INDEX OF ANTISEMITISM

The summary index of antisemitism is an additive index of the three dichotomised
sub-indices scored 0 and 1 (Figure 4.4). The vast majority have no high scores on
the sub-indices, increasing from 80% to 87% between 2011 and 2017. In some of
the analyses that follow, the combined index is dichotomised with a high score on
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at least two of the three sub-indices defined as a high level of antisemitism. This
applies to 7.8% of the population in 2011 and 5.5% in 2017. The reduction of 2.3
percentage points is significant (1% level).

Antisemitism % High

3 high iJ 2,4 02011 7.8
2,1

| m2017 5.5

2 ;| 5’3
3,4

12
1 o
79

0 Low 79.8
86,7

FIGURE 4.4. Combined index of antisemitism (Percent)

3.5 TESTING THE VALIDITY OF THE ANTISEMITISM INDEX

We can test whether the index in fact captures what we mean by antisemitism by
examining the association between index scores and various opinions where atti-
tudes towards Jews can be expected to create clear differences in the distribution
of responses. Figure 4.5 shows such associations, with sharply increasing or
decreasing proportions as we move from score 0 to 3 on the combined antisemi-
tism index.

The difference between the two extreme groups scoring respectively 0 and 3 on
the index is 65 percentage points regarding acceptance of a Jew as prime minister,
46 percentage points for seeing harassment and violence against Jews as an attack
on our society, or as justifiable considering how Israel treats the Palestinians, and
75 percentage points for thinking that Jews exploit Holocaust victimhood for their
own purposes. The higher the distance between two extreme groups, the stronger
is the relationship between antisemitism and the attitude in question. This pattern
gives reason to conclude that the index is a valid measure of antisemitism, actually
measuring what was intended.
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Statement fits rather well / completely: Antisemitism:
m 3 High
0 m2
It would be fine by me if a Jew were to 7 o1
become prime minister (All: 59%) 32 00 Low
| 65
Harassment and violence against Jews 33 60
concern everyone and constitute attacks on 62
our society (All: 77%)
| 79
54

Considering how Israel treats the Palestinians,

harassment and violence against Jews are 30 38
justifiable (All: 12%) 8
90
Jews exploit Holocaust victimhood for their 69
own purposes (All: 22%) 64
15

FIGURE 4.5. Validity test for antisemitism index (Percent. Population 2017)*

*N for the first question is reduced from 1,575 to 804 due to a split ballot procedure for this question and
the one concerning a Muslim as prime minister (Figure 4.10).

In 2017, the gaps in the distribution of responses for the test questions are larger
between scores 0 and 1 than between scores 1 and 2. This means that the group
with score 1 more closely resembles the group with score 2 than the group with
score 0. This is an argument for using the dichotomy 0 versus 1-3, which would
give the percentages of 20.3 in 2011 and 12.4 in 2017 for a high level of antisem-
itism. Such a dichotomisation would imply a slightly sharper reduction in anti-
semitism in Norway between 2011 and 2017, with a 6.9 percentage point drop
instead of the 2.3 points shown in figure 4.4.!!

When validity was tested in the report for the 2011 survey using other test ques-
tions, the largest gap in the distributions occurred between scores 1 and 2 on the
combined index.!? This was one reason why the dichotomisation of 0—1 versus

11. The difference will be less if the decrease is estimated in terms of relative rather than absolute
differences (percentage points). Relative to the initial value, the decrease from 20.2 to 13.3
represents a 34% reduction, while the decrease from 7.8 to 5.5 in relative terms is 29%.

12. Christhard Hoffmann, @ivind Kopperud and Vibeke Moe, eds., Antisemitism in Norway? The
Attitudes of the Norwegian Population Towards Jews and Other Minorities (Oslo: Center for
Studies of the Holocaust and Religious Minorities, 2012), 54-56.
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2-3 was chosen. It was also seen as reasonable not to use the antisemitism label
for respondents who had a high score on just one of the three sub-indices. Both in
2011 and 2017, it is a high score on the prejudice index alone that is most common
for those scoring 1 on the combined index (this holds respectively for 41% and
47% in 2011 and 2017). The prejudice index may be more open for discussions
regarding the choice of indicators than the other two sub-indices.

In order to get results comparable with those reported for 2011, the following
analyses will stick to the dichotomy used in the prior report, with 0—1 versus 2—3
for low versus high level of antisemitism. The same dichotomisation is also used
for the summary index of Islamophobia.

There is no denying that the decision of where to draw the line when the sub-
indices are dichotomised is also somewhat arbitrary, and will affect the estimated
prevalence of antisemitism in Norway.'3 The extent of this is seen when we com-
pare the two extremes of a narrow and a broad definition of dislike, social distance
and prejudice (Figure 4.6). In the first case, only a top score on the sub-index is
considered a high value; in the second case, all index scores above 0.'* The result-

97

OBroad definition
HEIndex used

® Narrow definition

Low O 1 2 High 3
Antisemitism

FIGURE 4.6. Alternative indices of antisemitism (Percent. Population 2017)

13. For a discussion of the arbitrariness in defining cutting points and the validity of the antisemi-
tism construct, see Bergmann and Erb, Anti-Semitism in Germany. The Post-Nazi Epoch since
1945, Appendix 1: Problems in the Development of Anti-Semitism Scales (1997): 326-337.

14. For the prejudice index, the score 11, in addition to score 12, is counted as high in the narrow
definition. Score 11 means that five of the six statements are seen as completely fitting and the
remaining one as somewhat fitting with one’s own opinion.
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ing proportions for a score of 0 on the combined index vary between 67% and
97%. A high score (2-3) varies less, from 1% with a narrow to 9% with a broad
definition.

The dichotomisation used for the three sub-indices lies between the broad and
narrow definitions, with around two-thirds of the index scale defined as a high
value. The result for the dichotomised antisemitism index of 5.5% high is slightly
closer to the result for the broad than the narrow definition.'>

4. MEASURING ISLAMOPHOBIA

In the 2017 population survey, negative attitudes towards Muslims were measured
using the same kind of indices as for Jews. The questions in the dislike and social
distance indices are identical with those in the corresponding indices for Jews. The
statements used to measure prejudice are necessarily different, although some of
them have content resembling statements in the index for prejudice against Jews.

4.1 INDEX FOR DISLIKE OF MUSLIMS

A majority of 56% find the statement of dislike as “not at all” or “rather badly”
fitting with their own opinion, compared to 30% who see it as “rather well” or
“completely fitting” (Table 4.4). The result though, is far more negative for Mus-
lims than for Jews in 2017, where 81% found the dislike statement “not fitting”
and only 8% “fitting” (Table 4.1).

TABLE 4.4. Dislike of Muslims (Percent. Population 2017)

Impos. to
How well do these statements Notat | Rather answer / | Rather | Comple-
fit with your own opinion? all badly NA well tely Total

I have a certain dislike of
Muslims 23.1 32.9 13.5 22.5 7.9 99.9

I have a particular sympathy for
Muslims 323 329 20.4 11.8 2.6 100.0

15. To see whether the results of our analyses depend on the how the sub-indices are dichotomised,
we have made robustness tests using the three alternative indices of antisemitism from Figure
4.6 as well as the dichotomised version as dependent variables in multivariate regression analy-
ses, with quite similar patterns for the effects of a set of independent variables (Table A3 in
appendix).
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After adjusting for respondents indicating sympathy as well as dislike, the propor-
tion with a high score on the dichotomised index is 28% for Muslims (Figure 4.7),
as compared to 7% for Jews (Figure 1).

Dislike
% High
2 High 7.3
27.7
1 20,5
0 Low 72,3

FIGURE 4.7. Index for dislike of Muslims (Percent. Population 2017)

4.2 INDEX FOR SOCIAL DISTANCE FROM MUSLIMS

The questions regarding social distance from Muslims were asked also in 2011. A
negative feeling towards Muslims as neighbours (dislike it a little or a lot) was
expressed by 28% in 2011 and 26% in 2017. The corresponding results for dislike
of having Muslims in circle of friends are 25% and 21% (Table 4.5). These figures
are substantially higher than those for Jews, which lie between 7 and 11% (Table
4.2). The reductions in the share of negative answers, which are most pronounced
for “dislike a lot”, are small (2.2 and 3.8 percentage points), but the latter is sig-
nificant (5% level). The trend may appear surprising for some in view of a general
impression of a growing scepticism towards immigrants and Muslims in particular
among Norwegians. Such a negative trend has not, however, been confirmed by
opinion research.'® There also is a positive correlation between the share of immi-
grants in a local community and positive attitudes towards them, suggesting that
part of the explanation for the observed trend towards more positive attitudes is
immigration itself.

16. Ottar Hellevik and Tale Hellevik, “Utviklingen i synet pa innvandrere og innvandring i Norge”
(“Changes in the opinion on immigrants and immigration in Norway”), Tidsskrift for Samfunns-
forskning 58, no. 3 (2017): 250-283, https://www.idunn.no/tfs/2017/03/utviklingen i_sy-
net_paa_innvandrere_og_innvandring i norge.
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TABLE 4.5. Social distance from Muslims (Percent. Population samples)

To what extent would Like | Wouldn’t No Don’t | Dislike @ Dislike
you like or dislike: Year it mind it | answer | know | ita little | italot | Sum
Having Muslims as 2011 6.9 62.6 0.0 2.7 15.3 12.6 100.1
neighbors?

2017 | 8.0 60.4 1.4 4.6 14.9 10.8 99.9
Having Muslims in 2011 9.5 62.7 0.0 3.4 12.8 11.7 100.1
your circle of friends?

2017 | 13.2 59.1 1.7 5.3 1.4 9.3 100.0

The social distance index for Muslims has shares of high scores around one-fifth
of the population (Figure 4.8), compared to between 8% and 6% for distance from
Jews (Figure 4.2). There is a modest decrease of 2.4 percentage points between
2011 and 2017 (significant 5% level).

Distance
. % High
_ 10,1
4 High 23,4 02011 220
l m2017  19.6

0 Low 58,3
72,2

FIGURE 4.8. Index of social distance towards Muslims (Percent. Population samples)

4.3 INDEX FOR PREJUDICE AGAINST MUSLIMS

The statements used to measure whether the respondents hold negative, stereotyp-
ical opinions of Muslims necessarily differ from those in the index for prejudice
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against Jews.!” The results in Table 4.6 are thus not directly comparable to those
of Table 4.3. The share of negative answers for Muslims varies between 29% and
47%, as compared to between 8% and 18% for prejudices against Jews in 2017.

TABLE 4.6. Prejudices against Muslims (Percent. Population sample 2017)

. . Statement fits:
Below is a list of statements
that have been made about Impos. to
Muslims. How well do they fit Rather | answer/ | Rather | Comple-
with your own opinion? Not at all | badly NA well tely Sum

Muslims largely have themselves
to blame for the increase in anti- 10.8 22.6 19.1 30.9 16.5 100.0
Muslim harassment

Muslims consider themselves

. 9.7 16.6 28.6 27.6 17.5 100.0

morally superior to others
Musli h

uslims pose a threat to 15.8 30.0 14.8 24.6 148 | 100.0
Norwegian culture
Musli .

uslims do not fit into modern 14.4 31.8 17.4 232 132 | 100.0
Western society
Muslims want o take over 20.1 23.0 26.6 16.6 137 | 1000
Europe
Muslims are more violent than 18.0 275 255 19.1 9.9 100.0

others

On the index for prejudice against Muslims, nearly 20% of the respondents score
above the midpoint of 6 on the scale, and 34% score high (4—-12) on the dichoto-
mised index (Figure 4.9). This is far above the corresponding results for prejudice
against Jews of 3% and 8% in 2017 (Figure 4.3).

17. In contrast to our situation when selecting statements for the index on prejudice against Jews,
there are few international attempts to construct such indices with regard to prejudice against
Muslims. One example is the index presented in the article by Ronald Imhoft and Julia Recker,
“Differentiating Islamophobia: Introducing a New Scale to Measure Islamoprejudice and
Secular Islam Critique”, Political Psychology. 33, no. 6 (2012): 811-824.
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Prejudice

10-12 High % High
34.1

79

4-6

1-3
0 Low 37,1

FIGURE 4.9. Index of prejudice against Muslims (Percent. Populations sample 2017)

4.4 INDEX OF ISLAMOPHOBIA

For the summary index of Islamophobia made from the dichotomised sub-indices,
nearly 60% of the respondents have a low score on all three (Figure 4.10). The rest
is evenly split between 1, 2 and 3 high scores, with shares of 13—14%. For the
dichotomised index of Islamophobia, 27% have a high score. Once again, the
result for Muslims is markedly more negative than for attitudes towards Jews,
with a high score of 5.5% in 2017 (Figure 4.4).

Islamophobia
3 High 13,6 % High
27.0
2 13,4
1 13,8
0 Low 59,2

FIGURE 4.10. Index of Islamophobia (Percent. Population sample 2017)
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4.5 TESTING THE VALIDITY OF THE ISLAMOPHOBIA INDEX

As for the antisemitism index, we have tested the validity of the Islamophobia
index by looking at the association between index scores and other attitudes one
would expect to be highly correlated with negative attitudes towards Muslims.
The first two questions in the test, and to some degree also the third one, are sim-
ilar in content as those used in the test for antisemitism. As expected, figure 4.11
shows markedly increasing or decreasing proportions as we move from score 0 to
3 on the combined Islamophobia index.

The difference between the two extreme groups is 45 percentage points regard-
ing acceptance of a Muslim as prime minister, 27 percentage points for seeing har-
assment and violence against Muslim as an attack on our society, 26 percentage
points for seeing harassment and violence against Muslims as justifiable consid-
ering recent terrorist attacks, and 52 percentage points for thinking that harass-
ment and violence against Muslims would not be a problem if there were fewer
Muslim asylum seekers. These differences, although somewhat smaller than the
corresponding results for the antisemitism index (Figure 4.5), suggest that the
index is a valid measure of Islamophobia.

Statement fits rather well / completely: Islamophobia:
3 High
0
It would be fine by me if a Muslim were to 6 m2
become prime minister (All: 28%) 23 01
| 45
4 00 Low
Harassment and violence against Muslims 46 61

concern everyone and constitute attacks on

our society (All: 73%) L4 ‘ 83
S 29
Considering recent terror attacks, harassment 20
and violence against Muslims are justifiable 12
(All: 10%)
3
. . . 68
Harassment and violence against Muslims 58

would not be a problem if there were fewer

Muslim asylum seekers  (All: 32%) 16

FIGURE 4.11. Validity test for Islamophobia index (Percent. Population 2017)*

* N for the first question is reduced from 1,575 to 771 due to a split ballot procedure for this question and
the one concerning a Jew as prime minister.
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Even more than for the antisemitism index, how the sub-indices are dichotomised
affects the estimated prevalence of Islamophobia in Norway. This becomes clear
when we compare the two extremes of a narrow and a broad definition of dislike,
social distance and prejudice, as explained earlier in section 3.5. The resulting pro-
portions for a score of 0 on the combined index vary between 35% and 81% (Fig-
ure 4.12). A high score (2-3) varies from 8% with a narrow to 34% with a broad
definition, as compared to the result of 27% for the index used in our analyses.'®

OBroad definition
HIndex used

® Narrow definition

14 44 1513

=

Low O High 3
Islamophobla

FIGURE 4.12. Alternative islamophobia indices (Percent. Population sample 2017).

5. PERCEPTION OF THE PREVALENCE OF ANTISEMITISM AND
ISLAMPHOBIA

How widespread are negative attitudes towards the two minorities perceived to be
by members of the Norwegian population? Far more respondents believe negative
attitudes towards Muslims to be widespread than negative attitudes towards Jews
(Table 4.7). The proportions in 2011 and 2017 respectively answering “fairly” or
“very” widespread are 86% and 81% in relation to Muslims and 20% and 19% in
relation to Jews.

18. As for antisemitism, the effects of the various definitions of a high score on the sub-indices are
tested in a multivariate regression analysis. For Islamophobia, the results are also quite similar
(Table A3 in appendix).

125



126

OTTAR HELLEVIK | THE SHIFTING BOUNDARIES OF PREJUDICE

The change with regard to the perception of negative attitudes toward Jews is
too small to be significant. However, at the same time there was an increase in the
proportion who believed negative attitudes towards Jews not to be widespread at
all, from 7% to 10%, which is significant (1% level). This tendency for the change
in the general impression of the prevalence of antisemitism coincides with the
actual opinion trend as measured by our indices, all of which, as we have seen,
show a modest decrease for negative attitudes towards Jews in the Norwegian
population between 2011 and 2017.

For the Muslims, we only have trend data for attitudes regarding social distance,
which show a modest decrease (Figure 4.8). As for antisemitism, this is in line
with how the opinion climate regarding Muslims is perceived as somewhat less
negative in 2017 than in 2011.

TABLE 4.7. Impression of the prevalence of negative attitudes towards Jews and
Muslims (Percent. Population samples)

How widespread do you Very Fairly Not very | Notwide-

think negative attitudes wide- wide- Impossible wide- spread at

are in Norway today? Year spread | spread | toanswer | spread all Sum

Towards Jews 2011 1.7 18.7 12.7 60.1 6.7 99.9
2017 2.4 16.9 11.8 58.8 10.1 100.0

Towards Muslims 2011 20.7 65.7 32 10.1 0.3 100.0
2017 16.5 64.3 4.7 14.0 0.5 100.0

Does the public acknowledge the need to combat harassment against these minor-
ities? Most of those who expressed an opinion believe that measures to combat
anti-Jewish harassment are needed, increasing from 38% in 2011 to 41% in 2017
(Table 4.8). The corresponding figures with regard to anti-Muslim harassment are
higher, but slightly decreasing, from 59% to 56%. The results mean that while
twice as many respondents considered it important to combat anti-Jewish harass-
ment as believed negative attitudes towards Jews to be widespread, the pattern is
the opposite for negative attitudes towards Muslims. In this case, a larger propor-
tion believed such negative attitudes to be widespread than saw a need to combat
anti-Muslim harassment.
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TABLE 4.8. Need for combating anti-Jewish and anti-Muslim harassment (Percent.

Population samples)

Do you see a need to do

something to combat harass- No No

ment in Norway? Year Yes | opinion | answer No Sum

Against Jews 2011 37.5 325 0.1 29.9 100.0
2017 40.7 31.2 0.0 28.1 100.0

Against Muslims 2011 59.3 20.9 0.0 19.7 100.0
2017 56.1 26.1 0.1 17.7 100.0

There is a strong correlation between respondents’ own attitudes and their impres-
sion of the prevalence of negative attitudes in others. High scores on the antisemi-
tism or Islamophobia indices tend to go together with the belief that such attitudes
are widespread. In the 2017 survey, 17% of respondents who scored 0 on the com-
bined index for antisemitism believed negative attitudes towards Jews to be very or
fairly widespread (most answered “fairly”). In the small group with the top score
of 3 on the index, 51% believed negative attitudes towards Jews to be widespread
(one-fifth answered “very”). In other words, respondents who themselves are prej-
udiced towards a certain group tend to think that others are too (Figure 4.13).

80

70

~
3]

60

50
40

38

37

53

30 +
20 17

10 +

O Antisemitism very / fairly
widespread

B Not necessary to combat
antisemitism

0 1

Low Antisemitism

3
High

FIGURE 4.13. Antisemitism and opinion on prevalence of negative attitudes towards
Jews in Norway and the need to combat them (Percent. Population sample 2017)
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There is also a high correlation between respondents’ own attitudes and their
assessment of the need for measures to combat anti-Jewish harassment in Norway:
the more negative the attitudes of respondents according to the antisemitism
index, the less need they see for such efforts. The pattern suggests that people who
are themselves negative would rather promote than combat such attitudes.

Similarly, the results for the Islamophobia index show that the more negative
the attitudes of the respondents themselves, the more often they believe such atti-
tudes to be widespread in the general population. In the 2017 survey, most of the
respondents in the population sample have the impression that negative attitudes
towards Muslims are very or fairly widespread, increasing from 77% of those who
scored lowest on the combined index of Islamophobia to 93% of those who scored
highest (Figure 4.14). The proportion that answered “very widespread” rose from
12% to 39%.

100 -
89 93

go . 77 77

Olslamophobia very / fairly

70 1 widespread

60 -
50 +
40 -

N 25
30 20

20 - = Not necessary to combat
| 8 Islamophobia
10
0 I
0 1 2 3
Low Islamophobia High

49

FIGURE 4.14. Islamophobia and opinion on prevalence of negative attitudes towards
Muslims in Norway and the need to combat them (Percent. Population sample 2017)

A similar pattern as for antisemitism also exists with regard to the relation
between respondents’ own attitudes and their opinion on whether it is necessary
to combat anti-Muslim harassment in Norway. The more negative the attitudes of
respondents according to the index of Islamophobia, the less often they see the
need for measures to combat anti-Muslim harassment.
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6. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ANTISEMITISM AND
ISLAMOPHOBIA

Are antisemitism and Islamophobia related phenomena, or attitudinal opposites?
Is it a matter of both—and or of either—or when it comes to such attitudes? The for-
mer is conceivable if xenophobia is a dominant influence behind these attitudes.
The latter might be expected if the Israeli-Palestinian conflict plays a decisive role
in the attitude formation, and individuals develop positive attitudes towards the
party they sympathise with and negative attitudes towards its opponent.

That there is a tendency for antisemitism and Islamophobia to coincide in indi-
viduals is reflected by the correlation between these two indices and the two sets
of sub-indices. All coefficients (Pearson’s r) are positive in the population sample
in 2017 (Table 4.9). For the two summary indices the coefficient equals 0.24, a
clearly significant though not very strong correlation.!

TABLE 4.9. Correlations between indices for negative attitudes towards Jews and
Muslims (Pearson’s r (p <0.001 for all). Populations sample 2017).

129

Negative attitudes: Jews

Negative attitudes: Muslims

Anti-

Prejud. | Dislike | Distan. | sem. | Prejud. Dislike | Distan. | Islamo.

Prejudice against Jews 1 0.56 0.47 0.78 0.27 0.19 0.21
Dislike of Jews 0.56 1 0.53 0.80 0.18 0.16 0.17
Social distance towards Jews | 0.47 0.53 1 0.74 0.23 0.20 0.33
Antisemitism 0.78 0.80 0.74 1 0.25 0.21 0.27
Prejudice against Muslims 0.27 0.18 0.23 0.25 1 0.68 0.70
Dislike of Muslims 0.19 0.16 0.20 0.21 0.68 1 0.66
Social distance towards

Muslims 0.21 0.17 0.33 0.27 0.70 0.66 1
Islamophobia 0.22 0.16 0.25 0.24 0.85 0.84 0.80

0.22

0.16

0.25

0.24

0.85

0.84

0.80

19. The Group-Focused Enmity Studies find stronger correlations between antisemitism and Isla-
mophobia in 2003: r=.58 for the West Germans, r=.60 for the East Germans. Wilhelm Heit-
meyer, “Gruppenbezognene Menschenfeindlichkeit.
empirische Ergebnisse aus 2002 sowie 2003”, in Wilhelm Heitmeyer, ed., Deutsche Zustdnde,
Folge 2, Frankfurt/M: Suhrkamp (2003): 19.

theoretische Konzeption und
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Table 4.10 presents three versions of the relationship between the two dichoto-
mised summary indices. The left part shows that the likelihood for scoring high
on Islamophobia is far greater for people with a high level of antisemitism than for
people with low. The difference is 30 percentage points. Correspondingly, the
middle part of the table shows that scoring high on Islamophobia increases the
likelihood of having antisemitic attitudes. The difference is 8 percentage points.

TABLE 4.10. The relationship between antisemitism and Islamophobia (Percent.
Population 2017)

Antisemitism Antisemitism Antisemitism
Islamo- %-d Islamo- Islamo-
phobia | Low @ High | H-L phobia | Low High  Sum | phobia | Low | High | Sum
High 25 55 30 High 89 11 | 100 High 24.0 3.0 27.0
Low 75 45 | =30 Low 97 3 1 100 Low 70.5 2.5 73.0
Sum 100 100 0 %-d H-L -8 8 0 Sum 94.5 5.5 | 100.0

The pattern in Table 4.10 means that the combinations high—high and low—low for
the antisemitism and Islamophobia indices will occur more frequently than chance
would predict. This is shown to the right in the table. Here, the distribution of the
respondents on the two dichotomised indices is shown as percentages of the Grand
Total. A majority of 70.5% of all respondents score low on both indices, while 3%
score high on both. Antisemitism alone is found in 2.5% of the sample, while
Islamophobia alone is found in 24%.

Ifthe responses had been distributed in the cells of the table randomly (by draw-
ing lots), and in such a way that we kept the marginal distributions for the two indi-
ces (94.5-5.5 and 73-27), the proportion that fell in the high—high or the low—low
cells would be 1.5 percentage points lower in each cell (resulting in 1.5% instead
of 3% located in the high—high cell, for example). Correspondingly, the proportion
in each of the two cells with a low value on one index and a high on the other,
would be 1.5 percentage points higher.

This shows that there is a tendency for antisemitism and Islamophobia to occur
in combination. They are, in other words, related attitudes rather than opposites.?’

20. Another illustration of how antisemitism and Islamophobia tend to go together is found when we
look at the attitudes of the voters of Norwegian parties. There is a clear tendency that the higher the
level of antisemitism in a group of voters, which in the population sample from 2017 varied bet-
ween 0.7% and 13.3% for a high value on the combined index, the higher the level of Islamopho-
bia, varying between 4.5% and 63.2%. See Hoffmann and Moe, eds., Attitudes: 99—100.
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It is clear, however, that they also do occur alone, especially in the case of Islam-
ophobia, since negative attitudes towards Muslims are far more widespread in
Norway than antisemitism according to our measures.

7. POSSIBLE CAUSES OF ANTISEMITISM AND ISLAMOPHOBIA

It is difficult to draw causal conclusions based on non-experimental survey data.
What the data can show are statistical correlations, but these do not necessarily
reflect causal influence. Correlations may be spurious, brought about by prior
causal variables affecting both variables in question. This section will attempt to
reveal non-causal association through analyses where such variables are con-
trolled for. However, one can never be absolutely sure that such a control will
cover all the relevant variables. Another problem is causal direction, i.e. in which
direction an influence between the variables flows. For example, this can be diffi-
cult to know in the case of the relationship between attitudes towards Jews and
views on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. In many cases, it is reasonable to assume
that an influence will work both ways.

Which factors may influence peoples’ attitudes towards Jews or Muslims? We
will look at how attitudes vary between groups defined by gender, age, and edu-
cation, as well as religiosity, opinions on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, xenopho-
bia, and scepticism towards immigrants in Norway.

The aim of the analyses is to form a picture of what may have contributed to
individuals in the Norwegian population developing negative attitudes towards
Jews or Muslims. For this purpose, separate indices were constructed for opinions
on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, xenophobia, and attitudes towards immigrants.

7.1 OPINION ON THE ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN CONFLICT

Two to three times as many respondents in the population sample support the Pal-
estinians in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as support Israel (Table 4.11). Very few
choose the extreme alternatives “support solely”, and more than half of the
respondents refrain from expressing an opinion. The results from the 2017 survey
show a slight decrease since 2011 in the proportion that supports the Palestinians
and an increase in the proportion not taking sides. In the subsequent analyses, the
two categories at either end of the spectrum were combined, as were the two cat-
egories in the middle expressing no support for either side, thereby reducing the
number of values for the variable from eight to five.

131
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TABLE 4.11. “People have conflicting views on the conflict between Israel and the
Palestinians. Which side do you support most?” (Percent. Population samples)

To To some
some Impossible extent Mostly Solely
Solely | Mostly | extent | Nei- | to answer/ Pales- Pales- Pales-
Year Israel Israel Israel | ther NA tinians tinians | tinians = Sum
2011 1.3 6.8 4.7 30.3 20.8 12.7 21.1 22 99.9
2017 2.1 6.7 4.5 31.9 22.5 10.5 18.3 3.6 100.1

Table 4.12 shows that statements expressing positive positions on Israel (the first
two) received less support than those expressing positive positions on the Pales-
tinians (last two).>! Norwegians have more faith in the sincerity of the Palestinian
than the Israeli leaders when it comes to solving the conflict. The distribution of
responses to the pro-Israeli statements was quite similar in both surveys, while the
pro-Palestinian statements received slightly less support in 2017.

The content of the two remaining statements (the third and fourth in Table 4.12)
is critical of Israel.”?> Around one-third of the respondents answered fits “rather
well” or “completely” to the statement “Israel treats the Palestinians just as badly

21. The statement on the right to a state of their own is seen here as pro-Palestinian in its content,
since it is for the Palestinians that such a right is not fulfilled at present. Since there are groups
that do not accept Israel’s right to existence, the statement may also be seen as pro-Israel. This is
reflected by the positive responses in the Jewish sample. The interpretation of the statement as
pro-Palestinian is, however, supported by the results of the factor analysis.

22. Researchers have so far used various items and indices to measure hostility towards Israel with-
out yet reaching a consensus. Edgar H. Kaplan and Charles Small, “Anti-Israel sentiment pre-
dicts anti-Semitism in Europe”, Journal of Conflict Resolution 50, no. 4 (2006): 548-561, used
the data of the ADL survey, “Attitudes toward Jews, Israel and the Palestinian-Israeli Conflict in
Ten European Countries”, New York 2004; for Germany see the study of Aribert Heyder, Julia
Iser and Peter Schmidt, “Israelkritik oder Antisemitismus? Meinungsbildung zwischen Offent-
lichkeit, Medien und Tabus”, in Wilhelm Heitmeyer, ed., Deutsche Zustinde, Folge 3 (Frank-
furt/M. 2005): 144-165; L. Daniel Staetsky, Antisemitism in contemporary Great Britain
(London: Institute for Jewish Policy Research, 2017); Wilhelm Kempf, Israelkritik zwischen
Antisemitismus und Menschenrechtsidee. Eine Spurensuche (Berlin 2015). The items used in
our study were first used by Werner Bergmann and Rainer Erb for the construction of an anti-
Zionism index: Werner Bergmann and Rainer Erb, Antisemitismus in der Bundesrepublik Deut-
schland. Eretgebnisse der empirischen Forschung von 1946 bis 1989, Opladen 991 (English
edition: Anti-Semitism in Germany. The Post-Nazi Epoch since 1945, Chapter: “Antizionism
and Antisemitism”, 182—191). (Bergmann and Erb, “Antizionism and Antisemitism”, in Anti-
Semitism in Germany. The Post-Nazi Epoch since 1945, English).



4. ANTISEMITISM AND ISLAMOPHOBIA IN NORWAY 133

as the Jews were treated during World War 117, the proportion being slightly

smaller in 2017 than in 2011. The statement “As long as the State of Israel exists

there can be no peace” was supported by 20% in 2017 and 16% in 2011.

TABLE 4.12. Opinions regarding the parties in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Per-

cent. Population samples)

Statement fits:

How well do these statements on Impos.
the Middle East conflict fit with Notat | Rather | to ans- | Rather | Comple-
your own opinion? Year all badly | wer/NA well tely Sum
Israel's leaders genuinely want to 2011 129 | 3201 | 342 | 166 42 100.0
find a solution to the conflict 2017 | 100 | 312 | 370 17.8 41 1001
Israel is at the forefront of the waron | 2011 12.4 204 46.9 15.9 4.5 100.1
Islamic terrorism 2017 80 | 209 519 14.7 45 | 100.0
As long as the State of Israel exists 2011 24.9 237 35.6 11.7 4.1 100.0
there can be no peace 2017 | 132 | 209 | 456 15.8 46 | 100.1
Israel treats the Palestinians just as 2011 11.5 21.0 29.4 29.1 9.0 100.0
badly as the Jews were treated during
WW2 2017 | 99 | 205 | 374 25.4 69 | 100.1
Both the Israelis and the Palestinians = 2011 25 3.7 17.4 27.8 48.6 100.0
are entitled to a state of their own 2017 22 4.4 23.1 30.9 39.5 100.1
The Palestinian leaders genuinely 2011 6.1 21.8 344 31.6 6.2 100.1
want to find a solution to the conflict 2017 73 19.2 404 282 5.0 100.1

A factor analysis?? of the six statements resulted in three dimensions, each with a
pair of the statements. When the responses for each statement are coded from 0 to
4, this gives three additive indices with scores ranging from 0 to 8, called pro-
Israeli attitudes (statements 1 and 2), anti-Israeli attitudes (statements 3 and 4),
and pro-Palestinian attitudes (statements 5 and 6). Table 4.13 shows the distribu-
tion on the indices and how they are dichotomised. The scale is divided just above
the midpoint so that scores of 5 to 8 are defined as high values on the index.

23. Principal component analysis with varimax rotation. A similar analysis in 2011 with four state-
ments in addition to these six produced the same dimensional solution.
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TABLE 4.13. Indices for opinions on the Middle East conflict (Percent. Population
samples)

Index

Index score .
High

Year 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Sum 5-8

Pro-Israeli
attitudes

Anti-Israeli
attitudes

2011 | 52 | 7.8 | 13.1 | 155/394| 93| 68| 18| 1.2 | 100.1 19.0

2017 | 3.0 | 58 | 152| 14.6|40.8| 103 6.6 23| 1.4 | 100.0 | 20.6

2011 | 7.5 | 87 | 12.8 | 12.8 /335|121 7.8| 3.8| 1.1 | 100.1 24.8

2017 | 52 | 54 | 122|112 |38.7| 126 93| 3.4| 2.0 | 100.0 272

Pro-Palestinian 2011 | 0.7 | 1.0 | 24| 52/248|209|19.7| 202| 53 | 1002 | 66.0

attitudes

2017 | 1.2 | 13 3.0/ 53288 193|21.8| 15.7) 3.8 | 100.2 | 60.5

The proportion with a high value remained stable at around 20% from 2011 to
2017 for the pro-Israeli index. Around a quarter of the population sample had a
high value on the index for anti-Israeli attitudes, with an insignificant increase
from 25% in 2011 to 27% in 2017. The proportion of respondents on the lower end
of the scale (scores 0-3), not supporting the anti-Israeli statements, decreased
from 42% to 34%. Most of the respondents are located above the midpoint on the
pro-Palestinian index, with 66% in 2011 and 60.5% in 2017. Both of these
changes are significant at 1% level.

In addition to being dichotomised in multivariate analyses, the indices are tri-
chotomised in some tables. Then a low value will denote scores 0—2, a medium
value 3-5 and a high value 6-38.

7.2 XENOPHOBIA

Earlier we presented the attitude towards social contact with Jews and Muslims,
defined by whether respondents would like or dislike having them as neighbours or
friends. An index of social distance was constructed by assigning 1 point for the
response “would dislike it a little” and 2 points for “would dislike it a lot” for each of
the two types of contact. Table 4.14 shows the distribution on a similar index of social
distance towards Roma, Somalis and Poles. The first two groups in particular stand
out with respect to a high level of scepticism in the population sample. The proportion
with high scores (2—4) in the 2017 survey is 44% for Roma, 27% for Somalis and 8%
for Poles. For the purpose of comparison, the score for Americans was 4% and for
Catholics 3%, and, as already presented, 21% for Muslims and 6% for Jews.



4. ANTISEMITISM AND ISLAMOPHOBIA IN NORWAY 135

TABLE 4.14. Indices of social distance towards Roma, Somalis and Poles (Percent.
Population samples)

Index score

Index of social High
distance: Year 0 1 2 3 4 Sum 2-4)
Towards Roma 2011 36.8 | 19.7 | 193 | 10.5 13.7 100.0 43.5
(Gypsies)

2017 41.7 | 13.9 | 19.6 54 19.4 100.0 444
Towards Somalis 2011 520 | 16.2 | 16.1 6.6 9.2 100.1 31.9
2017 622 | 11.1 | 124 2.8 11.6 100.1 26.8
Towards Poles 2011 80.4 83 8.0 0.8 2.4 99.9 11.2

2017 87.1 5.2 5.6 0.6 1.5 100.0 7.7

Table 4.14 shows stability between 2011 and 2017 in negative attitudes (score 2—
4) regarding social contact with Roma and significantly less scepticism towards
contact with Somalis and Poles (1% level).?*

Could reluctance to have contact with Jews or Muslims be part of a more gen-
eral scepticism towards foreigners, or xenophobia, as it is also known? To measure
xenophobia, we use an additive index of the total scores for the three groups in
Table 4.14. With three indicators scored 0 to 4, the result is an index ranging from
0 to 12. If a high level of xenophobia is defined as a score above the midpoint on
the scale (7-12), we find this in 15% and 13% of respondents in 2011 and 2017
respectively.

TABLE 4.15. Xenophobia index based on social distance towards Roma, Somalis
and Poles (Percent. Population samples)

Index score

Year 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 | 11 | 12 | Sum

High
(7-12)

2011 | 32.0|125|12.0 88| 98| 49| 53| 28| 57| 25| 21| 0.6| 1.0| 100.0

2017 | 3791106 | 139 47| 103 | 30| 6.1| 2.6 58| 09| 26| 02| 12| 998

14.7

13.4

24. A minor change was made to the wording of the question. In 2011, the wording used was “When
you think about xx, what type of contact do you think you would feel comfortable with? To what
extent would you like or dislike ...?” In 2017: “We will now ask you some questions about contact
with people of different nationalities and religions. To what extent would you like or dislike ...?”
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7.3 SCEPTICISM TOWARDS IMMIGRANTS

The respondents were asked about their views on the economic and cultural con-
sequences of immigration. The questions were presented in the form of a discus-
sion between two people, A and B, and the respondents asked to indicate with
whom they agreed most (Table 4.16).%3

Majorities of 54% (2011) and 57% (2017) believe that the effect of immigration
on Norwegian culture is positive, supporting statement A. Around a quarter of the
respondents chose the negative statement of a “threat”. The view concerning the
economic effects is not quite as positive, but there is a clear trend towards less
scepticism. In 2011, the two alternatives were chosen by 37% each, while in 2017
this had changed to 31% for the “exploit” alternative (A) as opposed to 44% for
“contribute” (B).

TABLE 4.16. Attitudes towards immigrants (Percent. Population samples)

Two people are discussing the possible effects of immigrants from other cultures
arriving in Norway. With whom do you agree most, A or B?

A says: Immigrants contribute to greater cultural
diversity in Norway, introducing new and
exciting food, music, art, etc.

B says: Immigrants’ ways of life don’t fit into

Norwegian society. Their foreign customs are

problematic for those around them and could
threaten Norwegian culture.

Year A Imposs. B Sum
Diver- | tochoose | Threat
sity /NA

2011 54.2 20.9 25.0 100.1

2017 56.8 18.4 24.8 100.0

A says: Immigrants want to exploit our
welfare system and enjoy benefits which
they played no part in creating.

B says: Immigrants are hard-working,
diligent people who make a valuable
contribution to the Norwegian economy
and working life.

A Imposs. B Sum
Exploit | to choose | Contri-
/NA bute
37.1 259 37.1 100.1
31.0 254 43.6 100.0

An index of scepticism towards immigrants was created by assigning a score of 0
for a positive response, 1 for not expressing an opinion, and 2 for a negative

25. The questions were copied from the Norsk Monitor surveys, which were previously used in
analyses of trends in attitudes of Norwegians towards immigrants; see Hellevik and Hellevik,
Utviklingen. Norsk Monitor uses telephone interviews and postal questionnaires, whereas our
survey is a web survey. Nonetheless, the results are quite similar both with regard to the level
and with regard to the trend in scepticism towards immigrants from foreign cultures.
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response. When the scores of 3 or 4 on the index are regarded as high values, 31%
of the sample is classified as being sceptical towards immigrants in 2011 and 29%
in 2017, a reduction too small to be significant. The proportion expressing two
positive attitudes (score of 0) increased from 31% in 2011 to 38% in 2017 (signif-
icant 1% level).

TABLE 4.17. Index of scepticism towards immigrants (Percent. Population samples)

Index score

High
Year 0 1 2 3 4 Sum (3-4)
2011 30.7 17.4 21.4 11.5 19.1 100.1 30.6
2017 38.2 14.9 18.2 10.9 17.9 100.1 28.8

7.4 POSSIBLE EXPLANATIONS FOR NEGATIVE ATTITUDES TOWARDS
JEWS AND MUSLIMS

When the respondents are grouped according to social characteristics or opinions
measured by the indices discussed above, variations in the incidence of antisemi-
tism or Islamophobia between the groups may provide clues as to what stimulates
development of such attitudes. The dichotomised summary indices, where a high
value denotes a high score on at least two of the three sub-indices, are used. Table
4.18 shows how the proportion of respondents displaying high levels of antisem-
itism or Islamophobia according to this definition varies between different groups
in the population.

The incidence of both antisemitism and Islamophobia is higher among men,
among older people, and among people with lower levels of education. Belief in
God and regarding religion as important in one’s life show no clear correlations
with antisemitism or Islamophobia in the general population, though the propor-
tion displaying high levels of Islamophobia among those who answered “yes” to
the question about belief in God is larger than for those who answered “no” (sig-
nificant 1% level).
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TABLE 4.18. Variation in antisemitism and Islamophobia (Percentage with high sco-

res on the combined indices. Population sample 2017)

Values High anti- | High Islam-  Percent of N
Variable (index scores) semitism ophobia sample (=100%)
Gender Female 3 20 50 786
Male 8 34 50 789
Age 18-29 years 2 11 18 282
3044 years 5 27 28 434
45-59 years 7 30 27 417
60+ years 6 34 28 442
Education University level 3 18 32 506
Lower 7 31 68 1069
Beliefin God | Yes 6 31 34 528
Not sure 4 28 25 398
No 6 23 41 649
Importance of | Very important 4 31 12 104
religion .
Fairly important 5 29 28 235
Neither 6 32 36 304
Not very important 4 38 18 149
Not important at all 7 32 7 55
Support for Solely/mostly Pal. 12 13 22 345
parties in T tent Pal 6 18 1 165
Middle East 0 some extent Pal.
conflict Neither /No opinion 3 28 54 856
To some extent Israel 5 47 5 70
Solely/mostly Israel 2 60 9 138
Pro-Israeli Strong (6-8) 3 52 10 162
attitudes .
Medium (3-5) 4 24 63 1035
Weak (0-2) 11 26 23 378
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Values High anti- High Islam- | Percent of N
Variable (index scores) semitism ophobia sample (=100%)
Anti-Israeli Strong (6-8) 22 36 15 231
attitudes .

Medium (3-5) 3 23 66 984

Weak (0-2) 2 34 24 360
Pro-Palesti- Strong (6-8) 7 20 41 650
nian attitudes .

Medium (3-5) 4 31 53 840

Weak (0-2) 9 45 5 85
Xenophobia None (0) 2 5 38 597

Weak (1-2) 2 15 25 387

Some degree (3—4) 7 36 15 236

Medium (5-6) 8 55 9 144

Strong (7-12) 19 83 13 211
Scepticism None (0) 3 3 38 602
towards immi-

Weak (1) 4 12 15 234
grants

Medium (2) 4 29 18 286

Quite strong (3) 4 42 11 171

Strong (4) 13 80 18 282
All 5 27 100 1575

Which side the respondents support in the Middle East conflict and what opinions
they hold on the conflict clearly correlate with antisemitism and Islamophobia in
the expected direction. The exceptions are that the correlation between pro-Pales-
tinian attitudes and antisemitism is weak, and that strong anti-Israeli attitudes go
together with Islamophobia. The first finding indicates that having pro-Palestinian
attitudes is not necessarily a result of antisemitism.?® The second finding may be
a result of xenophobia and scepticism towards immigrants stimulating both anti-
semitism and Islamophobia. These attitudes have clear correlations with antisem-

itism and, in particular, Islamophobia.

26. But the ambiguity of one of the indicators, the statement supporting the right to a state for both

parties to the conflict, may also have contributed to this result.
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In terms of incidence of high levels of Islamophobia, the difference between the
groups at the extremes of the indices of xenophobia and scepticism towards immi-
grants is almost 80 percentage points. It could be questioned whether there is any
merit in considering scepticism towards foreigners or immigrants on the one hand
and antisemitism or Islamophobia on the other as separate phenomena that may
influence each other, as we have done here, or whether they should instead be con-
sidered as different aspects of the same phenomenon, a syndrome that has been
called group-focused enmity.?’

Several of the variables in Table 4.18 are correlated. For example, individuals
displaying high levels of xenophobia will often also be sceptical towards immi-
grants. In order to see what a characteristic in itself means for negative attitudes
towards the minorities, the groups to be compared must be made equal with
respect to the other variables through a multivariate analysis were these variables
are included. This can be done by means of a multivariate regression analysis
(Table 4.19). Since importance of religion according to Table 4.18 did not corre-
late with antisemitism or Islamophobia, this variable is omitted from the analysis.

To ease comparison of the importance of the different explanatory variables,
they are dichotomised in the multivariate analysis. The exception is which side
respondents supported in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which is represented by
two dummy variables, with not taking sides as reference group. With the dichoto-
mised indices of antisemitism and Islamophobia, coded 0 for low value and 1 for
high value, as dependent variables, the linear regression coefficients equal propor-
tion differences. When multiplied by 100 as shown in the table, the coefficients
can be interpreted as percentage differences.?® The bivariate association between
gender and antisemitism in Table 4.19 (—4.9) for example corresponds to the dif-
ference in percentage points between women and men in Table 4.18 (3-8 =-5).

The variables in the table are divided into two categories. The first contains the
social background variables and belief in God, the second opinion on the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict, xenophobia and scepticism towards immigrants. The latter
group of variables lie closer to antisemitism and Islamophobia in the causal chain,
and can be considered as intervening variables producing an indirect effect

27. Andreas Zick, Beate Kiipper and Andreas Hovermann, Intolerance, Prejudice and Discrimina-
tion. A European Report (Berlin: Friedrich Ebert Stiftung, 2011).

28. For arguments for using linear instead of loglinear regression analysis with a dichotomised
dependent variable, see Ottar Hellevik, “Linear versus logistic regression when the dependent
variable is a dichotomy”, Quality & Quantity 43, no. 1 (2009): 59-74, and Carina Mood,
“Logistic regression: Why we cannot do what we think we can do, and what we can do about it”,
European Sociological Review 26, no. 1 (2010): 67-82.
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between the first group of variables and negative attitudes towards Jews and Mus-
lims. They represent potential mechanisms that may explain the correlation
between them.

It could also be possible that the influence works in the opposite direction; for
instance, that Islamophobia leads to scepticism towards immigrants, or that it
works both ways, meaning that these phenomena stimulate each other. This is
impossible to determine with the available data, making the causal interpretation
of the effects uncertain.

The multivariate analysis is performed in two stages. In the first, the social
background variables and belief in God are included. Changes in the bivariate cor-
relation for a variable show how much of this correlation can be explained by the
other variables in the group. For some, such as gender and age, this part of the
association will be indirect effects. For others, it may also be a case of spurious
(non-causal) association caused by variables in the group prior to them in time. In
the second stage, all the variables are included, and the remaining association con-
stitutes the direct effect of the variable in question, given the variables included in
the model and its assumptions of causal direction.

Table 4.19 shows that when we remove differences between women and men
with regard to the other variables, the gender difference for antisemitism is
reduced, but only marginally (from —4.9 to —4.4 percentage points). For Islamo-
phobia, however, the effect of gender is radically reduced when controlled for all
other variables (from —14.2 to —5.1). This can largely be ascribed to the clear gen-
der differences with regard to xenophobia and scepticism towards immigrants evi-
dent in the correlations in Table 4.20. The fact that these correlations are negative
indicates that women — who are assigned high value on the gender variable —have
lower incidences of such attitudes than men. Table 4.19 shows that both xenopho-
bia and scepticism towards immigrants have a strong effect on the likelihood of
scoring high on Islamophobia, and thereby transmit a negative indirect effect
between gender and Islamophobia according to the model.

The results of the final multivariate analysis show that xenophobia has the
strongest effect on the antisemitism index, followed by anti-Israeli attitudes and
supporting the Palestinians in the Middle East conflict, while being a woman
reduces the chances for a high score.

Xenophobia has strongest effect on the level of Islamophobia, closely followed
by scepticism towards immigrants, which had little effect on the incidence of anti-
semitism. Supporting Israel in the Middle East conflict increases the chance for a
high level of Islamophobia. Supporting the Palestinians reduce the chances, and
so does being a woman or young in age.
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TABLE 4.19. Bivariate and multivariate regression analysis with dichotomised

indices of antisemitism and Islamophobia as dependent variables (Regression coeffi-

cients multiplied with 100. Population sample 2017)*

. Antisemitism Islamophobia
High value

Variable (index scores) | Bivariate | Multivariate | Bivariate | Multivariate
Gender Female -4.9 4.8 4.4 -14.2 -14.0 -5.1
Age —44 years 2.4 (2.2) | (-0.5) | -11.5 -99 | 51
Education University -3.5 29 | 1.7 -12.7 -10.4 | (-0.8)
Belief in God Yes (0.5) 0.3)| (1.9 6.1 49 | 26
Israeli-Pal. conflict (2 dummy | Support Israel (-2.6) (-1.3) 33.0 13.9
var.) (Refer. group: Do not

take sides) Support Palest. 6.6 5.4 -18.7 -8.0
Pro-Israeli attitudes Strong (5-8) (-2.6) (-1.9) 12.7 (0.6)
Anti-Israeli attitudes Strong (5-8) 12.6 10.3 5.0 5.5
Pro-Palestinian attitudes Strong (5-8) 0.3) -1.6) | -11.1 (-0.3)
Xenophobia Strong (7-12) 15.9 14.6 64.1 39.9
Scepticism towards immi-

grants Strong (3—4) 6.2 (1.0) 54.4 36.4
Explained variance (adjusted R squared) 0.016 | 0.130 0.056 | 0.419

* In brackets: Not significant (5% level).

Education has a clear bivariate correlation with Islamophobia, which shows little
change when controlled for other social background variables, but disappears

when controlled also for attitudinal variables. Thus, according to our analysis,

education does not have a direct effect, but rather an indirect one, primarily via

xenophobia and scepticism towards immigrants. Such attitudes are less common
among people with university or university college education (Table 4.20).
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TABLE 4.20. Correlation matrix for the independent variables (Pearson’s r. Popula-
tion samples 2011 and 2017 combined)
é g @n 7}
- @« D D
= E T E Z
g = §| £| E %
gl Z E = = = =
= = = Z = i) = @
2 £ 2 E ¢ z § & £
L ] [=3 o0 =) =) 7] p—
= S S = = = n - o
= o = = g = = S = S
Variables High value 3 & = > E z = i g &
Gender Female 1 -0.04| 0.06 | -0.09| —-0.15| -0.15 | —0.01 | -0.06 | 0.04 | —0.03
Age Age 18-44 | -0.04 1 0.05| -0.06 | -0.01 | —0.08 | —0.07 | —0.08 | —0.12 | —0.14
Education University 0.06 | 0.05 1 -0.11 | -0.17| -0.03 | 0.11 | -0.04 | —-0.07 | 0.03
Xenophobia | High -0.09 | —-0.06 | —0.11 1 041| 0.09| -0.12| 0.06| 0.05| -0.12
Immigrant
scepticism High -0.15| -0.01 | -0.17 | 0.41 1 016/ -0.2| 0.07| 0.03| -0.16
Israeli-Pal. Support
conflict Israel -0.15| —-0.08 | —0.03 | 0.09| 0.16 1 -0.28| 04 | -0.18| -0.17
Israeli-Pal. Support
conflict Palest. -0.01 | -0.07| 0.11| -0.12| -0.2| -0.28 1 -0.19| 027, 0.31
Pro-Israeli
attitudes High -0.06 | —0.08 | —0.04 | 0.06| 0.07| 04 | —0.19 1 -0.07| 0.03
Anti-Israeli
attitudes High 0.04| -0.12 | -0.07, 0.05| 0.03| -0.18 | 0.27 | -0.07 1 0.14
Pro-Pal.
attitudes High -0.03| -0.14| 0.03  -0.12| -0.16 | =0.17 | 0.31| 0.03| 0.14 1

An intuitive and perhaps more easily understandable way of documenting the
effects of these variables on antisemitism or Islamophobia is through a tabular ana-
lysis. However, there is a limit to how many characteristics that can be examined
simultaneously in order to avoid getting too few respondents in the cells of the
table. Tables 4.21 and 4.22 use two of the independent variables shown by the mul-
tivariate analysis to have the greatest effect on antisemitism and Islamophobia,
namely xenophobia and opinion on the parties in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
Limiting the number of independent variables to two allows the use of five values
for each in the table, instead of the crude dichotomy used in the regression analysis.
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With two independent variables of five categories each, we get 25 combina-
tions, which provide a wide variation in the proportion with a high level of anti-
semitism (Table 4.21). The percentage ranges from 0 in the bottom left-hand cor-
ner for respondents with no xenophobia who support Israel, to 52 in the upper
right-hand corner for respondents with high levels of xenophobia who support the
Palestinians. Between these extremes, the percentage with high antisemitism
gradually increases in a pattern that follows the main diagonal of the table.

TABLE 4.21. Percent high antisemitism depending on xenophobia and opinion on
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Population samples 2011 and 2017 combined)

Which party supported in the conflict

To some Solely/

Solely/ | To some extent Mostly

Mostly extent Both/ Palesti- Palesti- Diffe-
Xenophobia Israel Israel none nians nians rence
Very high 5.9 11.8 19.6 46.1
High 2.0 3.8 6.9 5.0 20.6 18.6
Medium 0.0 24 2.1 7.7 22.1 22.1
Low 1.5 0.0 1.5 7.4 7.5 6.0
Very low 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.7 4.7 4.7
Difference 59 11.6 18.5 32.5 473 41.4

Table 4.22 for Islamophobia is set up in the same way as Table 4.21. Since the cor-
relation with opinion on the parties in the conflict has the opposite sign as for anti-
semitism, the proportions increase from the bottom right-hand corner to the upper
left-hand corner along the bi-diagonal. The variation ranges from 2% among
respondents with no xenophobia who strongly support the Palestinians, to 91%
among respondents with very high levels of xenophobia who strongly support
Israel.
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TABLE 4.22. Percentage of high Islamophobia depending on xenophobia and opi-
nion on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Population sample 2017)

Which party supported in the conflict

To some | Solely/

Solely/ To some extent Mostly

Mostly extent Both/ Pales- Pales- Differ-
Xenophobia Israel Israel none tinians tinians ence
Very high 66.7 242
High 57.2 30.2
Medium 67.7 444 34.5 333 20.3 47.4
Low 42.1 14.1 15.4 7.1 6.3 35.8
Very low 17.3 22.1 5.8 1.2 1.9 15.4
Difference 73.6 70.4 77.9 71.4 64.8 8.8

In Table 4.21 for antisemitism, the distance between the extreme groups is slightly
greater for xenophobia (columns) than for opinion on the Middle East conflict
(rows), with mean differences of 23.2 and 19.5 percentage points respectively.
This applies even more so for Islamophobia (Table 4.22), with mean differences
of 71.6 and 30.6 percentage points. The pattern testifies to the importance of xen-
ophobia — a general scepticism towards foreigners — for the development of neg-
ative attitudes towards Jews and, in particular, Muslims.

8. EXPLAINING TRENDS IN ANTISEMITISM

The two population surveys have shown a reduction in the share of respondents
with high scores on the antisemitism index in Norway in 2017, down from an
already low level in 2011. The question raised in this section is what can explain
such a trend. It will be addressed first by looking at the role played by generational
replacement versus individuals changing their opinion, secondly by looking at
changes in the variables that, according to the analysis in the previous section,
affect antisemitism.
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8.1 GENERATIONAL REPLACEMENT OR PERIOD EFFECTS

Table 4.18 showed that a high level of antisemitism is three times more common
in the oldest than in the youngest age group: 6% versus 2%. The same holds for
Islamophobia, with 34% versus 10% for the 60+ years old compared to the young
of 18-29 years old.?° Does this reflect a life-phase effect, where people grow more
sceptical toward strangers and foreign cultures as they age? Or is it a sign that new
generations have developed attitudes that differ from those of older generations
due to changed circumstances during adolescence, the formative years for the val-

230 If the latter is the case, this means that generational

ues of an individual
replacement over time will change the population opinion climate. The question
is to what extent replacement explains the reduced antisemitism in Norway, or to
what extent this trend is a result of individuals present through the whole period
changing their opinion, so-called period effects.

These are questions addressed by cohort analysis, where cohorts (generations)
are followed over time to see whether they have stable characteristics that differ
between them, giving rise to generation replacement effects.?! Or does the opinion
of the individuals within the cohorts change over time due to the impact of histor-
ical events or processes, producing so-called period effects that change popular
opinion? This is in contrast to individual changes related to life phase, which will
not affect overall opinion unless the age distribution of a society changes mark-
edly.

Table 4.23 is a standard cohort matrix, with age groups six years wide placed
along the left margin, and the two points of observation, six years apart, placed
over the columns. In this way, we may follow a cohort by reading the table diag-
onally as indicated by the shading. The tendency within the cohorts, as captured
by the mean of their changes, is a reduction of the percentage of high antisemitism
within the cohorts of 1.7 points. It is unlikely that this should be a life-phase effect,
since the tendency is away from, rather than towards, the more negative attitudes
of older people. The reduction is a little less than the change for the population as
a whole between 2011 and 2017 of —2.3 percentage points, indicating that gener-
ational replacement has also played a role.

29. With one decimal 6.0 /2.2 = 2.7 for antisemitism and 34.2 / 10.8 = 3.2 for Islamophobia.

30. Ronald Inglehart, The Silent Revolution—Changing Values and Political Styles Among Western
Publics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977).

31. Norman D. Glenn, Cohort Analysis. Quantitative Applications in the Social Sciences, vol. 5.
(Newbury Park: Sage, 1977).
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TABLE 4.23. Percentage with high antisemitism (Standard cohort matrix, popula-

tion samples)

Year X N=100% (weighted) | Simplified matrix
Birth Cohort
Age 2011 | 2017 cohort change 2011 2017 2011 2017
18-23 8.0 3.0 1988-93 177 94 G.in 3.0
24-29 2.1 1.8 1988-93 —6.2 145 188
30-35 53 5.9 1982-87 3.8 148 199
3641 6.1 52 1976-81 0.1 156 155 Stayers
Time 1
42-47 7.7 43 1970-75 -1.8 168 153 7.6
48-53 5.1 7.7 196469 0.0 157 142 Stayers
Time 2

54-59 | 16.7 | 79 1958-63 2.8 143 203 5.6
60-65 9.0 5.7 1952-57 —11.0 239 154
66-71 8.8 4.8 194651 —4.2 143 168
7277 | 119 | 94 | 194045 1.6 35 102 Ge;' 4°“t
78— 8.9) (0.0 1934-39 9 17
All 7.8 5.5 | Change 2.3 | Mean-1.7 1522 1575

The cohort patterns in Table 4.23 are varied, which to some extent may be a result
of random errors due to small bases for the percentages in the cells. An alternative
to the full matrix is a simplified version where we distinguish between cohorts tak-
ing part in the replacement process — the out-going and the in-coming generation
— and cohorts present at both times (called stayers at time 1 and time 2). The in-
generation is respondents 18-23 years in 2017, who were too young to be part of
the sample from the adult population in 2011. The members of the out-generation
are not as easily defined. It should be those members of the adult population in
2011 that have died between 2011 and 2017. They would have come from several
age groups, but predominantly the oldest ones. In the analysis, we let the age
groups 66 years and older represent the out-generation.

The difference between the in- and the out-generation in the prevalence of high
antisemitism is 3.0 — 9.4 = —6.4, and the change between 2011 and 2017 for the
“stayers” is 5.6 — 7.6 = —2.0. Table 4.24 also gives the results for the three sub-
indices. The differences between the in-coming and the out-going members of the
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population are larger than the changes in opinion for those present at both points
in time.3? This especially holds for prejudice.

TABLE 4.24. The importance of generation and period effects for negative attitu-
des towards Jews (Percent. Population samples)

Indices for negative attitudes
towards Jews

Change over time in Dis- Preju- | Anti- N
popular opinion due to: | Relevant differences: | Dislike | tance dice sem. | (=100%)
In: 18-23 years 2017 2.0 3.9 3.9 3.0 94
Change of members of
population (generational | Out: 66+ years 2011 9.1 10.8 19.6 9.4 187
replacement) .
Difference In — Out -7.1 -6.9 -15.7 -6.4
.. 2017: 24+ years 7.0 6.0 8.5 5.6 1481
Change of opinion among
stayers between 2011 and | 2011: 18-65 years 9.9 8.2 11.0 7.6 1335
2017 . .
Change Time2-Timel -29 2.2 -2.5 -2.0
Resulting population change from 2011 to 2017 -3.1 2.6 -3.8 -23

When the actual changes from 2011 to 2017 for the total samples lie close to the
period effects, the reason is that the group of stayers is so much larger than the
groups being exchanged. This is due to the short time span of six years. Over a
longer period, the generational replacement would involve larger shares of the
population and contribute more to the population trend, but in the present six-year
period not more than 6% are newcomers in 2017.

8.2 CHANGES IN VARIABLES AFFECTING ANTISEMITISM AND
ISLAMOPHOBIA

Why do the in- and out-going generations between 2011 and 2017 differ in atti-
tudes towards Jews? What has caused a net shift in the attitudes of individuals in
the cohorts present at both points in time? This may have to do with changes in
the independent variables that, according to the analyses in section 7.4, have an
effect on antisemitism. For this to be the case, the variables — in addition to affect-

32. Since this is a time series and not a panel study, the respondents are not the same in 2011 and
2017. The results thus are estimates of the net changes taking place within a cohort.



4. ANTISEMITISM AND ISLAMOPHOBIA IN NORWAY 149

ing antisemitism — must have changed in the “right” direction in this time period
(i.e. show a decline for the value that increases the likelihood of antisemitism or
an increase for the value that reduces this likelihood).

The criterion of change in incidence excludes variables such as gender and age,
where the composition of the population will not have changed much during the
time period in question. It also excludes variables with negligible direct effect on
antisemitism in the multivariate analysis in Table 4.19, such as religiosity. This
leaves us with the variables in Table 4.25.

A variable’s contribution to changes in the incidence of high levels of antisem-
itism equals how much it has changed multiplied by its effect on antisemitism. It
turns out that the changes in incidence in particular are so negligible that this con-
tribution amounts to only a few tenths of one per cent. The greatest contribution —
for anti-Israeli attitudes — even has the “wrong” sign; the trend towards slightly
higher incidence of such attitudes should have contributed to more, not less, anti-
semitism. The result, when contributions for all the variables are added up, is —0.2
percentage points.

Considering the actual decline of 2.3 percentage points, we must conclude that
the changes in the variables in Table 4.25 cannot explain the decline in antisemi-
tism in Norway between 2011 and 2017. In order to understand the background
for this development, we must look for trends or events during this period that are
not captured by these variables. One possibility might be increased media and
political attention to antisemitism as a social issue during this period, generated by
terrorist attacks against Jews in Europe, among other things.

TABLE 4.25. Effect of changes in independent variables on the trend in antisemi-
tism (Percent. Population samples)

Incidence Direct effect Change
High values on antisem. X
Variable (index scores) 2011 | 2017 | Change (2017) Direct effect
Education University 284 32.1 3.7 -1.7 -0.06
Middle East conflict Support Palest. | 36.0| 32.4 -3.6 5.4 -0.19
Anti-Israeli attitudes Strong (5-8) 248 | 272 2.4 10.3 0.25
Xenophobia Strong (7-12) 147 134 -1.3 14.6 -0.19
Scepticism towards immigrants | Strong (3—4) 30.6 | 28.8 -1.8 1.0 —-0.02
Antisemitism High (2[g] 3) 7.8 5.5 2.3 Total: -0.21
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For Islamophobia we only have data for social distance in 2011, which show a
small reduction in 2017. For the other indices, the actual amount of change is not
known. Although modest in size, the reduction in xenophobia and scepticism
towards immigrants shown in Table 4.25 may have contributed to a reduced inci-
dence of all kinds of negative attitudes due to the strong effects these variables
have on Islamophobia (Table 4.19).

9. CONCLUSION

The level of negative attitudes towards Jews in Norway is low and declining,
according to our measures. In the 2017 survey, 6.7% scored high on the index of
dislike, a reduction of 3.1 percentage points from 2011. On the index for social
distance, 5.9% scored high in 2017, down 2.6 points from 2011. The percentage
scoring high on the index for prejudice was 8.3 in 2017, down 3.8 points from
2011. The summary index of antisemitism showed that 5.5% had a high score on
at least two of the three sub-indices in 2017, a reduction of 2.3 points from 2011.

The corresponding levels of negative attitudes towards Muslims in 2017 are
much higher. For the dislike index, 27.7% score high, for social distance 19.6%,
for prejudice 34.1% and for the summary index of Islamophobia 27.0%. The only
index where we have results also for 2011 regarding Muslims — social distance —
shows a reduction in high scores of 2.4 percentage points.

In 2017, negative attitudes towards Jews were perceived to be very widespread
by just 2.4% of the respondents. If we add fairly widespread, the result is 19.3%,
a figure which seems high compared to our results for measures of actual popular
opinion. The same holds for the perception of negative attitudes towards Muslims,
which is 16.5% for very widespread and 80.8% when we add fairly widespread.
The perception of the opinion climate regarding Muslims has become less nega-
tive from 2011 to 2017 (5.6 percentage points for the two answers combined).
Regarding Jews there is a tendency in the same direction, but this is too small to
be significant.

There is a clear tendency that the more negative the attitudes of a person
towards Jews or Muslims are, the more likely it is that he or she will perceive the
general opinion climate as negative, and the less likely it is that an effort to combat
harassment against these minorities is seen as necessary.

It turns out that there is a tendency for negative attitudes towards the two minor-
ities to go together. Accordingly, antisemitism and Islamophobia can be seen as
related phenomena rather than opposites, with xenophobia as the most important
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stimulating factor. In addition negative attitudes towards Israel go together with
antisemitism, and scepticism towards immigrants with Islamophobia.

In the years to come, will we see a continuation of the trend towards less nega-
tive attitudes towards these minorities? The development for antisemitism and
Islamophobia in Norway will depend upon generational replacement as well as
individuals changing their opinion influenced by current events. Judging from the
present generational differences, the first process may be expected to stimulate a
continued gradual reduction in the prevalence of negative attitudes towards Jews
as well as Muslims, among other things as a result of an increasing level of high
education in the new generations.

The effect of historical events on attitudes is more uncertain. Up until now the
growing number of immigrants in Norway seems to have affected the attitude of
Norwegians towards Muslims positively, but what will happen in the future
depends on factors such as the level of immigration and the success of the process
of integration. For antisemitism, it is primarily events in the Middle East conflict
that may have an impact on the attitudes of Norwegians.
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APPENDIX: N AND TEST OF ROBUSTNESS

TABLE A1: N for Figures 4.5, 4.11, 4.13, 414 and Table 4.10 (Population sample

2017)
0 1 2 3
Combined index for Scale Low High
0-3 1342 136 61 36
Antisemitism
Low-High 1478 97
0-3 885 234 217 239
Islamophobia
Low-High 1119 456

TABLE A2: N for Table 4.21 and 4.22 (Populations samples 2011 and 2017 combi-

ned)
Which party supported in the conflict
To some | Solely /

Solely / | To some extent Mostly

Mostly extent Both/ Pales- Pales-
Xenophobia Israel Israel none tinians tinians Sum
Very high 68 22 246 31 59 426
High 34 22 164 31 50 301
Medium 58 32 271 70 105 536
Low 56 32 386 104 174 752
Very low 58 32 544 136 312 1082
Sum 274 140 1611 372 700 3097
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TABLE A3. Multivariate regression analysis with different versions of the antisemi-

tism and Islamophobia indices as dependent variable (index with values 0-1, 0-3 or

0-3 versions narrowly and broadly defined. Regression coefficients for the last three
divided by 3. Population sample 2017)*

Antisemitism index

Islamophobia index

High value
Variable (index scores) | 0-1 0-3 | Narrow Broad 0-1 0-3 Narrow | Broad
Gender Female -0.044| -0.052| -0.024| -0.090| -0.051| -0.036| (-0.013) —0.064
Age —44 years (-0.005)| (-0.017)| (0.001)| -0.026, -0.051| -0.064| -0.029 —-0.073
Education University (-0.017)| (-0.019)| (-0.007)| —0.026| (-0.008)| (-0.022)| -0.026| -0.033
Belief in God Yes (0.019) 0.021| (0.002)| (0.012)| -0.026| (0.012)| (-0.001)| (0.012)
Middle East con- | Support (-0.013)| -0.032| -0.018 (-0.017)| 0.139 0.144 0.060 0.125
flict (2 dummy Israel
variables)
(Reference group: Suppovtt’ 0.054 0.058 0.017 0.079| -0.080| -0.085| (-0.009)| -0.109
No opinion) Palestinians
Pro-Israeli Strong (-0.019) | (-0.022)| (0.005)| (-0.028) (0.006)| (-0.012)| (0.020)| (—0.004)
attitudes (5-8)
Anti-Israeli Strong 0.103 0.104 0.032 0.132 0.055 0.068 0.032 0.208
attitudes (5-8)
Pro-Palestinian Strong (-0.016) | (-0.017)| (-0.009)| (0.007)| (-0.003)| (-0.008)| —0.025| (0.009)
attitudes (5-8)
Xenophobia Strong 0.146| 0.136 0.057 0.155 0.399 0.341 0.262 0.305
(7-12)
Scepticism towards | Strong (0.010) 0.024| (0.011) 0.039 0.364 0.347 0.163 0.303
immigrants (3-4)
Explained variance (adjusted Rsq) 0.130 0.198 0.096 0.211 0.419 0.513 0.409 0.450

* Regression coefficients in brackets: Not significant (5% level). In bold: Two strongest effects.
Distribution on the indices: see Figure 4.11 (antisemitism) and 4.12 (Islamophobia). Meaning of broad and
narrow definition: see section 3.5.



