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Correlation between coronavirus
conspiracism and antisemitism:
a cross-sectional study

in the United Kingdom

Daniel Allington*, David Hirsh? & Louise Katz?

This article presents the findings of a survey of UK-resident adults (n = 1790) carried out in December
2021 and designed to test for a relationship between antisemitism and coronavirus conspiracism.
Antisemitism was measured using the Generalised Antisemitism (GeAs) scale, and coronavirus
conspiracism was measured using a version of the Flexible Inventory of Conspiracy Suspicions (FICS).
Hypotheses and methodology were pre-registered, and all data and code are open. There was found
to be a positive correlation between coronavirus conspiracy suspicions and Generalised Antisemitism,
robust to demographic controls. This correlation appears to be entirely accounted for by older forms
of antisemitism: antisemitism as expressed in relation to Israel and its supporters was found to be
associated with coronavirus conspiracism only because both of these variables were associated with
antisemitism as expressed in relation to Jews identified as Jews. Statistical analysis suggests that
these findings may be generalised from the sample to the UK adult population with some confidence,
although no data were collected in other national contexts, such that generalisation to other national
contexts must remain speculative.

There has been a great deal of research into the relationship between medical conspiracy beliefs and attitudes
and behaviours relating to infectious disease, especially with regard to health-protective measures such as
vaccination!™. As of 2022, nearly 100 studies were reported to have found a negative relationship between
COVID-19 preventative behaviours and endorsement of misinformation and conspiracy theories with regard
to the novel coronavirus responsible for COVID-19, i.e. SARS-CoV-19°. However, while many researchers have
argued for a historical and contemporary relationship between antisemitism and other forms of conspiracy
belief®~'8, there has so far been no attempt to test the hypothesis of a statistical association between antisemitism
and coronavirus conspiracism.

Although that hypothesis has not been tested as such, the possibility of such a relationship was assumed in
one of the first British studies of coronavirus conspiracism, which found that ‘around one-fifth [of respondents]
endorsed to some degree [the conspiracy theory] that “Jews have created the virus to collapse the economy for
financial gain”®. This finding received wide coverage in the press?*-%, but was immediately called into question
by scholars who drew attention to methodological problems with the research, both in that the sample is likely
to have been unrepresentative of the UK population, and in that a non-standard response scale was used. The
first scholarly critique of the paper pointed out that the same study reported roughly similar proportions of
respondents blaming Muslims, aliens, pharmaceutical corporations, 5G radiation, or Bill Gates for the pandemic,
with even higher proportions attributing its rise to the machinations of the World Health Organisation, the
United Nations, or the Chinese government, and suggested that the implausibility of these findings called into
doubt the high rate of agreement also found for the antisemitic coronavirus conspiracy theory quoted above?.
Thus it is unsurprising that the findings of a follow-up survey carried out by a different team suggested that the
original study may have exaggerated true levels of agreement with all of the conspiracy theories that it fielded,
both antisemitic and otherwise®.

Despite this, the idea of a relationship between antisemitism and coronavirus conspiracism has remained
of political interest®, and a number of studies have provided qualitative evidence for the plausibility of such a
relationship!”*-*. Moreover, one quantitative study found frequent blaming of Jews for the pandemic in a sample
of Twitter posts about COVID-19*!. Thus, the current study was designed in order to test for the possibility of
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a statistical association between antisemitism and coronavirus conspiracism. In so doing, it aims to contribute
not only to knowledge on the subject of antisemitism and conspiracism, but also to knowledge on the broader
relationship between prejudice and attitudes to the coronavirus, complementing studies of other forms of racism
as manifested during the pandemic.

Although multiple forms of prejudice have been linked to the recent pandemic*>*, there are particular
difficulties in the measurement of antisemitism specifically. It has been persuasively argued that, in the post-
Holocaust era, antisemitism can be expressed not only in relation to Jews identified as Jews, but also in relation
to Israel and its supporters'>**~*!. While this principle has received some critique on a theoretical level*?, it has
received empirical support from all of the various studies which have been carried out to test the hypothesis of
a correlation between attitudes to Jews qua Jews and attitudes to Israel and its supporters in multiple national
contexts'®*~! Recognition that ‘antizionist’ or Israel-focused expressions of antisemitism had been growing
in political force®? led to the formulation of the International Holocaust Remembrance Working Definition of
Antisemitism, generally referred to as the IHRA Definition®, which, as of 2020, had been adopted by 39 coun-
tries, with support also expressed by the United Nations, the Organisation of American States, and the European
Council, Parliament, and Commission®*. Although the precise details of the IHRA Definition are subject to
debate (a point to which we return below), its primary contribution is to acknowledge that antizionist forms of
antisemitism — or antisemitic forms of antizionism — exist and are important, to suggest ways in which such
expressions are typically manifest, and to affirm that criticism of Israel similar to that which is directed against
other states is not antisemitic: all points which are in accordance with the broad thrust of the arguments and
findings of the research literature already cited.

Widespread political and institutional adoption of the IHRA Definition prompted the drafting and release of
two further definitions: the Jerusalem Declaration on Antisemitism®, which is usually regarded as a direct rival
to the IHRA Definition, and the Nexus Document®®, which has been presented as a clarification to the [HRA
Definition. Considerable academic controversy exists around these three definitions®’-%*. However, unanim-
ity exists between all three with regard to the fundamental point that antisemitism may be expressed through
statements about Israel and its supporters as well as through statements about Jews qua Jews: the Jerusalem
Declaration states that ‘hostility to Israel could be an expression of an antisemitic animus, notes that ‘portray-
ing Israel as the ultimate evil or grossly exaggerating its actual influence can be a coded way of racialising and
stigmatising Jews, and provides five examples of attitudes towards or actions taken in relation to Israel which
‘on the face of it, are antisemitic’*, while the Nexus Document states that ‘Israel is a magnet for and a target of
antisemitic behaviour, asserts that ‘[i]t is antisemitic to promote myths, stereotypes or attitudes about Zionism
and/or Israel that derive from and/or reinforce antisemitic accusations and tropes, and likewise provides five
examples of antisemitic attitudes towards or actions taken in relation to Israel®®. Thus, it seems clear that, when
searching for correlations between antisemitism and any other trait, researchers will be reflecting something
approaching a consensus position if they measure endorsement of ‘new’, Israel-related, or antizionist forms of
antisemitism alongside older forms of antisemitism focused on Jews identified as Jews — especially in view of
the scholarly evidence cited above, which establishes that the fundamental insights underpinning all three defini-
tions are congruent with the empirical reality of antisemitism as a social phenomenon. This is exactly what the
current study does, using a validated measurement instrument whose psychometric properties are a matter of
public record (see “Measures’, below).

In order to achieve full transparency, the hypotheses, the data collection methodology, and the confirmatory
analytic methodology were all pre-registered. Where the standard scientific approach of null hypothesis signifi-
cance testing is employed (as here), it has been argued that ‘inferences from pre-registered analyses will be more
reproducible than ... analyses that were not preregistered because the relation between the analysis choices and
findings cannot be influenced by motivation, memory, or reasoning biases’**. Use of pre-registration in this case
thus provides greater confidence that reported findings of confirmatory analysis are not spurious: an important
consideration, given the academic controversy to which this study responds, and also given its political implica-
tions. However, the confirmatory analysis, which simply reports the findings of the hypothesis tests is preceded
by tables of descriptive statistics for the dataset, and by a discussion of associations identified therein which might
be considered to compromise the findings of confirmatory analysis. These associations are further probed in an
exploratory analysis which follows on from the confirmatory analysis. Through this means, and through the use
of straightforward, well-understood, and easily interpretable tests, we hope to provide a relatively conclusive
answer to the question of whether or not a statistical association might have existed, at least in the UK. Moreover,
our open publication of the study’s dataset will enable other researchers to re-interrogate these findings using
alternative analytic methodologies, and also to test for other relationships of interest through secondary analysis.
Although the social context has now changed considerably, with the end of coronavirus pandemic mitigation
policies such as lockdowns and compulsory mask wearing in much of the world, the findings may additionally
provide a baseline for comparison in future research on other forms of prejudice and conspiracism.

Hypotheses

® HI A positive correlation between antisemitism in general and coronavirus conspiracism

® 2 A positive correlation between antisemitism expressed in relation to Jews identified as Jews and corona-
virus conspiracism

® H3 A positive correlation between antisemitism expressed in relation to Israel and its supporters and coro-
navirus conspiracism

Scientific Reports |

(2023) 13:21104 | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-41794-y nature portfolio



www.nature.com/scientificreports/

Methods

Measures

In order to avoid potential problems with the use of a new instrument to measure endorsement of coronavirus
conspiracy theories, an existing, psychometrically-validated instrument was employed, i.e. the five-item Flexible
Inventory of Conspiracy Suspicions or FICS®. This is a standard template which can easily be adapted to meas-
ure conspiracism on virtually any topic, and which had already been adapted to the specific case of coronavirus
conspiracism in at least one peer-reviewed study®. The version of the inventory adopted in the current study (see
Supplementary Information) was identical to that employed in the latter, and a respondent’s mean score across
the items of that inventory is here referred to as his or her Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion (CCS).

Antisemitism was likewise measured using an established instrument, i.e. the Generalised Antisemitism or
GeAs scale (see Supplementary Information), which is is founded on an understanding of contemporary anti-
semitism as finding expression both in attitudes towards Jews qua Jews and in attitudes towards Israel and its
supporters. The development of the Generalised Antisemitism scale and the rationale behind each of its 12 items
has been fully documented in a peer-reviewed article®’, and its factor structure and psychometric validity have
been analysed in a separate peer-reviewed article®’. An advantage of the Generalised Antisemitism scale is that
it can be used to provide separate indices of ‘new’ and ‘old’ antisemitism, or a combined index representing the
overlap between the two. As in other published studies employing this scale, a mean was therefore taken across
all items of the scale to produce a single measure of Generalised Antisemitism (GeAs), and separate means were
also taken across items of the two subscales to produce twin measures of Judeophobic Antisemitism (JpAs) and
Antizionist Antisemitism (AzAs).

Ideology and support for political parties has been found to be relevant to some forms of conspiracy belief®.
For the purposes of the current study, ideological position was measured using YouGov’s standard seven-
point self-placement scale from ‘Very left wing’ to “Very right wing’. It is acknowledged that self-placement
on such a scale is a crude measure of ideology, but it is widely used in studies both of antisemitism® and of
conspiracism®7°. In order to facilitate comparison with other studies, the entire seven-point ideological scale
was retained for the purposes of descriptive analysis, although it could not be incorporated in the main analyses
as its ordinal nature requires the calculation of a different coefficient of correlation. In addition, voting history
was recorded with regard to the December 2019 UK general election, behaviour during which was recoded as a
set of four dummy variables, one each for the two main parties (i.e. the right-wing Conservative Party and the
left-wing Labour Party), one for all other parties, and one for not having voted. Correlations for these variables
are reported in the ‘Sample descriptive statistics’ section, which reports descriptive statistics for the sample, with
the ‘Exploratory analysis’ section being primarily reserved for exploration of a relationship (or, rather, lack of an
expected relationship) which transpired to be more interesting, while also investigating the possible influence of
mutual correlations with the most strongly correlated political or ideological variable.

Data collection

Data were collected by YouGov from a sample of British adults randomly sampled from a recruited panel. As per
YouGov’s standard practice, random sampling was done within quotas for greater demographic representative-
ness. Data collection was carried out online over the weekend beginning on the evening of Friday 17 December
2021. Data were not accessible by any human until the morning of Monday 20 December, and were electronically
delivered to the researcher later that day. The registration document was submitted on Sunday 19 December.
Thus, registration was carried out prior to any human observation of the data. Because the questionnaire was
fielded as part of an omnibus survey, the sample size was not subject to change at the researchers’ request. Alto-
gether, 1790 responses were collected.

Missing data

With regard to all variables, skipped, refused, and ‘don’t know’ responses were treated as missing data, and were
excluded from the mean when scoring Likert measures for each respondent. Where a respondent answered
‘don’t know’ for every item in a single scale or subscale, data for the measure in question were treated as missing.
Data for voting history were recorded as missing for all respondents under the age of 20, regardless of how they
answered the question, as it was impossible for a respondent aged under 20 at the time of data collection to have
taken part in the UK General Election of 2019.

Of the observations collected, 1742 were complete with regard to Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and
Generalised Antisemitism, and 1270 were complete with regard to these variables as well as to the full set of
demographic variables to be employed in the confirmatory analysis (see Sections “Confirmatory analytic meth-
odology” and “Confirmatory analysis”, below). Ideological position was a missing variable for 392 respondents,
with the result that there were only 1006 complete observations for one of the calculations carried out in the
exploratory analysis (see Section “Exploratory analysis’, below).

Confirmatory analytic methodology

All hypotheses were tested first by calculating the product-moment coefficient of correlation (popularly known
as Pearson’s coefficient of correlation), and then by calculating the partial product-moment coefficient of correla-
tion with controls for demographic variables (age, gender, ethnicity, and level of education). Correlations were
calculated both before and after removal of outliers (defined as observations for which the Cook’s distance for
the linear relationship between the dependent and independent variables is greater than three times the mean).
For purposes of controls, educational level was operationalised as a dummy variable (degree/non-degree), as was
gender (female/not female), and ethnicity (white/other-than-white). Hypotheses were tested through calculation
of p values (two-tailed), with a pre-registered cut off of p <0.010. 95% confidence intervals were reported in all
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cases. The pre-registered approach was to report findings for all hypotheses both before and after removal of
outliers, although there did not transpire to be any outliers on the definition employed here.

Power analysis

Given a cutoff of p <0.010 and 1742 complete observations for Generalised Antisemitism and Coronavirus Con-
spiracy Suspicion, an r of 0.10, i.e. the canonical cut-off for a reportable effect in analyses of correlation 7!, can
be detected with 95% power in a two-tailed test. Thus, it was unlikely that a non-negligible bivariate correlation
in the general population would fail to be detected in the sample.

Ethical approval and informed consent

All methods were performed in accordance with the relevant guidelines and regulations. Ethical clearance
was sought and received from the Research Ethics Committee at King’s College London, MRM-20/21-20,918.
Informed consent was obtained from all participants.

Findings
Sample descriptive statistics
See Table 1 for a full breakdown of the sample by demographic variables, ideology, and voting history. The means
and percentages in the table are to be treated as descriptive of the sample rather than as the basis for inference
about the population from which the sample was drawn; as such, no confidence intervals or significance tests are
provided. Respondents are divided by age at the median for the sample, i.e. 49, and both ethnicity and education
are disaggregated further than in the confirmatory analysis, with white British respondents being differentiated
from white respondents of other-than-British backgrounds, and with educational level also being opertionalised
on a tripartite scheme, such that, among those respondents not educated to degree level (referred to here as ‘high’
educational level), those without formal qualifications or whose formal qualifications are considered equivalent
to the standard UK qualifications for age 16 school-leavers (referred to here as ‘low’ educational level) were
distinguished from those with intermediate levels of education (referred to here as ‘medium’ educational level).
Please note that respondents were given the option to identify their gender otherwise than as male or female,
but none chose to do so. It may be observed that younger respondents tended to be more highly educated than
older respondents, and that members of non-white ethnic groups tended to be younger and more highly edu-
cated than white British respondents, but that the most highly-educated ethnic category consisted of non-British
white respondents. It is noted that respondents who did not vote in 2019 contained a higher proportion of white
members of other-than-British origin (unsurprisingly, since citizens of European Union member states are not
eligible to vote in British general elections unless they also hold British citizenship).

For Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, Generalised Antisemitism, Judeophobic Antisemitism, and Antizion-
ist Antisemitism by demographic variables, self-declared ideological position, and voting history, see Table 2.
No attempt at statistical inference is made, in order to avoid exacerbating the multiple comparisons problem,

Age Gender (%) Ethnic group (%) Education (%)  Ideology (%) Vote: 2019 (%)

n M SD ML Fm. WB OW OtW Lo. Md. Hi. LoC C RoC Lb. Cn. Ot. NV

Whole sample 1790 50.2 16.7 47 53 91 4 6 27 39 35 44 22 34 26 36 21 17
Age (median = 49)

18-49 904 36.1 87 44 56 86 5 9 19 37 4 56 21 23 34 22 21 22

50+ 886 64.7 84 51 49 94 3 3 35 40 25 33 23 44 18 49 20 12
Gender

Male 850 52.0 16.2 100 0 90 4 6 25 41 34 38 22 40 24 38 22 16

Female 940 48.6 16.9 0 100 91 4 6 29 3 3 50 22 28 28 33 20 18
Ethnic group

White British 1207 53.3 16.3 47 53 100 0 0 30 39 32 42 22 36 25 40 22 13

Other white 50 482 15.0 50 50 0 100 0 1229 59 61 20 20 24 4 22 49

Other-than-white 75 40.3 14.0 47 53 0 0 100 25 29 A7 47 27 25 37 24 16 22
Education

Low 465 55.7 15.0 44 56 94 2 5 100 0 0 22 33 44 14 47 12 28

Medium 667 50.6 17.3 51 49 93 3 4 0 100 0 43 20 37 26 38 22 13

High 598 46.3 159 46 54 85 7 8 0 0 100 57 18 26 36 26 28 11
Ideology

Left-of-centre 614 464 16.6 46 54 88 6 6 11 38 51 100 0 0 54 8 29 9

Centre 310 51.8 15.6 53 47 90 3 7 32 36 31 0 100 0o 19 37 22 21

Right-of-centre 474 56.6 158 62 38 94 2 4 28 43 30 0 0 100 4 72 14 10
Vote: 2019

Labour 450 453 153 44 56 89 4 8 14 38 48 81 15 4 100 0 0 0

Conservative 620 57.9 15.1 51 49 96 0 3 35 40 25 9 23 68 0 100 0 0

Other 375 504 16.1 50 50 92 4 4 15 39 46 57 21 21 0 0 100 0

None 295 455 144 44 56 80 12 8 46 31 23 31 40 29 0 0 0 100

Table 1. Breakdown of sample by demographic variables, self-declared ideological position, and voting history.
Lb Labour, Cn Conservative, Ot Other, NV Non-voter, LoC Left-of-centre, C Centre, RoC Right-of-centre, Lo
Low, Md Medium, Hi High, WB white British, OW other white, OtW Other-than-white, MI Male, Fin Female.
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correction for which would reduce statistical power for the confirmatory analysis. It may be observed that male
respondents received higher scores for Judeophobic Antisemitism but lower scores for Antizionist Antisemitism
than female respondents, and that respondents of median age or below received higher scores for Generalised
Antisemitism and Antizionist Antisemitism, but very slightly lower scores for Judeophobic Antisemitism, than
respondents of above-median age. It may also be observed that respondents from other-than-white ethnic groups
received higher scores for Generalised Antisemitism, Judeophobic Antisemitism, Antizionist Antisemitism, and
Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, while less highly-educated respondents received higher scores for Gener-
alised Antisemitism, Judeophobic Antisemitism, and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion. There was nothing to
suggest a relationship between level of education and Antizionist Antisemitism.

Respondents identifying with the centre and right of the ideological spectrum had higher mean scores for
Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and Judeophobic Antisemitism than respondents identifying the the left of
the ideological spectrum, while respondents identifying with the left and centre of the ideological spectrum had
higher mean scores for Antizionist Antisemitism and Generalised Antisemitism (which is the overlap between
Judeophobic Antisemitism and Antizionist Antisemitism). Respondents who voted for Labour Party candidates
and for candidates representing parties other than the Labour and Conservative Parties in 2019 had lower mean
scores for Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and Judeophobic Antisemitism (although the difference from
those who voted for Conservative Party candidates was very slight with regard to the latter), while respondents
who did not vote at all had the highest mean scores for Coronavirus Conspiracism, Generalised Antisemitism,
and Judeophobic Antisemitism, and the second-highest mean score for Antizionist Antisemitism, with regard
to which, Labour voters had slightly higher mean scores.

For correlations between all variables used in hypothesis testing, as well as demographic variables and dummy
variables representing ideological position and voting history, see Table 3. No attempt at statistical inference is
again made, for the reasons discussed above. It is noted that, while apparent relationships between ethnicity,
Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, and all forms of antisemitism were noted with regard to Table 2, the corre-
lations are weak, especially with regard to Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, where the correlation is so weak
as to be treated as no correlation at all (although ethnicity was operationalised differently, with two categories
rather than three). Given previous research (see above), the positive correlation between Judeophobic Antisem-
itism and Antizionist antisemitism was expected — a point to which we shall return below. For comparison,
this positive correlation between ‘old’ and ‘new’ forms of antisemitism was equal in strength to the correlation
between considering oneself to fall on the right of the ideological spectrum and not having voted Labour in 2019.

From the point of view of this study’s pre-registered hypotheses, the most notable correlations were the
positive correlations between Judeophobic Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and between
Generalised Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion (see Section “Confirmatory analysis”). These
were stronger than the negative correlations between degree-level education and both Judeophobic Antisemitism
and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion. Correlations between the study’s hypothetical dependent and independ-
ent variables and the various dummy variables representing voting history and self-declared ideological position
were for the most part weak or non-existent, with the exception of the roughly equal although opposite correla-
tions between Judeophobic and Antizionist Antisemitism and declared position on the left of the ideological
spectrum, the negative correlation between Antizionist Antisemitism and both declared position on the right

CCs GeAs JpAs AzAs
n M SD M SD M SD M SD

‘Whole sample 1790 28 12 24 06 21 07 27 07
Age (median = 49)

18-49 904 28 12 24 06 20 08 28 06

50+ 886 2.8 12 23 06 21 07 26 0.7
Gender

Male 850 27 12 24 06 22 08 26 0.7

Female 940 28 1.2 24 06 20 07 28 06
Ethnic group

White British 1207 27 12 23 06 21 07 26 07

Other white 50 27 13 24 08 20 09 27 08

Other-than-white 729 13 26 07 23 09 29 07
Education

Low 465 3.1 1.1 25 06 23 07 27 06

Medium 667 29 12 24 06 21 07 26 0.7

High 598 24 1.1 22 06 18 07 27 0.7
Ideology

Left-of-centre 614 24 11 23 06 18 07 28 06

Centre 310 29 12 24 06 22 07 27 07

Right-of-centre 474 28 1.2 22 06 21 07 24 0.7
Vote: 2019

Labour 450 26 1.2 24 05 19 07 29 06

Conservative 620 28 11 23 06 21 07 25 0.7

Other 375 25 1.2 23 06 20 07 27 06

None 295 32 12 26 06 24 08 28 06

Table 2. Pre-registered dependent and independent variables by demographic variables, self-declared
ideological position, and voting history.
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Demographics Ideology Vote: 2019 IVs DV
Age Fm. OtW HE LoC RoC Lb. Cn. Ot. NV GeAs JpAs AzAs CCS
Age 1.00 -.10 -18  -18 -25 24 -20 .32 .01 -15 -.07 .05 -18  -.01

Fm. -10 1.00 .00 .01 12 -13 .05 -.05 -03 .04 .01 -.12 .15 .04
otw  -18 .00 1.00 .07 .02 -05 .06 -07 -03 .05 11 .08 .10 .03
HE -18 .01 .07 1.00 21 -14 16 -16 .12 -11 -.15 -.23 -.01  -23

LoC -.25 12 .02 21 1.00  -.63 48  -.52 14 -.09 -.01 -.24 23 -20
RoC 24 -13 -05 -14 -63 1.00 -40 b3 -14 -.04 -.09 12 -.28 A1

Lb. -20 .05 .06 .16 48  -40 1.00 -44 -31 -.27 .01 -.15 18 -.08
Cn. 32 -05 -07 -16 -.52 b3 -44 100 -39 -34 =11 .04 -.24 .04
Ot. .01 -03 -03 .12 14 -14 0 -31 -39 1.00 -.24 -.04 -.06 .00 -11
NV -15 .04 .05 -11 -09 -04 -27 -34 -24 1.00 .16 19 .08 .15

GeAs  -.07 .01 A1 -15 -.01 -.09 .01 -11 -.04 .16 1.00 .85 .82 27
JpAs 056 -12 08 -23 -24 12 -15 .04 -.06 .19 .85 1.00 .40 .34
AzAs  -.18 15 10 -.01 23 =28 A8 -.24 .00 .08 .82 .40 1.00 .10
CCS -.01 .04 03 -23 -20 11 -.08 04 -11 15 27 .34 .10 1.00

Table 3. Correlation matrix. Lb Labour, Cn Conservative, Ot other, NV non-voter, LoC left-of-centre, RoC
right-of-centre, Fm female, OtW other-than-white, HE high education, IVs pre-registered independent variables,
DV Pre-registered dependent variable.

of the ideological spectrum and a 2019 vote for the Conservative Party, and the negative correlation between
Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and self-placement on the left of the ideological spectrum. This correlation
was stronger than the correlations between Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and all of the dummy variables
representing voting history (of which those representing votes for the two main parties were so weak as to be
non-reportable).

Treating ideological self-identification as an ordinal variable (very left-wing =lowest, very right-wing =high-
est) and calculating the rank-order coeflicient of correlation (popularly known as Spearman’s coefficient of cor-
relation) was found to make little difference: in the sample, Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion is only weakly
correlated with ideological position when operationalised in this way, ,=0.18, and is uncorrelated with Generi-
alised Antisemitism, ;= —0.03, having a moderate positive correlation with Judeophobic Antisemitism, r,=0.22,
and a stronger negative correlation with Antizionist Antisemitism, ;= —0.28. Similar correlations between
self-identified ideological position and the same measures of antisemitism have been reported in earlier studies
carried out in the same national context'$, indicating that the sample is likely to have been typical in this respect,
at least with regard to the UK adult population.

Confirmatory analysis

For tests of pre-registered hypotheses, see Table 4. There were no outliers, as defined above, and thus there was
no need to report correlations both before and after their removal, as specified in the pre-registration document.
All three hypotheses were supported, both before and after partialing out the demographic variables of age,
female gender, other-than-white ethnicity, and university-level education. That is, coronavirus conspiracism,
measured in the form of Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, was found to be sufficiently positively correlated
with all forms of antisemitism in the sample for the null hypothesis of no correlation in the wider population
to be rejected in all cases at p <0.001 (i.e. a much more stringent level of alpha than the pre-registered cut-off of
p<0.010), both before and after demographic controls. However, H3 — the hypothesis of a correlation between
coronavirus conspiracism and antisemitism as expressed in relation to Israel and its supporters — was only barely
supported, in that the correlation observed in the sample — while very highly statistically significant — was so
weak as to hover on the threshold of reportability (although it became marginally stronger after partialing out
of demographic controls, indicating that the latter variables may have masked the relationship to some extent).

Exploratory analysis
As reported above, Judeophobic Antisemitism and Antizionist Antisemitism were positively correlated,
r(1788)=0.40, t=18.229, p <0.001, 95% CI [0.36, 0.43]. Together with the finding of much stronger corre-
lation between Judeophobic Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion than between Antizionist
Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion (see above), this raised the suspicion that the correlation
between Antizionist Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion might be spurious. This possibility was
investigated on an exploratory basis. Partialing out Judeophobic Antisemitism left a very weak, non-significant
negative correlation between Antizionist Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, r(1739) = —0.04,
t = —1.544, p=0.123,95% CI [-0.08, 0.01]. Additionally partialing out the same demographic controls employed
the confirmatory analysis left virtually no correlation at all between Antizionist Antisemitism and Coronavirus
Conspiracy Suspicion, r(1263) = —0.02, t= —0.567, p=0.571, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.04]. That is, the very weak positive
correlation between Antizionist Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion was found to be entirely
accounted for by the much stronger positive correlations between Antizionist Antisemitism and Judeophobic
Antisemitism and between Judeophobic Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, together with
various mutual correlations with demographic variables.

The descriptive statistics presented above also revealed a moderate positive correlation between ideological
self-placement to the left of the centre and Antizionist Antisemitism, as well as a moderate negative correlation
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DF Low Est. High t P
GeAs 1740 22 27 31 11639  <.001
GeAs (partial) 1264 .22 .27 .32 10.066 <.001
JpAs 1740 .30 .34 38 15.000 <.001
JpAs (partial) 1264 .28 .33 .38 12315 <.001
AzAs 1740 .05 .10 15 4.236  <.001

AzAs (partial) 1264 07 13 A8 4.524  <.001

Table 4. Pre-registered hypothesis tests. Coeflicients reported with 95% confidence intervals.

between such ideological self-placement and both Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and Judeophobic Antisem-
itism. Such mutual associations could potentially mask any association between Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspi-
cion and Antizionist Antisemitism, and exaggerate any association between Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion
and Judeophobic Antisemitism. Accordingly, it was found that controlling for self-placement to the left of the
centre in addition to demographic variables weakened the correlation between Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion
and Judeophobic Antisemitism, 7(999)=0.29, t=9.638, p <0.001, 95% CI [0.23, 0.35], while slightly strengthen-
ing the correlation between Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and Antizionist Antisemitism, r(999)=0.14,
t=4.488, p<0.001, 95% CI [0.08, 0.20] (it made practically no difference to the correlation between Coronavirus
Conspiracy Suspicion and Generalised Antisemitism, r(999) =0.25, t=8.224, p<0.001, 95% CI [0.19, 0.31]).
However, further controling for Judeophobic Antisemitism had the effect of completely destroying the correla-
tion between Antizionist Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion, 7(998) =0.00, t=0.091, p=0.928,
95% CI [-0.06, 0.06]. That is, the moderate association between Judeophobic Antisemitism and Coronavirus
Conspiracy Suspicion indeed appears to have been slightly exaggerated, and the weak association between
Antizionist Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion slightly masked, by mutual correlation with
ideological position. However, even once this is controlled for, the positive relationship between Antizionist
Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion still appears to be entirely accounted for by mutual cor-
relation with Judeophobic Antisemitism.

Discussion

Unlike the sole previous psychological study investigating antisemitism and coronavirus conspiracism, the cur-
rent study has used a representative sample, and, rather than using responses on an unconventional scale to a
single untested questionnaire item which conflated antisemitism and coronavirus conspiracism, it has meas-
ured these two traits separately, using validated instruments that have also been used in other peer-reviewed
studies, and it has calculated coefficients of correlation between these variables both before and after applying
demographic and ideological controls. Because of the particular instrument used to measure antisemitism, it
has been possible to calculate coeflicients of correlation between coronavirus conspiracism and both ‘new’ and
‘old’ forms of antisemitism separately, and to establish whether correlation with either might be explained by
mutual correlation with the other.

The confirmatory analysis presented here suggests that a positive correlation between Coronavirus Conspiracy
Suspicion and all forms of antisemitism exists within the general UK population. However, that analysis does
not sugest that all forms of antisemitism are equally related to coronavirus conspiracism, as the correlation with
Judeophobic Antisemitism appears much stronger than that with Antizionist Antisemitism, and slightly stronger
than that with Generalised Antisemitism (which is the overlap between the two specific forms of antisemitism).
Moreover, exploratory analysis finds that the correlation between Antizionist Antisemitism and Coronavirus
Conspiracy Suspicion appears to be explained by mutual correlation with Judeophobic Antisemitism.

To put this in layperson’s terms, while a person with stronger antisemitic attitudes as expressed in relation to
Israel and its supporters was found to be likely to have (very slightly) higher levels of conspiracy suspicion with
regard to the novel coronavirus, this was only because such a person was likely also to have stronger antisemitic
attitudes as expressed in relation to Jews identified as Jews, and because people who hold those attitudes more
strongly were found to be likely to have (much more notably) higher levels of conspiracy suspicion with regard to
the novel coronavirus. Here, a possible parallel may be drawn with the earlier finding that Antizionist Antisem-
itism correlates only weakly with conspiracy beliefs relating to personal wellbeing, but is correlated much more
strongly with conspiracy beliefs relating to government malfeasance, while Judeophobic Antisemitism correlates
much more strongly with conspiracy beliefs relating to personal wellbeing'®. The measure of conspiracy belief
used in the latter study was the Generic Conspiracist Belief scale, whose ‘personal wellbeing’ factor includes
three conspiracy theories, one involving viruses and/or diseases, and one involving experimental new drugs’?,
and thus has a great deal of overlap with the measure of Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion employed in the
current study. A plausible interpretation of these parallel findings might be that antisemitism expressed in rela-
tion to Jews identified as Jews is more personal in character than antisemitism expressed in relation to Israel and
its supporters, and that medical conspiracy theories such as might relate to the novel coronavirus, being more
directly personal, might for that reason tend to appeal to the same people.

Given this argument, it may be worth noting that correlations between Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion and
dummy variables representing voting history were at best weak, perhaps indicating that the pandemic was simply
not perceived as a party-political issue. This contrasts with a recent US-based study’s finding that COVID-19
conspiracy beliefs were among those conspiracy beliefs that correlate most strongly with political partisanship®.
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Although attitudes to the novel coronavirus became heavily politicised in some national contexts, including the
US”, this was not the case in the UK, where policies related to vaccination and mask-wearing were supported
both by the right-wing government of the day and by its left-wing opposition, perhaps due to greater political
trust’: for example, Conservative MP Andrew Bridgen’s characterisation of mass vaccination as ‘the biggest crime
against humanity since the Holocaust’ placed him at odds with the rest of his party, and led to his permanent
expulsion from it”>. Here, we should also note our finding that Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion was more
strongly correlated with self-declared ideological position than with voting history, even though that mutual
correlation still appeared to account for only a small part of the correlation between Coronavirus Conspiracy
Suspicion and Judeophobic Antisemitism.

It is important not to draw from these findings the implication that the circulation of conspiracy beliefs
involving the pandemic will have led to an increase in anti-Jewish sentiment. Scholars have persuasively argued
that conspiracy beliefs are not attributable to short-term exposure to conspiracist discourse, being ‘the product
of deep-seated motivations (e.g., identities, ideologies)’ ’®. Thus, it is entirely plausible that those who came
to harbour conspiracy suspicions with regard to the pandemic did so because of pre-existing ideological and
psychological motivations disposing them not only towards endorsement of these conspiracy theories, but also
towards antisemitism. On the evidence of this study, however, these motivations (if they exist) do not appear
to have been captured by the demographic, ideological, or political variables studies here, despite the observed
association between self-placement otherwise than on the left of the subjective ideological spectrum and both
Judeophobic Antisemitism and Coronavirus Conspiracy Suspicion. Thus, the finding of a statistical association
between antisemitism and coronavirus conspiracism in the general UK population remains important because
it supports the view that the apparent relationship discerned by previous studies of activist and social media
discourse may not have been limited to those two spheres, and also because it does not seem to be explicable in
terms of mutual correlation with standard demographic, political, and ideological variables.

Limitations

Because this study is purely cross-sectional, it cannot be taken to support or refute causal hypotheses, such as the
hypothesis that promotion of conspiracy theories may contribute to antisemitism. Moreover, data collection fell
several months after the UKs last coronavirus lockdown, which came to an end on 19 July 2021, but very shortly
after the UK government’s introduction of compulsory mask-wearing in many indoor settings’’, and it would
appear plausible that levels and correlates of coronavirus conspiracism may have varied over time and in response
to such developments as these’®. In addition, the data collection instrument did not measure coronavirus-related
conspiracy beliefs, but only coronavirus-related conspiracy suspicions, and, while conspiracy suspicions have
been found to be a good proxy for conspiracy beliefs®®, the two are not necessarily identical. Lastly, it has been
argued that scales eliciting endorsement or rejection of antisemitic attitudes are likely to be affected by social
desirability bias, and thus to underestimate antisemitism among highly-educated people who are better able to
anticipate how their responses might be interpreted”.

Scope for further work

Future work investigating the association of antisemitism with apparently unrelated conspiracy theories will be
necessary in order to identify underlying factors potentially explaining such association, possibly by employing
more nuanced measures of ideology such as populism or authoritarianism'®# or perhaps by exploring the role
of personality traits, including dark personality traits®®. A further avenue to be explored is the possibility that
antisemitism may correlate with belief in non-antisemitic conspiracy theories because conspiracy theories form a
mutually reinforcing network of beliefs®: the conspiratorial character of antisemitism has been observed in many
previous studies (see above), such that an argument can be made that antisemitism could itself to some extent
be considered to constitute a conspiracy theory. Finally, it may be necessary to test for any possible relationship
between conspiracism and further forms of racial, ethno-religious, or national prejudice, such as anti-Black,
anti-Muslim, and anti-Chinese bigotry, in order to establish the extent to which antisemitism is unusual among
or typical of such forms of prejudice in its relationship, either to coronavirus conspiracism in particular, or to
conspiracism in general.

Technical note
All analyses were carried out in R v. 4.2.3%!, with use of the pwr package, v. 1.3-0% for power analysis and the
psych package, v. 2.2.3% for partial correlations and statistical inference.

Data availability
The datasets generated and analysed during the current study, as well as the pre-registration document and rep-
lication code for the study itself, are available in the Open Science Framework repository, https://osf.io/yu4ar/.
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