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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
The study examines antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes in Received 17 February 2025
Sweden, analyzing their links to prejudicial attitudes, conspiracy ~ Accepted 13 February 2026
beliefs, and institutional trust. Based on a representative survey of
3,507 individuals, the findings reveal that antisemitism and anti- Antisemitism: anti
R X . R ntisemitism; anti-Israel
Isragl a.tt.ltude§ are rglated, t?ut dlff'e.r in important ways. attitudes; government trust;
Antisemitism is associated with anti-immigrant and sexist media confidence; anti-
attitudes and greater endorsement of conspiracy beliefs, but is Zionism; prejudice
unrelated to institutional trust. By contrast, anti-Israel attitudes
are unrelated to anti-immigrant attitudes and are positively
associated with governemnt trust and media confidence. Cluster
analyses have identified three profiles: Neutral Moderates (low
antisemitism and low anti-Israel attitudes), Critical Engagers (low
antisemitism but moderate anti-Israel attitudes), and Distrustful
Sceptics (heightened levels of both). These profiles differ in socio-
demographic characteristics, prejudicial attitudes, and conspiracy
beliefs, with higher institutional trust increasing the likelihood of
belonging to Critical Engagers. The findings suggest that
institutional trust may channel individuals toward stronger anti-
Israel attitudes, particularly in Sweden.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

The relationship between antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes has long been a central
focus in scholarly debates. A substantial body of research demonstrates that, although
not identical, these attitudes are strongly related and frequently overlap (e.g. Allington
and Hirsh 2019; Cohen et al. 2009; Wistrich 2010). At the same time, recent empirical evi-
dence suggests that antisemitic and anti-Israel attitudes represent two separable facets of
a shared underlying disposition (conceptualized as generalized antisemitism), which may
have different antecedents and correlates (Allington, Hirsh, and Katz 2022; 2023).

The existing literature argues that antisemitism should not be narrowly viewed as hos-
tility, prejudice, or discrimination toward Jews; rather, in much historical and sociological
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analysis, it is conceptualized as a broader worldview - a “certain perception of Jews, which
may be expressed as hatred”, in the wording of the IHRA Working Definition of Antisemit-
ism — with deep cultural, theological, and conspiracist roots (IHRA 2016; see also Fine and
Spencer 2017; Hirsh 2017; Rich 2021). By contrast, anti-Israel attitudes typically involve
negative evaluations of the policies or actions of the Israeli state. Yet, the literature also
demonstrates that, in some contexts, discourse about Israel can recycle classic antisemitic
tropes, making the boundary between the two analytically complex (e.g. Fine and
Spencer 2017; Hirsh 2017; Rich 2021; Wistrich 2010).

Our study contributes to the literature by examining antisemitic and anti-Israel atti-
tudes in the Swedish context, focusing on how they are related to prejudice toward
other groups, conspiracy beliefs, and, in particular, institutional trust. Sweden rep-
resents a particularly relevant case given its distinctive political and social environment.
Notably, it is one of the few OECD countries that has officially recognized Palestine,
underscoring its distinctive stance on Middle East politics (Government of Sweden
2018). At the same time, Sweden has consistently ranked among the countries with
the lowest levels of antisemitism in Europe, according to the surveys by the Anti-Defa-
mation League (ADL 2014; 2019) in 2014 and 2019. Moreover, Swedish mainstream
media and political discourse have often been more openly critical of Israeli policies
than in other Western European countries, reflecting a distinctive institutional
framing within the public domain (e.g. Bachner 2010; S6derin, Borgstrom, and Svensson
2024). Altogether, political and media discourse critical of Israeli policies alongside com-
paratively low levels of antisemitism provides a distinctive context for examining how
antisemitic and anti-Israel attitudes relate to prejudice, conspiracy beliefs, and insti-
tutional trust.

Antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes: overlap and divergence

Prior research across national contexts has provided consistent evidence that antisemit-
ism and anti-Israel attitudes are strongly related and frequently overlap, particularly in
their more extreme forms of expression (e.g. Baum and Nakazawa 2007; Cohen et al.
2009; Kaplan and Small 2006). More recent studies have clarified this relationship by
showing that antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes differ in their attitudinal and ideologi-
cal correlates. For instance, Beattie (2017) found that antisemitism was strongly associated
with extreme anti-Israel attitudes, such as delegitimization of Israel or comparisons
between Israel and Nazi Germany. Yet, moderate criticisms of Israeli government were
only weakly linked to antisemitism and were closely associated with pacifist and
human-rights orientations. Importantly, Beattie showed that many respondents with
low or moderate anti-Israel attitudes did not endorse antisemitic beliefs, underscoring
that criticism of Israel does not necessarily equate to antisemitism. Similarly, Staetsky
(2017, 2020) found that individuals holding antisemitic views were more likely to
express hostility toward Israel, and anti-Israel attitudes emerged as one of the strongest
predictors of antisemitism even after controlling for other social and political factors. At
the same time, he demonstrated that many individuals, particularly younger, educated,
and left-leaning respondents, expressed anti-Israel views without endorsing antisemitic
beliefs, whereas the strongest convergence between the two sets of attitudes was
found among Muslim respondents and individuals on the far right.
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More recently, Binstok and colleagues (2024) revealed a strong relationship between
antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes, especially in the context of social media discourse,
where anti-Israel expressions frequently draw on classic antisemitic tropes such as conspi-
racy theories about Jewish control and power. At the same time, their analyses demon-
strated that many individuals with strong anti-Israel attitudes did not endorse
antisemitism and were more likely to be younger, highly educated, politically left-
leaning, and more favorable toward immigrants and Muslims. By contrast, individuals
who combined strong anti-Israel sentiments with antisemitic beliefs tended to be
older, more right-wing, less educated, and more hostile toward other minority groups.
Taken together, the findings suggest that antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes are
closely related and frequently overlap. At the same time, while antisemitism plays a
central role in driving the most extreme forms of anti-Israel hostility, the two sets of atti-
tudes differ in their antecedents and correlates.

Drawing on existing literature, we formulated several expectations using two comp-
lementary methodological approaches: (a) analysis of associations between variables
and (b) analysis of clusters among respondents. First, we examined associations among
study variables using regression analyses, which assess how antisemitism, anti-Israel atti-
tudes, prejudice, conspiracy beliefs, and institutional trust are related on average across
the sample. By focusing on population-level associations, this approach captures patterns
that are typical for the average respondent and assumes linear relationships that apply
uniformly across individuals. Second, we conducted cluster analysis of individual
profiles to examine how antisemitic and anti-Israel attitudes are combined within individ-
uals. Rather than assuming the same linear associations for everyone, this approach ident-
ifies clusters or profiles of people who combine antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes in
distinct ways, capturing both linear and non-linear patterns that may coexist within the
population.

Specifically, we expected that antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes would be closely
related across the sample as a whole (Expectation 1a). Moreover, we expected to identify
distinct attitudinal profiles within the Swedish population based on their different com-
binations of antisemitic and anti-Israel attitudes (Expectation 1b). In particular, we antici-
pated to identify a profile characterized by moderate-to-high anti-Israel attitudes but low
levels of antisemitism. We further expected that this profile would differ from other
profiles, especially individuals who display heightened levels of both anti-Israel and anti-
semitic attitudes, who are also likely to be characterized by stronger prejudicial attitudes
toward other groups and greater endorsement of conspiracy beliefs.

Are antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes linked to prejudicial attitudes
and conspiracy beliefs?

Existing literature suggests that antisemitism is strongly associated with prejudicial orien-
tations toward different groups, including sexism, anti-immigrant sentiments, and other
forms of social bias (Zick et al. 2008; Zick, Kipper, and Hovermann 2011). Previous
studies have shown that individuals who endorse antisemitic beliefs are also more
likely to express hostility toward immigrants, refugees, women, LGBTQ+ people, and
other marginalized groups (e.g. Friehs et al. 2022; Heitmeyer et al. 2013; Zick et al.
2008). At the same time, recent research highlights that although antisemitism is
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empirically related to other prejudicial attitudes, it cannot be viewed as a component of
generalized prejudice rooted in inequality and social dominance. Specifically, Meuleman
and colleagues (2019) demonstrated that antisemitism, while correlated with other forms
of outgroup hostility, retains substantial group-specific components. Only about one
quarter of its variance was explained by a general prejudice factor, with the remainder
reflecting unique antecedents such as religious involvement and symbolic threat. This
suggests that antisemitism, although related to other prejudicial orientations, has distinct
roots.

By contrast, anti-Israel attitudes are less consistently linked to other prejudicial beliefs.
While they often overlap with antisemitic attitudes, they can also reflect specific political,
ideological, or moral objections to the actions and policies of the Israeli state (Beattie
2017; Kempf 2011, 2015). Prior empirical evidence suggests that individuals who
express anti-Israel attitudes do not necessarily harbor prejudices against other margina-
lized groups, such as immigrants. For instance, in his recent comparative overview of
surveys, Bergmann (2021) showed that while xenophobia has a strong effect on antisemit-
ism, it is not significantly related to anti-Israel attitudes. Similarly, Binstok, Gould, and
Kaplan (2024) found that individuals who express highly negative views toward Israel
but do not exhibit significant signs of antisemitism are much more likely to hold more
favorable views of foreigners. The researchers also demonstrated that criticism of Israel
increases with holding positive views about how foreigners contribute to society.

Taken together, based on the existing empirical findings, we expected antisemitism to
be positively associated with anti-immigrant and sexist attitudes, whereas anti-Israel atti-
tudes would show weaker or no such associations (Expectation 2a). In addition, we antici-
pated that the individual profile characterized by moderate-to-high levels of anti-Israel
attitudes but low levels of antisemitism would display lower levels of sexist and anti-immi-
grant attitudes, compared with individuals with heightened levels of both anti-Israel and
antisemitic attitudes (Expectation 2b).

Conspiracy beliefs provide another important lens, as they often reflect hostile world-
views that attribute hidden control over societal and political events to powerful out-
groups (Aaronovitch 2010; Byford 2011; Douglas et al. 2019). Antisemitism has long
drawn on conspiracy theories, including myths of Jewish financial control or world dom-
ination (Imhoff and Bruder 2014; Kofta and Sedek 2005). For example, recent experimental
research (Jolley, Meleady, and Douglas 2020) has shown that exposure to conspiracy the-
ories about Jewish people increases antisemitism and reduces willingness to vote for a
Jewish political candidate. Moreover, the study found that such exposure is also linked
to prejudice toward several secondary outgroups, including Asians, Arabs, Americans,
Irish, and Australians.

At the same time, the relationship between anti-Israel attitudes and conspiracy beliefs
may be more nuanced and context-dependent. On the one hand, existing literature
suggests that conspiracy theories often portray Israel as a powerful actor that influences
global events (Allington, Buarque, and Barker Flores 2021; Allington and Joshi 2020),
linking anti-Israel discourse to broader conspiratorial worldviews. Such narratives
reinforce hostility toward Israel by framing the state as part of a secretive and controlling
elite, echoing the conspiratorial themes that fuel antisemitism. In line with these theoreti-
cal arguments, prior empirical research (Allington and Joshi 2020; Kempf 2011, 2015;
Kofta, Soral, and Bilewicz 2020) has demonstrated that although antisemitic and anti-
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Israel attitudes generally load on two distinct factors, there is one significant overlap: the
belief in Jewish world domination or a global Jewish conspiracy. This conspiracy belief
serves as a common thread linking certain antisemitic views with anti-Israel narratives.

On the other hand, prior research suggests that anti-Israel attitudes are linked only to
specific conspiracy beliefs rather than to conspiratorial thinking more broadly. Specifi-
cally, Swami (2012) found that belief in a Jewish conspiracy was associated with anti-
Israel attitudes, whereas generic conspiratorial thinking did not emerge as a significant
predictor. Similarly, a more recent study by Allington, Hirsh, and Katz (2023) demonstrated
that negative attitudes toward the state of Israel and its supporters were most strongly
linked to conspiracy beliefs related to government malfeasance. In contrast, antisemitic
attitudes were more closely associated with conspiracy beliefs about personal well-
being. These findings suggest that conspiracy beliefs relate differently to antisemitic
and anti-Israel attitudes depending on their content.

Taken together, prior research suggests that antisemitism is strongly linked to conspir-
atorial worldviews, whereas anti-Israel attitudes show more context-dependent
associations. Accordingly, we expected antisemitism to be positively associated with
greater endorsement of conspiracy beliefs, whereas anti-Israel attitudes would show
weaker or more selective associations (Expectation 3a). Moreover, we anticipated that
the individual profile characterized by moderate-to-high levels of anti-Israel attitudes
but low levels of antisemitism would display lower endorsement of conspiracy beliefs,
compared to individuals with heightened levels of both anti-Israel and antisemitic atti-
tudes (Expectation 3b).

What role does institutional trust have to play?

In understanding the complex relationship between antisemitism and anti-Israel atti-
tudes, it is important to examine broader socio-psychological factors that might shape
these attitudes (Jaspal 2023). Among these, institutional trust, encompassing trust in gov-
ernment and confidence in the media, is particularly relevant, as it might influence how
individuals form their opinions about Israel and their attitudes toward the Israeli-Palesti-
nian conflict.

Existing literature suggests that institutional trust plays a pivotal role in shaping indi-
viduals’ policy preferences by offering a lens through which they can interpret and navi-
gate complex global issues (Hetherington 2004; Jeannet, Heidland, and Ruhs 2023). This
trust helps individuals structure their views on specific matters based on broader and
more abstract beliefs (Hurwitz and Peffley 1987). Specifically, when faced with complex
policy matters, individuals tend to rely on cognitive simplification strategies that
reduce the time and cognitive effort to form their opinions (Lau and Redlawsk 2001). In
these situations, institutional trust acts as a heuristic device, or mental shortcut, allowing
individuals to process information more efficiently without extensive fact-finding (Hether-
ington 2004; Jeannet, Heidland, and Ruhs 2023). Consequently, an individual's level of
trust in government institutions influences how they process information and develop
their political opinions and policy preferences. Supporting these theoretical arguments,
prior empirical research has shown that trust in government was strongly linked to
people’s attitudes on a range of policy issues, including racial (Hetherington and Globetti
2002), pro-immigration (Macdonald 2021), and foreign (Hetherington and Husser 2012)
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policies. Relatedly, a recent study by Agovino, Carillo, and Spagnolo (2022) based on data
from the World Values Survey, Wave 5, 2005-2009, for 19 countries has demonstrated that
the coverage and negative tone of news attenuate pro-immigration attitudes, albeit only
for those with high trust in the media.

Applied to the context of the present study, individuals with high government trust are
more likely to align with official governmental positions on Israel and adopt its perspec-
tive on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. In other words, citizens who trust government tend
to accept the government’s framing of Israel’s role in the conflict. In Sweden, where the
government has historically supported Palestinian self-determination and been critical of
Israeli policies, individuals with higher institutional trust may be more likely to view Israel
as bearing greater responsibility for the conflict. Consequently, they may perceive Israel as
less deserving of support compared to Palestinians, who are often portrayed as victims of
circumstances beyond their control.

Similarly, high confidence in the media may reinforce alignment with media narratives
that reflect the government’s critical stance toward Israel. When media coverage empha-
sizes that Israel’s actions are avoidable or within its control, individuals may be more
inclined to attribute responsibility for the ongoing conflict to Israel and, therefore, view
it as less deserving of sympathy or support. This pattern reflects a broader role of insti-
tutional trust, whereby individuals are more likely to accept the judgments of trusted
institutions, both government and media, without engaging in deeper cognitive analysis.
In such cases, people rely more heavily on simplified heuristics to form their opinions,
which can further reinforce the narratives presented by these institutions.

Given the potential role of institutional trust in shaping anti-Israel attitudes, we
expected trust in government and confidence in the media to be positively associated
with anti-Israel attitudes, but negatively or not significantly associated with antisemitism
(Expectation 4a). Moreover, we expected that trust in government and confidence in the
media would serve as significant predictors of membership in the cluster characterized by
moderate-to-high anti-Israel attitudes but low levels of antisemitism (Expectation 4b). At
the same time, we argue that trust in government and confidence in the media are unli-
kely to be significant predictors in the cluster with both heightened anti-Israel attitudes
and high antisemitism.

The present study

Building on prior research (e.g. Allington, Hirsh, and Katz 2023; Beattie 2017; Staetsky
2017, 2020), the present study seeks to examine antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes
within the Swedish population. We combined two approaches: (a) analysis of associations
between variables to assess how antisemitism, anti-Israel attitudes, prejudice, conspiracy
beliefs, and institutional trust are related on average across the sample; and (b) analysis
of clusters among respondents to identify distinct attitudinal profiles based on different
levels of antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes.

Drawing on prior literature and empirical evidence, we formulated four sets of expec-
tations. First, we expected antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes to be closely and posi-
tively associated (Expectation 1a), and also anticipated to identify distinct attitudinal
profiles based on different levels of antisemitic and anti-Israel attitudes (Expectation
1b), most notably a profile characterized by moderate-to-high anti-Israel attitudes but
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low antisemitism. Second, we expected antisemitism to be positively associated with anti-
immigrant and sexist attitudes, whereas anti-Israel attitudes would show weaker or no
such associations (Expectation 2a). We further anticipated that the profile characterized
by moderate-to-high levels of anti-Israel attitudes but low levels of antisemitism would
display lower levels of sexist and anti-immigrant attitudes, compared to the profile
with heightened levels of both anti-Israel and antisemitic attitudes (Expectation 2b).
Third, we expected antisemitism to be positively associated with conspiracy beliefs,
while anti-Israel attitudes would show weaker and more selective associations (Expec-
tation 3a). We also anticipated that the profile characterized by moderate-to-high levels
of anti-Israel attitudes but low levels of antisemitism would display lower endorsement
of conspiracy beliefs compared to the profile in which both anti-Israel and antisemitic atti-
tudes are heightened (Expectation 3b). Finally, we expected institutional trust to play a
differentiating role: trust in government and confidence in the media would be positively
associated with anti-Israel attitudes but negatively or not significantly associated with
antisemitism (Expectation 4a). Moreover, we anticipated the institutional trust to be a sig-
nificant predictor of membership in the profile characterized by moderate-to-high levels
of anti-Israel attitudes but low levels of antisemitism (Expectation 4b), as these individuals
may be more likely to align with government and media narratives regarding the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict.

Method
Procedure and participants

The data for this study were drawn from a nationally representative survey on antisemitic
attitudes in Sweden, coordinated by the Living History Forum (Bachner and Bevelander
2021) and administered by Novus in late summer 2020. The survey targeted individuals
aged 18-79 and employed a stratified random sample drawn from the Novus Sweden
Panel, which is demographically representative in terms of gender, age, and region. To
ensure sufficient representation of foreign-born individuals, respondents born outside
Europe were oversampled using both the Novus panel and a quality-assured partner
panel (Norstat). Data were collected between August 26 and September 7, 2020, yielding
3,507 completed responses. The overall response rate was 61 per cent, and the data were
weighted to reflect the population distribution by geographical origin. The survey
received approval from the Ethics Review Authority. Our final analytic sample consisted
of 3,507 individuals, with 49.7 per cent being female. Most participants were born in
Sweden (82.9 per cent) and had completed tertiary education (56.2 per cent), and the
majority reported a monthly income between 10,000 and 49,999 SEK.

Measures

Antisemitism

Antisemitic attitudes were assessed using an eight-item scale that captures both tra-
ditional antisemitic beliefs and attitudes related to the Holocaust. The scale assessed per-
ceptions of Jewish power and influence as well as beliefs that blame Jews for historical
and contemporary events. Traditional antisemitism included items that reflect



8 L. KOROL AND P. BEVELANDER

stereotypes about Jewish power and control over global affairs (e.g. “The Jews have great
influence over the media”; “The Jews have great influence over the world economy”; “The
Jews control U.S. foreign policy”). Holocaust-related antisemitism included statements
that deny, distort, or exploit the Holocaust, reflecting a more specific and historically
anchored form of antisemitism. Sample items included: “The Jews believe they are the
only ones who have suffered in history”; “The Jews exploit the Nazis' Jewish extermination
(Holocaust) in economic matters”; and “The persecution and hatred of the Jews is partly
the Jews’ own fault”. Participants were asked to respond on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale demonstrated good internal con-
sistency (Cronbach’s alpha =.891).

Anti-Israel attitudes

Anti-Israel attitudes were measured using a scale designed to capture participants’ senti-
ments and opinions toward the state of Israel. This scale included items that addressed
various political, social, and cultural criticisms of Israel. Participants were asked to
respond on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Sample items included: “Which of the parties do you most sympathize with in
the conflict between Israel and Palestine?”; “Israel’s occupation of Palestinian territories
is unacceptable” (reversed item); and “Israel’s treatment of the Palestinians is reminiscent
of the Nazis’ treatment”. This scale demonstrated good internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alpha =.807).

Prejudicial attitudes
Prejudicial attitudes were assessed using scales measuring anti-immigrant attitudes and
sexist attitudes, with higher scores indicating stronger prejudice.

Anti-immigrant attitudes. Anti-immigrant attitudes were assessed using a scale asses-
sing negative evaluations of immigrants and immigration policies, particularly concerning
societal integration and cultural values. Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale,
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample items included: “Many
immigrants have come to Sweden and worked their way up in society”; “It's about
some not trying hard enough. About immigrants”; and “Immigrants who live here
teach their children other values and abilities”. The scale demonstrated good internal con-
sistency (Cronbach’s alpha = .856).

Sexist attitudes. Sexist attitudes were measured using a scale that captured traditional
and discriminatory views about gender roles and sensitivity to sexism. Responses were
recorded on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Sample items included: “Women are too easily offended”; “Most women interpret
innocent comments as sexism”; and “Men are too easily offended”. The scale demon-
strated acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha =.624).

Conspiracy beliefs

Conspiracy beliefs were assessed using three items designed to measure endorsement of
common conspiracy theories involving Jewish influence and control. Respondents were
asked to indicate whether they believed that there was any truth in the following
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statements: “Jews control immigration to Sweden and other European countries”; “Finan-
cier George Soros secretly controls much of what happens in the world”; and “The terrorist
group Islamic State was created by Israel to divide its enemies”. Responses were recorded
on a three-category response scale: | believe there is something in it, | do not believe there is
anything in it, and Don’t know. For analysis, responses were recoded into a binary variable
(1 =endorsement, 0 = rejection; “don’t know” treated as missing). An index was created
by averaging the three items, with higher values indicating greater endorsement of con-
spiracy beliefs. The items showed moderate internal consistency (Cronbach’s a=.578),
demonstrating its reliability in measuring these attitudes.

Government trust

Government trust was measured with a single item asking respondents to rate their trust
in the government on a 5-point scale (1=/ow confidence, 5= high confidence). Higher
scores indicated greater trust in the Swedish government. Single-item measures of politi-
cal trust have been shown to demonstrate adequate validity and reliability (Allington,
Buarque, and Barker Flores 2021; Bergkvist and Rossiter 2007; Kari¢ and Mededovi¢ 2021).

Media confidence

Confidence in the media was assessed using two items measuring confidence in the news
reporting of Swedish Television (SVT) and Swedish Radio (SR). Responses were recorded
on a 5-point Likert scale, with higher scores indicating greater confidence in media accu-
racy and fairness. The scale demonstrated excellent internal consistency (Cronbach'’s
alpha=.932).

Social distance

Social distance was measured by asking participants how comfortable they would feel in
various social situations involving Jews. Participants were presented with scenarios such
as having a Jewish neighbor, coworker, or family member by marriage and rated their
comfort level on a 5-point Likert scale, with higher scores indicating a greater sense of
social distance. The scale demonstrated good reliability in this study (Cronbach'’s alpha
=.879).

Data analysis

We used a two-step methodological strategy that combined analyses of associations
between variables with analyses of clusters among respondents. First, we examined
population-level associations by computing Pearson correlations and conducting hier-
archical multiple regressions with antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes as dependent
variables. Socio-demographic variables (gender, age, education, and country of birth)
were entered in Step 1, followed by social distance (Step 2), prejudicial attitudes (anti-
immigrant and sexist) and conspiracy beliefs (Step 3), and institutional trust, including
trust in government and confidence in the media, at Step 4.

Second, we identified attitudinal profiles based on joint levels of antisemitism and anti-
Israel attitudes, using a two-step clustering procedure (Hair et al. 2010). First, mean scores
on the antisemitism and anti-Israel attitude scales were standardized and entered into a
hierarchical cluster analysis using Ward's linkage method and squared Euclidean distances
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to determine the optimal number of clusters (Hair et al. 2010). The cluster solution was
evaluated based on inspection of the dendrogram, explained variance, and the concep-
tual coherence of the resulting groups. Second, this solution was refined using k-means
clustering, which reallocates individuals to minimize within-cluster variance and maximize
between-cluster differences.

Additionally, to assess differences between the identified clusters in antisemitic and
anti-Israel attitudes, we conducted a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), fol-
lowed by post-hoc tests. To examine differences in prejudicial attitudes and conspiracy
beliefs across clusters, we conducted Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA),
controlling for age, gender, education, and country of birth. Finally, predictors of
cluster membership were examined using multinomial logistic regression, including
trust in government and confidence in the media as key predictors, with age, gender, edu-
cation, country of birth, and social distance included as control variables. All analyses were
conducted using SPSS version 29.0.2.0.

Results
Descriptive statistics and preliminary analyses

We first examined the descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for all study and
socio-demographic variables (see Table 1). As can be seen from the table, respondents
reported low social distance toward Jews, indicating generally positive feelings toward
having Jews as neighbors, colleagues, or family members by marriage (M =1.202, SD
=.596). Likewise, the average level of antisemitic beliefs was relatively low (M =2.087,
SD =.791), falling below the scale midpoint. By contrast, anti-Israel attitudes were some-
what more prevalent (M =2.457, SD =.715), yet still below the scale midpoint, suggesting
that while criticism of Israel is more common than antisemitism, it is not strongly
endorsed on average.

Concerning prejudicial attitudes, the analysis showed moderate anti-immigrant atti-
tudes (M=2.957, SD=1.173) and somewhat lower sexist attitudes (M=2.550, SD
=.939). In addition, the endorsement of conspiracy beliefs was low overall, with respon-
dents endorsing only a small proportion of the conspiracy statements on average (M
=.078, SD =.204). Regarding institutional trust, respondents expressed moderate trust
in government (M =3.000, SD =1.254) and higher confidence in the media (M =3.853,
SD=1.105).

Correlational analyses also revealed some interesting preliminary insights. As expected,
antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes were positively correlated (r=.492, p <.001), indi-
cating that the two sets of attitudes are closely related. At the same time, antisemitism
was also positively associated with greater endorsement of conspiracy beliefs (r=.497,
p <.001), greater social distance (r=.425, p <.001), as well as higher anti-immigrant (r
=459, p<.001) and sexist attitudes (r=.429, p <.001). In addition, antisemitism corre-
lated negatively with trust in government (r= -.263, p<.001) and confidence in the
media (r= -.304, p <.001).

Anti-Israel attitudes displayed a somewhat different pattern. Although anti-Israel atti-
tudes were positively associated with higher social distance (r =.306, p < .001) and greater
endorsement of conspiracy beliefs (r=.255, p <.001), the strength of these relationships
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was weaker than that observed for antisemitism. Likewise, the associations with anti-
immigrant (r=.060, p<.001) and sexist attitudes (r=.156, p <.001) were notably
weaker than the corresponding correlations for antisemitism. Importantly, anti-Israel atti-
tudes correlated positively with trust in government (r =.067, p <.001) and confidence in
the media (r=.077, p <.001). Together, these findings suggest that antisemitism is more
strongly related to conspiratorial thinking, prejudice, and institutional distrust, whereas
anti-Israel attitudes are more weakly associated with conspiracy beliefs and prejudicial
attitudes, and relate positively to institutional trust.

Regression analyses

We next conducted hierarchical regression analyses (see Table 2). As shown in Table 2,
after adjusting for socio-demographic variables and social distance, antisemitism was
most strongly related to greater endorsement of conspiracy beliefs (f=.277, p <.001)
as well as prejudicial attitudes, including higher anti-immigrant ( =.206, p <.001) and
sexist attitudes (B =.142, p<.001). Yet, neither trust in government (3 =.020, p=.354)
nor confidence in the media (B = —.008, p = .695) was significantly associated with antise-
mitism, indicating that institutional trust was not related to antisemitic attitudes once
other factors were taken into account.

For anti-Israel attitudes, a somewhat different pattern emerged. Specifically, conspiracy
beliefs (B =.209, p <.001) and sexist attitudes (f =.109, p < .001) were significant positive
predictors, whereas anti-immigrant attitudes were no longer related to anti-Israel atti-
tudes (f =-.018, p =.474). Crucially, institutional trust was significantly related to anti-
Israel attitudes: higher trust in government (3 =.098, p <.001) and greater confidence
in the media (=.196, p<.001) were both positively related to stronger anti-Israel
attitudes.

Taken together, these results indicate that antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes, while
strongly related, are linked to different sets of determinants. Antisemitism was more
closely linked to anti-immigrant attitudes and greater endorsement of conspiracy
beliefs, whereas anti-Israel attitudes were unrelated to anti-immigrant views and were
instead positively associated with institutional trust. While regression analyses provide
insights into average associations between the study variables, they do not capture
whether different subgroups of individuals combine these attitudes in distinct ways.
This motivated us to use cluster analysis to identify potential attitudinal profiles.

Individual profiles on anti-Israel attitudes and antisemitism

Inspection of the hierarchical clustering dendrogram indicated a clear three-cluster sol-
ution, marked by a substantial increase in fusion distance before the final merger. The
three-cluster solution explained more variance in antisemitism (61.34 per cent) and
anti-Israel attitudes (63.21 per cent) than a two-cluster solution (57.09 per cent and
40.28 per cent, respectively), and was therefore retained. We refined the cluster solution
using k-means clustering with initial centroids from the hierarchical analysis. This
approach delineated three distinct groups based on our two key dimensions entered
into the analysis (see Figure 1). This three-cluster solution consisted of Neutral Moderates
(n=1182, 33.7 per cent), comprising individuals reporting the lowest levels of anti-Israel
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Figure 1. Profiles of Attitudes toward Israel and Antisemitism Based on Z-scores.

attitudes and antisemitism; Critical Engagers (n = 1342, 38.3 per cent), comprising individ-
uals characterized by moderate anti-Israel attitudes but low antisemitism; and Distrustful
Sceptics (n =983, 28 per cent), comprising individuals reporting the highest levels of anti-
Israel attitudes and antisemitism. Although Distrustful Sceptics scored highest on these
measures, it is important to note that their levels reflect the upper range of these attitudes
within the sample rather than indicate extreme attitudes.

To ascertain significant differences among these clusters regarding their anti-Israel and
antisemitic views, a MANOVA was conducted with these dimensions as dependent vari-
ables. The results revealed a pronounced divergence across the clusters, as evidenced
by a multivariate F-test, F(4, 7006) = 2124.067, p < 0.001, with a partial eta squared (npz)
of .548, indicating a strong effect size. Subsequent post-hoc analyses verified distinct
mean differences among all clusters concerning both measured attitudes, as detailed in
Table 3. Even though Distrustful Sceptics had the highest mean scores on antisemitism
and anti-Israel attitudes, these scores remained within the moderate range when
viewed on a 5-point scale. The findings robustly demonstrate that each group exhibits
unique profiles in terms of their anti-Israel and antisemitic orientations.

Socio-demographic characteristics of attitudinal profiles

The different individual profiles were compared across various socio-demographic charac-
teristics, including gender, education, age, and personal income. A multivariate F-test

Table 3. Means and differences across profiles of antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes.

Neutral Critical Distrustful
Moderates Engagers Sceptics Observed
Grouping variable (N=1182) (N=1342) (N =983) F (2, 3504) np2 power
Antisemitism 1.606" 1.906° 2.959°¢ 2533.529*** 591 1.000
Anti-Israel 1.698° 2.662° 3.091¢ 3009.236*** 632 1.000

attitudes

Note. ***p < 0.001.
ab<The different superscripts indicate significant mean differences across the groups using the SNK post-hoc test. Multi-
variate F-test, F(4, 7006) = 2124.067, p < 0.001, n,” = .548.
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revealed overall differences between the three clusters, F (8, 6082) = 28.141, p < 0.001, np2
=.036. Post-hoc comparisons between the clusters indicated that there were significantly
more women among Critical Engagers compared to Neutral Moderates and Distrustful
Sceptics, F (2, 3044) =29.380, p < 0.001, r),,2 =.019. Furthermore, Distrustful Sceptics were
characterized by a significantly lower education level, F (2, 3044)=42.121, p <0.001,
ny,’=.027, an older average age, F (2, 3044) =39.347, p <0.001, n,’=.025, and also
reported lower personal income, F (2, 3044) =8.256, p <.001, np2=.005, as compared
with the other two groups.

Additionally, chi-square tests revealed significant differences in party affiliation across
the three clusters, x* (30, N = 3487) = 278.543, p < 0.001. Specifically, 21.5 per cent of Dis-
trustful Sceptics supported the Sweden Democrats, which was significantly higher com-
pared with 13.1 per cent among Neutral Moderates and 7.3 per cent among Critical
Engagers. Conversely, Social Democrats received the most support among Critical Enga-
gers, with 24.5 per cent, followed closely by Distrustful Sceptics at 25.2 per cent, and
16.2 per cent among Neutral Moderates. The Left Party and Green Party also found their
strongest support among Critical Engagers, with 14.1 per cent and 8.4 per cent, respect-
ively, compared to lower support in the other two clusters.

Finally, significant differences across the three clusters were found regarding country
of birth, x* (6, N=3507)=103.218, p <.001. While the majority of individuals among
Neutral Moderates and Critical Engagers were born in Sweden (87.7 per cent and 88.9
per cent, respectively), Distrustful Sceptics had a noticeably lower percentage of individ-
uals born in Sweden (77.6 per cent). Moreover, Distrustful Sceptics stood out with a signifi-
cantly higher percentage of individuals born in other parts of the world (25.4 per cent)
compared with Neutral Moderates (12.3 per cent) and Critical Engagers (11.1 per cent).

Cluster variations in prejudicial attitudes and conspiracy beliefs

To examine differences among individual profiles concerning prejudicial attitudes and
conspiracy beliefs, we conducted a multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA). In
this analysis, age, gender, education, and country of birth were entered as control vari-
ables (see Table 4). The results suggested that there were significant group differences
in prejudicial attitudes and conspiracy beliefs, F (6, 4858) = 78.996, p <.001, r]p2 =.089.
An examination of the univariate and post-hoc comparisons clearly delineated the
specific differences across the clusters. Notably, Distrustful Sceptics consistently reported
the highest levels of both anti-immigrant and sexist attitudes, significantly higher than
both Neutral Moderates and Critical Engagers. Among the latter two groups, Neutral Mod-
erates reported slightly higher levels of anti-immigrant attitudes than Critical Engagers,

Table 4. Cluster variations in prejudicial attitudes and conspiracy beliefs.

Neutral Critical Distrustful Observed
Moderates Engagers Sceptics F(2,2431) n,’° power
Anti-immigrant 2.752° 2.557° 3.579¢ 88.290*** 068 1.000
attitudes
Sexist attitudes 2.333° 2.393° 2.999¢ 67.022%** 052 1.000
Conspiracy beliefs .034° 0412 237° 178.742%%* 128 1.000

Note. ***p < .001. Data presented in each cell are standardized means.
ab<The different superscripts indicate significant mean differences across the groups using LSD post-hoc tests.
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whereas Critical Engagers reported slightly higher levels of sexist attitudes than Neutral
Moderates, with both differences reaching statistical significance.

Concerning conspiracy beliefs, Distrustful Sceptics were significantly more likely to
endorse conspiracy beliefs than both Neutral Moderates and Critical Engagers. In contrast,
Neutral Moderates and Critical Engagers did not differ significantly from one another and
both displayed comparatively low levels of endorsement of conspiracy beliefs. Taken
together, Distrustful Sceptics showed the highest levels of anti-immigrant and sexist atti-
tudes as well as endorsement of conspiracy beliefs, compared to the other two profiles.
Although Neutral Moderates and Critical Engagers differed significantly from one
another on prejudicial attitudes (but not conspiracy beliefs), both profiles reported
lower levels than Distrustful Sceptics.

Multinomial logistic regression analysis

To further understand the factors related to cluster membership across groups, we con-
ducted a multinomial logistic regression analysis. The analysis incorporated government
trust and confidence in the media as key predictors, with age, gender, education, country
of birth, and social distance included as control variables. The multinomial logistic
regression model provided a good fit for the data, as indicated by the significant improve-
ment in model fit over the intercept-only model ()(2 =740.180, df = 14, p < 0.001). The mul-
tinomial logistic regression model revealed several significant predictors of cluster
membership, offering insights into the distinct characteristics of each group (see Table 5).

Specifically, for Critical Engagers, gender emerged as a significant factor, with females
being more likely to belong to this cluster compared with the reference group (Neutral
Moderates) (OR=1.569, 95% Cl=1.332-1.848, p <0.001). Educational attainment was
inversely related to membership in this cluster, indicating that individuals with higher

Table 5. Multinomial logistic regression results comparing critical engagers and distrustful sceptics
with neutral moderates.

B SE Wald x? df p OR 95% Cl for OR
Critical Engagers
Intercept —1.998 0.359 30.983 1 <.001 - -
Gender 0.450 0.083 29.125 1 <.001 1.569 [1.332, 1.848]
Education —0.190 0.071 7.144 1 .008 0.827 [0.719, 0.951]
Birth —0.061 0.129 0.228 1 .633 0.940 [0.731, 1.210]
Age 0.001 0.003 0.051 1 822 1.001 [0.996, 1.006]
Social Distance 0.640 0.160 16.055 1 <.001 1.897 [1.387, 2.594]
Trust in Government 0.111 0.043 6.606 1 .010 1.117 [1.027, 1.216]
Confidence in Media 0.235 0.051 20.970 1 <.001 1.265 [1.144, 1.399]
Distrustful Sceptics
Intercept —-2.917 0.376 60.214 1 <.001 - -
Gender 0.126 0.100 1.595 1 207 1.134 [0.933, 1.378]
Education —0.484 0.080 36.204 1 <.001 0.616 [0.526, 0.722]
Birth 0.944 0.130 52.881 1 <.001 2.569 [1.992, 3.314]
Age 0.018 0.003 36.978 1 <.001 1.018 [1.012, 1.024]
Social Distance 1.714 0.148 133.353 1 <.001 5.549 [4.148, 7.421]
Trust in Government —0.082 0.050 2.677 1 102 0.922 [0.836, 1.016]
Confidence in Media —0.046 0.054 0.715 1 .398 0.955 [0.858, 1.063]

Note. B: unstandardized regression coefficient; SE: standard error of the coefficient; Wald y*: Wald chi-square statistic; df:
degrees of freedom; p: probability value (significance level); OR: Odds Ratio (Exp(B)); 95% Cl for OR: 95% confidence
interval for the Odds Ratio; reference categories: male and born inside the reference country.
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levels of education were less likely to be Critical Engagers (OR =0.827, 95% Cl=0.719-
0.951, p=10.008). Social distance significantly increased the likelihood of being a Critical
Engager (OR=1.897, 95% Cl=1.387-2.594, p <0.001), suggesting that individuals who
feel more socially distant from Jews are more likely to align with this group. Importantly,
trust in government was positively associated with membership in this cluster (OR =
1.117, 95% Cl=1.027-1.216, p=0.010), as was confidence in the media (OR=1.265,
95% Cl=1.144-1.399, p < 0.001).

For Distrustful Sceptics, the analysis identified several distinct characteristics. Higher
education significantly reduced the likelihood of being in this cluster (OR=0.616, 95%
Cl=0.526-0.722, p < 0.001), while being born outside the reference country substantially
increased the odds of membership (OR =2.569, 95% Cl = 1.992-3.314, p < 0.001). Age was
another significant factor, with older individuals being more likely to belong to this cluster
(OR=1.018, 95% Cl=1.012-1.024, p < 0.001). Trust in government did not emerge as a
significant predictor for this group (p=0.102), nor did confidence in the media (p=
0.398). However, social distance was a strong predictor, with higher levels dramatically
increasing the likelihood of being a distrustful sceptic (OR=5.549, 95% Cl=4.148-
7.421, p < 0.001).

Overall, the multinomial logistic regression analysis indicates that trust in government
and confidence in the media increase the likelihood of an individual belonging to the
Critical Engagers group, suggesting that their attitudes may be shaped by these insti-
tutional trust factors.

Discussion

The present study examined the relationship between antisemitism and anti-Israel atti-
tudes in Sweden using a two-step methodological strategy. We first applied analyses of
associations between the study variables to assess how these attitudes relate to prejudi-
cial orientations, conspiracy beliefs, and institutional trust across the population on
average. We then complemented these findings with analyses of clusters among respon-
dents to explore whether these associations combine into distinct attitudinal profiles.

Consistent with our expectations (Expectation 1a), antisemitism and anti-Israel atti-
tudes were strongly associated, supporting prior research showing that these attitudes
are closely related and frequently overlap (e.g. Beattie 2017; Binstok, Gould, and Kaplan
2024; Staetsky 2017, 2020). As anticipated (Expectation 2a), antisemitism was positively
associated with anti-immigrant and sexist attitudes, echoing prior findings that antisemit-
ism frequently co-occurs with other prejudicial orientations (Heitmeyer et al. 2013; Zick et
al. 2008). Anti-Israel attitudes, by contrast, were not related to anti-immigrant attitudes
and were associated with sexist attitudes to a lesser extent than antisemitism, providing
partial support for our expectations.

Furthermore, in line with our expectations (Expectation 3a), antisemitism was positively
linked to greater endorsement of conspiracy beliefs, consistent with evidence that antise-
mitism is frequently fueled by conspiratorial worldviews (Imhoff and Bruder 2014; Jolley,
Meleady, and Douglas 2020). At the same time, anti-Israel attitudes showed a weaker
association with endorsement of conspiracy beliefs, as compared to antisemitism. Impor-
tantly, the regression analyses showed this association became more pronounced when
institutional trust was added into the model. These findings suggest that conspiracy
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beliefs are more closely linked to antisemitism, while their relationship with anti-Israel atti-
tudes is more selective and dependent on the institutional context.

Finally, consistent with our expectations (Expectation 4a), antisemitism was unrelated
to institutional trust, including trust in government and confidence in the media, when
other socio-demographic and attitudinal factors were taken into account. By contrast,
anti-Israel attitudes were positively related to trust in government and confidence in
the media. This pattern suggests that in Sweden, where government and media narratives
have often been critical of Israel, higher institutional trust is associated with stronger anti-
Israel attitudes.

Taken together, our findings suggest that antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes,
although significantly correlated, are linked to different sets of antecedents. Antisemitism
is associated with higher prejudicial orientations toward other groups and greater endor-
sement of conspiracy beliefs and is unrelated to institutional trust when other factors are
taken into account. By contrast, anti-Israel attitudes are unrelated to anti-immigrant atti-
tudes and are positively associated with higher trust in government and confidence in the
media.

The cluster analyses provided additional insights into how individuals combine antise-
mitism and anti-Israel attitudes in different ways. Specifically, in line with our expectations
(Expectation 1b), we identified a profile of individuals characterized by moderate anti-
Israel attitudes but low levels of antisemitism. This group, termed Critical Engagers,
aligns with prior research (Beattie 2017; Binstok, Gould, and Kaplan 2024; Staetsky
2017, 2020) showing that individuals may express criticism of Israeli policies without
endorsing antisemitic beliefs. These findings support the argument that, even though
both sets of attitudes are closely related, anti-Israel attitudes, particularly at moderate
levels, do not always go hand in hand with antisemitic beliefs and may instead reflect pol-
itical, ideological, or humanitarian concerns. More broadly, the cluster-based approach
highlights the complex relationship between these attitudes and the importance of exam-
ining distinct attitudinal profiles rather than focusing only on average associations.

We also identified the Distrustful Sceptics group, characterized by the highest levels of
anti-Israel attitudes and antisemitism compared to the other groups. Importantly, these
elevated levels do not reach the threshold of extreme attitudes and remain moderate
within our measurement scales. This finding highlights the need to recognize relative
differences within the Swedish population: while Distrustful Sceptics display more nega-
tive views toward Jews and Israel than Neutral Moderates or Critical Engagers, these atti-
tudes should not be misinterpreted as indicative of extreme hostility.

Consistent with our expectations (Expectations 2b and 3b), Critical Engagers displayed
lower endorsement of conspiracy beliefs as well as lower levels of both anti-immigrant
and sexist attitudes than Distrustful Sceptics. At the same time, differences between Critical
Engagers and Neutral Moderates, although statistically significant for prejudicial attitudes,
were less pronounced, indicating that their distinctiveness is most evident in contrast to
Distrustful Sceptics. These findings suggest that individuals who hold moderate anti-Israel
attitudes but low levels of antisemitism are less likely to harbor broader prejudicial atti-
tudes and conspiracy beliefs than those whose anti-Israel attitudes co-occur with antise-
mitic views.

Crucially, the cluster-based analyses (Expectation 4b) demonstrated that Critical Enga-
gers were distinguished from other profiles by higher levels of institutional trust. In line
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with prior research (Hetherington and Globetti 2002; Hetherington and Husser 2012;
Jeannet, Heidland, and Ruhs 2023), greater institutional trust was associated with more
mainstream critiques of Israel, reflecting the influence of governmental positions and
media narratives on public opinion. In Sweden, where governmental and mainstream
media discourse have generally been critical of Israeli policies, individuals who trust
these institutions are more likely to align with such narratives, adopting stronger anti-
Israel attitudes without simultaneously endorsing antisemitic views.

At the same time, this pattern could not be fully captured by regression analyses
alone. While the regression models showed that trust in government and confidence in
the media were positively related to stronger anti-Israel attitudes on average, the
cluster analysis clarified that this relationship was specific to a particular subgroup -
individuals characterized by moderate anti-Israel attitudes but low antisemitism. This
underscores that institutional trust can channel individuals toward anti-Israel attitudes
without having a comparable influence on antisemitism, highlighting the added value
of combining analyses of associations between the variables with analyses of attitudinal
profiles.

This finding supports the view that institutional trust functions as a heuristic in the for-
mation of public opinions (Rudolph 2017), particularly on complex issues such as the
Israeli — Palestinian conflict. Individuals with higher levels of institutional trust may rely
more heavily on cues provided by government and media (Korol and Bevelander 2021;
Korol et al. 2023), which direct their attention toward prevailing institutional narratives.
This highlights the influential role of governmental and media framing in shaping
public attitudes (Korol and Bevelander 2023). In this way, Critical Engagers — guided by
institutional trust — tend to adopt positions that align with dominant institutional narra-
tives, expressing criticism of Israeli policies without extending into antisemitic and
broadly hostile worldviews.

At the same time, it is important to situate these findings within a broader European
context. In Sweden, where both government and mainstream media discourse have
often been critical of Israeli policies, higher institutional trust was associated with stronger
anti-Israel attitudes, suggesting that trust may orient individuals toward prevailing insti-
tutional narratives. This pattern, however, contrasts with contexts such as Germany and
the United Kingdom, where governments and mainstream media have historically been
more supportive of Israel. In those settings, anti-Israel attitudes are more often expressed
by oppositional groups, and institutional trust is therefore likely to predict lower anti-Israel
attitudes, while distrust of institutions may fuel sharper criticism of Israel. Supporting
these arguments, recent research among a representative sample of UK residents has
shown that conspiracy beliefs related to government malfeasance are positively associ-
ated with anti-Israel attitudes (Allington, Hirsh, and Katz 2023).

Taken together, the findings of the present study suggest that the relationship
between institutional trust and anti-Israel attitudes is highly context-dependent. In con-
texts where institutional discourse adopts a critical stance toward Israel, higher trust
may amplify critical attitudes by aligning individuals with dominant governmental and
media framing. By contrast, in contexts where institutions are supportive of Israel, anti-
Israel attitudes may be more closely tied to distrust and conspiratorial narratives.
Sweden is not unique in having mainstream discourse critical of Israeli policies: other
European countries, such as Ireland, Spain, Norway, and Belgium, display similar patterns.
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In these contexts, institutional trust may play a role similar to Sweden, shaping anti-Israel
attitudes via orienting individuals toward prevailing institutional narratives. Future cross-
national research is needed to systematically examine how national political and media
environments shape the interplay between institutional trust, conspiratorial beliefs, and
anti-Israel attitudes.

Limitations and future directions

While the present study offers valuable insights into antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes
within the Swedish population, as well as their attitudinal correlates and antecedents,
several limitations should be noted.

First, the cross-sectional design limits the ability to infer causal relationships between
antisemitic attitudes, anti-Israel sentiments, and their antecedents, including institutional
trust. Longitudinal research is needed to examine how these attitudes develop over time
and respond to political, media, and societal changes, and to provide stronger evidence
for underlying causal mechanisms. Second, reliance on self-report measures may intro-
duce social desirability and mono-method bias, particularly given the sensitivity of
topics such as antisemitism and institutional trust. Although self-reported data are com-
monly used in attitudinal research, future studies could address this by incorporating
implicit attitude measures or behavioral data.

Third, while the regression analyses estimate average associations, the cluster analysis
used to identify individual profiles is exploratory and reflects statistical groupings rather
than naturally existing categories. Replication in future surveys is needed to assess the
robustness of these profiles, and both approaches should be interpreted with caution.
Fourth, the study relied on a single-item measure for government trust, which may not
fully capture its complexity. Although prior research (Bergkvist and Rossiter 2007; Citrin
and Stoker 2018) indicates that single-item measures can be valid and reliable, future
studies would benefit from multi-item scales to provide a more nuanced understanding
of how trust in government relates to antisemitic and anti-Israel attitudes.

Fifth, the study used survey instruments developed for the national data collection
rather than established validated scales to measure antisemitism, anti-Israel attitudes,
and conspiracy beliefs (Bachner and Bevelander 2021). While these measures were
designed to capture contemporary expressions relevant to the Swedish context, reliance
on validated scales would improve comparability across studies and facilitate replication.
Future research should therefore combine established instruments with context-specific
items to balance cross-study comparability with sensitivity to evolving discourses.

Finally, the focus on Sweden raises questions of generalizability. Sweden’s combination
of low antisemitism and mainstream institutional criticism of Israel provides a distinctive
context, but the role of institutional trust may differ in other national settings. In countries
such as Germany and the UK, where mainstream discourse has historically been more sup-
portive of Israel, institutional trust may be associated with weaker rather than stronger
anti-Israel attitudes. By contrast, countries like Ireland, Spain, or Belgium, where insti-
tutional narratives have been more critical of Israel, may resemble Sweden more
closely. Future cross-national comparative research is therefore essential to test the
context-dependence of these findings and to assess whether similar patterns emerge
across different environments.
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Conclusion

The findings demonstrate that antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes in Sweden are closely
related, yet differ in their associations with other attitudinal and socio-political factors. Anti-
semitism is linked to prejudicial orientations and conspiratorial worldviews, whereas anti-
Israel attitudes are unrelated to anti-immigrant attitudes and are positively associated
with institutional trust. Beyond these average associations, the cluster analyses add
nuance by identifying a group of Critical Engagers who combine moderate anti-Israel atti-
tudes with low levels of antisemitism. This finding supports existing evidence that criticism
of Israel can be expressed without accompanying antisemitic beliefs, even though the two
attitudes are closely related and may reflect different expressions of a shared underlying
disposition. In Sweden, this individual profile appears to be shaped by higher institutional
trust, suggesting that alignment with prevailing governmental and media discourse can
channel critical views of Israel without activating antisemitic attitudes. More broadly,
these results illustrate how antisemitic and anti-Israel attitudes may manifest in different
ways depending on political, institutional, and discursive contexts, empathizing the value
of examining distinct attitudinal profiles rather than relying solely on average associations.
Taken together, this study contributes to the field by moving beyond demonstrations of
overlap between antisemitism and anti-Israel attitudes, and by identifying specific factors
— most notably institutional trust — that help explain why individuals may be inclined
toward one set of attitudes rather than the other.
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