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Terrorism disrupts the social fabric of a society. Its terrible consequences and its randomness put people constantly on the defensive. A society facing terrorism is constantly under threat. And threat results in a broad tendency to heighten in-group solidarity, vilify the source of threat, limit government actions that might assist members of the threatening group, and support belligerent solutions directed at threatening individuals or groups. Threat increases prejudicial, ethnocentric, and xenophobic attitudes (Bettencourt, Dorr, Charlton and Hume, 2001).


Generalized trust is a value expressing the belief that others are part of your moral community. It lays the basis for cooperation with people who are different from you (Fukuyama, 1995, 153; Uslaner, 2002, ch. 2).  Trust most critically helps people resolve conflicts with people who are different from themselves. It is the hallmark of a cooperative society. Trust makes people less averse to risk: Trusters underestimate threats–they wave away bad experiences as exceptions to their expectations that the world is a good place, it is going to get better, and that you can help make it better (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 3, 4, 6).


Trust promotes reconciliation, and threat fosters militancy. Trust lays the foundation for compromise and a willingness to negotiate in conflict. Threats make people more aggressive and prepared to strike their enemies with whatever force deemed necessary.  In a conflict such as the one in the Middle East, militancy feeds upon low levels of trust. When people perceive high levels of threat, they are likely to be less trusting and more likely to favor more militant strategies.


Following the terrorist attacks on the United States on September 11, 2001, there was a widespread perception that the assaults brought Americans together. Americans put aside hostilities within their society and bonded across ethnic, racial, class, and partisan divides.   The threat from terrorism, then, led to an increase in trust. Putnam (2002) wrote:

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

Our perspective is different.  While we do not dispute that terrorism may lead to short-term increases in social solidarity, we believe that sustained assaults will threaten a society’s social fabric. People increasingly become worried about their future and they are no longer as optimistic as they used to be.  They also are increasingly likely to look inward and to see strangers as threatening.   

In the face of terrorism, some people will see enemies everywhere. They will be less likely to agree that “most people can be trusted,” and will be more likely to favor restricting civil liberties (Davis and Silver, 2004) and other authoritarian responses that stand in sharp contrast to the “one for all, all for one” notions encapsulated in the idea of generalized trust. Lower levels of trust will lead to a greater willingness to strike back hard—and this increased militancy will reinforce sentiments of mistrust. Thus, terrorism not only inflicts physical damage on its victims. It threatens, rather than enhances, social solidarity. Trust takes some of the hard edges off disagreements within a society. 


We know that terror and the threat that emanates from random and severe violence may lead to a heightened sense of in-group identity, a fear of others, and an increased willingness to strike back, not just at the terrorists but also at outsiders more generally. The growth of militancy in Israel since the two Intifadas and in the United States since the attacks on September 11, 2001 are but two of the indications of how terrorism can lead people to look inward. Americans and especially Israelis felt more vulnerable. Yet, the notions of threat, belligerence, intolerance, ethnocentrism, and militancy only go so far in explaining both the causes and effects of terrorism. We argue here, from surveys conducted in Israel from 2000 to 2003—and supported by surveys conducted in the United States immediately after September 11 and a year later—that generalized trust is a missing link in the story of terrorism and its effects.

The threats from terrorism make people less willing to trust strangers (who may be different from themselves), thus paving the way for feelings of xenophobia and greater militancy. Just as critically, people who maintain a general sense of trust have a psychological defense mechanism that leads them to minimize perceptions of risk (Uslaner, 2003a). This belief in the fundamental goodwill of most people (not everyone) stems from an optimistic world view and a sense of control. SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1 (Seligman, 1997, 43; Yamigishi and Yamigishi, 1994, 131). People who trust a wide range of others—generalized trusters—view negative experiences as exceptions to the larger message that most people are well intentioned and that any setbacks are temporary; the longer term looks bright ( SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Seligman,  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 11991, 4-5). The mistruster will always be on the lookout for terrorist attacks; the truster will be vigilant, but will get on with daily life much as before.

Trust thus makes people better able to cope with the threat of terrorism—and less likely to generalize the evil intentions of terrorists to entire populations (e.g., Palestinians, Arabs) and less supportive of militant reactions to terrorist attacks. It is a psychological mechanism for coping with deadly uncertainties. But people facing intimidation will be less likely to be generalized trusters—they will be less likely to be optimistic for the future and especially less likely to believe that they are the masters of their own fate. Perceptions of threat affect trust directly and indirectly: Israelis who feel insecure and who worry about attacks will express more nationalistic sentiments and favor greater militancy against Palestinians. This increased militancy reinforces nationalistic attitudes, which in turn depresses generalized trust. There are also direct effects from insecurity to lower trust. In particular, the effects of terrorism on patriotism, militancy, and trust are greatest when the actual situation (in Israel, the Al Aqsa Indifada) is the most deadly. 

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

We turn now to discussions of how terrorism affects people psychologically—and show how trust fits into a more nuanced model. Then we outline a strategy for testing how the threat of terrorism shapes trust, patriotism as reflected in nationalistic identity, and militancy—and how each of these affects the other. 

Threat, Patriotism, and Militancy
Terrorism is the “unlawful use of force or violence against persons or property to intimidate or coerce a government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives” (FBI, 1999, 4). Terrorism is a form of psychological warfare (Huddy, Feldman, Taber and Lahav, 2002), in which one of the central goals is to frighten through acts of random brutality and violence while gaining broad publicity despite its limited targets (Jacobson and Bar-Tal 1995). Underlying this objective is yet another goal - to force political elites to negotiate and make concessions that will mollify a frightened citizenry (Friedland and Merari, 1985).  Savitch and Ardashev (2001) postulate that this randomness puts everyone in a certain target area at risk and heightens the capacity of intimidation. 

Terrorism may lead people to favor striking back at “the enemy,” as we saw in the United States after the attacks of September 11, 2001).  Or it may make them favor a strategy aimed at reducing the level of fear by pulling back (Huddy, et al. 2002), as the British ultimately did in mandatory Palestine and the Israelis and Americans both did in Lebanon. These two perspectives may not be contradictory, as support for pulling back may not grow until the conflict has dragged on for many years and/or the military option seems futile.  In the case of the Al-Aqsa Intifada, it is more likely that terrorism will increase militancy (and hence reduce trust). 

The fear and concern for personal and collective safety that terrorism might give rise to, is a revealing indicator of its effectiveness. The probability of being harmed by terrorist attacks is only a fraction of the risk of injury as a result of such incidents as a car accident. Whether by foot, motor vehicle or aircraft, the facts of life have taught us that leaving the home, involves a certain amount of danger, and that there is a convinced probability that we may not return well or even return at all. Yet few of us stay home because of this danger. Indeed, we are able to internalize this danger, to assimilate it, absorb it into our daily routine. As we shall argue below, some people internalize it better than others—and the ability to do so is directly linked to trust.

The violence afflicted upon citizens is based on two assumptions (Friedland and Merari, 1985). First, violent action can force the causes pursued by terrorists into the forefront of an indifferent public’s awareness. Second, faced with the choice between continuous violence and acceptance of the terrorists’ demands, the public may very well opt for the latter. Thus, in the realm of attitudes, the attitudes of the target population toward their perpetrators, their objectives, and the countermeasures that ought to be taken against them constitute measures of effectiveness of terrorism. 

People under stress seek early closure, carelessly consider ramifications, and often rush into simple solutions (Keinan, 1987; Kruglanski, 1992). “Quick solutions,” such as the support for out-group prejudices and policies, can be interpreted within stem from preference for order and structure, discomfort with ambiguity, and close-mindedness (Webster and Kruglanski, 1994). When individuals cannot exercise actual control over stress, they attempt to take actions which provide them with illusory control (Friedland, Keinan, and Regev, 1992). Thus, stress that undermines the individuals’ sense of control and engenders illusory perceptions of controllability. Viewing out-groups as a potential threat is such an illusory form of coping since it implies a quick solution that does not account for such ramifications as hostile beliefs and actions. 

Threat and its effects on trust

The concept of trust we employ distinguishes between generalized and particularized trust.  Generalized trusters believe, as in the standard survey question, that “most people can be trusted,” especially people who might be different from themselves (Canetti-Nisim, Pedahzur, and Yishai, 2004;Uslaner, 2002, 17-18). Particularized trusters only have faith in their own kind (Yamigishi and Yamigishi, 1994). Generalized trust is largely stable over many years (even a lifetime) and hence is largely resistant to both good and bad experiences. There are two key exceptions, both of which are critical to studying the effects of terrorism in Israel. But big events in society that shape “collective memories” (such as wars) can raise or lower trust markedly (Rothstein, 2001). When bad experiences (and especially traumatic ones such as terrorist attacks) become frequent, even the most optimistic individuals lose trust in outsiders and look inward. They become particularized trusters and are more receptive to ethnocentric, xenophobic, and militaristic appeals.

Trust depends upon a worldview of optimism and control—of the goodness of others, hope for the future, and the belief that you can control your fate.  If you believe that your fate depends upon the actions of others (especially those who do not share your worldview), you will be less trusting of strangers. Your environment will seem threatening and you will adopt whatever strategies you believe will minimize the risks all around you. An external locus of control – others control your fate – coupled with a perception of divergent interests is a delicious recipe for distrust and militancy (Rotter, 1966; Cassese and Feldman, 2004). Threats and especially terrorism, induces fear rather than control (Lerner and Keltner, 2001)—and they promote militancy (Bar-Tal and Ben-Amos, in press).  When you see yourself as the master of your own fate, trusting others seems less risky (Miller and Muligan, 2002; Uslaner, 2003a).

Terrorism destroys the perception that you have control over your fate in two ways. First, it induces an almost random sense of fear that destroys our capacity to trust others. Jones (2004, 13) argues: “The randomness of terrorist attacks suggests that terrorists understand that inability to predict and thus protect against attack magnifies the effectiveness of their fear campaign.”

You may know when to avoid a dangerous situation but foreseeing the exact location of a terrorist act is nearly impossible (Weinberg, Pedahzur, and Canetti-Nisim, 2004).  Terrorists usually select their targets based upon their national or ethnic identity, so their attacks are direct assaults on the universalism underlying generalized trust. 


When people can resist the temptation to demonize an entire group based upon a terrorist attack, when they can retain a sense of generalized trust, they will be less likely to favor a strong retaliatory response. They will also be able to cope with the consequences of terror more readily.  We have estimated models of how Americans coped with the September 11, 2001 attacks based upon surveys conducted by the National Opinion Research Center and found that trust was a powerful determinant of coping with the attacks, often the most powerful force in shaping how people wrestled with the trauma of the hijackings. People who believed that most people can be trusted were about 15 percent less likely to be “bothered by things,” to sleep restlessly, to feel nervous (even a year later), and to avoid crowds. They were also less prone to avoid government buildings, to cancel airline reservations, and to feel nervous (among other responses).

Terrorism, threat, trust
Perceptions of threat lead people to support for restricting civil liberties and to anti-Arab sentiments in the United States (Davis and Silver, 2003; Huddy et al. 2004) and to greater militancy in Israel (Arian, 1989; Gordon and Arian, 2001). Threat leads to people to turn inward–to place a higher level of support for their in-groups and to mistrust out-groups (Marcus, Sullivan, Thiess-Morse and Wood, 1995; Skitka and Mullen, in press). Perceptions of danger make social identity more important and increase hostility about enemies, real and perceived (Duckett, 2003, 583-89; Huddy, 2003, 539-42). As Davis and Silver (2004, 30) argue:

One emotional response to threat is to try to reduce the discomfort by increasing personal security, increasing physical and psychological distance, or eliminating the threatening stimuli. Emotional responses to threat may lead to greater support for personal security and the government’s efforts to reduce the risk of future attacks.

Threat may lead directly to greater militancy and to basing policy proposals on gut reactions more than on well-reasoned arguments (Gordon and Arian, 2001). Various forms of threat–from feeling insecure in your neighborhood to claiming unfair competition can provoke people to react negatively toward out-groups. 

The threat of terrorism in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict leads both directly and indirectly to support for a harsher policy among Jewish Israelis. The indirect route is through terrorism’s effect on trust. Perceptions of threat reduce the sense of security stemming from an internal locus of control. Thus, fear reduces trust, which in turn leads to greater militancy. We also investigate several other factors that could contribute to both trust and militancy: in-group trust, confidence in military and security institutions, religiosity, and a nationalistic sense of patriotism. We use the terms nationalism and patriotism interchangeably in our analyses. We recognize that they are not the same, but our concept (and measure) of patriotism reflects a sense of nationalism that goes beyond simple pride in the accomplishments of your country (on the various forms of patriotism, see deFigueiredo and Elkins, 2003).

Initially we posited a reciprocal linkage between trust and militancy, but we found support for the link in only one direction: Lower trust produces greater militancy, but militant attitudes do not lower trust suggesting that the causal linkage goes from threat of terrorism to lower trust to greater militancy. We do, however, find strong support for a reciprocal linkage between militancy and patriotism: The most strident nationalists are the least willing to compromise with the Palestinians; and militancy also leads to greater nationalism. Fear of terrorism is, perhaps surprisingly, not linked to patriotism. Instead, confidence in military and security institutions, and believing that the army (the Israel Defense Forces) can defeat the enemy, underlay nationalistic patriotism.

Terrorism – and, more generally continuing threats – leads people to demonize the perpetrators, not to bring people together, as Putnam (2002) argues.   Persistent conflict can wreak havoc with the social solidarity of a society. Peaceful resolution of conflicts seems unrealistic and people feeling the highest levels of threat will favor the most severe measures against their country’s opponents. Relentless conflict will sap a society’s social fabric and conflicts will arise between those who favor a more bellicose response and those who seek to minimize casualties all around. 

Israel: [In] distinctive Laboratory for the Study of the Impact of Terror

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

Were it not for this history of conflict, we would expect Israel to be a high-trusting society. Rice and Feldman (1997) argue that trust within the United States is “inherited” through one’s ethnicity.  American Jews are considerably more trusting than non-Jews.  In the General Social Survey from 1972 to 2002, 50.5 percent of Jews agree that “most people can be trusted,” compared to 41.4 percent of non-Jews.  In the American National Election Study Cumulative File,
 65.1 percent of Jews trusted others, compared to 48.2 percent of non-Jews. Moreover, Jews remained more trusting even after controlling for education and income.  Higher levels of trust among Jews are not just an American phenomenon: In the World Values Survey, excluding the United States, 40.6 percent of Jews trusted people, compared to 30.4 percent of non-Jews.
 

So we should expect a country where 80 percent of the population is Jewish to rank high on trust. This is not what we find. Only 27 percent of Israelis are generalized trusters, a level below every Western country except France and in between trust levels in the Dominican Republic and Mexico.
 Similarly, the 2002 European Social Survey results show that out of 21 states Israel is exactly in the middle – Israelis rank 12th with 39.9 percent of them agree that “most people can be trusted,” compared to 74.6 percent in Denmark, and 19.9 percent in Poland.
 The low levels of trust among the Israeli public seem directly attributable to the constant threat of armed conflict. Armed conflict reduces the propensity to trust.  The average level of generalized trust in the World Values Survey is 20.7 percent in countries that have experienced civil wars during the 1960s through the 1990s, compared to 38.5 percent in countries that have seen no such wars.


________________


Figure I about here

Thus, a distinction between the United States and Israel is in order. The lion share of the body of literature on psychological and political reactions to terrorism is about the US, but the events of September 11th are rather atypical, compared to what Israelis go through. 

The attacks on Israel have been far more numerous and long-lasting. In Israel, these attacks are unending, occur almost anywhere, show no boundaries in terms of attacking civilians and children, and are intended to strike fear into the Israeli population. Israelis have been noted for their ability to quickly recover after warlike events (Hobfoll, Lomranz, Eyal, Bridges, and Tzemach, 1989; Lomranz, Hobfoll, Johnson, Eyal, and Zemach, 1994), but it is less clear how they are withstanding terrorism with its amorphous enemy and seemingly endless strategy of threat. 

In the September 11th attacks, 3600 people were killed and 250 were injured.
 The American population is about 270 million, so fatalities represented about 0.001% percent of the population.  The Israeli population is about 6.5 million, so fatalities associated with the Al Aqsa Intifada represent 0.015%, or about 15 times the death rate.
 Second, and perhaps more critically, the American mass response to September 11, 2001 was not as unequivocally positive as Putnam (2002) would have us believe.

Americans were not as deeply affected by the September 11th attacks as Israelis have been, and “recovered” from them rather quickly. There was much talk about how American came together after 9/11, but the big spurt in solidarity came in trust in government (Chanley, 2002). The increase in generalized trust, as reflected in a survey conducted by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), was very modest – from 35 percent in 2000 (General Social Survey) to 41 percent after 9/11 (Smith, Rasinski, and Toce, 2001, 3). Generalized trust had fallen back to 37 percent by 2002 and dropped to 34 percent by 2003.
 

Trust, Terror, and Militancy in Israel, 2000-2003
Our theoretical framework stresses the interrelationships among perceptions of terrorist threats, trust, patriotism, and militancy. We do not posit a simple causal chain from one to the other, but rather a more complicated chain that involves reciprocal relationships among these measures. We summarize the most important links in Figure 1. Because these connections involve reciprocal connections, we estimate three equations—for trust, patriotism, and militancy—by two-stage least squares.  We posit both direct and indirect effects for perceptions of threat on trust, patriotism, and militancy.  We present our general model in Figure 1.

Figure 1 about here

Our major hypotheses are:

· Perceptions of threat from terrorism lead to lower levels of trust, higher levels of patriotism, and greater militancy.

· Greater militancy and higher levels of patriotism lead to less trust in strangers.

· Greater militancy leads to higher levels of patriotism.

· Greater levels of patriotism and lower levels of trust lead to more support for militant solutions.

· Perceptions of threat indirectly lead to more militancy through their direct effects on trust and patriotism.

· Perceptions of threat indirectly lead to greater militancy through their direct effects on militancy.

· Perceptions of threat indirectly lead to less trust through their direct effects on both patriotism and militancy.


Trust, patriotism, and militancy do not depend only upon each other, so we offer several auxiliary hypotheses derived from the literature on each:

· People who are optimistic for the future will be more likely to trust strangers (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4).

· Strong identification with one’s own ethnic group will lead to less generalized trust (Uslaner, 2002, chs. 2, 4).

· People who have confidence in Israel’s military and security capacity will be more patriotic (nationalistic) and militant.  The belief in Israel’s military superiority will lead to a greater sense of nationalistic pride and a greater willingness to use force against the Al Aqsa Intifada.  People who are less convinced of Israel’s military might express less nationalistic pride (patriotism) and especially less militancy.

· The September 11th attacks in the United States led to a great spike in trust in government, as many people looked to political institutions to take the lead in the war on terror and protection of ordinary citizens (Rasinski, Berktold, Smith and alberston, 2002).    So we expect that increased trust in government will lead to greater support for militant actions.

· Finally, we have several predictions that are specific to the Israeli situation.  Since generalized trust is much lower in the former Communist states than in the West (Uslaner, 2003b), we expect that immigrants from the former Soviet Union will be less trusting and more militant than other Israelis.  Former Soviet prisoner Natan Sharansky is perhaps the most widely-known example of an immigrant politician who has taken a hard line in defending their adopted homeland, though he is hardly the most militant.  We also expect that older Israelis and men will be more patriotic and that secular Israelis will be less militant than their religious counterparts, since they do not see themselves as defending land promised to the Jewish people by God.


We expect that the effects of threat perceptions on each of our measures (trust, patriotism, and militancy) will be greatest when the second Al Aqsa intifada was most violent and lower, when the level of violence ebbed. Beyond our individual-level analysis, we present some additional evidence that:

· While trust does not vary greatly over time, the shifts we observe are strongly related to perceived threats of terrorism.

· The level of militancy among Israelis also closely tracks perceptions of the threat from terror as well as trends in patriotism and trust.

The Surveys

We surveyed approximately 2000 individuals (proportional as to Jews and PCIs
), six months apart from October 2000 to October 2003 (i.e., n=14,062), with complete replacement (i.e., a new sample each sample), yielding a final participation rate of 35% using standard participation calculation methodology (American Association for Public Opinion Research, 2000).  In this paper, we only examine the views of Jewish Israelis.
  

We however, shall focus on three key surveys – October 2001 (n=2,007), October 2002 (n=2,015), and October 2003 (n=2,024) – to make our points more clearly.  Since we only focus on Israeli Jews here, our sample sizes are reduced to 1645, 1647, and 1657, respectively.  These are key points in the ongoing violence and we focus on them because presenting models for all seven surveys would be overwhelming. Given the fact the Al Aqsa Intifada has began in October 2000, each of them potentially sums the emotions and attitudes of the Israeli population following another year of exposure to ongoing terrorism. 

In 2001 we see a spurt in the average monthly rate of suicide terrorist attacks – from 2-4 at the opening months, to six in December that year.  Suicide attacks inflict the highest number of casualties and are the most influential in terms of public opinion (Weinberg et al., 2004). The sharp increase in casualties led to heightened fears among the Israeli public—so that worries about terrorism were higher in November, 2001 than at other points in our seven surveys.  The peak of the Al Aqsa Intifada came during the first few months of 2002 with 17 attacks in March 2002. On March 28, 2002 after a series of terrorist attacks within Israeli cities that cost over 125 civilian lives, Israel launched Operation Defensive Shield. The operation consisted of moving Israeli forces into the West Bank and Gaza for the purpose of arresting terrorists, finding and confiscating weapons and destroying facilities for the manufacture of explosives.
 The operation brought back the average of 2-5 suicide attacks per month, but mostly against military targets in the West Bank. The strong military response reduced fears of Israelis from the beginning of the attacks a year earlier.  During 2003 the rate of attacks remained the same, but towards the end of 2003 there was a significant decrease in the initiation of terrorist attacks.
 

Some of our measures are single items. Others, such as the patriotism and militancy scales as well as our indicators of particularized trust and confidence in both security and government are factor scores constructed from several variables. We present the question wordings in Table 1. The wording of our generalized trust question differs from most of those in the literature. Uslaner’s (2002, 52-56, 68-74) analysis of the standard question measuring generalized trust (“Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted or can’t you be too careful in dealing with people?”) reflects our faith in strangers rather than in people we know—and is not the same thing as fairness, which is the other question in our survey. Our surveys have multiple measures of threat perceptions. For each equation, we investigated multiple measures and report the models that made the most sense to us. Needless to say, we did not select only models that confirm our expectations, as will be clear below.


_______________


Table 1 about here


Testing the Models

As we discussed above, we estimate our models by two-stage least squares, since we expect non-recursive relationships among our endogenous variables (trust, patriotism, and militancy). Trusters will be less militant and people who favor strong retaliation will be less trusting.  We also posit reciprocal relationships between patriotism and militancy—and we also posit a (negative) link from patriotism to trust.
  We present the results of our models in Tables 2, 3, and 4 below for each of our endogenous variables and the three surveys we use.  We expect the strongest support for our hypotheses in the November, 2001 survey, when the Al Aqsa Indifada was raging most severely and the weakest support during the relative lull of November, 2003.

____________________


Tables 2, 3, 4 about here


Fear of terrorism does reduce trust in two of our three estimations.   When the threat of terrorism was highest, in 2001, people who perceived severe tension from the Al Aqsa Indifada scored .62  lower on trust (on a six point scale) than people who did not see the situation as threatening.   Even when the Al Aqsa Indifada was at a relative lull in 2003 there was still a substantial effect of threat on trust.  Ironically, at the midpoint, we see no significant effect.  Somewhat puzzling is the lack of an effect on trust from personal fears of terrorism.  Not until the lull of 2003 do we see a significant coefficient for personal fear.  Collective fear seems to be more important than personal fear, but it also seems that it has taken time for personal fear to have the same impact on trusting strangers that we find for collective intimidation. Overall, it seems that the general level of threat to society shapes trust more than specific feelings of vulnerability for an individual.

In each estimation we see strong support for the arguments that world views about human nature and about in-groups in particular play a major role in shaping trust in strangers. The belief that “man to man is wolf” is consistently the strongest determinant of trust in strangers.  People who have little faith in human nature are much less likely to trust strangers.  And strong in-group loyalties, reflected in our measure of particularized trust, also lead to lower faith in people who may be of a different background. Particularized trust becomes a consistently stronger determinant of generalized trust over time—and this may reflect either growing ethnic tensions within Israeli society, growing tensions between Israeli Jews and Arabs, or both.  By 2003, the regression coefficient for particularized trust on faith in strangers increased by 65 percent.  Our expectation that optimism would shape trust is less well supported: We only observe a significant coefficient in the 2001 estimation.  The weak impact of optimism may reflect our measure of optimism more than the general concept itself, which has proven to be one of the strongest predictors of trust across different cultures (Uslaner, 2003b).  In only one of our estimations were residents of the former Soviet Union less trusting.


More critically, we see powerful relations between our measure of patriotism (actually reflecting nationalistic world views) and trust.  A standard deviation increase in nationalistic sentiments leads to a decline in generalized trust of 1.248 on the six point scale in 2001 and 2003.  The effect is muted in 2002, but in this year we see the only instance in which there is a significant impact of militancy on trust.  The effect is weak, to be sure (p < .10).  But since militancy and patriotism are strongly intertwined (see below), the weakened effect of patriotism on trust seems to be taken up by militancy.  Nationalistic sentiments make people less trusting, but we find no direct link between militancy and trust.  


There is, however, powerful support for an indirect connection between militancy and trust—and it also varies directly with the severity of the Al Aqsa Intifada. Militancy is the strongest determinant by far of patriotism. When the Al Aqsa Intifada was at its height in 2001, a standard deviation increase in militancy leads to a .494 increase in patriotism (a standardized variable with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of .792).  Even in 2003, during the relative lull, a similar increase in militancy led to an increase of .302 in nationalistic sentiments.   The perceived need to retaliate against your enemy increases patriotic sentiments.   And we see in the equation for militancy (Table 4) that the relationship is reciprocal.  People who are more patriotic are also more militant.  In 2001 and 2002, a standard deviation increase in patriotism led to an increase of between .42 and .49 in militancy.  When attacks became less frequent in 2003, the impact was reduced—the increment from a unit change in patriotism was “only” .28.


The threat of terrorism leads to greater patriotism and especially militancy.   Here we see a mix of effects for personal and collective terror.  For patriotism, personal terror is significant only when the Al Aqsa Intifada was at its peak in 2001.   In the other estimations, it is not significant.  As with trust, we see that fear of terrorism is greatest when the objective threat is most profound.   The fear of collective terror does lead to greater nationalism in 2002, but not when there is a relative lull in 2003.  Most puzzling is the negative coefficient for collective terror in 2001—when we should have found a strongly positive coefficient.  This strange result is likely due to collinearity between militancy and fear of collective terror—the correlation between these two measures almost doubled from the lull in 2003 to 2001.  So the powerful effect of militancy seems to be crowding out the impact of collective terror (even reversing signs as can happen with multicollinearity).   We also see that older people and men are more nationalistic.  Confidence in security institutions is not consistently significant, but the belief that the Israeli Defense Forces can defeat enemies does increase patriotism, but this optimism has its greatest impact when the threat is lowest.

Both collective and personal terror, have unambiguously positive effects on militancy.   The belief that terror poses a threat to Israel’s security is consistently one of the strongest predictors of militancy.  When terrorism was at is peak, it was by far the strongest predictor of militancy.  In 2001, people who saw terrorism as a very severe threat had a militancy score that was .695 greater than people who saw the threat as minimal.  Even in 2003 the impact was substantial at .560.  This pattern is impressive since there is no trend in the perception that terrorism is a threat.  Collective terrorism is the major force shaping militancy.  


Perceptions of individual-level threat vary directly with the intensity of attacks.   Both the perceptions that you are more secure now from a terrorist attack, and that you are less vulnerable in shopping or entertaining, increased strongly from 2001 to 2003. As the threat of terrorism receded, the more personal measure (security while shopping) becomes less significant.  During periods of heightened violence, the personal seems to give way to fears of collective terror.  We also find that people who have greater confidence in security institutions are more likely to favor militant solutions, as are people born in the former Soviet Union—though support of more general governmental institutions has no impact on willingness to exert force.  Secular Israelis are less supportive of greater belligerence—and here we see that secular people become twice as likely to seek non-military solutions when the threat has abated, than when it is most severe.  Greater threats lead to more willingness to exert force among all potential victims of terrorism.  When there is less danger, those Israelis who do not see the war with the Palestinians as protecting land promised by God to the Jews are more likely to favor compromises.


In two of our three estimations, there is a direct link between trust in strangers and militancy.  In 2001 and 2003 (but strangely not in our medium threat year of 2002), people who have the most faith in strangers are .45 less likely to favor combative solutions than those who have little faith in others.  This is a substantial effect—half a standard deviation.   And since militancy is the strongest determinant of patriotism and patriotism consistently shapes trust, there is an indirect route from militancy to trust.   


Greater trust leads to less militancy and more support for a combative response to terrorism boosts nationalistic views and trust in turn.  We also see both direct and indirect effects of terrorism on trust.  Concerns over terrorism, mostly collective worries rather than feelings of personal insecurity, lead to greater militancy and nationalism.  When people feel threatened, they turn inward and want to lash out at their enemies in the strongest way possible.  Threats of terror produce greater nationalism—and nationalistic patriotism shapes both militancy and trust.  Even though we did not find a direct link from militancy to trust, the path through patriotism is powerful and lends support to the argument that patriotism, militancy, and mistrust form a common syndrome that is heavily shaped by fears of terrorism—and varies according to the actual level of attacks.


Trust is more than the outcome of terrorist attacks.  It is a bulwark against greater militancy.   People who remain trusting of strangers even in the face of terrorism are more likely to urge continued compromise solutions to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Trusting strangers means including them in your “moral community,” so it is a “safety valve” against the spiral of retaliation.  But since terrorism, patriotism, and militancy lead to declines in trust, persistent attacks harm the social solidarity and conscience that promotes cooperation and moderation.


When perceptions of terror as a threat to Israel are strongest, trust in strangers fell. We use our seven surveys and plot the relationship between perceptions of threats from terror and trust and we see that the relationship is powerful (r2 = .667); for the threat of an Arab attack, the connection is even more powerful (r2 = .767)—and this makes sense since faith in strangers is specifically trust in people who are of a different background.  The more suspect Arabs are—and the more threatening they appear—the less trusting Israeli Jews are.   Trust also tracks the level of perceived level of terror, though not quite so strongly (r2 = .288), but using another measure—tensions from worrying about a terrorist attack, we see a powerful connection to trust (r2 = .767).  As hypothesized, we also see moderately strong connections between trends in patriotism and nationalism and the threat of terrorism (r2 = .406 and .320, respectively).  




Figure 2 about here




Reprise

Terrorism shapes trust, patriotism, and militancy in Israel, especially when the Al Aqsa Intifada was most severe. Terrorism tears people apart. It does not bring them together, as Putnam (2002) and others argued in the wake of the September 11, 2001 attacks in the United States. Sustained terrorism makes people feel less secure and leads them to look inward.  The randomness of terrorism destroys the basis for trust—the locus of control and the belief that you are the master of your own fate. There might be a temporary boost in social solidarity after a small number of terrorist attacks, but daily life will return to its “normal” pattern in the absence of further terrorist strikes.  When fear of terrorism becomes all-encompassing, as it has in Israel, people have less reason to believe that the future looks rosy.  And the belief that you can control your own fate falls prey to the worries that you or others in the society are vulnerable wherever you are at all times.


The growth of militancy stems from a loss of generalized trust, above and beyond other fissions in the society leading that produce strong feelings of in-group loyalty.  In Israel, high levels of particularized trust—the belief that your own group deserves special treatment in society—arose from tensions internal to the society: in addition to conflicts between Israeli Jews and Arabs, there has been a growing secular-religious divide as well as disputes over “special” treatment for immigrants from the former Soviet Union and Ethiopia.   Social strains, both from within and without, lower generalized trust and make Israelis more militant, above and beyond the threat from terrorism.  


Our analysis has shown that trust is a key component in analyzing how people react to terrorism.  It is more than simply an additional explanatory variable.  Trust reflects a sense of social solidarity and may act as a psychological buffer to coping with terrorism—and reducing militarism.  However, terrorism also produces the very conditions that undermine social cohesion, leading to greater nationalism and more militancy.  The biggest impacts we observe on patriotism and militancy come from perceptions of how terrorism affects the larger society, not just individual respondents.  These collective impacts point to the need to pay heed to the effects of terrorism on how we relate to each other, not just on how we fear the enemy.


The most important psychological impact of terrorism is not simply the sense of fear that it creates, but also the strains in the social fabric that it creates.  As terrorism reaches a peak, its impact on trust, nationalism, and militancy grows.  So a single act (or set of acts) of terrorism, such as the September 11th attacks on the United States, may not destroy trust.  But they will not build it either.  Single attacks do not leave lasting scars.  Sustained attacks do.  Threats over decades rob a culture that should rank high on trust of a valued social resource.

FIGURE 1.  Theoretical Assumptions
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TABLE 4.  Simultaneous Equation Estimation of Trust, Patriotism and Militancy for October 2003








Variable�
Coefficient�
Std. Error�
t Ratio�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Generalized trust�
�
�
�
�
Militancy factor�
-.305*�
.210�
-1.45�
�
Patriotism factor�
-.629**�
.338�
-1.86�
�
Particularized trust�
-.501****�
.081�
-6.12�
�
Israel will face challenges�
.047�
.051�
.092�
�
Tensions from the Intifada�
-.076**�
.046�
-1.65�
�
Tension from personal terror�
-.073**�
.038�
-1.93�
�
“Man to Man is Wolf”�
-.130***�
.040�
-3.25�
�
Born Former Soviet Union�
.159�
.151�
1.05�
�
Constant�
3.02****�
.363�
8.32�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Patriotism Factor�
�
�
�
�
Militancy Factor�
.340****�
.051�
6.59�
�
Israel Defense Forces will defeat enemies�
.126****�
.017�
7.15�
�
Tension from collective terror�
-.016�
.017�
-.95�
�
Tension form personal terror�
-.014�
.014�
-1.00�
�
Confidence in security institutions�
-.043*�
.032�
-1.32�
�
Age�
.003***�
.0001�
3.01�
�
Gender�
.168****�
.040�
4.17�
�
Constant�
-1.173****�
.132�
-8.85�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Militancy Factor�
�
�
�
�
Generalized trust�
-.088**�
.041�
-2.15�
�
Patriotism factor�
.358****�
.085�
4.20�
�
Terror is threat to security�
.112****�
.020�
5.49�
�
More secure from attack�
-.056****�
.013�
-4.32�
�
More secure in shopping/entertainment�
-.016�
.013�
-1.18�
�
Confidence in security institutions�
-.158****�
.034�
-4.57�
�
Confidence in political institutions�
.005�
.032�
.18�
�
Secular�
-.255****�
.047�
-5.40�
�
Born Former Soviet Union�
.273****�
.051�
5.36�
�
Constant�
-.989****�
.160�
-6.16�
�
*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 ****p<.0001 N=944





Note: RMSE (R2) by equation: generalized trust: 1.636 (.092), patriotism: .587 (.213), militancy: .610 (.265





TABLE  3.  Simultaneous Equation Estimation of Trust, Patriotism and Militancy for October 2002








Variable�
Coefficient�
Std. Error�
t Ratio�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Generalized trust�
�
�
�
�
Militancy factor�
-.063�
.235�
-.27�
�
Patriotism factor�
-1.416****�
.373�
-3.79�
�
Particularized trust�
-.406****�
.0874�
-4.64�
�
Israel will face challenges�
-.023�
.050�
-.47�
�
Tensions from the Intifada�
.032�
.050�
.63�
�
Tension from personal terror�
-.043�
.042�
-1.03�
�
“Man to Man is Wolf”�
-.291****�
.039�
-7.30�
�
Born Former Soviet Union�
.104�
.173�
.60�
�
Constant�
2.941****�
.381�
7.72�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Patriotism Factor�
�
�
�
�
Militancy Factor�
.334****�
.046�
7.17�
�
Israel Defense Forces will defeat enemies�
.107****�
.018�
5.75�
�
Tension from collective terror�
.024*�
.015�
1.61�
�
Tension form personal terror�
.006�
.013�
.50�
�
Confidence in security institutions�
.080***�
.029�
2.72�
�
Age�
.003***�
.001�
3.01�
�
Gender�
.166****�
.036�
4.54�
�
Constant�
-.996****�
.139�
-7.12�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Militancy Factor�
�
�
�
�
Generalized trust�
-.017�
.034�
-.51�
�
Patriotism factor�
.622****�
.099�
6.23�
�
Terror is threat to security�
.111****�
.017�
6.49�
�
More secure from attack�
-.076****�
.013�
-5.65�
�
More secure in shopping/entertainment�
-.014�
.013�
-1.03�
�
Confidence in security institutions�
-.114�
.038�
-2.97�
�
Confidence in political institutions�
.024�
.033�
.75�
�
Secular�
-.257****�
.049�
-5.16�
�
Born Former Soviet Union�
.420****�
.054�
7.71�
�
Constant�
-.844****�
.162�
-5.20�
�
*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 ****p<.0001 N=872





Note: RMSE (R2) by equation: generalized trust: 1.718 (.035), patriotism: .511 (.274), militancy: .597 (.359). 











TABLE 2.  Simultaneous Equation Estimation of Trust, Patriotism and Militancy for October 2001


�
�



Variable�
coefficient�
Std. Error�
t Ratio�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Generalized trust�
�
�
�
�
Militancy factor�
-.109�
.301�
-.36�
�
Patriotism factor�
-1.575****�
.418�
-3.77�
�
Particularized trust�
-.303****�
.082�
-3.68�
�
Israel will face challenges�
.120***�
.051�
2.32�
�
Tensions from the Intifada�
-.103**�
.050�
-2.05�
�
Tension from personal terror�
-.014�
.043�
-.33�
�
“Man to Man is Wolf”�
-.223****�
.039�
-5.68�
�
Born Former Soviet Union�
-.341**�
.166�
-2.05�
�
Constant�
3.253****�
.402�
8.07�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Patriotism Factor�
�
�
�
�
Militancy Factor�
.556****�
.051�
10.83�
�
Israel Defense Forces will defeat enemies�
.066****�
.016�
4.07�
�
Tension from collective terror�
.059***�
.018�
3.26�
�
Tension form personal terror�
.032***�
.014�
2.25�
�
Confidence in security institutions�
-.036�
.032�
-1.13�
�
Age�
.002**�
.001�
2.54�
�
Gender�
.160****�
.036�
4.40�
�
Constant�
-.558****�
.135�
-4.12�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Militancy Factor�
�
�
�
�
Generalized trust�
-.094***�
.034�
-2.75�
�
Patriotism factor�
.534****�
.080�
6.62�
�
Terror is threat to security�
.139****�
.016�
8.40�
�
More secure from attack�
-.027**�
.012�
-2.15�
�
More secure in shopping/entertainment�
.-029**�
.013�
-2.15�
�
Confidence in security institutions-�
-.112***�
.033�
-3.39�
�
Confidence in political institutions�
  .024�
.028�
.88�
�
Secular�
-.128�
.045�
-2.83�
�
Born Former Soviet Union�
.208****�
.049�
4.23�
�
Constant�
-1.062****�
.165�
-6.42�
�
*p<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.01 ****p<.0001 N=995





Note: RMSE (R2) by equation: generalized trust: 1.736 (-.069), patriotism: .549 (.214), militancy: .561 (.361). 














TABLE  1.  Variables and Measurements for the Variables Included in the Study


� SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1�Variable�
Questions�
�
Generalized trust�
Tend to be careful in contacts with strangers.�
�
Patriotism�
Factor score of: I love Israel and am proud of it (.700); Israel is my home and I do not intend to leave it (.600); it bothers me when people denounce Israel (.571).�
�
Militancy�
Factor score of: All means are justified in Israel’s war against terror (.789); Every military action Israel initiates is justified (.780); Nuclear weapons should remain a vital element in Israel’s national security (.602); If attacked by missiles, Israel must retaliate with all its military might (.655).�
�
Threat perceptions�
Severity of threat to Israel from terror that will hurt me or my family (tension personal terror); Severity of threat to Israel from terror that will shake the foundations of the political system (tension collective terror); Severity of threat to Israel from war of attrition against Israel in Judea and Samaria by the Palestinians (tension Intifida); Terror disrupts daily life in Israel (terror threat); Feel more secure than last year from threats such as Syrian tanks or Iraqi missiles (more secure from attack); Feel more secure than last year from threats when I go out for shopping or entertainment (more secure shopping).�
�
Particularized trust�
Factor score of:  I feel closer to my own group (ethnic/gender/community) than to the state of Israel (608); Certain groups in the Israeli society should be granted autonomy (587); I would have more faith in the state's institutions and leaders if more people from my group (ethnic/gender/community) were represented (.600). �
�
Optimism�
In the context of the Israeli society, to what extent do you agree to the saying that 'man to man is wolf'; I believe that Israel will manage to stand up to all its future challenges�
�
Confidence in military�
I have trust in the Israel Defense Forces’ fighting and winning abilities 


Factor score of trust in: Israel Defense Services (.685), General Security Services (.899), Mossad from two-factor solution to trust in institutions (.911) (confidence in security)�
�
Confidence in government�
Factor score of trust in: legislature (.632), political parties (.612), from two-factor solution to trust in institutions (confidence in government)�
�



Note: figures in parentheses are factor loadings.














Figure 2.  Generalized Trust and Terror as a Threat in Israel 2000-2003
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� Putnam (2002) can be found on the American Prospect website: 


�   HYPERLINK "http://www.prospect.org/print/V13/3/putnam-r.html" ��http://www.prospect.org/print/V13/3/putnam-r.html�.


� These results come from models Uslaner estimated from the NORC National Tragedy Study data set from October, 2001 and a year later.  Details of the surveys are available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.norc.uchicago.edu/projects/reaction/index.asp" ��http://www.norc.uchicago.edu/projects/reaction/index.asp�.  The data were obtained from the Roper Center at the University of Connecticut, which is not responsible for any interpretations made here. The models estimated included various demographics, confidence in government, and how often people pray. * Some of the data we use in this paper have come from the Roper Center and the Inter-University Consortium for Political Research. Neither is responsible for our interpretations.  Uslaner is also grateful to the the General Research Board, University of Maryland—College Park, for support on related projects. 





� The American National Election Studies asked the trust question in 1964, 1966, 1968, 1972, 1974, 1976, 1992, 1996, 1998, and 2000.


� Jews rank considerably higher in all countries where there are substantial populations in sample: US, Canada, Finland, Australia, Argentina, and South Africa.


� Trust is measured by the standard trust question: “Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted or can’t you be too careful in dealing with people.”  The data mostly come from the World Values Survey, see Uslaner (2002, 225, n. 6).  Israel was not included in the earlier World Values Surveys, but was included in the 1998 International Social Survey Program (ISSP).  The ISSP asked a four item question on trust and Uslaner estimated scores for countries not in the WVS from these data by regressing ISSP estimates on WVS estimates for countries in both samples and then deriving out of sample predictions for Cyprus, Israel, and New Zealand.  Uslaner (2002, ch. 3) shows that the standard trust question reflects generalized rather than particularize trust—and that, at least in an American sample, people who respond to the question understand it as a general worldview and not the result of immediate experience.


� In the 2002 European Social Survey (ESS) trust is measured by the standard trust question: “Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted or can’t you be too careful in dealing with people.” out of 10 response categories, the upper five indicate support for the idea that “that most people can be trusted”. The ESS data available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ess.org" ��http://www.ess.org�.


� The data on civil wars comes from the State Failure Task Force data set available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/stfail/" ��http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/stfail/� .  We used civil wars because there is no reason to presume that only external wars matter and because only a handful of states had external wars in the data base.  See the rationale for excluding current and former Communist nations (largely because of unreliable surveys), see Uslaner (2002, 226-30).  This result also holds in a multivariate model similar to that in Uslaner (2002, 229-37), including the Gini index of economic inequality and the percent Protestant in a nation.


� The figures are available at the Interdisciplinary Center for Terrorism website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ict.org.il/" �http://www.ict.org.il/�


� The figures are based on the NSSC terrorism database: � HYPERLINK "http://nssc.haifa.ac.il/" ��http://nssc.haifa.ac.il/� Terror/index.html.


� The 2002 estimate comes from the General Social Survey and the 2003 data come from Pew Internet Spam Survey by the Pew Center for the Internet and American Life.  We are indebted to Lee Rainie of the Center for providing the data to us.


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


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


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


� The figures are based on the NSSC terrorism database: � HYPERLINK "http://nssc.haifa.ac.il/" ��http://nssc.haifa.ac.il/� Terror/index.html.


� Two-stage least squares requires instrumental variables that are correlated with the endogenous variables but not with the error terms.  We used the following instruments: education level, income level, identification as an Orthodox Jew, dummy variables for born in Eastern Europe and born in Western Europe, whether all should serve in the Israeli Defense Forces, and concerned by tension in the political system.
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