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Abstract

Past research has produced convincing evidence for the association between
perceived societal threat and political conservatism. Based on the view of
political worldviews and threat perceptions as multifaceted constructs, the
present study suggests that certain types of perceived threat are actually
associated with the endorsement of more politically liberal positions. Employing
a three-wave naturalistic design, we examined the unique longitudinal effects of
perceived threats from real-life political events that challenge either liberal or
conservative values, on conflict-related attitudes, using a nationally representa-
tive sample of Jewish-Israelis (N = 437). Consistent with our hypotheses, per-
ceived threat from events that challenge conservative values was associated with
increased militaristic attitudes and decreased willingness to compromise for
peace over time, whereas perceived threat from events that challenge liberal
values was related to decreased militaristic attitudes and increased willingness to
compromise for peace over time. Theoretical and practical implications of these
longitudinal effects are discussed.
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The last decades have witnessed the resurgence of ideologically inspired conflict and
polarization worldwide. The surge of far-right political discourse into the main-
stream, defending various sorts of ethnic nationalism, xenophobia, authoritarianism,
and militarism, has become an especially pressing issue of growing concern in many
Western countries, creating crucial challenges for maintaining the foundations of
liberal democracy, peace, and stability.

Research shows that these processes are fueled by powerful psychological forces.
Most notably, perceived threat to the social and political system, both realistic and
symbolic, is considered a fundamental feature in the dynamic of embracing different
manifestations of political conservatism (e.g., Duckitt and Fischer 2003; Hibbing,
Smith, and Alford 2014; Jost, Federico, and Napier 2009; Jost et al. 2003; Onraet
et al. 2013). A host of perceived societal threats, including threatening social and
economic periods (Doty, Peterson, and Winter 1991; Feldman and Stenner 1997;
McCann 2008), exposure to terrorism threats (Bonanno and Jost 2006; Davis and
Silver 2004; Echebarria-Echabe and Fernandez-Guede 2006; Nail et al. 2009;
Thorisdottir and Jost 2011; Ullrich and Cohrs 2007; Willer 2004), exposure to
conflict-related violence (Canetti et al. 2015; Canetti et al. 2009; Lavi et al. 2014;
Peffley, Hutchison, and Shamir 2015; Shamir and Sagiv-Schifter 2006), and symbolic
threats to the collective’s identity or value system (Malhotra, Margalit, and Mo 2013;
Stenner 2009), were found to contribute to the endorsement of issue positions that are
typically associated with conservatism or right-wing politics, such as right-wing
authoritarianism, system justification, intolerance toward minorities, and endorsement
of conflict-supporting positions. Indeed, numerous scholars and analysts attribute the
current, ongoing conservative shift in Europe to threat perceptions from the surging
waves of immigration to the West, sluggish economic growth, and the increasing
threats of global terrorism, all of which arguably provide an environment conducive
to the rise of such far-right politics (Liang 2016; Oner 2014; Shaffer 2016).

A compelling explanation for the association between threat perceptions and the
endorsement of conservative political positions stems from the understanding of
ideology as a “motivated social cognition” (Jost et al. 2003). According to this
perspective, threat encourages people to embrace social and political attitudes that
offer relatively simple yet cognitively rigid solutions to questions of system instabil-
ity (Bonanno and Jost 2006; Jost et al. 2003), and these types of solutions are more
often reflected in the cognitive and rhetorical styles of those on the conservative,
rather than the liberal, end of the political spectrum (Jost et al. 2003, 2009). Since
conservative ideologies are more suited than liberal ideologies to reduce fear, anxi-
ety, and uncertainty, embracing politically conservative positions thus serves as an
adaptive and effective defense mechanism against perceived societal threat.
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Embracing Liberal Political Positions as a Defense
Mechanism against Perceived Threat

As the aforementioned studies have shown, embracing conservative positions
undoubtedly serves as an adaptive coping mechanism with a broad range of threats
to society from terrorist attacks to rising unemployment rates. But does increased
support for conservative positions and policies serve as the most suitable coping
mechanism with any type of societal threat?

Liberal and conservative positions and policies clearly serve different functions
in a given political and social system and prioritize different concerns and needs of
its citizens: whereas conservative positions and policies often prioritize nationalism,
respect for religious and cultural traditions, in-group loyalty, and protection of
intergroup boundaries, liberal positions and policies prioritize social and economic
equality, individual freedoms, civil rights, and intragroup interdependence (e.g.,
Janoff-Bulman 2009; Janoff-Bulman and Carns 2016). It thus follows that when
society members feel that the social and political system fails to protect and sustain
conservative values, they are likely to respond by defending and promoting conser-
vative policies and positions ever more vigorously. However, when society members
perceive that the system’s ability to protect liberal values is compromised, they
should be more likely to defend positions and policies that promote liberal, rather
than conservative, values.

Nevertheless, research linking perceived societal threats to shifts toward the
political right has thus far focused almost exclusively on perceived threats from
events that represent a challenge to conservative values, such as threats to national
security or to intergroup boundaries, in the form of immigration threats or exposure
to terrorism and political violence (e.g., Bonanno and Jost 2006; Canetti et al. 2009;
Canetti et al. 2015; Craig and Richeson 2014; Davis and Silver 2004; Echebarria-
Echabe and Fernandez-Guede 2006; Feldman and Stenner 1997; Matthews, Levin,
and Sidanius 2009; Onraet, Dhont, and Van Hiel 2014; Peffley, Hutchison, and
Shamir 2015; Thorisdottir and Jost 2011; Ullrich and Cohrs 2007; Willer 2004). It
is therefore not surprising that in all these studies, perceived threat led individuals to
endorse positions, leaders, and policies that prioritize values associated with con-
servative ideologies.

But while some studies argue that such perceived threats cause a broad rightward
shift in political positions (e.g., Bonanno and Jost 2006; Nail et al. 2009; Nail and
McGregor 2009; Wright and Baril 2013), others have found that individuals’ ideo-
logical predispositions play a key role in moderating such effects. For example,
some studies show that such threat-induced shifts are more pronounced among
individuals on the political right, since they tend to be more sensitive to social and
political threats and to respond to them with increased hostility, intolerance, and
militarism (Feldman 2003; Jost et al. 2003; Peffley, Hutchison, and Shamir 2015).
Other studies have shown that the opinions and preferences of individuals on the
political left and center are more likely to shift following perceived threat than those
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of individuals on the right, since rightists’ baseline preferences already reflect a high
degree of perceived threat (e.g., Hetherington and Weiler 2009). Yet other studies
(Burke, Kosloff, and Landau 2013; Feldman and Stenner 1997; Greenberg et al.
1992; Stenner 2005) show that perceived threat in fact activates preexisting world-
views, such that conservatives become even more concerned about maintaining the
collective’s well-being under threat, whereas liberals become even more concerned
about protecting the freedoms and well-being of individuals within the collective.

The possibility remains, however, that certain fypes of perceived threats to the
society can actually increase support for liberal positions and policies across the
political spectrum, to the extent that endorsing such positions and policies is per-
ceived as an effective means to promote the values that are perceived to be threat-
ened. Indeed, history shows that when individual liberties or social equality is
compromised, liberal values are defended and implemented ever more strongly. The
American civil rights movement, Lyndon B. Johnson’s Great Society programs, and
the democratization of formerly fascist countries like Spain and Greece are just a few
salient examples.

Value-specific Perceived Societal Threats among Different
Ideological Groups

The idea that perceived societal threats may increase endorsement of either con-
servative or liberal political positions, depending on the values society members
perceive to be threatened, raises the following question: shouldn’t the effects of
value-specific threats on political positions depend on individuals’ preexisting
political and ethical orientation? Put differently, shouldn’t perceived threats to
liberal values affect liberals only and perceived threats to conservative values
affect conservatives only?

According to moral foundations theory (MFT; Graham, Haidt, and Nosek 2009;
Haidt, Graham, and Joseph 2009), conservatives and liberals indeed differ in the
extent to which they endorse and prioritize different sets of moral values or
“foundations.” According to MFT, conservatives endorse values associated with
in-group/loyalty (supporting moral obligations of patriotism and “us vs. them”
thinking), authority/respect (including concerns about traditions and maintaining
social order), and purity/sanctity (including moral disgust and spiritual concerns
about treating the body as a temple) more than liberals do. Liberals, in turn, endorse
values associated with harm/care (involving intuitions of sympathy, compassion,
and nurturance) and fairness/reciprocity (including notions of rights and justice)
more than conservatives do. Put differently, conservatives are more concerned with
“binding” moral foundations, which prioritize the welfare and survival of larger
groups and institutions, whereas liberals are more concerned with “individualizing”
moral foundations, which prioritize the protection and fair treatment of individuals.

Liberals’ relative de-emphasis of binding foundations compared to conservatives
is consistent with the view of conservatism as motivated cognition (Jost et al. 2003):
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since conservatives are dispositionally more threat sensitive than liberals (e.g., Dodd
et al. 2012; Oxley et al. 2008), they experience a stronger need to reinforce existing
moral boundaries created by traditions, rituals, hierarchies, and social structures.
The endorsement of binding moral foundations is by definition meant to reinforce
sociomoral structures, by reducing uncertainty about what counts as a moral trans-
gression and about who falls within the group’s scope of moral concern (Van
Leeuwen and Park 2009; Wright and Baril 2011).

Liberals’ relative de-emphasis of binding foundations can also explain why some
studies found that only conservatives demonstrate rightward shifts in political posi-
tions following perceived threats to national security and intergroup boundaries.
Studies suggesting that liberals adopt more conservative political positions when
faced with these types of perceived threat indicate, however, that although liberals
supposedly do not prioritize conservative values under nonthreatening circum-
stances, perceived threats to these values can actually activate these “dormant”
moral concerns. If liberals did not endorse conservative values at least to some
extent, their threat-related fears and anxieties would probably not have been molli-
fied by the stable, clear-cut view of the world that conservatism offers.

In fact, MFT itself (e.g., Haidt 2012) emphasizes that the weight given to differ-
ent values in the moral perspectives of conservatives and liberals is relative rather
than absolute. Other theories and conceptualizations of political worldviews and
ideologies similarly argue that although political “liberalism” and “conservatism”
are often seen as representing mutually exclusive sets of values in the political
discourse, real-life political worldviews are often quite internally complex, and
almost inevitably comprise beliefs and values associated with both conservatism
and liberalism, such that although ideological groups differ in their value priorities in
some contexts, these differences are neither absolute nor context independent (e.g.,
Brandt et al. 2014; Crawford and Pilanski 2014; Duckitt and Sibley 2010; Feldman
and Johnston 2014; Jacoby 2006; Katz and Hass 1988; Pyszczynski, Greenberg, and
Koole 2004; Schwartz 2007; Shamir and Arian 1994; Tetlock 1986; Wetherell,
Brandt, and Reyna 2013).

If political worldviews are indeed internally complex and not unidimensional,
and if perceived threats can indeed trigger the endorsement of values that are not
generally endorsed under nonthreatening circumstances, we should expect political
and social events that represent a challenge to liberal values to threaten some aspects
of both conservatives’ and liberals’ worldview, at least to some degree. Therefore,
we expect that perceived societal threats to liberal values may trigger stronger
endorsement of liberal political positions, even among conservatives.

The Israeli Context

A young country lying at the heart of some of the most intense and intractable
religious and territorial conflicts in the world, Israel has been forced to deal with
persistent threats, some of which, as most Israelis feel (Bar-Tal 2001; Michael
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2009), threaten its very existence. The Israeli—Palestinian conflict has been a par-
ticularly prominent source of threat for the Jewish-Israeli population. Over the years,
the conflict has involved several wars and military operations and violent uprisings
involving protracted waves of terrorism. This prolonged, violent conflict leaves its
mark on both the Israeli collective and the daily lives of individual society members
(Bar-Tal 2007; Canetti et al. 2009).

In addition to other implications, the ongoing Israeli—Palestinian conflict has
been a central factor in the deepening political polarization within the Israeli public
(Berrebi and Klor 2006, 2008). This polarization is also expressed in Israel’s rela-
tively complex political system, in which various parties represent different versions
of conservative and liberal worldviews. The heated (and sometimes violent) con-
flicts between rival ideological groups in Israel create constant battles over the
identity and character of the state of Israel with options ranging from Western-
style democracy to a Jewish theocracy.

In Israel’s political discourse, the terms “liberal” and “conservative” are not
frequently used, and instead the dominant terminology revolves around the conflict
between left and right. The political left and right are primarily divided on their
attitudes toward the Israeli—Palestinian conflict: leftists represent more “dovish”
conflict-related attitudes (support for compromises with Palestinians) and rightists
represent more “hawkish” positions (higher tolerance for “collateral damage,”
higher support for preemptive military actions, lower willingness to compromise
for peace). Nevertheless, the ideological split between left and right in Israel is also
strongly linked to the divide between liberalism and conservatism, in their broader
sense, representing a struggle on issues such as the primary identity of the state as
Jewish or Israeli, the state-religion issue, and the primacy of democracy or Jewish
religious law (e.g., Arian and Shamir 2008; Shamir and Arian 1994). Put differently,
although the value structures of leftist and rightist worldviews in the Israeli context
are not mutually exclusive, leftists and rightists seem to differ in their relative value
priorities (Shamir and Arian 1994), whereas Israeli leftists often prioritize liberal
values such as civil rights, individual freedoms, democratic values, and separation of
religion and state and Israeli rightists often emphasize conservative values such as
the concern for established cultural and religious traditions, social order, and pre-
servation of the ethnic national identity of the state of Israel.

Consistent with previous research, studies on the effects of threat perceptions in
the Israeli context have generally found that perceived threat leads Jewish-Israelis to
adopt more militant and conflict-supporting positions (e.g., Canetti et al. 2009, 2015;
Hirschberger, Pyszczynski, and Ein-Dor 2009; Hirsch-Hoefler et al. 2014; Imhoff
et al. 2016; Peffley, Hutchison, and Shamir 2015). Nevertheless, these studies
focused almost exclusively on perceived threats to conservative values (e.g., result-
ing from threats to national security and to intergroup boundaries) or perceived
existential threats (e.g., resulting from mortality salience and reminders of collective
trauma). No research has thus far been conducted about the effects of perceived
threats to liberal values, on the societal or collective level, on Jewish-Israelis’
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political positions. Israel therefore provides an excellent setting for the study of the
unique effects of value-specific perceived societal threats, on political positions in
the context of protracted, ongoing conflict.

The Present Study

The goal of the present study is to elucidate the relationship between perceived
societal threats and political positions in the context of prolonged, real-life political
conflict. In an attempt to expand previous research associating perceived societal
threat with greater endorsement of conservative political positions, we suggest that
certain types of real-life societal threats are in fact best addressed by adopting more
liberal political positions. To take into account the multifaceted nature of real-life
political and social events on the one hand, and threat perceptions on the other, we
examined this hypothesis using a naturalistic, three-wave longitudinal design, using
a large nationally representative sample of Jewish-Israelis.

Although some excellent work has been conducted to examine the longitu-
dinal effects of perceived threat on political positions (Matthews, Levin, and
Sidanius 2009; Margalit 2013; Onraet, Dhont, and Van Hiel 2014; Peffley,
Hutchison, and Shamir 2015), an important unique feature of this study is that
we investigate possible differential longitudinal effects of different types of
perceived societal threats. In line with theories on the value priorities associated
with liberal and conservative worldviews (e.g., Haidt 2012; Jost et al. 2003;
Shamir and Arian 1994; Tetlock 1986), we distinguish between perceived soci-
etal threat from exposure to political and social events that challenge liberal
values and perceived threat from exposure to events that challenge conservative
values and investigated their simultaneous longitudinal effects on conflict-
related attitudes in the Israel context.

To test these longitudinal effects, we used a full cross-lagged panel design. A
cross-lagged panel design enabled us to examine the “pure” effects of each per-
ceived threat variable on conflict-related attitudes over time, controlling for the
autocorrelation of all variables, the intercorrelations of all variables at earlier time
points, and the inverse relationships between conflict-related attitudes and per-
ceived threats.

We operationalized conflict-related attitudes using militaristic attitudes and will-
ingness to compromise for peace, both of which were previously found to be
strongly related to threat perceptions in the context of conflict (Halperin and
Bar-Tal 2011; Maoz and McCauley 2008, 2009). Whereas perceived threat from
social and political events that challenge conservative values (“perceived conserva-
tive threat”) was hypothesized to be associated with increased militaristic attitudes
and decreased willingness to compromise over time, perceived threat from events
that challenge liberal values (“perceived liberal threat”) was hypothesized to be
associated with decreased militaristic attitudes and increased willingness to com-
promise over time, across the political spectrum.
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Method

Participants and Procedure

Data were collected online by Midgam Project Web Panel, an Israeli Internet-survey
company. Participants signed an electronic informed consent form before participat-
ing in each wave and were rewarded with monetary compensation.

The study included three waves of measurement, collected three months apart.
The first wave of measurement included a sample of 437 Jewish-Israelis who largely
represented the distribution in the adult Jewish-Israeli population in terms of gender
and age (Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics)': 52 percent (n = 228) were women and
48 percent (n = 209) were men, with ages ranging from nineteen to seventy-seven
(M = 41.2, standard deviation [SD] = 15.5). Forty-six percent had college/university
education, 28 percent had other post-high school education, and 26 percent had high
school or less than high school education. Forty-three 43 percent reported below the
average income, 30.4 percent average income, 17 percent above average income,
and the rest reported no income. In terms of religiosity, 60 percent defined them-
selves secular, 21 percent traditional, 13 percent religious, and the rest very reli-
gious. In terms of party identification, 42 percent identified with liberal parties, 44
percent with conservative parties, and the rest with parties not classified as either
liberal or conservative.” Twenty-one percent of respondents dropped out between
waves 1 and 2 and 16 percent between waves 2 and 3.’

In each wave of measurement, participants were presented with six unique reports
of recent events with political or social significance that took place after the previous
time of measurement and were widely covered in the Israeli media, three of which
were chosen so as to represent a challenge to conservative values, applied to the
Israeli political context (“Jewish” character of the state of Israel, ethnic nationalism,
national security, and hawkish attitudes regarding the Israeli—Palestinian conflict),
whereas the rest were chosen so as to represent a challenge to liberal values in the
Israeli context (e.g., individual freedoms, civil rights, separation of religion and
state, and dovish attitudes regarding the Israeli—Palestinian conflict; Haidt 2012;
Jost et al. 2003; Shamir and Arian 1994). After reading these reports, participants
rated the extent to which they perceived these events as posing a threat to the future
of Israel. Finally, in each wave, participants completed three questionnaires asses-
sing their party identification, willingness to compromise for peace, and militaristic
attitudes. All questionnaires were distributed in random order.”*

Tools

Predictor Variables

Perceived collective threat. In each wave, participants were presented with six different
passages created by the researchers, each describing recent political events that
received considerable coverage in the Israeli media. These reports covered stories
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about the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, governmental decisions with political impli-
cations, policy changes, and so on. Three of these events represented violations of
conservative societal values in the Israeli context (e.g., Israelis signing a petition
calling on pilots from the Israeli air force to refuse to launch an attack on Iran if they
are ordered to do so; the European Commission has announced its intention to help
maintain Palestinians’ presence in area C; the Jordan Valley division deputy com-
mander, who was filmed hitting a left-wing Danish activist in the face with his
rifle, was removed from his post by the Israel Defense Force Chief of General
Staff), and three represented violations of liberal societal values in the Israeli
context (e.g., The Israeli High Court prohibits the granting of any residency or
citizenship status for the purpose of family reunification to Palestinians from the
occupied Palestinian territories; The Knesset Education, Culture, and Sports Com-
mittee bans a civics textbook which has been approved by the Education Ministry
on account that its content is too liberal and not sufficiently nationalistic; the
government announced its support for a law that limits the ability of foreign
governments and international organizations to contribute to Israeli nongovern-
mental organizations protecting the human rights of Palestinians; Haidt 2012; Jost
2006). After reading each of the six passages presented in each wave, participants
rated the extent to which they perceived each event as posing a threat to the future
of Israel (“this event makes me concerned for the future of Israel”), on a scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

In each wave, perceived threat scores on the three passages representing a vio-
lation of liberal values were averaged to construct the perceived liberal threat scale,
whereas perceived threat scores on three passages representing a violation of con-
servative values were averaged to construct the perceived conservative threat scale.
Therefore, each participant had two threat scores (i.e., perceived liberal threat and
perceived conservative threat) for each time of measurement.

Adequate reliabilities were found for both perceived conservative threat (o0 = .60
to .79) and perceived liberal threat (o0 = .72 to .80). To further confirm the distinc-
tiveness of each of those variables, exploratory factor analysis was conducted for all
six perceived threat scores in each wave of measurement, using principal component
analysis with varimax rotation and Kaiser normalization. The results presented in
Table 1 show that the analysis yielded a very clear two-factor solution that is
compatible with our preliminary construction of the scales.

Party identification was assessed using the following question: “with which of
the following political parties do you most identify?” While many studies in the
Israeli context use the left-right continuum to measure political orientation, these
terms are usually understood as synonymous to dovish and hawkish positions in the
context of the Israeli—Palestinian conflict (Reifen Tagar et al. 2014). Indeed, the
Isracli—Palestinian conflict is a key issue dimension in Israeli politics and plays an
important role in determining voting preferences (Arian and Shamir 2008; Shamir and
Shamir 2008). Nevertheless, we were interested in the broader ideological categories
of political liberalism and conservatism, as they are reflected in the Israeli context, to
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Table |. Exploratory Factor Analyses for Perceived Liberal Threat and Perceived
Conservative Threat.

Factor (F) loadings

Item F1 (liberal threat) F2 (conservative threat)

Wave |
Liberal threat | .784 114
Liberal threat 2 .825 -.063
Liberal threat 3 .822 —.148
Conservative threat | —.076 T71
Conservative threat 2 —.024 .845
Conservative threat 3 0I5 .841
Variance explained: 67.26 percent

Wave 2
Liberal threat | 818 —.005
Liberal threat 2 .864 .026
Liberal threat 3 .848 —.052
Conservative threat | —.028 .850
Conservative threat 2 .028 .840
Conservative threat 3 —.031 .825
Variance explained: 70.83 percent

Wave 3
Liberal threat | .847 —.046
Liberal threat 2 .873 .050
Liberal threat 3 794 A17
Conservative threat | 167 .857
Conservative threat 2 —.160 671
Conservative threat 3 123 701

Variance explained: 64.55 percent

Note: Entries in boldface represent factor loadings greater than .65.

the extent that they represent positions on broader issues pertaining to the character of
the Israeli society (e.g., individual freedoms, civil rights, ethnic nationalism, demo-
cratic values, and separation of religion and state) alongside positions regarding the
Israeli—Palestinian conflict. The liberal-conservative distinction, which is commonly
used in self-placement measures of ideology, is neither used nor commonly under-
stood by the general public in Israel. As no other self-report measures of conservatism/
liberalism were validated in Israel, we chose party identification as a proxy for con-
servative and liberal political positions, broadly defined, in the Israeli context.

The list of political parties provided to participants included all parties that were
represented in the Israeli parliament at that time of the study (see Online Appendix,
section A, for the full list of parties). Classification of parties as politically liberal or
conservative was based on the parties’ position on both the “security and foreign
policy” (dovish/”hawkish” positions) and “religion and state” dimensions, using an a
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priori classification system (see Arian and Shamir 2011; Shamir 2015). Participants’
party identification in each wave of measurement was thus represented by a dichot-
omous variable that was assigned the value 1 for identification with liberal parties
and 0 for identification with conservative parties.’

Although dovish and hawkish positions regarding the conflict are strongly related to
politically liberal and politically conservative positions regarding the character of the
Israeli society (Arian and Shamir 2008; Shamir and Arian 1994), the association
between dovish positions and political liberalism, on the one hand, and hawkish posi-
tions and political conservatism, on the other, does not apply to ultraorthodox, com-
munist and non-Jewish parties. Therefore, participants who indicated that they identify
with these parties, which were not classified as either politically liberal or politically
conservative, were assigned a missing value on the party identification measure.

Dependent Variables

Willingness to compromise for peace was assessed using two items, rated on a scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree): (1) “we should consider
giving up the Golan heights in return for sustainable peace with Syria” and (2) “we
should consider evacuating Jewish settlements in return for sustainable peace with
the Palestinians;” o = .90 in all waves.

Militaristic attitudes was assessed using three items rated on a scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree): (1) “It is justified to conduct
preemptive strikes on countries and entities that pose a threat to the state of Israel,”
(2) “It is justified to harm civilians in order to prevent hostile entities to threaten
the state of Israel,” and (3) “war is sometimes necessary to maintain Israel’s super-
iority;” oo = .76 to .81.

Data Analysis and Model Specification

Before conducting our main analyses, we computed means, SDs, and bivariate corre-
lations between the study variables. To examine our main hypotheses, we conducted
two cross-lagged structural equation modeling (SEM) analyses, one for each depen-
dent variable, using maximum likelihood estimation. In each model, we tested the
directional relationships between the predictors (perceived liberal threat and perceived
conservative threat), party identification, the interaction terms of each threat variable
with party identification, and the dependent variables (willingness to compromise for
peace or militaristic attitudes). All predictor variables were standardized prior to
multiplying them together to create the interaction terms, as recommended in Frazier,
Tix, and Barron (2004), as were the dependent variables before entered into the model.
All interaction terms in the model were modeled as exogenous variables. The con-
ceptual diagram of our hypothesized moderation models is presented in Figure 1 (for
ease of presentation, Figure 1 only presents directional relationships between the
variables in the model. Bidirectional relationships are described as follows).
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willingness to compromise for peace (model |)/militaristic attitudes (model 2). Solid paths
represent the hypothesized directional relationships.

To rule out the possibility that the effects of perceived threat originate in party
identification, we also examined an alternative model in which perceived conserva-
tive threat and perceived liberal threat mediate the relationship between party iden-
tification and willingness to compromise for peace (model 3) or militaristic attitudes
(model 4). In each SEM model, we tested the directional paths leading from party
identification to the dependent variable via perceived conservative threat and per-
ceived liberal threat, using a bootstrapping procedure with maximum likelihood
estimation, 2,000 samples, and bias-corrected 95 percent confidence intervals (Cls:
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Figure 2. The path diagram of the alternative mediation models: directional relationships
between party identification, perceived conservative threat, perceived liberal threat, and
willingness to compromise for peace (model 3)/militaristic attitudes. Solid paths represent the
hypothesized directional relationships.

Preacher and Hayes 2008). Missing data were handled prior to the mediation anal-
yses using a listwise deletion procedure.® The conceptual diagram of the mediation
models is presented in Figure 2.

In each of the four cross-lagged SEMs, three types of associations were specified:
synchronous, stability, and cross-lagged. Synchronous associations in the mediation
models pertained to cross-sectional associations between the variables at each wave
(in the moderation models, wave 1 variables were covaried, along with all other
exogenous variables including waves 2 and 3 interaction terms. In waves 2 and 3, the
associations were between the “disturbances” of the putative variables, excluding
the interaction terms). Stability, or autoregressive, effects referred to the effect of a
variable at a given wave on the same variable at a subsequent assessment wave.
Stability effects were estimated at each longitudinal node, namely, at the W1 to W2
and the W2 to W3 periods, while allowing for the possibility that autoregressive
stability exists across the W1 to W3 period, hence specifying the putative stability
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Table 2. Means, SDs and Independent Samples t-tests for the Study Variables.

Identified with Identified with
conservative parties liberal parties
Variable M SD M SD t
Liberal threat | 2.60 1.40 3.63 1.57 —6.58%+*
Conservative threat | 4.30 1.50 2.63 1.25 | |.47%%¢
Compromise | 2.18 1.52 4.42 1.80 — 12,74+
Militaristic attitudes | 520 1.29 4.00 1.29 8.9 |k
Liberal threat 2 297 1.48 4.35 1.67 —7.29%%%
Conservative threat 2 4.05 1.66 2.48 1.25 8,93k
Compromise 2 2.12 1.41 4.63 1.51 — 14.37%%
Militaristic attitudes 2 5.16 1.29 4.00 1.29 7.74%k*
Liberal threat 3 2.62 1.42 4.05 1.48 —7.66%F*
Conservative threat 3 4.50 |.45 3.85 1.31 3.69%%k
Compromise 3 2.13 1.36 4.00 1.56 — 11,97+
Militaristic attitudes 3 5.06 1.24 3.88 1.34 7.09%k

Note: In each t-test, the party identification scale used corresponds to the measurement time of the
dependent variables. SD = standard deviation.
*Fkp < .001 (two-tailed significance).

coefficients (stability effects were not estimated for the interaction terms, as these
were modeled as exogenous variables). Finally, cross-lagged effects pertained to the
effect of one variable at a given wave on another variable at a subsequent wave,
while controlling for both synchronous and stability effects. Cross-lagged effects
were estimated at each longitudinal node, namely, at the W1 to W2 and the W2 to
W3 periods. Cross-lagged effects were estimated at each longitudinal node, namely,
at the W1 to W2 and the W2 to W3 periods.

After running the above-described cross-lagged SEMs, we omitted nonsignificant
path coefficients so as to arrive at the most parsimonious model (MPM; Bentler and
Mooijaart 1989). We then compared this MPM to the default, or relaxed, model, so as to
make sure that model fit was not compromised by securing parsimony. In all models, we
chose to assess our variables as manifest indicators rather than latent factors, because
our focal constructs—perceived threats—were measured based on a single variable.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 reports the means, SDs, and independent samples #-tests examining the
differences between individuals identifying with liberal versus conservative parties
in all study variables. As shown in Table 2, and in line with our hypotheses, per-
ceived liberal-threat scores were significantly higher among individuals who iden-
tify with liberal parties compared to individuals who identify with conservative
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parties, whereas perceived conservative-threat scores were significantly higher
among individuals who identify with conservative parties compared to individuals
who identify with liberal parties. Also, as expected, willingness to compromise for
peace was significantly higher among individuals who identify with liberal parties,
whereas militaristic attitudes were significantly higher among individuals who
identify with conservative parties.

Table 3 presents bivariate correlations between the study variables. In line with
our hypotheses, perceived conservative threat was positively associated with mili-
taristic attitudes and negatively associated with willingness to compromise for
peace, whereas perceived liberal threat was negatively associated with militaristic
attitudes and positively associated with willingness to compromise for peace, in all
waves of measurement. Perceived liberal threat and perceived conservative threat
did not correlate in either of the measurement waves. Party identification was
moderately to strongly correlated with perceived conservative threat and perceived
liberal threat in all waves (r = .23 to .52), although the correlation did not exceed the
cutoff point of multicollinearity (Tabachnick and Fidell 2001). Correlations between
party identification scores ranged from .83 to .89, since few participants changed
their voting preferences during the course of the study, either from liberal to con-
servative or from conservative to liberal (thirty-two participants).’

Hypothesized Model: The Interactive Effect of Threat
Perceptions and Party Identification on Conflict-related
Attitudes

We conducted two cross-lagged SEM analysis to examine the interactive effects of
perceived conservative threat/perceived liberal threat and party identification on
participants’ willingness to compromise for peace (model 1, see Figure 1) and
militaristic attitudes (model 2, see Figure 1). The relaxed models, in which para-
meters were freely estimated, evinced excellent fit to the data; for compromise:
Xz(df: 29) = 42.11, p = .055; xz/df: 1.45; Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = .97,
comparative fit index (CFI) = .99; root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) = .03 and for militaristic attitudes: xz(df — 29y = 49.51, p = .010;
y*/df = 1.71; TLI = .95; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .04. We then removed statistically
nonsignificant parameters from these models, arriving at the MPMs, which also
evinced excellent fit to the data; for compromise: Xz(df: o) = 101.22, p = 338;
x2/df: 1.05; TLI = 1.00; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA = .01 and for militaristic attitudes:
s — 68y = 101.92, p = .005; x*/df = 1.50; TLI = .96; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .03. 3>
difference tests (CSDTs) indicated that the relaxed and MPMs are equivalent in terms
of fit; for compromise: Ay’ — 67, = 59.11, p = .743 and for militaristic attitudes:
sz(df: 39) = 52.41, p = .075. Thus, the MPMs were chosen to be the final models.

Statistically significant parameters for the final (most parsimonious) model pre-
dicting willingness to compromise for peace (model 1) are presented in Figure 3. As
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Figure 3. Statistically significant cross-lagged paths (standardized estimates) in the
hypothesized moderation model (model I): directional relationships between perceived
conservative threat, perceived liberal threat, party identification, and willingness to com-
promise for peace. *p < .05, *p < .01, ¥¥p < 001, 'p < .10 (two-tailed significance). Solid
paths represent the hypothesized directional relationships.

shown in Figure 3, and consistent with our hypotheses, wave 1 perceived conserva-
tive threat predicted a decrease in wave 2 willingness to compromise (b = —.08,
standard error [SE] = .04, B = —.08, Critical Ration [CR] = —2.16, p = .03).
Similarly, wave 2 perceived conservative threat predicted a decrease in wave 3
willingness to compromise (b = —.07, SE = .03, § = —.07, CR = =2.22, p =
.026). The hypothesized positive relationship between perceived liberal threat and
willingness to compromise was only significant between waves 1 and 2 (b = .13, SE
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= .03, B = .13, CR = 3.76, p < .001). Party identification did not interact with either
perceived liberal threat (wave 1: b = —.03, SE =.04, 3 = —.03, CR = —.77,p = .44;
wave 2: b=.02,SE=.03, = .01, CR = .46, p = .64) or perceived conservative threat
(wave 1:b=—.05,SE=.04,=—.04,CR=—1.15,p = .25; wave 2: b= .00, SE = .04,
B = .00, CR = —.01, p = .99) to predict willingness to compromise for peace. The
effects of these interactions were therefore omitted from the parsimonious model.

Similar result patterns were obtained with regard to militaristic attitudes (model
2), as shown in Figure 4. Consistent with our hypotheses, wave 1 perceived liberal
threat predicted a decrease in wave 2 militaristic attitudes (b = —.24, SE = .04, B =
—.24, CR = —5.85, p <.001). Similarly, wave 2 perceived liberal threat predicted a
decrease in wave 3 militaristic attitudes (b = —.11,SE = .04, f = —.11,CR = —-2.79,
p = .005). The hypothesized positive relationship between perceived conservative
threat and militaristic attitudes was only significant between waves 1 and 2 (b = .17,
SE = .05, B = .17, CR = 3.79, p < .001). Party identification did not interact with
either perceived liberal threat (wave 1: b= .05, SE = .05, =.05,CR =1.17,p = .24;
wave 2: b = .04, SE = .05, B = .04, CR = .85, p = .40) or perceived conservative
threat (wave 1: b = .22, SE = .05, = .02, CR = .43, p = .66; wave 2: b = .02, SE =
.05, B =.02, CR = .49, p = .62) to predict militaristic attitudes. The effects of these
interactions were therefore omitted from the parsimonious model.

Taken together, these findings provide evidence for the hypothesized longitudinal
relationship between perceived conservative threat, increased militaristic attitudes
and decreased willingness to compromise for peace as well as for the longitudinal
relationship between perceived liberal threat, decreased militaristic attitudes, and
increased willingness to compromise for peace. These effects, as hypothesized, were
not moderated by party identification.®

Inspection of the patterns of cross-lagged effects in both models also reveal some
significant inverse relationship between conflict-related attitudes and perceived
conservative threat, such that willingness to compromise was associated with a
prospective decrease in perceived conservative threat (see Figure 3), and militaristic
attitudes were associated with a prospective increase in perceived conservative
threat (see Figure 4). Also, results of both models reveal significant longitudinal
effects involving party identification and perceived threats, such that identification
with liberal parties is positively associated with perceived liberal threat and nega-
tively associated with conservative threat.

Alternative Model: The Role of Perceived Threat in
Mediating the Relationship between Party ldentification and
Conflict-related Attitudes

We conducted two cross-lagged SEMs to examine the alternative mediation hypoth-

esis, whereby the longitudinal relationships between party identification and will-
ingness to compromise for peace (model 3, see Figure 2) and militaristic attitudes
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Figure 4. Statistically significant cross-lagged paths (standardized estimates) in the
hypothesized moderation model (model 2): directional relationships between perceived
conservative threat, perceived liberal threat, party identification, and militaristic attitudes.
*p < .05, #p < .01, ¥*p < 001, /p < .10 (two-tailed significance). Solid paths represent the
hypothesized directional relationships.

(model 4, see Figure 2) are mediated by perceived liberal threats and conservative
threats. The relaxed models, in which parameters were freely estimated, evinced a
relatively poor fit to the data; for compromise: xz(df: 28y = 108.28, p <.001; y/df =
3.87; TLI = .90; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .12 and for militaristic attitudes: XZW-: 28) =
107.03, p < .001; y*/df = 3.82; TLI = .88; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .12. We then
removed statistically nonsignificant parameters from each model, arriving at the
MPMs, which also evinced a relatively poor fit to the data; for compromise:
Viar — a0y = 119.60, p < .001; y*/df = 2.99; TLI = .93; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .10
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Figure 5. Statistically significant cross-lagged paths (standardized estimates) in the alternative
mediation model (model 3): directional relationships between perceived conservative threat,
perceived liberal threat, party identification, and willingness to compromise for peace.

*p < .05, ¥p < .0l, ¥*p < .00] (two-tailed significance).

and for militaristic attitudes: %’y — 40) = 126.94, p < .001; %*/df = 3.17; TLI = .91;
CFI = .95; RMSEA = .10. CSDTs indicated that the relaxed and MPMs are
equivalent in terms of fit; for compromise: sz(df: 12y = 11.32, p = .502 and for
militaristic attitudes: AXZW': 12y = 19.91, p = .069.

Statistically significant parameters for the final (most parsimonious) model pre-
dicting willingness to compromise for peace (model 3) are presented in Figure 5. As
shown in Figure 5, no significant cross-lagged mediation patterns were found for
willingness to compromise, such that neither perceived conservative threat nor
perceived liberal threat significantly mediated the relationship between party iden-
tification and willingness to compromise for peace.

Statistically significant parameters for the final (most parsimonious) model pre-
dicting militaristic attitudes (model 4) are presented in Figure 6. As shown in Figure
6, in only one of the examined cross-lagged mediation effects, perceived conserva-
tive threat mediated the relationship between party identification and militaristic
attitudes. More specifically, identification with liberal political parties in wave 1 was
associated with a decrease in perceived conservative threat in wave 2 (b = —.86,
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Figure 6. Statistically significant cross-lagged paths (standardized estimates) in the alternative
mediation model (model 4): directional relationships between perceived conservative threat,
perceived liberal threat, party identification, and militaristic attitudes. *p < .05, *p < .01,
*#kp < .001 (two-tailed significance).

SE = 21, B = —.26, CR = —4.10, p < .001), which was in turn associated with
increased militaristic attitudes in wave 2 (b = .22, SE = .05, f = .26, CR =4.62,p <
.001). The indirect effect of wave 1 party identification on wave 2 militaristic
attitudes was significant (B = —.44, SE = .04, 95 percent CI = —.52, —.36, p =
.001). Nevertheless, this significant mediation effect was not replicated between
waves 2 and 3 and was not significant with regard to perceived liberal threat.”

Discussion

This aim of this study was to examine the hypothesis that although certain types of
perceived societal threats are associated with adherence to conservative political
positions, other types of perceived societal threat can be associated with increased
endorsement of liberal political positions. The guiding hypothesis of this study was
therefore that different types of perceived threat, or the extent to which individuals
feel threatened by political and social events that represent violations of liberal
versus conservative societal values, have unique effects on long-term changes in
political positions. Employing a three-wave naturalistic design, we examined the
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unique longitudinal effects of perceived threats to liberal and conservative values on
Jewish-Israelis’ conflict-related attitudes: support for militaristic attitudes and will-
ingness to compromise for peace.

As expected, and consistent with previous studies in Israel and in other contexts,
perceived threat to conservative values (e.g., threats to intergroup boundaries, cul-
tural and religious traditions, and national security) was associated with increased
support for militaristic attitudes and decreased willingness to compromise for peace
over time among Jewish-Israelis who identify with both liberal and conservative
political parties. Our findings also provide evidence for an inverse relationship
between conflict-related attitudes and perceived conservative threat, such that low
willingness to compromise and high support for militaristic attitudes are associated
with increased perceived conservative threat over time. These findings suggest that
perceived conservative threat and conservative attitudes may be dynamically inter-
related and may mutually reinforce each other, consistent with previous studies (e.g.,
Cohrs 2013; Feldman and Stenner 1997; Matthews, Levin, and Sidanius 2009;
Onraet, Dhont, and Van Hiel 2014; Sibley and Duckitt 2013).

Most importantly, we found evidence for the hypothesized longitudinal relation-
ship between perceived liberal threat and conflict-related positions. Specifically,
perceived threat from political and social events that challenge liberal values
(e.g., threats to individual freedoms, civil rights, and separation of religion and state)
was associated with decreased support for militaristic attitudes and increased will-
ingness to compromise for peace, over time. As hypothesized, and consistent with
the basic assumptions of MFT (e.g., Graham, Haidt, and Nosek 2009), these effects
were also not moderated by party identification. As our robustness checks suggest
(see Online Appendix, Section B2 to BY), these effects were also robust to other
ideology-related moderators.

Although the associations between perceived liberal and conservative threats and
party identification did not suggest high degree of multicollinearity, we wanted to
rule out the possibility that party identification predicts conflict-related attitudes
through its effects on perceived threats by examining alternative cross-lagged mod-
els in which perceived threat mediates the longitudinal relationships between party
identification and conflict-related attitudes. Consistent with our hypotheses, the
mediation models evinced poor fit to the data. Nevertheless, examination of the
significant paths within these models suggests that while our original hypotheses
were fully supported with regard to perceived liberal threat, mediation cannot be
completely ruled out with regard to perceived conservative threat. A possible expla-
nation for this finding lies in the basic assumptions of MFT (e.g., Haidt 2012).
According to the theory, although conservatives’ endorse binding moral foundations
significantly more than liberals do, the differences between conservatives’ and
liberals’ endorsement of individualizing moral foundations is considerably smaller
(e.g., Graham, Haidt, and Nosek 2009). Our original hypothesis, according to which
perceived liberal and conservative threats have unique effects on conflict-related
attitudes over and above party identification, may thus better apply to perceived
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liberal threats since both liberals and conservatives share a similar concern for
liberal values.

In fact, the findings of the mediation models support our call to distinguish
between different sources, or types, of perceived threat. As our results suggest, and
consistent with previous conceptualizations of the value priorities associated with
liberal and conservative political worldviews (Haidt 2012; Schwartz 2007; Shamir
and Arian 1994), all participants in our study rated all threat-inducing passages as
threatening to some extent. This indicates that although beliefs in equality, individ-
ual liberties, and civil rights are generally associated with liberal political world-
views, these values are undoubtedly dear to the overwhelming majority of Israeli
citizens, conservatives, and liberals alike. Similarly, although conservatives are by
definition more concerned with the protection of nationalistic and patriotic values,
all Israeli Jews are, at least to some degree, committed to the protection of Israel’s
legitimacy and safety. Nevertheless, bivariate correlations and a factor analysis
indicate that perceived liberal threat and perceived conservative threat are indepen-
dent constructs, providing further evidence that these scales are based on responses
to events that challenge different values.

Although these findings have important theoretical implications, the present
study has several limitations. First, the magnitudes of the longitudinal relationships
between the variables reported in this study were relatively modest. However, small
effects are not surprising, given the statistical analysis of a cross-lagged longitudinal
model: because we control for prior levels of each variable by including autoregres-
sive paths, a substantial part of the variance is already explained by prior levels of
the same variable (e.g., Onraet et al. 2013). When investigating variables such as
party identification, militaristic attitudes, and willingness to compromise for peace,
which show relatively high stability over time, not much variance is left for lagged
effects of other variables, resulting in relatively modest effects. Future studies are
encouraged to adapt a larger time lag between the measurement points. A small
effects may potentially accumulate over time and result in larger effects.

A second issue arising is the generalizability of our findings to other political
contexts, particularly to ones that do not involve protracted conflict. Israelis are
comparatively well informed and involved in political matters, in part due to the
salience of conflict, and may thus respond more intensely to challenges to their
values as compared to participants of other cultures. Also, Israelis’ political world-
views are particularly complex in terms of the extent to which they include various
conflicting values and beliefs, as a result of Israel’s ongoing culture war about
Israel’s collective identity (see Arian and Shamir 2008). Future studies are encour-
aged to examine the unique effects of value-specific threat perceptions on political
attitudes in less polarized, or less conflicted, political environments. In addition,
future studies in contexts of ongoing political conflict are encouraged to examine
whether the effects of perceived liberal and conservative threats extend beyond
shifts in conflict-related positions, for example, positions on domestic issues.
Although investigating the effects of perceived liberal and conservative threats on
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positions regarding such a partisan and contentious issue dimension in the Israeli
political discourse as the conflict constitutes a particularly strong test of our hypoth-
eses, we encourage future studies to examine the effects of perceived threat on
political positions in other domains. In particular, we encourage studies in other
political contexts to consider issue domains that are particularly salient in the
chosen political context (e.g., threats and outcome variables pertaining to environ-
mental issues and immigration in Western Europe and to gay rights and abortions
in the United States). Examining a wider variety of perceived threat sources and
issue positions could help gain a more nuanced understanding on the effects of
different types of threat perceptions.

Finally, future research should consider using additional measures of political
orientation as moderators in the longitudinal relationship between perceived threat
and political positions, contingent upon the unique characteristic of the chosen
political context. Although we conducted robustness checks indicating that the
effects of perceived liberal and conservative threats are robust to several alternative
ideology-related moderators in the Israeli context (e.g., continuous measure of party
identification, strength of party identification, positions on the issue of “Greater
Israel,” see Online Appendix, Sections B2-BY5), future studies in other political
contexts should consider the use of additional, context-specific indicators of political
orientation as potential moderators.

Notwithstanding its limitations, however, our findings provide empirical sup-
port for the idea that all human beings are committed, albeit in varying degrees, to
values that conflict with each other. As a result, political worldviews are agonis-
tically plural, as political philosopher Isaiah Berlin has famously argued (Gray
1995). Correspondingly, recognizing this plurality may be essential in understand-
ing the effects of threat perceptions on conflict-related attitudes. More specifically,
our findings suggest that different types of perceived threat have unique and even
opposite, longitudinal effects on conflict-related attitudes. While most research
found perceived threat to be associated with intergroup hostility and conflict-
supporting attitudes (e.g., Bonanno and Jost 2006; Canetti et al. 2009; Peffley,
Hutchison, and Shamir 2015), our findings suggest that some types of perceived
threat can actually facilitate more conciliatory, dovish positions in the context of
protracted conflict. This has practical consequences: our findings indicate that
interventions aimed at reducing perceived conservative threat and reframing social
and political events in terms of challenges to liberal values could help mitigate
conflict-supporting beliefs among liberals and conservatives alike. In other words,
making the liberal-within-the-conservative and the liberal-within-the-liberal sali-
ent could help break the vicious cycle of intergroup hostility created by perceived
conservative threat.
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Notes

1. See http://www.cbs.gov.il/reader, accessed at March 29, 2017.

2. For more details about this classification process, see the Method section and Online
Appendix (Section A).

3. Independent samples #-tests did not reveal significant differences in the study variables
between participants who completed three waves, two waves, and one wave. However,
significant differences in age, gender, and education were found between participants who
completed all three waves and participants who completed the first and second waves only.
While the proportion of women in the group who participated in two waves was 37 percent,
the proportion of women who participated in all waves was 53 percent, y*(1) = 4.92, p =
.03. Participants who completed all three waves were slightly more educated than parti-
cipants who completed the first and second waves only, with a higher proportion of
participants having at least a bachelor’s degree (36 percent and 27 percent, respectively),
¥*(13) = 34.92, p = .001. Finally, an independent samples z-test revealed that participants
who completed all three waves were slightly older (M = 42.95, standard deviation [SD] =
16.19) than participants who completed the first and second waves only (M = 34.52, SD =
12.35), 1(112.21) = 4.58, p <.001. In terms of party identification, most participants who
completed the first wave only were identified with liberal parties (58 percent), and parti-
cipants who completed the first and second wave were mostly identified with conservative
parties (62 percent). The distribution between participants who identified with liberal and
conservative parties among those who completed all three waves was relatively balanced
(49 percent) and liberals (51 percent).

4. This data set includes additional exploratory measures unrelated to the target research
question.

5. We also conducted several robustness checks to examine whether the effects of perceived
liberal and conservative threat on conflict-related attitudes are robust to alternative mea-
sures of political ideology other than the dichotomous party identification measure (e.g.,
continuous measure of party identification, left-right self-placement measure, issue
positions). Results from these robustness checks are presented in the Online Appendix,
Sections B2 to B5.

6. The process of omitting participants with partial data in either of the three waves of
measurement resulted in a final sample of 210 participants.

7. We also conducted a multigroup analysis of our hypothesized moderation models after
excluding participants who changed their party identification between the waves of
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measurement (see Online Appendix, Section B1). The pattern of our main results remains
unchanged.

8. Similar results were found when controlling for gender, age, religiosity, and education
(dummy coded). The default model evinced excellent fit to the data, for compromise:
xz(df: 29)=38.99, p = .102; y*/df = 1.34; Tucker—Lewis index (TLI) = .97, comparative
fit index (CFI) = 1.00; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .03 and for
militaristic attitudes: 3’ — 20) = 49.26, p = .011; y*/df = 1.70; TLI = .93; CFI = .99;
RMSEA = .04, and so did the most parsimonious model (MPM), for compromise:
s — 96y = 103.34, p = .286; x*/df = 1.08; TLI = .99; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA = .01; for
militaristic attitudes: Xz(,,f: 66y = 100.10, p = .004; y*df = 1.52; TLI = .95; CFI = .99;
RMSEA = .03. A y? difference test (CSDT) indicated that the relaxed and MPM models
are equivalent in terms of fit; for compromise: sz(d/: 67y = 064.35, p = .569 and for
militaristic attitudes: sz(dj — 37y = 50.84, p = .060).

9. Similar results were obtained with gender, age, religiosity, and education (dummy coded)
entered into the models as covariates. For the default models, fit indices were relatively
poor; for compromise: Xz(df: 28y = 112.10, p < .001; Xz/df: 4.00; TLI = .81; CFI = .96;
RMSEA = .12 and for militaristic attitudes: xz(df: 28y = 115.49, p < .001; ydf = 4.12;
TLI = .76; CFI = .95; RMSEA = .12. After removing statistically nonsignificant
parameters from the models, arriving at the MPMs, fit indices were somewhat improved;
for compromise: xz(d,»: 92y = 174.72, p < .001; xz/df: 1.90; TLI = .93; CFI = .95;
RMSEA = .07 and for militaristic attitudes: %’y — 20) = 49.26, p = .011; y*/df = 1.70;
TLI = .93; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .07. CSDTs indicated that the relaxed and MPMs are
equivalent in terms of fit; for compromise: sz(d_/- — 65y = 76.33, p = .159 and for
militaristic attitudes: Ay’ — 61y = 59.24, p = .645.

References

Arian, Asher, and Michal Shamir. 2008. “A Decade Later, the World Had Changed, the
Cleavage Structure Remained Israel 1996—2006.” Party Politics 14 (6): 685-705.

Arian, Asher and Michal Shamir, eds. 2011. The Elections in Israel 2009, vol. 1. New
Brunswick, Canada: Transaction.

Bar-Tal, Daniel. 2001. “Why Does Fear Override Hope in Societies Engulfed by Intractable
Conflict, as It Does in the Israeli Society?” Political Psychology 22 (3): 601-27.

Bar-Tal, Daniel. 2007. Living with the Conflict: Socio-psychological Analysis of the Jewish
Society in Israel. Jerusalem, Israel: Carmel (in Hebrew).

Bentler, Peter M., and A. B. Mooijaart. 1989. “Choice of Structural Model via Parsimony: A
Rationale Based on Precision.” Psychological Bulletin 106 (2): 315-17.

Berrebi, Claude, and Esteban F. Klor. 2006. “On Terrorism and Electoral Outcomes Theory
and Evidence from the Israeli—Palestinian conflict.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 50 (6):
899-925.

Berrebi, Claude, and Esteban F. Klor. 2008. “Are Voters Sensitive to Terrorism? Direct
Evidence from the Israeli Electorate.” American Political Science Review 102 (03):
279-301.



Elad-Strenger and Shahar 1779

Bonanno, George A., and John T. Jost. 2006. “Conservative Shift among High-exposure
Survivors of the September 11th Terrorist Attacks.” Basic and Applied Social Psychology
28:311-23.

Brandt, Mark J., Christine Reyna, John R. Chambers, Jarret T. Crawford, and Geoffrey
Wetherell. 2014. “The Ideological-conflict Hypothesis Intolerance among Both Liberals
and Conservatives.” Current Directions in Psychological Science 23 (1): 27-34.

Burke, Brian L., Spee Kosloff, and Mark J. Landau. 2013. “Death Goes to the Polls: A Meta-
analysis of Mortality Salience Effects on Political Attitudes.” Political Psychology 34 (2):
183-200.

Canetti, Daphna, Julia Elad-Strenger, Iris Lavi, Dana Guy, and Daniel Bar-Tal. 2015.
“Exposure to Violence, Ethos of Conflict, and Support for Compromise Surveys in Israel,
East Jerusalem, West Bank, and Gaza.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 61 (1): 84-113. doi:
10.1177/0022002715569771.

Canetti, Daphna, Eran Halperin, Stevan E. Hobfoll, Oren Shapira, and Sivan Hirsch-Hoefler.
2009. “Authoritarianism, Perceived Threat and Exclusionism on the Eve of the Disen-
gagement: Evidence from Gaza.” International Journal of Intercultural Relations 33 (6):
463-74.

Cohrs, J. Christopher. 2013. “Threat and Authoritarianism: Some Theoretical and Methodo-
logical Comments.” International Journal of Psychology 48 (1): 50-54.

Craig, Maureen A., and Jennifer A. Richeson. 2014. “On the Precipice of a “Majority-min-
ority” America Perceived Status Threat from the Racial Demographic Shift Affects White
Americans’ Political Ideology.” Psychological Science 25 (6): 1189-97. doi:10.1177/
0956797614527113.

Crawford, Jarret T., and Jane M. Pilanski. 2014. “Political Intolerance, Right and Left.”
Political Psychology 35 (6): 841-51.

Davis, Darren W., and Brian D. Silver. 2004. “Civil Liberties vs. Security: Public Opinion in
the Context of the Terrorist Attacks on America.” American Journal of Political Science
48 (1): 28-46.

Dodd, Michael D., Amanda Balzer, Carly M. Jacobs, Michael W. Gruszczynski, Kevin B.
Smith, and John R. Hibbing. 2012. “The Political Left Rolls with the Good and the
Political Right Confronts the Bad: Connecting Physiology and Cognition to Preferences.”
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 367 (1589):
640-49.

Doty, Richard M., Bill E. Peterson, and David G. Winter. 1991. “Threat and Authoritarianism
in the United States, 1978—1987.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 61 (4):
629-40.

Duckitt, John, and Kirstin Fisher. 2003. “The Impact of Social Threat on Worldview and
Ideological Attitudes.” Political Psychology 24 (1): 199-222.

Duckitt, John, and Chris G. Sibley. 2010. “Personality, Ideology, Prejudice, and Politics: A
Dual-process Motivational Model.” Journal of Personality 78 (6): 1861-94.

Echebarria-Echabe, Agustin, and Fernandez-Guede Emilia. 2006. “Effects of Terrorism on
Attitudes and Ideological Orientation.” European Journal of Social Psychology 36 (2):
259-65.



1780 Journal of Conflict Resolution 62(8)

Feldman, Stanley. 2003. “Enforcing Social Conformity: A Theory of Authoritarianism.”
Political Psychology 24 (1): 41-74.

Feldman, Stanley, and Christopher Johnston. 2014. “Understanding the Determinants of
Political Ideology: Implications of Structural Complexity.” Political Psychology 35 (3):
337-58.

Feldman, Stanley, and Karen Stenner. 1997. “Perceived Threat and Authoritarianism.” Polit-
ical Psychology 18 (4): 741-70.

Frazier, Patricia A., Andrew P. Tix, and Kenneth E. Barron. 2004. “Testing Moderator and
Mediator Effects in Counseling Psychology Research.” Journal of Counseling Psychology
51(1): 115-34.

Graham, Jesse, Jonathan Haidt, and Brian A. Nosek. 2009. “Liberals and Conservatives
Rely on Different Sets of Moral Foundations.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 96 (5): 1029-46.

Gray, John. 1995. Isaiah Berlin. London, UK: Harper Collins.

Greenberg, Jeff, Sheldon Solomon, Tom Pyszczynski, Abram Rosenblatt, John Burling,
Deborah Lyon, Linda Simon, and Elizabeth Pinel. 1992. “Why Do People Need Self-
esteem? Converging Evidence That Self-esteem Serves an Anxiety-buffering Function.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 63 (6): 913.

Haidt, Jonathan. 2012. The Righteous Mind: Why Good People Are Divided by Politics and
Religion. New York: Vintage.

Haidt, Jonathan, Jesse Graham, and Craig Joseph. 2009. “Above and Below Left—Right:
Ideological Narratives and Moral Foundations.” Psychological Inquiry 20 (2-3): 110-19.

Halperin, Eran, and Daniel Bar-Tal. 2011. “Socio-psychological Barriers to Peace Making:
An Empirical Examination within the Israeli Jewish Society.” Journal of Peace Research
48 (5): 637-51.

Hetherington, Marc J., and Jonathan D. Weiler. 2009. Authoritarianism and Polarization in
American Politics. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

Hibbing, John R., Kevin B. Smith, and John R. Alford. 2014. “Differences in Negativity Bias
Underlie Variations in Political Ideology.” Behavioral and Brain Sciences 37 (03):
297-307.

Hirschberger, Gilad, Thomas Pyszczynski, and Tsachi Ein-Dor. 2009. “Vulnerability and
Vigilance: Threat Awareness and Perceived Adversary Intent Moderate the Impact of
Mortality Salience on Intergroup Violence.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin
35:597-607.

Hirsch-Hoefler, Sivan, Daphna Canetti, Carmit Rapaport, and Stevan E. Hobfoll. 2014.
“Conflict Will Harden Your Heart: Exposure to Violence, Psychological Distress, and
Peace Barriers in Israel and Palestine.” British Journal of Political Science 46 (4): 1-15.

Imhoff, Roland, Michatl Bilewicz, Katja Hanke, Dennis T. Kahn, Henkel-Guembel Naomi,
Slieman Halabi, Tal-Shani Sherman, and Gilad Hirschberger. 2016. “Explaining the Inex-
plicable: Differences in Attributions for the Holocaust in Germany, Israel, and Poland.”
Political Psychology. doi: 10.1111/pops.12348

Jacoby, William G. 2006. “Value Choices and American Public Opinion.” American Journal
of Political Science 50 (3): 706-23.



Elad-Strenger and Shahar 1781

Janoff-Bulman, Ronnie. 2009. “To Provide or Protect: Motivational Bases of Political
Liberalism and Conservatism.” Psychological Inquiry 20:120-28.

Janoff-Bulman, Ronnie, and Nate C. Carnes. 2016. “Social Justice and Social Order: Binding
Moralities across the Political Spectrum.” PloS One 11 (3): ¢0152479.

Jost, John T. 2006. “The End of the End of Ideology.” American Psychologist 61 (7): 651-70.

Jost, John T., Christopher M. Federico, and Jaime L. Napier. 2009. “Political Ideology:
Its Structure, Functions, and Elective Affinities.” Annual Review of Psychology 60:
307-37.

Jost, John T., Jack Glaser, Arie W. Kruglanski, and Frank J. Sulloway. 2003. “Political
Conservatism as Motivated Social Cognition.” Psychological Bulletin 129:339-75.

Katz, Irwin, and R. Glen Hass. 1988. “Racial Ambivalence and American Value Conflict:
Correlational and Priming Studies of Dual Cognitive Structures.” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 55 (6): 893-905.

Lavi, Iris, Daphna Canetti, Keren Sharvit, Daniel Bar-Tal, and Stevan E. Hobfoll. 2014.
“Protected by Ethos in a Protracted Conflict? A Comparative Study among Israelis and
Palestinians in the West Bank, Gaza, and East Jerusalem.” Journal of Conflict Resolution
58 (1): 68-92.

Liang, Christina Schori, ed. 2016. Europe for the Europeans: The Foreign and Security Policy
of the Populist Radical Right. New York: Routledge.

Malhotra, Neil, Yotam Margalit, and Cecilia Hyunjung Mo. 2013. “Economic Explanations
for Opposition to Immigration: Distinguishing between Prevalence and Conditional
Impact.” American Journal of Political Science 57 (2): 391-410.

Maoz, Ifat, and Clark McCauley. 2008. “Threat, Dehumanization, and Support for Retaliatory
Aggressive Policies in Asymmetric Conflict.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 52 (1):
93-116.

Maoz, Ifat, and Clark McCauley. 2009. “Threat Perceptions and Feelings as Predictors of
Jewish-Israeli Support for Compromise with Palestinians.” Journal of Peace Research
46 (4): 525-39.

Margalit, Yotam. 2013. “Explaining Social Policy Preferences: Evidence from the Great
Recession.” American Political Science Review 107 (01): 80-103.

Matthews, Miriam, Shana Levin, and Jim Sidanius. 2009. “A Longitudinal Test of the Model
of Political Conservatism as Motivated Social Cognition.” Political Psychology 30 (6):
921-36.

McCann, Stewart J. H. 2008. “Societal Threat, Authoritarianism, Conservatism, and US
State Death Penalty Sentencing (1977-2004).” Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology 94 (5): 913-23.

Michael, Kobi. 2009. “Who Really Dictates What an Existential Threat Is? The Israeli
Experience.” The Journal of Strategic Studies 32 (5): 687-713.

Nail, Paul R., and Ian McGregor. 2009. “Conservative Shift among Liberals and Conserva-
tives Following 9/11/01.” Social Justice Research 22 (2-3): 231-40.

Nail, Paul R., lan McGregor, April E. Drinkwater, Garrett M. Steele, and Anthony W.
Thompson. 2009. “Threat Causes Liberals to Think Like Conservatives.” Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology 45 (4): 901-7.



1782 Journal of Conflict Resolution 62(8)

Oner, Selcen. 2014. “Different Manifestations of the Rise of Far-right in European Politics:
The Cases of Germany and Austria.” Avrupa Arastirmalari Dergisi 22 (2): 85-106.

Onraet, Emma, Kristof Dhont, and Alain Van Hiel. 2014. “The Relationships between Inter-
nal and External Threats and Right-wing Attitudes: A Three-wave Longitudinal Study.”
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 40 (6): 712-25.

Onraet, Emma, Alain Van Hiel, Kristof Dhont, and Sven Pattyn. 2013. “Internal and External
Threat in Relationship with Right-wing Attitudes.” Journal of Personality 81 (3): 233-48.

Oxley, Douglas R., Kevin B. Smith, John R. Alford, Matthew V. Hibbing, Jennifer L. Miller,
Mario Scalora, Peter K. Hatemi, and John R. Hibbing. 2008. “Political Attitudes Vary with
physiological Traits.” Science 321 (5896): 1667-70.

Peffley, Mark, Marc L. Hutchison, and Michal Shamir. 2015. “The Impact of Persistent
Terrorism on Political Tolerance: Israel, 1980 to 2011.” American Political Science
Review 109 (04): 817-32.

Preacher, Kristopher J., and Andrew F. Hayes. 2008. “Asymptotic and Resampling Strategies
for Assessing and Comparing Indirect Effects in Multiple Mediator Models.” Behavior
Research Methods 40 (3): 879-91.

Pyszczynski, Tom, Jeff Greenberg, and Sander L. Koole. 2004. “Experimental Existential
Psychology: Exploring the Human Confrontation with Reality.” In Handbook of Experi-
mental Existential Psychology, edited by Jeff Greenberg, Sander L. Koole, and Tom
Pyszczynski, 3-9. New York: Guilford.

ReifenTagar, Michal, G. Scott Morgan, Eran Halperin, and Linda J. Skitka. 2014. “When
Ideology Matters: Moral Conviction and the Association between Ideology and Policy
Preferences in the Isracli—Palestinian Conflict.” European Journal of Social Psychology
44 (2): 117-25.

Schwartz, Shalom H. 2007. “Value Orientations: Measurement, Antecedents and Conse-
quences across Nations.” In Measuring Attitudes Cross-nationally: Lessons from the Eur-
opean Social Survey, edited by Roger Jowell, Caroline Roberts, Rory Fitzgerald, and
Gillian Eva, 161-93. London, UK: Sage.

Shaffer, Ryan. 2016. “Jihad and Counter-Jihad in Europe: Islamic Radicals, Right-wing Extre-
mists, and Counter-terrorism Responses.” Terrorism and Political Violence 28 (2): 383-94.

Shamir, Michal, ed. 2015. The Elections in Israel 2013, vol. 1. New Brunswick, Canada:
Transaction.

Shamir, Michal, and Asher Arian. 1994. “Competing Values and Policy Choices: Israeli
Public Opinion on Foreign and Security Affairs.” British Journal of Political Science
24 (02): 249-71.

Shamir, Michal, and Tammy Sagiv-Schifter. 2006. “Conflict, Identity, and Tolerance: Israel
in the Al-Agsa Intifada.” Political Psychology 27 (4): 569-95.

Shamir, Michal, and Jacob Shamir. 2008. “What Were the Elections about, and Why We
Should Ask about it in Election Surveys.” International Journal of Public Opinion
Research 20 (2): 211-23.

Sibley, Chris G., and John Duckitt. 2013. “The Dual Process Model of Ideology and Pre-
judice: A Longitudinal Test during a Global Recession.” The Journal of Social Psychology
153 (4): 448-66.



Elad-Strenger and Shahar 1783

Stenner, Karen. 2005. The Authoritarian Dynamic. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Stenner, Karen. 2009. “Three Kinds of “Conservatism.
142-59.

Tabachnick, Barbara G., and Linda S. Fidell. 2001. Using Multivariate Statistics. 4th ed.
Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Tetlock, Philip E. 1986. “A Value Pluralism Model of Ideological Reasoning.” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 50 (4): 819-27.

Thorisdottir, Hulda, and John T. Jost. 2011. “Motivated Closed-mindedness Mediates the
Effect of Threat on Political Conservatism.” Political Psychology 32 (5): 785-811.

Ullrich, Johannes, and J. Christopher Cohrs. 2007. “Terrorism Salience Increases System

9999

Psychological Inquiry 20 (2-3):

Justification: Experimental Evidence.” Social Justice Research 20 (2): 117-39.

VanLeeuwen, Florian, and Justin H. Park. 2009. “Perceptions of Social Dangers, Moral
Foundations, and Political Orientation.” Personality and Individual Differences 47 (3):
169-73.

Wetherell, Geoffrey A., Mark J. Brandt, and Christine Reyna. 2013. “Discrimination across
the Ideological Divide the Role of Value Violations and Abstract Values in Discrimination
by Liberals and Conservatives.” Social Psychological and Personality Science 4 (6):
658-67. doi:10.1177/1948550613476096.

Willer, Robb. 2004. “The Effects of Government-issued Terror Warnings on Presidential
Approval Ratings.” Current Research in Social Psychology 10:1-12.

Wright, Jennifer Cole, and Galen Baril. 2011. “The Role of Cognitive Resources in Determin-
ing Our Moral Intuitions: Are We All Liberals at Heart?” Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology 47 (5): 1007-12.

Wright, Jennifer Cole, and Galen L. Baril. 2013. “Understanding the Role of Dispositional
and Situational Threat Sensitivity in Our Moral Judgments.” Journal of Moral Education
42 (3): 383-97.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


