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(Dis)agreement with the Implementation of Humanitarian Policy Measures Towards Asylum Seekers 

in Israel: Does the Frame Matter? 

Oshrat Hochman
1,2

 , Adi Hercowitz-Amir
3
 

Abstract This study investigates emerging public attitudes about the implementation of humanitarian policy 

measures towards asylum seekers among the Jewish population in Israel. It specifically asks whether the 

way asylum seekers in Israel are framed informs the process of attitude formation in the Jewish Israeli 

public. To answer this question, we measure the extent to which the frame “infiltrators” as opposed to the 

frame “asylum seekers” positively predicts the rejection of humanitarian policy measures toward asylum 

seekers. Following framing theory, we also propose that the framing effect depends on the respondents' 

perceived levels of threat by asylum seekers, and on their political identification. In line with our hypothesis, 

the findings indicate that the effect of the framing on the rejection of humanitarian policy measures 

decreases with increasing levels of threat. Although the framing effect on the rejection of humanitarian 

policy measures towards asylum seekers is somewhat weaker among respondents with a right-wing 

political identification, the differences between these and other respondents are not significant. 
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Introduction 

Due to lengthy armed conflicts, persecution and human rights violations across various troubled regions, 

claiming asylum has recently become a common form of migration from the world's periphery to Europe, 

North America, and Australia (Statham 2003). In 2015 alone, a record number of 2.0 million persons 

predominantly nationals of Syria, Afghanistan and Somalia applied for asylum around the world (UNHCR 

2016). As a result, considerable shifts have taken place, in the political, legal, bureaucratic, and social 

circumstances asylum seekers meet once arriving in their receiving countries (Hatton 2012; Crawley 2005; 

Goot and Sowerbutts 2004; Yoo and Woo-Koo 2014; Zimmermann 2011; Verkuyten 2004). Of particular 

importance in this regard are the circumstances conditioning the entry of asylum seekers, and those 

associated with their accommodation in the receiving countries. This study focuses on the circumstances of 

accommodation of asylum seekers in Israel, and specifically, on the views of the Jewish Israeli public about 

the implementation of humanitarian policy measures securing the well-being of African asylum seekers 

residing in the country. 

According to the mainstream political and public discourse in Israel, there are no asylum seekers as such in 

the country. The dominant discourse maintains rather that Israel is facing an uncontrolled flow of 

unauthorized migrants labeled “infiltrators”, posing a threat to state and society. The construction of asylum 

seekers in Israel as unauthorized infiltrators relies on three pillars: first, African asylum seekers enter Israel 

unlawfully and clandestinely through the Israeli-Egyptian land border; second, most of the African asylum 

seekers are “bogus” refugees looking for job opportunities and do not genuinely fear persecution; and third, 

the uncontrolled flow of migration from Africa will undermine the Jewish majority in Israel and 

consequentially its existence as a Jewish state (Kalir 2014). Framing the asylum seekers issue in this 

manner, policy makers paved the way for the legitimization of their exclusion: if asylum seekers are bogus, 

they do not deserve any humanitarian rights. However, even if they are genuine, given the threat they pose 

to state and society, Israel cannot afford to accommodate them. 

Every (2008) argues that humanitarianism is built upon an opposing binary between “costs to self” 

(individualism) and “duty to others” (universalism). She claims that the responsibility to care for others less 

fortunate, i.e., to be humanitarian, is limited by the degree to which this moral duty might lead to costs to 

one's interests. From this point of view, the framing of asylum seekers in Israel as a threat is predicted to 

cue respondents' pre-existing threat perceptions regarding the entry of foreigners into Israel, and increase 

their exclusionist views toward them. 

Framing theory proposes that the main mechanism determining a framing effect is the applicability of a 

given frame. It is thus worthwhile to ask who is more likely to be affected by the framing of asylum seekers 

in Israel, and why? Applicability differs between individuals based on their ability to weigh different 

considerations, and their motivation to do so (Price and Tewksbury 1997). To test these dimensions of 

applicability, we first varied the considerations individuals can apply in forming their attitudes by randomly 

exposing part of the participants in our survey to the dominant terminological frame “infiltrators”, and the rest 

to a competing frame namely, “asylum seekers”. 

Second, we investigated the role of motivation in determining whether considerations implied by an “asylum 

seekers” frame, which proposes an alternative to the dominant “infiltrators” frame, are applied. We expect 

motivation to be shaped first by  
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the levels of perceived threat respondents demonstrate: higher levels of threat will decrease the 

respondents' motivation to consider new arguments when forming their attitudes. Motivation is additionally 

predicted to be a function of the political identification of the respondents: Right-wing and religious party 

voters are predicted to show lower sensitivity to our frame manipulation, due to their predispositions, or 

because of their need to adhere to the norms of their political in-group. 

This study proposes two main contributions: first, it is among the first to study the attitudes of the Israeli 

public towards asylum seekers (see Ariely 2016; Canetti et al. 2016; Hochman 2015). And second, it is the 

first study we know of, that investigates the role of framing in emerging public attitudes about the 

implementation of humanitarian policy measures toward asylum seekers in Israel. In the next section, we 

discuss Israel's policy toward asylum seekers and the discourse on the issue. We then lay out the 

theoretical background for our hypotheses followed by the description of the data and methods used to test 

the hypotheses. Finally, we present and discuss the findings and their implications. 

The Setting: Israel and its Asylum Policy 

Israel's asylum policy must be understood within the framework of its self-definition as a Jewish-democratic 

state, embodied in the Law of Return. This law secures the right of all Jews around the world to become 

Israeli nationals and at the same time, defines Israeli nationality as an ethnic good, preserved exclusively 

for Jews. Immigration policy in Israel is thus exclusionary toward non-Jews whose presence is understood 

to challenge the ethno-national definition of the Israeli state (Raijman et al. 2008). This key trait of the Israeli 

society has a major role in the formation of policy and attitudes towards non-Jewish migrants to the country, 

labor migrants as well as asylum seekers (Kritzman-Amir 2015). 

Israel is a newcomer to the community of countries receiving asylum seekers. During the mid 2000s, Israel 

became a destination for a significant number of migrants from African states, one that resembles the flow 

of African asylum seekers arriving into Europe, the USA, and Australia. These asylum seekers arrived 

mostly through the border between Israel and Egypt, having crossed the Sinai Peninsula in their journey 

mainly from Sudan and Eritrea. Between 2003 and 2006, the number of African asylum seekers arriving into 

Israel was estimated at about 1500 a year. A dramatic increase in the numbers of entries occurred in 2007 

with some 5000 African asylum seekers entering during that year. Flows reached their peak between the 

years 2010-2012 with some 10,000 individuals arriving during 2010 and some 17,000 individuals arriving 

during 2011 (Population and Immigration Authority 2016). From 2012 onwards, the flow of asylum seekers 

into Israel came virtually to a halt and the number of individuals entering since is estimated at less than a 

few dozen a year.
1
 Currently, Israel hosts some 41,000 African asylum seekers which are a very small 

minority accounting for0.6 % of the Israeli population (Population and Immigration Authority 2016).  

                                                        
1 The dramatic decrease in entries is presumed to be associated with the erection of a wall on the Israeli-Egyptian 
border by the Israeli government and the highly restrictive asylum legislation passed by the Israeli parliament. It might 
also have to do with Egypt's military interventions in the Sinai Peninsula. 
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Israel's asylum policy has undergone several changes over the years. Caught unprepared for the inflow of 

asylum seekers from Africa, Israeli policymakers reacted to it, in the early years, in a chaotic (Afeef 2009) 

and ambivalent (Paz 2011) way. One decision made in these early years was to grant African asylum 

seekers from Sudan and Eritrea a temporary group protection status (TGP), which they still hold to date. 

This status provides asylum seekers with immunity against deportation, in line with the principle of non-

refoulement endorsed by the Refugee Convention of 1951 Israel has signed, yet it does not offer any socio-

economic rights.
2
 Several such rights were secured during 2007 and 2008 with a few gestures of good will, 

which never crystalized into a coherent policy. These gestures were instead postulated as exceptional 

humanitarian actions taken by the authorities. For example, in 2007, some 2000 Eritrean asylum seekers 

were granted temporary working visas (Yaron et al. 2013) based solely on their date of entrance to Israel. 

During the same year, following a multi-party petition signed by Israeli MPs opposing the deportation of 

Darfuris, the Israeli prime-minister Ehud Olmert granted asylum to 498 Darfuris without an individual 

screening process (Duman 2015). Calls for the protection of the rights of asylum seekers were also voiced 

by military reserve soldiers who often made the first contact with the African asylum seekers at the border 

(Bereshkovsky 2007). 

With the dramatic increase in the number of asylum seekers arriving at the Israeli border with Egypt, the 

ambiguities in Israel's asylum policy disappeared and a strict exclusionist policy emerged. Thus, in 2010, a 

government directive was initiated initiating the construction of a fence at the border and a detention facility 

which will accommodate asylum seekers upon their arrival into Israel, as well as asylum seekers already 

residing in the country. 

Israel's exclusionist policy toward asylum seekers is best exemplified through the very low rates of 

recognized refugees it holds namely, less than 1 % (Kritzman-Amir 2015). These exceptionally low 

recognition rates can be accounted for by the fact that until 2013, most persons protected by a TGP status 

in Israel were not permitted to submit individual asylum applications. Therefore, almost 90 % of asylum 

seekers in Israel have not had their individual cases heard, nor have they gone through the Refugee Status 

Determination process (RSD) by this time (Berman 2012; Natan 2012).
3
 Due to the fact that de-facto, the 

refugee status exists in Israel to a very minor extent, the UNHCR (United Nations Human Rights 

Commission) considers most of the African asylum seekers in Israel to be “individuals in a refugee like 

situation” (UNHCR 2014). 

The exclusionist asylum seekers policy in Israel was sustained in 2012 with the amendment of the 

infiltration prevention law. The infiltration prevention law was passed during the 1950s, to secure Israel's 

right to protect itself and take severe measures against individuals from enemy states entering Israel 

unlawfully in order to commit terrorist attacks (Yaron et al. 2013). The amendment of the law authorized the  

                                                        
2 In the case of the Sudanese, the protection was given based on the fact that these individuals arrived from an enemy 
state and could not be returned home due to lack of diplomatic relations. 
3 This reality of low recognition rates in Israel serves as a basis for contrasting claim-making: those who argue that the 
low rates confirm the applicants' weak grounds for requesting refugee status, and those who contend that the low rates 
are mere proof of the unfairness of the RSD procedure in Israel (Berman 2012). 
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state to treat asylum seekers as infiltrators, and above all, to detain them for lengthy periods without a clear 

cause.
4
 

The discourse on asylum seekers in Israel took the same path as the policy (Paz 2011). It is currently 

governed by the spread of fear from threats they pose to state and society (e.g., Goldstein 2010; Kalir 

2014). In this study, we aim to test whether the exclusionist policy and discourse on infiltrators in Israel can 

be challenged by means of exposure to a competing frame namely, that of asylum seekers seeking refuge 

from political persecution and war. Specifically, we seek to understand whether exposure to the competing 

frame undermines the general tendency of the Jewish Israeli public to exclude asylum seekers and reject 

the position that Israel is responsible for their wellbeing. 

Humanitarianism and Asylum Policy 

Humanitarianism is relevant for the current study both from a macro-political and from a micro-individual 

perspective. At the policy level, humanitarianism represents one of two logics on which asylum policies 

typically rely. The other logic is one of state-sovereignty (Joppke 1997). The relations between the 

humanitarian and the state-sovereignty logics are considered in the literature to be highly unbalanced. 

Pickering (2001) for example argues that the language of humanitarianism tends to present asylum seekers 

and refugees as submissive objects, and that humanitarian principles are understood by host states as a 

form of “charity-giving” (see also Grove and Zwi 2006; Dauvergne 1999) and not a standard of obligation. 

These and other authors maintain that this construction of humanitarianism places the host state in the 

privileged position of the benefactor and the asylum seeker in the disadvantaged position of the beneficiary 

(Dauvergne 1999, 2000, 2005; Taylor 2001). 

Gibney (2004) proposes that this imbalance between the humanitarian and the state-sovereignty logics, 

positively establishes asylum policies as “realistic” in setting a minimal yet clear standard for liberal states' 

responsibilities towards asylum seekers and refugees. He claims that humanitarianism is attentive to the 

modern state's agency to ensure citizens' welfare and security, is flexible enough to apply in different states, 

and is cautious in the demands it makes of states, requiring them to accept new entrants to the point where 

certain (minor) costs are incurred (Gibney 2004).
5
 

More central for the context of our current study is however the individual meaning of humanitarianism that 

aims to explain its role in public attitudes towards the allocation of resources to others. In this context, the 

literature proposes to view humanitarianism as a personal value and, as such, consider its role in the 

formation of attitudes (Feldman and Steenbergen-Marco 2001; Pantoja 2006). Psychologists  

                                                        
4 Originally, the Infiltration Prevention law stated that asylum seekers are to be detained for at least 36 months. Since 
then, the law was amended three times by the Knesset, following human rights organizations' appeals to the Israeli 
Supreme Court. As of August 2015, the detention period was reduced by the court to 20 months. 
5 Importantly, Gibney (2004) additionally maintains that states have the duty not just to accept refugees when the costs 
of doing so are low, but also to reshape the political space in a way that the amount of protection provided for refugees 
at low cost will be maximized. This is achieved by restructuring public policy, participating in burden sharing initiatives 
between states, and dealing with the original causes of forced migration (see also Dauvergne 1999, 2000, 2005; Taylor 
2001; Every 2008). 
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consider humanitarianism to be one variant of moral values, tapping to prosocial orientations (Schwartz 

2007; Staub 1989). As such, humanitarianism implies a sense of responsibility for others, and a need to be 

personally involved in solving the problems of others (Feldman and Steenbergen-Marco 2001). 

Humanitarianism is associated with a sense of compassion (Nussbaum 1996), and is based on civic 

humanism, social responsibility, and similar philanthropic and humane codes of conduct (Berkowitz and 

Lutterman 1968; Bobo 1991; Herzog 2009). 

Supporting these characteristics of humanitarianism, empirical findings indicate that humanitarian attitudes 

are associated with positive feelings towards immigrants and low support for exclusion (see e.g., Oyamot et 

al. 2012; Pantoja 2006). In the current study, we wish to investigate whether or not the Israeli public 

supports the current policy toward asylum seekers, and rejects a more humanitarian policy. More specifi-

cally, we examine whether framing asylum seekers as “infiltrators” fosters support in the current policy, and 

whether the rejection of humanitarian policy measures can be reduced by referring to these individuals as 

“asylum seekers” instead. 

Framing and Public Attitudes 

The words, images, phrases, and presentation styles elites use to construct specific issues in the public 

discourse represent “frames” which take part in the formation of individual attitudes and behaviors (e.g., 

Schuck 2006; Zaller 1992). The effect of frames on the formation of individual attitudes is known in the 

literature as a “framing effect.” Framing effects do not change individuals' values or beliefs. Instead, they 

determine which considerations individuals reflect on when forming an attitude. Specifically, framing an 

issue in a particular way cues preexisting cognitions individuals hold, and, if successful makes these 

cognitions relevant for individuals in considering a specific issue and their attitudes regarding it. A framing 

effect emerges when some considerations regarding the issue at hand are made available, accessible, and 

applicable (Chong and Druckman 2007). 

Price and Tewksbury (1997) explain that availability depends on the ability of individuals to understand the 

meaning of a specific consideration and its significance. Availability increases as exposure to the 

consideration increases. Accessibility also depends on the frequency with which the consideration is 

brought into mind or in other words, on the frequency of exposure to frames which are linked with this 

consideration. Applicability depends on subjective evaluations of individuals about the relevance and 

importance of the consideration for the issue compared with other available considerations (Price and 

Tewksbury 1997). Gamson (1992) points out in this regard that not all individuals exposed to a frame 

respond to it in the same way (see also Brewer 2001; Knoll et al. 2011). 

Whether a consideration is applicable or not, depends on different factors. Price and Tewksbury (1997) 

stress the importance of ability and motivation. In terms of ability, the main question is whether individuals 

can counter the dominant frame with their own interpretation of the issue at hand. This ability depends on 

knowledge and political involvement but also on individuals' momentary level of concentration or distraction. 

In terms of motivation, the main question is whether individuals are motivated to engage in this evaluation 

process or not.  
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Research indicates that framing effects are especially successful if adhering to “news values”, that is, issues 

that are of particular interest for the press like group conflict, drama, and personalities (Wolfsfeld et al. 

2000). Immigration perfectly matches such “news values” because of the attractiveness of a group conflict 

frame to describe it (Augoustinos and Quinn 2003; Knoll et al. 2011). Framed in this way, immigration is 

thus a very popular news story. Framing immigrants as out-group members, the media as well as other 

elites invoke in-group identifications in the public. According to the social identity perspective (Tajfel and 

Turner 1986), once in-group identifications are salient, in-group favoritism and out-group exclusion as well 

as positive (in-group) and negative (out-group) stereotyping will follow. 

Reflecting on the Israeli setting, the group conflict frame appears to be applicable. Using the label 

“infiltrators”, politicians and the media successfully framed the African asylum seekers as an out-group 

posing a major security threat (Kritzman-Amir and Shumacher 2012; Tsurkov 2012) and produced specific 

stereotypes to apply on members of this group. Interestingly, alternative frames which were also voiced in 

the Israeli political and public discourse like refugees, or asylum seekers, were rejected. For policy makers, 

these latter frames were counterproductive in their efforts to implement a highly exclusionist policy. For the 

media, these frames represented a deviation from the group conflict frame. 

Exposed to the frame “asylum seekers”, some of the respondents in our study are likely to have higher 

ability to process alternative considerations when forming their attitudes on policy issues related to this 

group. Due to the fact that this frame too is voiced in the public discourse, we assume that the 

considerations associated with it are available and accessible for these respondents. As mentioned before, 

applicability depends not only on ability, but also on motivation. To test the motivation argument and its role 

in the applicability of the frames, we refer to the respondents' levels of perceived threat and to their political 

identification. 

Costs to Self: Perceived Threat and Support for Humanitarian Policy Practices 

A substantial number of studies examined the sources of xenophobia, hostility, prejudice, and discriminatory 

attitudes towards migrants and ethnic minorities (e.g., Ariely 2011; Hochman 2015; Murray and Marx 2013; 

Semyonov et al. 2006). Two of the 

most popular explanations for the formation and level of anti-immigrant sentiment are the competition or 

realistic group threat perspective, and the symbolic threat perspective. The former stresses the impact of 

material competition on ethnic antagonism (Blalock 1967; Blumer 1958; Bobo and Hutchings 1996; LeVine 

and Campbell 1972; Quillian 1995; Raijman and Semyonov 2004; Scheepers et al. 2002) the latter 

suggests that the roots of hostility are linked to symbolic (cultural, national) preferences (e.g., Esses et al. 

2001; McLaren and Johnson 2007; Scheepers et al. 2002). Both explanations imply a commitment to 

protect the particularistic interests of the in-group. 

The literature proposes two ways to conceptualize the relations between the competition, or conflict 

perspective and the symbolic threat perspective. One is the integrated threat theory (Stephan and Stephan 

2000) that suggests to view each perspective as a separate dimension within a higher order concept of 

threat. The other is the ethnic  
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competition perspective according to which perceived threat (or competition) intensifies processes of social 

identification or counter-identification that lead to the emergence of negative attitudes towards out-groups 

(Savelkoul et al. 2010). This latter perspective also proposes that material competition and symbolic threat 

should be understood as one and the same mechanism (Scheepers et al. 2002). In the current paper, we 

adopt the latter of these two perspectives. 

Framing and Political Identification: A Social Identity Perspective 

Political identification is also predicted to affect the respondents' motivation to apply alternative 

considerations (e.g., Knoll et al. 2011). The association between right-wing political identification and the 

applicability of the dominant frame regarding asylum seekers in Israel is particularly relevant given the fact 

that the exclusionist policy was initiated and implemented by a center-right government (Duman 2014). 

Theoretically, the association between political identification and attitudes relies on assertions made within 

the social identity perspective. Specifically, Hogg and Reid (2006) maintain that individuals need to 

demonstrate in-group prototypical behavior in order to sustain their in-group identification. This implies that 

people in salient groups pay close attention to information delineating the prototypical behavior of their 

group members. We therefore contend that respondents holding a right-wing political identification will be 

more motivated to adopt the dominant frame and less willing to engage in alternative considerations 

compared with individuals holding a different political identification. Based on the theoretical discussion 

above, we propose the following hypotheses: 

H1 Rejection of humanitarian policy measures toward asylum seekers will be 

weaker among respondents exposed to the frame “asylum seekers'' 

H2 Perceived (socio-economic and symbolic) threat will increase rejection of humanitarian policy 

measures toward asylum seekers 

H3 Rejection of humanitarian policy measures toward asylum seekers will be higher among 

individuals holding a right-wing political identification  

H4 The effect of the frame “asylum seekers” on rejection of humanitarian policy measures will 

decrease with increasing levels of perceived (socio-economic and symbolic) threat 

H5 The effect of the frame “asylum seekers” on rejection of humanitarian policy measures will be 

weaker among respondents holding a right-wing political identification 

Data and Method 

The current study is based on data we collected during the spring of 2013 among a representative stratified 

sample of the adult Jewish population in Israel (N =801).We used fully structured telephone-based 

interviews that included several attitudinal batteries commonly found in international surveys such as the 

ESS (European Social Survey)-ERIC and the ISSP (International Social Survey Program), as well as 

standard socio-demographic items relevant to the Israeli setting. Sampling was based on place of  
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residence (community) of the respondents, and respondents were drawn from a phone registry (mostly 

landline and a small number of cellular phone numbers) owned by Uniseker center, at the University of 

Haifa, who conducted the field work.
6
 

Respondents were randomly allocated into one of two questionnaires that were identical in all respects but 

the opening sentence and the reference group mentioned across all the attitudinal batteries. The first 

version began with the following sentence: “in recent years, people from various African countries have 

entered Israel via the Egyptian border, and asked for asylum for reasons of political persecution or civil 

war...” (N= 500). The opening sentence of the second version of the questionnaire was: “in recent years, 

people from various African countries have infiltrated Israel through the Egyptian border without any visa or 

permit, thus breaking the law.” (N = 301). These two questionnaire versions allow us to test the role of 

framing effects in the attitude formation process of the respondents (see e.g., Augoustinos and Quinn 2003; 

Kinder and Sanders 1990). The response rate was 50 %.
7
 The two samples were very similar in terms of 

socio-demographic characteristics allowing us to assume random assignment (see Table 1). 

To test our hypotheses, we applied OLS regression models (STATA 14.0
©
). The dependent variable in our 

study is disagreement with or rejection of humanitarian policy measures toward asylum seekers. It is 

composed of four items referring to policy measures that Israel should or should not implement toward 

asylum seekers. The items were “Israel should offer protection to individuals in trouble”; “asylum 

seekers/infiltrators should be allowed to work while their refugee application is being processed”; “Israel 

should provide asylum seekers/infiltrators financial assistance”; and “Government should be generous in 

accepting refugee applications”. Answers ranged from 1 “completely disagree” to 7 “completely agree.” 

Items were recoded so that the higher the value, the higher the disagreement with these policy measures. 

To test the content validity of this index, we first ran an exploratory factor analysis (principal component 

factoring) confirming that all four items load well on the theoretical construct with standardized factor 

loadings above 0.50. We then also ran a multiple group confirmatory factor analysis in AMOS 23.0
©
, to test 

the measurement invariance of the factors across the two framing subsamples (see standardized factor 

loadings in Appendix 1). As disclosed in Appendix 2, findings indicated a good fit of the independent model 

and scalar invariance (Chen 2007) which implies comparable structures of the latent variables (Milfont and 

Fischer 2010). 

Based on previous literature, we predicted that variation in responses to this battery of items would be 

positively correlated with perceived threat, referring both to competition and symbolic threat. In a second 

step we therefore constructed a measure for perceived threat (socio-economic and symbolic) including 

seven items referring to possible threats posed by asylum seekers. Sample items include “asylum 

seekers/infiltrators in Israel are a burden on the welfare services provided by the state to all residents”; 

“asylum seekers/infiltrators in Israel raise crime levels”; “asylum seekers/infiltrators take jobs away from 

Israelis”; and “asylum seekers/infiltrators pose a threat to my own or my family’s safety”. Answers ranged 

from 1 “completely disagree” to 7 “completely agree.” All seven items

                                                        
6 Comparing our own data to information published by the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics, we found a significant 
over-representation of highly educated individuals in our sample. 
7 Non-response refers to individuals who refused to participate (384), those who postponed the interview several times 
(149), individuals who had difficulty answering the questions (232), and interviews that were not completed (24). 
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Table 1 Descriptive Statistics of the sample (only cases included in the analysis are included) 

 Infiltrators Asylum seekers 

Perceived threat   

Burden welfare system 5.62 (1.91) 5.68 (1.84) 

Burden education system 4.59 (2.24) 4.86 (2.17) 

Take jobs 4.18 (2.27) 4.59 (2.24) 

Lower wages 4.16 (2.16) 4.37 (2.18) 

Increases crime 5.47 (2.02) 5.74 (1.74) 

Threat to public health 4.59 (2.21) 4.84 (2.09) 

Threat to me and/or my family 4.27 (2.42) 4.46 (2.33) 

Exclusion from humanitarian rights   

Protect people in need 3.48 (2.17) 3.56 (2.11) 

Allow work while asylum in process 4.43 (2.41) 4.23 (2.38) 

Government generous in granting asylum 5.29 (1.89) 5.01 (2.00) 

Government provides financial assistance 5.31 (1.91) 5.11 (2.00) 

Controls   

Female 54.20 52.29 

Male 45.80 47.71 

Right/religious political identification 38.17 35.42 

Center 12.98 15.18 

Left 12.98 14.46 

Other 3.05 2.41 

No party 27.10 21.93 

Missing 5.34 9.88 

Israeli 22.52 22.17 

Mizrahi 31.68 33.25 

Ashkenazi 27.10 29.16 

FSU 17.18 13.01 

Mixed second generation 1.53 2.41 

No academic education 52.67 49.16 

Academic education 47.33 50.85 

Religious 52.67 50.84 

Secular 47.33 49.16 

Not employed 20.23 19.52 

Not employed and searching for a job 1.91 4.58 

Employed 77.86 75.90 

Native 66.41 72.05 

Immigrant 33.59 27.95 

Does not encounter in everyday life 28.24 38.07 

Encounter in everyday life 71.76 61.93 

Age 45.60 (14.18) 46.53 (14.59) 

N 262 415 

Differences significant at the 0.05 level are marked in italics  
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load well on one factor with all standardized factor loadings higher than 0.50 (see Appendix 2). Given that 

the scalar invariance reported above also applies for this factor we built a mean index composed of all 

seven items which we shall use in our OLS regression models. 

Political identification is determined according to respondents' self-reports on the party which best 

represents their political views. The parties were grouped according to right-wing, left-wing, center parties, 

and religious parties.
8
 To these groups, we added two additional categories: one for individuals who voted 

for parties that do not fall 

within the “left-right” scale (other) and another for individuals who reported that no party represents their 

political view (no party). The relatively high share of respondents (over 20 %) reporting to have no party 

which represents their political views is similar to that reported in the 2012 Israeli Democracy Index 

(Herman et al. 2012). 

Our model additionally controls for several sociodemographic properties of the respondents. We first 

included in the model information on the respondents' socio-economic position. Specifically, we control for 

their educational level (academic or not), and their employment status (employed, not employed or not 

employed and looking for a job). 

The respondents' religious affiliation was measured by the respondents' self-definition as ultra-orthodox, 

orthodox, traditional, or secular. Specifically we compared secular respondents with the rest. Ethnic group 

membership within the Jewish majority was measured with the usual categories: respondents born in Asia, 

Africa and the Middle East, or who were born in Israel to a father born in these regions were coded 

“Mizrachi”; respondents born in Europe, the Americas or Oceania, or who were born in Israel to a father 

born in these regions were coded “Ashkenazi”; respondents who immigrated from the Former Soviet Union 

since 1989 were coded “FSU”; and respondents who were Israeli born to Israeli born parents were coded 

“Israeli”. Israeli born respondents to one parent born in Israel and another abroad were coded “mixed”. We 

also included a distinction between Israeli born respondents (0) and immigrants (1). 

Age was calculated from respondents' year of birth. Males (1) were differentiated from female respondents 

(0). In addition to these control variables and given that asylum seekers in Israel are not spread equally 

across different regions and cities, we control for whether or not respondents come across asylum seekers 

in their daily lives (come across = 1). 

Our hypotheses imply two moderation processes: one for the role of perceived threat in the relations 

between framing and rejection of humanitarian policy measures, and another for the role of right-wing 

political identification in these relations. We thus estimated additional models including first a two-way 

interaction between perceived threat and framing and second, a two-way interaction between right-wing 

political identification and framing. 

Findings 

Table 1 presents mean levels (standard deviations) of the indicators used to form the different constructs of 

perceived threat, and disagreement with humanitarian policy measures. The table indicates that our 

respondents feel threatened by asylum seekers.  

                                                        
8 Center parties were: Yesh Atid, Hatnua and Kadima, Left parties were: Avoda, Meretz and Hadash, Right parties were: 
Halikud, Habait Hayehudi, and Israel Beiteinu, Religious parties were: Shas and Yahadut Hatora 
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The mean levels of perceived threat among respondents exposed to the “asylum seekers” frame range 

between 4.37 for the lowering wages item and 5.74 for the crime related item (the scale ranges between 1 

and 7, where 7 means strongly agree). Looking at the “infiltrators” subgroup, the mean levels of perceived 

threat range from 4.16 for the lowering wages item, to 5.62 for the welfare threat item. Importantly, not all 

differences observed in the mean levels of perceived threat were statistically significant. Notably, 

respondents exposed to the “asylum seekers” frame reported significantly higher levels of perceived threat 

compared to those exposed to the “infiltrators” frame on four items: asylum seekers increase crime levels, 

asylum seekers threat public health, asylum seekers take jobs away from Israelis and asylum seekers are a 

burden on the education system. 

The respondents' mean levels of disagreement with humanitarian policy practices range between 3.56 

(asylum seekers subgroup) and 3.48 (infiltrators subgroup) for the protection item and 5 .11 (asylum 

seekers subgroup) and 5.31 (infiltrators subgroup) for the financial assistance item (identical scaling to the 

items measuring perceived threat). In the case of disagreement with humanitarian policy measures, the 

differences between the two frame subgroups were not statistically significant. 

The results of our estimated OLS regression models are presented in Table 2. Model 1 includes the framing 

manipulation (asylum seekers). Model 2 includes in addition our construct for perceived threat. Model 3 also 

includes a two-way interaction between perceived threat and the framing manipulation. Model 4 includes the 

two-way interaction between framing, and right-wing political identification. Unlike the previous models, 

here, the rest of the political identifications were grouped into one reference category. 

As indicated in Model 1, the framing manipulation was not statistically significant. The findings also indicate 

that individuals with a center or left political identification show lower levels of rejection of humanitarian 

policy measures compared with rightwing voters (b = -0.75 and -1.38, respectively, for center and left). 

Considering the long lasting cooperation between right-wing and religious parties in Israel, it is not 

surprising that no differences were found between respondents with a right-wing political identification and 

those identifying with religious parties. In model 4, we therefore included religious parties' voters under our 

definition of “right-wing” political identification.
9
 

Model 1 additionally conveyed that secular respondents show lower disagreement with humanitarian policy 

measures compared with traditional or orthodox as well as ultra-orthodox respondents (b = -0.35). We 

found no indication for any association between socio-economic status and attitudes toward humanitarian 

policy measures. The same is also true for ethnic background, and immigration background. Model 1 

explains some 18 % of the explained variance in the observed levels of rejection of humanitarian policy 

measures toward asylum seekers. 

Model 2 conveys that net of perceived threat, the effect of religious level is no longer significant. Perceived 

threat thus mediates the effect of religiosity. The regression coefficients for political identification are now 

smaller in size, but they still significantly  

                                                        
9 Differences between right-wing voters and the “other” category were also not significant, however this is a very small 
control category we would not like to over interpret. 
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Table 2 OLS regression coefficients (SE) predicting rejection of humanitarian policy measures 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Age -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
*
 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Male 0.03 0.08 0.07 0.08 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 

Secular -0.35
**
 -0.17 -0.18 -0.28

*
 

 (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.12) 

Center party -0.75
***

 -0.54
**
 -0.53

**
  

 (0.19) (0.18) (0.18)  

Left party -1.38
***

 -0.86
***

 -0.83
***

  

 (0.20) (0.19) (0.19)  

Religious party 0.38 0.38 0.38  

 (0.23) (0.22) (0.22)  

Other party 0.07 0.07 0.09  

 (0.36) (0.34) (0.33)  

No party -0.40
*
 -0.30

*
 -0.28  

 (0.16) (0.15) (0.15)  

Missing on political identification -0.48
*
 -0.35 -0.34  

 (0.22) (0.21) (0.21)  

Not employed -0.15 -0.14 -0.13 -0.11 

 (0.15) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

Not employed and looking for a job -0.01 -0.15 -0.18 -0.10 

 (0.30) (0.28) (0.28) (0.29) 

Academic degree -0.14 -0.04 -0.04 -0.07 

 (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 

Immigrant 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02 

 (0.15) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 

Ashkenazi -0.23 -0.18 -0.17 -0.21 

 (0.17) (0.16) (0.16) (0.16) 

Mizrachi 0.16 0.09 0.09 0.06 

 (0.16) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) 

FSU 1989+ 0.01 -0.11 -0.11 -0.08 

 (0.23) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) 

Mixed Israeli -0.18 -0.21 -0.22 -0.24 

 (0.40) (0.38) (0.38) (0.38) 

Contact 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.14 

 (0.12) (0.12) (0.11) (0.12) 

Asylum seekers -0.06 -0.17 -0.81
*
 -0.27 

 (0.11) (0.11) (0.33) (0.14) 

Perceived SE threat  0.34
***

 0.26
***

 0.38
***

 

  (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) 

Asylum seekers # perceived SE    0.13
*
  

threat     
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Table 2 (continued) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

   (0.06)  

Right-wing/religious political id    0.36
*
 

    (0.18) 

Asylum seekers# right-wing/religious    0.19 

political id    (0.22) 

_cons 5.43
***

 3.66
***

 4.05
***

 3.27
***

 

 (0.27) (0.31) (0.36) (0.31) 

R
2
 0.18 0.28 0.29 0.27 

N 677 677 677 677 

Standard errors in parentheses * p <0.05,** p <0.01,*** p < 0.001 

Reference categories: female; traditional, orthodox, or ultra orthodox; right-wing parties; employed; no 

academic degree; native born; Israeli; no contact; “infiltrators” 

account for differences in the respondents' attitudes regarding humanitarian policy measures (b = -0.54 and 

-0.86 for center and left, respectively). Another consequence of the insertion of perceived threat into the 

model is the increase in the strength of the framing coefficient that remains nonetheless insignificant (b = -

0.17). This change in the framing coefficient is in line with our expectation that perceived threat interacts 

with the framing indicator, a possibility we test in the next model. The coefficient of the perceived threat 

index is positive and significant implying, as expected, that perceived threat increases the respondents' 

disagreement with humanitarian policy measures (b = 0.34). The explained variance in model 2 rose to 28 

%, indicating the important role of perceived threat, or costs to self, in the formation of attitudes regarding 

humanitarian policy measures toward asylum seekers. 

Model 3 tested the hypothesis that the framing effect will decrease as levels of perceived threat increase. In 

order to test this hypothesis we inserted an interaction term between the frame (“asylum seekers” = 1) and 

perceived threat. The findings of the model support our assumption that the frame and perceived threat 

interact with each other. First, the coefficient of the interaction term is significant and positive (b =0.13). 

Second, looking at the coefficients for the “asylum seekers” frame (b = -0.81) and for perceived threat (b = 

0.26), we can conclude that in line with our hypothesis, the framing effect decreases with increasing levels 

of perceived threat. As demonstrated in Fig. 1, the framing effect is relatively large and significant when 

values of perceived threat are below 4 (the middle category). 

Model 4 included the two-way interaction between the “asylum seekers” frame and political identification (1 

= right-wing or religious political identification and 0 = all the rest). The findings presented in column 4 

demonstrate that here, our hypothesis is only partially supported by the data. The coefficient of the 

interaction term was not significant at the 0.05 level, and the coefficient of the framing effect was only 

marginally significant. Yet, the direction of these coefficients indicates that the negative effect of the frame 

“asylum seekers” on rejection of humanitarian policy measures, decreases for respondents holding a right-

wing political identification. As demonstrated in Fig. 2, the marginal effect of the “asylum seekers” frame for 

individuals with a right-  
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Fig. 1 Contrasts of predictive margins of asylum seekers with 95 % CIs 

religious political identification on rejection of humanitarian policy measures is not significant. The effect of 

the asylum seekers frame for other respondents is borderline significant and larger. Both the effect of 

perceived threat and of right-wing political identification were significant and in the expected direction (b = 

0.38 and 0.36, respectively, for perceived threat and for right-wing or religious political identification). 

 

 

Fig. 2 Contrasts of predictive margins of asylum seekers with 95 % CIs 
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Conclusions 

This study investigated attitudes toward asylum seekers in Israel, where asylum seekers 

are framed in the public discourse as “infiltrators”, a negatively loaded definition previously used in the 

context of persons suspected of committing acts of terror. We specifically investigated the extent to which 

the Jewish Israeli public agrees with the current policy toward asylum seekers and thus disagrees with 

implementing humanitarian policy measures towards them. Our hypotheses were first, that respondents 

exposed to the “asylum seekers” frame will show weaker disagreement with humanitarian policy measures 

due to the considerations this frame implies. Second, we predicted that disagreement with humanitarian 

policy measures will be positively correlated with perceived threat and with a right-wing political 

identification. We further hypothesized that the framing effect will be moderated by these two factors that 

are associated with the respondents' motivation to take into account new considerations associated with the 

“asylum seekers” frame when forming their policy-related attitudes. 

Our first hypothesis, which assumed a direct framing effect, was refuted. Mean levels of (dis)agreement with 

items referring to the implementation of humanitarian policy measures toward asylum seekers were very 

similar between the two framing subgroups. In our first regression model (model 1), the effect of framing 

was also insignificant. Our findings do imply that perceived threat intervenes in the relations between the 

frame, and the respondents' attitudes on humanitarian policy measures. In line with our hypothesis, we find 

that the effect of the frame on rejection of humanitarian policy measures weakens as levels of perceived 

threat increase. 

This latter finding supports the assumption regarding the existence of a tension between humanitarian 

attitudes and self-interests or costs. As levels of perceived threat increase, the sensitivity of the respondents 

to the circumstances associated with the arrival of asylum seekers decreases. The findings thus imply that a 

change of the frame may elicit change in public attitudes; however, for this change to occur action must be 

taken to reduce levels of perceived threat associated with asylum seekers in Israel. 

Our hypothesis regarding the moderating role of political identification in the relations between framing and 

the rejection of humanitarian policy measures was only partially supported. Although the findings are in the 

expected direction, they do not reach statistical significance. With the necessary caution, we can conclude 

that our study provides support for the idea that individuals need to demonstrate their in-group prototypical 

behavior. This need expresses itself in the “blind” acceptance of the frame adopted by prototypical ingroup 

members (in this case political representatives). In comparison to individuals whose in-group prototypical 

behavior does not imply exclusion of asylum seekers, those who identify with the political right in Israel were 

less sensitive to the alternative frame they were offered and the alternative considerations it implies. 

There are a few directions further research could follow to learn more about the processes discussed here: 

first, different frames should be tested. It is possible that the weak evidence we found for the framing effect 

derives from our use of the term “asylum seekers” which is a complex legal term. An alternative frame 

would be “refugees”. In the Israeli case one needs to be aware of the fact that this word implies other 

complexities associated with the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and with the Holocaust. Future studies could try 

to disentangle this issue. Second, the tension between humanitarian attitudes and self- or group interests 

should be tested inter-culturally in order to gain more validity.  
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Future studies will also gain from the integration of better measures of humanitarian attitudes, and 

particularly, humanitarian values (e.g., Schwartz 2007). The same holds for perceived threat. Finally, our 

conclusions are based on a model which does not cover the entire scope of mechanisms explaining the 

exclusion of foreigners. For example, we did not inquire about the role of psychological traits, or of values. 

In this study, we show that presenting asylum seekers in a humanitarian light, emphasizing their flight and 

fear of persecution in their countries of origin (the frame “asylum seekers”) does not dramatically change 

public perceptions regarding the way the state should treat them. The findings are in line with the literature 

suggesting that the asylum seekers discourse in host states is one characterized by a costs-responsibility 

nexus. Our case study indicates that the attitudes of the Israeli public are shaped mostly by the former. 

Appendix 1 

Table 3 Standardized factor loadings from the MGCFA 

 
Infiltrators Asylum 

seekers 

Perceived threat indicators   

Burden Social Security system 0.66 0.68 

Burden Education system 0.66 0.71 

Take jobs away 0.60 0.62 

Lower wages 0.57 0.59 

Increase crime 0.66 0.71 

Threat to public health 0.69 0.70 

Threat to personal security 0.56 0.60 

Policy attitudes   

Israel should protect individuals in need 0.54 0.56 

Asylum seekers/infiltrators should be allowed to work while their  0.71 0.71 

application is considered   

Government should be generous in granting refugee status 0.78 0.82 

Government should provide financial assistance 0.53 0.53 

Appendix 2 

Table 4 Fit measures 

 

Unconstrained model Measurement weights model Measurement intercepts model 

R
2
/DF 2.48 2.41 2.46 

CFI 0.98 0.98 0.97 

RMSEA 0.035 0.034 0.035 

  



 

 

914 

 

References 

Afeef, K. F. (2009). A promised land for refugees? Asylum and migration in Israel. Geneva: UNHCR. New Issues 
in Refugee Research, Working Paper No. 183. 

Ariely, G. (2011). Spheres of citizenship: the role of distinct perceived threats in legitimizing allocation of political, 
welfare and cultural rights in Israel. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 35(2), 213-225. 

Ariely, G. (2016). Remembrance day influence on national sentiments and hostility towards out-groups: evidence 
from a panel study in Israel. Ethnic and Racial Studies. 

Augoustinos, M., & Quinn, C. (2003). Social categorization and attitudinal evaluations: illegal immigrants, 
refugees, or asylum seekers? The New Review of Social Psychology, 2(1), 29-37. 

Bereshkovsky, A. (2007). IDF reserve soldiers act on behalf of refugees. Ynet news. 
http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3414994,00.html. Accessed 19 Sep 2016. 

Berkowitz, L., & Lutterman, K. G. (1968). The traditional socially responsible personality. The Public Opinion 
Quarterly, 32(2), 169-185. 

Berman, Y. (2012). Introduction to the Israeli asylum system. Talk at the Israeli asylum system: contemporary 
challenges in comparative context. Ramat Gan: Conference held at The Academic Center for Law and 
Business. 

Blalock, H. M. (1967). Toward a theory of minority group relations. New York: Wiley. 

Blumer, H. (1958). Race, prejudice as a sense of group position. Pacific Sociological Review, 1(37), 3-7. 

Bobo, L. (1991). Social responsibility, individualism, and redistributive policies. Sociological Forum, 6(1), 71-92. 

Bobo, L., & Hutchings, V. L. (1996). Perceptions of racial group competition: extending Blumer's theory of group 
position to a multiracial social context. American Sociological Review, 61(6), 951-972. 

Brewer, P. R. (2001). Value words and lizard brains: do citizens deliberate about appeals to their core values. 
Political Psychology, 22(1), 45-64. 

Canetti, D.M., Snider, K. L. G., Pedersen, A. and Hall, B. J. (2016). Threatened or threatening? How ideology 
shapes asylum seekers' immigration policy attitudes in Israel and Australia. Journal of Refugee Studies. 
doi:10.1093/jrs/few012. 

Chen, F. F. (2007). Sensitivity of goodness of fit indexes to lack of measurement invariance. Structural Equation 
Modeling, 14(3), 464-504. 

Chong, D., & Druckman, J. N. (2007). Framing theory. Annual Review of Political Science, 10(1), 103-126. 

Crawley, H. (2005). Evidence on attitudes to asylum and immigration: what we know, don't know and need to 
know. Working Paper No. 23. Centre on Migration, Policy and Society: University of Oxford. 

Dauvergne, C. (1999). Amorality and humanitarianism in immigration law. Osgoode Hall Law Journal, 37(3), 597-
623. 

Dauvergne, C. (2000). The dilemma of rights discourses for refugees. University of New South Wales Law 
Journal, 23(3), 56-74. 

Dauvergne, C. (2005). Humanitarianism, identity and nation: migration laws of Australia and Canada. Vancouver: 
UBC Press. 

Duman, Y. H. (2015). Infiltrators go home! Explaining xenophobic mobilization against asylum seekers in Israel. 
Journal of International Migration and Integration, 16,1-24. doi:10.1007/s12134-014-0400-2. 

Esses, V. M., Dovidio, J. F., Jackson, L. M., & Armstrong, T. L. (2001). The immigration dilemma: the role of 
perceived group competition, ethnic prejudice and national identity. Journal of Social Issues, 57(3), 389-412. 

Every, D. (2008). A reasonable, practical and moderate humanitarianism: the co-option of humanitarianism in the 
Australian asylum seeker debates. Journal of Refugee Studies, 21(2), 210-229. 

Feldman, S., & Steenbergen-Marco, R. (2001). The humanitarian foundation of public support for social welfare. 
American Journal of Political Science, 45(3), 658-677. 

Gamson, W. A. (1992). Talking politics. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Gibney, M. J. (2004). The ethics and politics of asylum: liberal democracy and the response to refugees. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Goldstein, T. (2010). PM: infiltrators pull us towards Third World. Ynet News. 
http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3837667,00.html. Accessed 9 Feb 2016. 

Goot, M., & Sowerbutts, T. (2004). Dog whistles and death penalties: the ideological structuring of Australian 
attitudes to asylum seekers. Adelaide: University of Adelaide. The Australasian Political Studies Association 
Conference, 29 September - 1 October 2004. 

Grove, N. J., & Zwi, A. B. (2006). Our health and theirs: forced migration, othering, and public health. Social 
Science and Medicine, 62(8), 1931-1942.  



 

 

915 

 

Hatton, T. (2012). Asylum policy in the EU: the case for deeper integration. Discussion Paper No. 660. The 
Australian National University, Centre for Economic Policy Research. 

Herman, T., Atmor, N., Heler, E., & Lebel, Y. (2012). The Israeli democracy index 2012. Jerusalem: The Israel 
Democracy Institute. 

Herzog, B. (2009). Between nationalism and humanitarianism: the glocal discourse on refugees. Nations and 
Nationalism, 15(2), 185-205. 

Hochman, O. (2015). Infiltrators or asylum seekers? Framing and attitudes toward asylum seekers in Israel. 
Journal of Immigrant and Refugee Studies, 13(4), 358-378. 

Hogg, M. A., & Reid, S. A. (2006). Social identity, self-categorization, and the communication of group norms. 
Communication Theory, 16(1), 7-30. 

Population and Immigration Authority (2016). Data regarding foreign nationals in Israel. Report No 2/2016. 
Population, Immigration and Border Authority, The Ministry of Interior [in Hebrew]. 

Joppke, C. (1997). Asylum and state sovereignty: a comparison of the United States, Germany, and Britain. 
Comparative Political Studies, 30(3), 259-298. 

Kalir, B. (2014). The Jewish state of anxiety: between moral obligation and fearism in the treatment of African 
asylum seekers in Israel. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 41(4), 580-598. 

Kinder, D. R., & Sanders, L. M. (1990). Mimicking political debate with survey questions: the case of white opinion 
on affirmative action for blacks. Social Cognition, 8(1), 73-103. 

Knoll, B. R., Redlawsk, D. P., & Sanborn, H. (2011). Framing labels and immigration policy attitudes in the Iowa 
caucuses: “Trying to out-Tancredo Tancredo”. Political Behavior, 33(3), 433-454. 

Kritzman-Amir, T. (2015). Introduction. Where Levinsky meets Asmara: social and legal aspects of Israeli asylum 
policy (pp. 9-40). Jerusalem: Van Leer Institute. 

Kritzman-Amir, T., & Shumacher, Y.(2012). Refugees and asylum seekers in the state of Israel. Israel Journal of 
Foreign Affairs, 6(3), 97-111. 

LeVine, R. A., & Campbell, D. T. (1972). Ethnocentrism: theories of conflict, ethnic attitudes, and group behavior. 
Oxford: Wiley. 

McLaren, L., & Johnson, M. (2007). Resources, group conflict and symbols: explaining anti-immigration hostility in 
Britain. Political Studies, 55, 709-732. 

Milfont, T. L., & Fischer, R. (2010). Testing measurement invariance across groups: applications in crosscultural 
research. International Journal of Psychological Research, 3(1), 2011-2084. 

Murray, K. E., & Marx, D. M. (2013). Attitudes toward unauthorized immigrants authorized immigrants, and 
refugees. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 19(3), 332-341. 

Natan, G. (2012). The policy towards infiltrators, asylum seekers and refugees in Israel and in Europe. Jerusalem: 
The Knesset – Research and Information Center [in Hebrew]. 

Nussbaum, M. (1996). Compassion: the basic social emotion. Social Philosophy and Policy, 13,27-58. 

Oyamot, C. M., Fisher, E. L., Deason, G., & Borgida, E. (2012). Attitudes toward immigrants: the interactive role of 
the authoritarian predisposition, social norms, and humanitarian values. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 48(1), 97-105. 

Pantoja, A. (2006). Against the tide? Core American values and attitudes toward US immigration policy in the mid-
1990s. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 32(3), 515-531. 

Paz, Y. (2011). Ordered disorder: African asylum seekers in Israel and discursive challenges to an emerging 
refugee regime (No. 205). UNHCR Research Papers. 

Pickering, S. (2001). Common sense and original deviancy: news discourses and asylum seekers in Australia. 
Journal of Refugee Studies, 14(2), 169-186. 

Price, V., & Tewksbury, D. (1997). News values and public opinion: a theoretical account of media priming and 
framing. Progress in Communication Sciences, 13, 173-212. 

Quillian, L. (1995). Prejudice as a response to perceived group threat: population composition and antiimmigrant 
and racial prejudice in Europe. American Sociological Review, 60(4), 586-611. 

Raijman, R., & Semyonov, M. (2004). Perceived threat and exclusionary attitudes towards foreign workers in 
Israel. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 27(5), 780-799. 

Raijman, R., Davidov, E., Schmidt, P., & Hochman, O. (2008). What does a nation owe non-citizens? National 
attachments, perception of threat and attitudes towards granting citizenship rights in a comparative perspective. 
International Journal of Comparative Sociology, 49(2-3), 195-220. 

Savelkoul, M., Scheepers, P., Tolsma, J., & Hagendoorn, L. (2010). Anti-Muslim attitudes in the Netherlands: 
tests of contradictory hypotheses derived from ethnic competition theory and intergroup contact theory. 
European Sociological Review, 27(6), 741-758. 

Scheepers, P., Gijsberts, M., & Coenders, M. (2002). Ethnic exclusionism in European countries: public 
opposition to civil rights for legal migrants as a response to perceived ethnic threat. European Sociological 
Review, 18(1), 17-34.  



 

 

916 

 

Schuck, A. R. T. (2006). Between risk and opportunity: news framing and its effects on public support for EU 
enlargement. European Journal of Communication, 21(1), 5-32. 

Schwartz, S. H. (2007). Universalism values and the inclusiveness of our moral universe”. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 38(6), 711-728. 

Semyonov, M., Raijman, R., & Gorodzeisky, A. (2006). The rise of anti-foreigner sentiment in European societies, 
1988-2000. American Sociological Review, 71(3), 426-449. 

Statham, P. (2003). Understanding anti-asylum rhetoric: restrictive politics or racist publics? The Political 
Quarterly, 74, 163-177. 

Staub, E. (1989). Individual and societal (group) values in motivational perpective and their role in benevolence 
and harmdoing. In N. Eisenberg, J. Reykowski, & E. Staub (Eds.), Social and moral values: individual and 
societal perspective (pp. 45-61). Hillsdale: Erlbaum. 

Stephan, W. G., & Stephan, C. W. (2000). An integrated threat theory of prejudice. In S. Oskamp (Ed.), Reducing 
prejudice and discrimination (pp. 23-45). Mahwah: Psychology Press. 

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1986). The social identity theory of intergroup behavior. In S. Worchel & W. G. Austin 
(Eds.), Psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 7-24). Chicago: Nelson Hall Publisher. 

Taylor, S. (2001). The importance of human rights talk in asylum seeker advocacy: a response to Catherine 
Dauvergne. University of New South Wales Law Journal, 24(1), 191-199. 

Tsurkov, E. (2012). “Cancer in our body”: On racial incitement towards African asylum seekers in Israel, 
discrimination and hate crimes against them. Tel-Aviv: The Hotline for Migrant Workers. 

UNHCR. (2014). UNHCR global trends 2013 – war's human cost. Geneva: United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees. 

UNHCR. (2016). UNHCR global trends – forced displacement in 2015. Geneva: United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees. 

Verkuyten, M. (2004). Emotional reactions to and support for immigrant policies: attributed responsibilities to 
categories of asylum seekers. Social Justice Research, 17(3), 294-314. 

Wolfsfeld, G., Avraham, E., & Aburaiya, I. (2000). When prophesy always fails: Israeli press coverage of the Arab 
minority's Land Day protests. Political Communication, 17(2), 115-131. 

Yaron, H., Hashimshony-Yaffe, N., & Campbell, J. (2013). “Infiltrators” or refugees? An analysis of Israel's policy 
towards African asylum-seekers. International Migration, 51(4), 144-157. 

Yoo, E., & Koo, J. W. (2014). Love thy neighbor: explaining asylum seeking and hosting, 1982-2008. International 
Journal of Comparative Sociology, 55(1), 45-72. 

Zaller, J. C. (1992). The nature and origins of mass opinion. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Zimmermann, S. E. (2011). Reconsidering the problem of ‘bogus' refugees with ‘socio-economic motivations' for 
seeking asylum. Mobilities, 6(3), 335-352. 


