Table 1. Predicting exclusionist attitudes toward Asylum seekers 
	Model 2 
	Model 1
	Variables:

	-.087*
	-.085*
	Gender (female)

	-.075*
	-.054
	Age

	-.014
	-.012
	Education 

	-.059
	-.055
	Income 

	.075
	.059
	Religiosity 

	.188***
	.333***
	Political affiliation (right) 

	-.108**
	-.098*
	National identification 

	.211***
	.277***
	Nationalism 

	
	
	

	-.306***
	
	Universal lesson 

	.221***
	
	Particular lesson 

	.38
	.28
	R²


N=500. Standardized coefficients.   

















Figure 1. The interactive influence of religiosity and the universal manipulation on endorsing exclusionist policy toward asylum seekers    
















Appendix A. Manipulation checks for study 2. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Two pilot studies were conducted prior to Study 2 in order to examine the manipulation. In the first, the manipulations were randomly assigned to a sample of Jewish Israeli students (N = 85; 54% women; age M= 25; 75% secular). The participants were asked to write a sentence summing up what pupils might understand from the text in order to verify that their interpretations were in line with the manipulation. Analysis of these evinced a disparity between the universalist and particularist framings. A three-item, 7-point Likert-type scale was also constructed in order to measure the universalist vs. particularist representations: “The Holocaust is not unique event”; “Other nations have experienced similar events to the Holocaust”; and “Other nations have been victims of genocide” (α = .80; 7 = strongly agree, 1 strongly disagree). The universalist interpretation within the universalist condition (M = 6.03; SD = .96; N = 44) was found to be significantly higher in a one-way ANOVA (F[1,99] = 122.72, p < .000) than the particularist condition (M = 3.71; SD = 1.52; N = 41). In light of the possibility that the manipulations might affect the participants’ feelings, items were employed from the positive and negative affect scale (Watson, Clark, and Tellegen 1988). No differences in negative or positive effects between the conditions were found. 
The second pilot study adopted a within/between-subject design based on a separate online sample (N = 230; 49% women; age 42; 67% secular; 31% high-school education or less). The participants first answered the brief three-item scale measuring universalist vs. particularist understandings of the Holocaust described above, without reading any text or being exposed to the issue of the Holocaust. They were then asked about issues unrelated to the topic, such as their TV watching and internet usage habits. They then read the assigned manipulated text and answered a series of descriptive questions to verify that they had understood the text. Finally, they again answered the universalist interpretation scale they had completed at the beginning of the questionnaire (α = .69 pre; α = .73 post). The universalist framing in the universalist condition was found to be significantly lower (t = -3.77; p < .000; N = 100) in the pre- (M = 4.34; SD = 1.54) than the post-condition (M = 4.89; SD = 1.67). In the particularistic condition, it was significantly lower (t = 4.65; p < .000; N = 130) in the post- (M = 3.80; SD = 1.65) than the pre-condition (M = 4.25; SD = 1.56). 
Overall, the manipulation checks demonstrate that the manipulations reflected the universalist and particularist representations of the Holocaust. 








Universal 	Seculars	Traditional/Religious	3.7696999999999998	4.2449000000000003	Control 	Seculars	Traditional/Religious	2.9679000000000002	4.0232999999999999	

