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Explaining Unfavorable Attitudes Toward
Religious Out-Groups Among Three
Major Religions

Eylem Kanol
WZB Berlin Social Science Center

Considering intensifying sectarian conflicts in recent years and increasing interreligious violence around the
globe, there is a need to further our understanding of negative attitudes toward religious out-groups. To investi-
gate the driving factors behind these negative attitudes among members of the three major Abrahamic religions,
I employ original data derived from a survey fielded among 10,046 respondents in eight countries (Cyprus, Ger-
many, Israel, Kenya, Lebanon, Palestine, Turkey, and theUSA). A rich body of literature documents the relationship
between religious fundamentalism and prejudice. Other scholars have investigated out-group hostility using an in-
tergroup relations perspective, focusing on contact theory, and more recently, on discrimination. While controlling
for other relevant factors such as demographic and socioeconomic variables, I investigate the role of religiosity
and intergroup relations in explaining unfavorable interreligious attitudes. The results suggest that unfavorable
attitudes toward religious out-groups are most strongly associated with religious fundamentalism. This finding is
robust across religious groups.

Keywords: fundamentalism, out-group hostility, Islam, Christianity, Judaism, attitudes.

Introduction

In recent years, we have witnessed a global rise in religious intolerance and an increase in
hostile actions motivated by religion (Pew Research Center 2017). Many of these religiously
motivated conflicts involve confrontations among Muslims, and confrontations between Mus-
lims and non-Muslims. Examples for the intrareligious conflicts include the ongoing civil wars
in Syria, Yemen, or Libya, where members of different Muslim denominations (e.g., Alevites,
Shiites, and Sunnis) combat each other and attacks by militant Islamist groups (e.g., al-Qaeda,
Isis) target Muslim civilians. Examples for interreligious conflicts include outbursts of violence
between Christians and Muslims in Sub-Saharan Africa, or the intermittent Islamist terror attacks
targeting purported unbelievers in the West. The list of conflicts today involving religion is long
and not limited to the few examples listed here. As societies experience increasing religious di-
versity through migration and globalization, it is highly likely that tensions between religious
groups will continue to rise (Ciftci, Nawaz, and Sydiq 2016). As a recent study of diversity in
British society finds, religious prejudice has overtaken other forms of intolerance, such as racism
or xenophobia, and is considered to be the “‘final frontier’ for diversity, a place where individuals
are willing to express negative attitudes” (Hargreaves et al. 2020:10). Given this intensification of
religion-related prejudice and conflicts around the globe, there is a need to further our understand-
ing of the drivers of religious intolerance. However, there is a considerable lack of comparative
evidence regarding the determinants of religious prejudice.
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One influential line of literature, primarily based on Christianity, has focused on the role of
religious factors in shaping prejudiced attitudes. This scholarship has explored different dimen-
sions of Christian religiosity, and the findings suggest that a particular dimension of religiosity,
namely, religious fundamentalism, is most strongly and robustly associated with out-group hos-
tility (Hunsberger and Jackson 2005). Recently, it has been shown that this relationship is also
true for Muslims living in the West (Koopmans 2015). However, the available empirical evidence
consists predominantly of samples from Western countries. A few earlier studies have observed
whether these findings generalize to other cultural contexts, albeit with very small sample sizes
(e.g., Hunsberger 1996). To my knowledge, no study has thus compared attitudes toward reli-
gious out-groups across the three major Abrahamic religions both within and outside the Western
context.

Another large body of literature focuses on theories concerning intergroup relations and re-
lates these to prejudiced attitudes. Harmonious intergroup behavior, particularly in the form of
close and pleasant intergroup contact, can contribute to favorable intergroup attitudes (Paluck,
Green, and Green 2019; Pettigrew and Tropp 2000; Pettigrew et al. 2011). On the other hand,
problematic intergroup relations, for instance, in the form of experienced or perceived discrimi-
nation, can have a significant negative impact on intergroup attitudes (Branscombe, Schmitt, and
Harvey 1999; Craig and Richeson 2012; Dion 2002; Kanas, Scheepers, and Sterkens 2015).

In relevant investigations, the most frequently studied targets of prejudice are ethnic, racial,
and sexual out-groups; by contrast, much less attention has been given to religious groups as both
sources and targets of prejudiced attitudes. For instance, out of the numerous intergroup contact
studies reviewed by Paluck, Green, and Green (2019), only three examined religious prejudice.
Similarly, a review by Hunsberger and Jackson (2005) contains only three studies that focus on
the relationship between religious fundamentalism and attitudes toward religious out-groups.

In the following, I review the relevant theoretical literature as well as the existing empirical
evidence and propose hypotheses linking unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-groups to di-
mensions of religiosity and variables concerning intergroup relations. To test these hypotheses,
I analyze original survey data on more than 10,000 respondents from eight countries (Cyprus,
Germany, Israel, Kenya, Lebanon, Palestine, Turkey, and the USA), representing the three major
Abrahamic religions (Christians, Jews, and Muslims). To estimate the effects of the explanatory
variables on unfavorable attitudes toward members of religious out-groups (in this case, atheists,
Christians, Jews, and Muslims), I run a series of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models.
The results suggest that religious fundamentalism is the strongest predictor of unfavorable atti-
tudes toward religious out-groups. This finding is robust across religious groups. Having more
contact with members of religious out-groups is likely to alleviate negative views, but the effect
sizes are comparably much smaller. Experiences of discrimination, on the other hand, are only
relevant where respondents are a minority, but here, too, the coefficients are quite small.

Theoretical Framework

In the following, I discuss in detail the existing literature concerning religious and intergroup
explanations for unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-groups, as well as the available em-
pirical evidence.

Religion-Based Explanations

As Allport (1954:444) pointed out, the “role of religion is paradoxical.” On the one hand,
religions preach tolerance, love, and brotherhood across religions. Such messages can be found
in the holy scriptures of all Abrahamic religions. For example, the Christian parable of the Good
Samaritan teaches people to be helpful and merciful toward those in need, regardless of their race
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or religion (Luke 10:25–37). In Hebrew scriptures, prophecies foretell times when the peoples
of the world will peacefully live side by side, each following their own religion (Micah 4:3–5).
Similarly, in Islam, there are Koranic verses that promote religious tolerance, e.g., “for you is
your religion, and for me is my religion” (Surah Al-Kafirun 109:6). At the same time, hostility,
violence, and conflict have characterized the relationships between denominations and religions
down throughout the years (Coward 1986:419).

Just as we can find passages encouraging peace and tolerance, there are also plenty of mes-
sages in religious scriptures that advocate violence and hostility. For instance, in the Christian
Old Testament and in the Jewish Torah, it is stated that: “If a man or woman living among you
[…] is found doing evil in the eyes of the Lord your God in violation of his covenant, and contrary
to my command has worshiped other gods, […] take the man or woman who has done this evil
deed to your city gate and stone that person to death” (Book of Deuteronomy verse 17:2–5). A
similar quote can be found in the Koran: “Indeed, the penalty for those who wage war against
Allah and HisMessenger and strive upon earth [to cause] corruption is none but that they be killed
or crucified” (Surah Mai’dah 5:33).

This paradoxical role is not only evident in the religious scriptures, but it is also reflected
in research findings. Although some scholars have documented a positive effect of religiosity on
prosocial attitudes and behavior (Monsma 2007; Saroglou et al. 2005), others have shown that re-
ligious individuals tend to share or cooperate more than others only if the recipient is a member of
their religious in-group (Shariff et al. 2016). Batson, Schoenrade, and Ventis (1993:296) reviewed
the earlier body of research on the relationship between religion and prejudice and found that the
evidence overwhelmingly documented a positive association between Christian religiosity and
out-group hostility. More recently, experimental studies from the United States have also illus-
trated this association: individuals who were primed with Christian religious concepts displayed
more negative views of racial minorities (Johnson, Rowatt, and LaBouff 2010). The same authors
subsequently replicated their research design using various religious out-groups and demonstrated
that religious priming not only increases racial prejudice, but also intensifies negative attitudes of
Christian respondents toward atheists and Muslims (Johnson, Rowatt, and Labouff 2012).

The majority of the studies discussed here were conducted inWestern countries, and it is safe
to assume that the vast majority of respondents were Christians. In this study, I investigate if this
documented relationship between Christian religiosity and prejudice applies to other major reli-
gious groups, particularly to Muslims both within and outside the Western context. In accordance
with the literature, I thus test the following hypothesis:

H1: Religious observance is positively associated with unfavorable attitudes toward
religious out-groups.

Focusing on the link between religiosity and problematic intergroup attitudes, scholars have
puzzled over the question: What is it about religion that makes people prejudiced? The pioneer-
ing work by Allport and Ross (1967) was the first to address this question. They attempted to
disentangle different dimensions or facets of religion and their associations with hostile attitudes.
The authors contended that the ways people experience and express their religiosity can be di-
vided into two distinct categories—intrinsic and extrinsic religiosity—and that these orientations
present disparate relationships with prejudice. Intrinsic religiosity, an internally motivated and
more sincere form of faith, is associated with lower levels of prejudice, whereas extrinsic reli-
giosity, an externally motivated and conformist form of faith, predicts higher levels of prejudice.
A third dimension, religious quest, was proposed by Batson and Schoenrade (1991a, 1991b). Ac-
cording to the authors, those with a quest orientation have a more questioning and open approach
to religion and are more tolerant. However, the research following this study has not always con-
firmed the hypothesized link between these orientations and intolerance. Due to validity issues
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and inconclusive findings produced by these measures, they were later dismissed (Altemeyer
1996, Hunsberger and Jackson 2005, Küpper and Zick 2010).

Finally, another religious orientation, religious fundamentalism, has been linked with reli-
gious prejudice and intolerance (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992). Religious fundamentalists
possess certain characteristics that distinguish them from their mainstream counterparts. First,
religious fundamentalism is defined as a defensive reaction to modernization and secularization
(Almond, Sivan, and Appleby 1995, Emerson and Hartman 2006). Fundamentalists believe that
secularism forces religion to the margins of society and brings about moral decay (Gregg 2014:8).
In this perspective, God’s rule is favored over humanity’s rule and religion is understood as the ex-
pression of a divine order (Tibi 1998:20). A second characteristic associated with fundamentalism
is strict literalism and a belief in the inerrancy of scripture. According to Altemeyer and Huns-
berger (1992:188), an essential component of fundamentalist attitudes is the belief “that there
is one set of religious teachings that clearly contains the fundamental, basic, intrinsic, essential,
inerrant truth about humanity and deity; [… and] that this truth must be followed today according
to the fundamental, unchangeable practices of the past.” Other characteristics of religious fun-
damentalists include their adherence to a dualistic worldview and to messianism (Emerson and
Hartman 2006:134). Juergensmeyer (2003) highlights how fundamentalist activists employ reli-
gious images of divine struggles and how they draw on metaphysical conflicts between good and
evil to frame contemporary issues. Current-day events, in which religious values are in decline,
are interpreted as the work of evil forces and as signs that the messianic end is near. These forces
of evil include, among others, those who are accused of corrupting the religion. Accordingly, par-
ticipation in the final battle against evil forces is necessary for good to triumph and for the eternal
salvation of these apocalyptic warriors (Gregg 2014:11–13).

So far, studies on religious fundamentalism have delivered the most robust and conclusive
findings. An extensive body of literature focusing primarily on Christianity has emphasized a
strong relationship between religious fundamentalism and prejudice toward a wide variety of
groups, including racial and ethnic minorities, women, homosexuals, Jews, Muslims, and im-
migrants (Altemeyer 2003, Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992, Hunsberger 1996, Hunsberger and
Jackson 2005, Kirkpatrick 1993, Koopmans 2015, Küpper and Zick 2010, Laythe et al. 2002).
This association was demonstrated across various countries using representative samples. How-
ever, the notion of religious fundamentalism was developed from within a Christian context,
and accordingly, very few studies have so far investigated the association between fundamental-
ism and prejudice for religious traditions outside of Christianity (Hunsberger and Jackson 2005,
Koopmans 2015, Pratt 2018). Most of them do not involve any cross-cultural or interreligious
comparisons. Notable exceptions include a study by Hunsberger (1996), who compared hostile
attitudes toward homosexuals among Canadian Muslims, Hindus and Jews with Canadian Chris-
tians in Toronto. According to his findings, religious fundamentalists across all groups tended
to be more hostile toward homosexuals. However, the study was quite limited in terms of the
sample size of the religious groups. Using a significantly larger sample of around 6,000 respon-
dents, Koopmans (2015) provided observational evidence from Western Europe by comparing
native Christians with Sunni and Alevite Muslims of Turkish and Moroccan origin. Multivariate
analysis suggests that religious fundamentalism was the strongest predictor of out-group hostility
for both religious groups, even after controlling for various background variables. Outside of the
Western context, comparative evidence on this relationship is even scarcer. Hunsberger, Owusu,
and Duck (1999) attempted to address the lack of cross-cultural research on this topic by com-
paring Ghanaian and Canadian samples as well as Muslim and Christian respondents within the
Ghanaian sample. Results revealed a positive link between religious fundamentalism and hostile
attitudes toward homosexuals. But yet again, these findings were also based on a small number
of respondents. This discussion leads to the following hypothesis:
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H2a: Religious fundamentalism is positively associated with unfavorable attitudes toward
religious out-groups.

Another central finding from previous studies on Christian fundamentalism is that the asso-
ciation between religiosity and prejudice diminishes or even disappears among respondents when
controlling for religious fundamentalism (Altemeyer andHunsberger 1992). Outside of Christian-
ity, Koopmans (2015) shows that this observation is only partially true for Muslims within the
Western context. Including religious fundamentalism measures in the regression model consid-
erably curtails the effect of religiosity for both groups. However, although the effect is no longer
significant among Christians, it still remains significant among Muslims (albeit with a very small
effect size). Thus, I expect that:

H2b: Once religious fundamentalism is controlled for, associations between religious
observance and unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-groups diminishes.

Intergroup Relations

Intergroup relations “refers to the way in which people in groups perceive, think about, feel
about, and act toward people in other groups” (Hogg 2003:479). Sherif (1966:12) contends that
“whenever individuals belonging to one group interact, collectively or individually, with another
group or its members in terms of their group identifications we have an instance of intergroup
behavior.” Harmonious intergroup behavior, for instance in the form of close and pleasant inter-
group contact, can contribute to favorable intergroup attitudes, whereas problematic intergroup
relations, for instance in the form of discrimination, can have a negative impact on intergroup
attitudes. In his seminal work, Allport (1954) put forward the assertion that, under certain condi-
tions, interpersonal contact could help reduce unfavorable views against out-group members. Ac-
cording to Allport’s (1954:281) theoretical considerations, prejudice: “may be reduced by equal
status contact between majority and minority groups in the pursuit of common goals. The effect
is greatly enhanced if this contact is sanctioned by institutional supports (i.e., by law, custom, or
local atmosphere), and provided it is of a sort that leads to the perception of common interests
and common humanity between members of the two groups.”

Since then, the so-called “contact hypothesis” has been rigorously scrutinized by a range of
scholars. Meta-analyses of the staggering volume of empirical research dedicated to testing this
hypothesis have repeatedly revealed the prejudice-reducing effect of intergroup contact across
various social groups in a variety of settings and locations around the world (Paluck, Green, and
Green 2019; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006; Pettigrew et al. 2011). To understand how intergroup
contact works to diminish prejudice, scholars have proposed a number of different mechanisms
(Pettigrew and Tropp 2008). First, as Allport initially emphasized, knowledge about the out-group
acquired through close contact can act as a key mediator. By coming into contact and interacting
with one another, the parties can learn more about the out-group and deconstruct their preconcep-
tions. Second, experiences of contact can lead to lower levels of perceived threat and anxiety about
the out-group. Finally, intergroup contact and “especially close, cross-group friendship, may en-
able one to take the perspective of out-group members and empathize with their concerns” (Pet-
tigrew and Tropp 2008:923). As Pettigrew et al. (2011:276) argue “friendship invokes many of
the optimal conditions for positive contact effects: it typically involves cooperation and common
goals as well as repeated equal-status contact over an extended period and across varied settings.”
Reviewing a total of 135 studies, Davies et al. (2011:332) conclude that there is sufficient exper-
imental and longitudinal evidence to be confident of a causal relationship whereby cross-group
friendship improves attitudes. The extent to which contact diminishes hostile attitudes depends
to some degree on the target of prejudice (Paluck, Green, and Green 2019, Pettigrew and Tropp
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2006). So far, scholarship on contact hypothesis has primarily addressed minority-majority rela-
tionships with a particular focus on ethnic and racial groups as targets of prejudice. Recently, more
attention is being paid to the relationship between interreligious contact and negative attitudes
toward religious out-groups (Kanas, Scheepers, and Sterkens, 2015, 2017, Scacco and Warren
2018) . For instance, Kanas, Scheepers, and Sterkens (2015) examine the relationship between
interreligious contact and negative attitudes toward the religious out-group among Christians and
Muslims in Indonesia. They find evidence that frequent contact with religious out-groups signif-
icantly reduces prejudice toward them. Based on the above discussion, I generate the following
hypothesis:

H3: Individuals with more religious out-group contact are less likely to express unfavorable
attitudes toward religious out-groups.

Another prominent intergroup relations perspective focuses on the role of discrimination.
Discriminatory behavior or unfair treatment from an out-group may lead group members to
heighten their in-group identification, but it can also provoke out-group derogation (Branscombe,
Schmitt, and Harvey 1999, Hewstone, Rubin, and Willis 2002, Tajfel and Turner 1986). Being
a target of discrimination or prejudice can be a frustrating experience and can cause victims to
feel anger and resentment toward the perpetrating group (Dion 2002). Similarly, discrimination
against a religious group can cause that group to form grievances. These grievances are likely
to contribute to the emergence of interreligious hostilities and lead to conflict situations between
religious groups (Fox 2000). Few studies have so far empirically examined the role of discrimi-
nation and intergroup relations among different religious groups. Unlike the literature on contact
hypothesis, which links intergroup contact with positive attitudes toward out-groups, longitu-
dinal, experimental, and even observational evidence on the role of discrimination is scarce. A
dated but nevertheless relevant study focusing on interreligious relations conducted among Jewish
high-school students in the United States in the 1960s, found that Catholics were perceived as the
most discriminatory group toward Jews (Bannan 1965). Accordingly, they received the most neg-
ative evaluations from the Jewish participants. Based on cross-sectional survey data fromMuslim
and Christian respondents in Indonesia, Kanas, Scheepers, and Sterkens (2015) have shown that
perceived group discrimination increases negative attitudes toward the religious out-group. This
discussion leads to the following hypothesis:

H4a: Individuals who report higher levels of perceived discrimination are more likely to
express unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-groups.

Earlier research on interracial attitudes from the United States suggests that perceptions of
discrimination are often a defining feature of the interracial relationship among members of racial
minority groups, while they are generally unrelated to interracial attitudes among members of the
racial majority group (Tropp 2007:71). Based on a content analysis of essays written byWhite and
BlackAmericans on intergroup attitudes,Monteith and Spicer (2000) found that negative opinions
held by Black participants were primarily defined by their reactions to perceived prejudice and
discrimination. Similarly, ethnic minorities who report discrimination are more likely to express
hostile attitudes toward majority out-group members (Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, and Solheim
2009). Around the globe, religious minorities face government restrictions and harassment and
are confronted with increasing levels of social hostilities (Fox 2016). Both anti-Muslim discrimi-
nation and anti-Semitism inWestern countries are very well documented (Anti-Defamation 2018,
Bergmann 2008, Ciftci 2012, EuropeanMonitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia 2006, Ka-
plan 2006). Similarly, there is convincing evidence of anti-Christian discrimination in the Middle
East (Akyol 2017; Chapman 2012:121–39, Fox 2016). Confronted with these intergroup ten-
sions, religious groups living as minorities are more likely to make in-group versus out-group
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Table 1: Distribution of the sample across countries and religious groups

Country N Christian Muslim Jewish

Cyprus 1,357 684 673 -
Germany 1,281 765 516 -
Israel 1,212 64 343 805
Kenya 1,197 600 597 -
Lebanon 1,190 491 699 -
Palestine 843 32 811 -
Turkey 1,546 40 1506 -
USA 1,420 520 600 300
Total 10,046 3,196 5,745 1,105

biases more salient than they might be when this group constitutes the religious majority (Vic-
toroff, Adelman, and Matthews 2012:794). Previously, only one study has examined the effect
of discrimination on interreligious attitudes (Kanas, Scheepers, and Sterkens 2015). However,
contrary to the expected relationship, the authors of the study found that perceived discrimina-
tion predicted negative out-group attitudes less among members of the Christian minority than
among the Muslim majority in Indonesia. Despite this finding, I derive and test a version of this
hypothesis as it is stated in the theoretical and empirical literature focusing on ethnic and racial
minorities:

H4b: The relationship between perceived and experienced discrimination and out-group
hostility is stronger among religious minority status groups than among religious
majority status groups.

Data and Methods

The primary data used in this study are drawn from a survey conducted in 2016 among
members of the three largest Abrahamic religious groups in eight countries across Europe, North
America, the Middle East, and Africa. Respondents were assigned to the three religious groups
on the basis of self-identification, i.e., no assumptions were made about people from a certain
country belonging to a certain religion or even identifying with any religion at all. Respondents
indicating no religious affiliation were dropped from the analysis.1 Table 1 shows the distribution
of the respondents across survey countries and religious groups.2 The sample totals over 10,000
observations and consists of 3,196 Christian, 5,745 Muslim, and 1,105 Jewish respondents.

Dependent Variable

To measure how respondents view members of religious out-groups, they were asked to rate
each group on a feeling thermometer ranging from 0 to 100 in which 0 represents the coldest,
least favorable rating and 100 the warmest, most favorable rating. For the purpose of this study

1There were theoretical and methodological reasons for excluding respondents without a religious affiliation from the
analysis. First of all, the primary research question concerns determinants of unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-
groups across adherents of the three major Abrahamic religions. Second, the sample size was very small and would not
have been suitable as a control group for meaningful comparisons.
2Detailed information on the research design, the sample, and the sampling procedures can be found in the Online Ap-
pendix S2.
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Table 2: Respondents’ scores on the feeling thermometer (0=most favorable rating, 100=most
unfavorable rating)

Mean SD Min Max N Missing

Entire sample’s score for:
Atheists 72 34.0 0 100 9,330 716
Christians 42 34.2 0 100 9,417 629
Jews 60 37.5 0 100 9,361 685
Muslims 33 32.7 0 100 9,504 542

Christian respondents’ score for:
Atheists 68 34.5 0 100 2,997 199
Christians 18 21.4 0 100 3,062 134
Jews 53 35.6 0 100 3,008 188
Muslims 53 30.8 0 100 3,027 169

Jewish respondents’ score for:
Atheists 42 29.1 0 100 1,105 0
Christians 35 26.1 0 100 1,104 1
Jews 14 18.8 0 100 1,105 0
Muslims 55 28.8 0 100 1,104 1

Muslim respondents’ score for:
Atheists 80 30.6 0 100 5,228 517
Christians 57 33.5 0 100 5,251 494
Jews 73 32.8 0 100 5,248 497
Muslims 17 24.4 0 100 5,373 372

and to make the interpretation of the results easier, I reverse coded the survey items so that 100 in-
dicates the coldest most unfavorable rating, whereas 0 indicates the most positive rating. Feeling
thermometers are a valid tool that have been commonly and successfully used in various stud-
ies to measure interethnic and interreligious attitudes (e.g., Johnson, Rowatt, and LaBouff 2010,
Martinovic and Verkuyten 2016, Nelson 2008, Schmid, Hewstone, and Ramiah 2013, Verkuyten
2007). Across the entire sample, atheists (mean score 72) and Jews (60) received on average more
unfavorable ratings than Muslims (33) and Christians (42). Table 2 depicts mean ratings given to
each religious group by respondents on the feeling thermometer.3

Overall, religious groups rated their own group members more warmly than members of
other religious groups. Jewish respondents, for example, gave Jews the most favorable rating
of 14, whereas Christian and Muslim respondents rated their in-group members at 18 and 17,
respectively. Jews were viewed very negatively by Muslims (73 on average). When asked about
Christians, Jews expressed favorable opinions with an average rating of 35. Atheists were rated
negatively by Christians, who assigned them an average rating of 68 and they were rated very
negatively by Muslims, who gave them an average rating of 80, which is the lowest average score
across the groups. In contrary, Jewish respondents responded more warmly toward theists (42
on average). Both Muslim and Christian respondents were on the whole more negative toward
religious out-groups, whereas Jewish respondents held more positive views of their religious out-
groups. Particularly Muslim respondents expressed very unfavorable attitudes toward Jews and
atheists.

3The distribution of these rating scores across religious groups can be found in the Online Appendix S1 Figure A.
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Independent Variables

Descriptive statistics of the independent and control variables for the Christian sample are
shown in Online Appendix S1 Table A, for the Jewish sample in Table B, and for the Muslim
sample in Table C. I calculated correlation coefficients to test whether the independent variables
measure distinct phenomena (see Online Appendix S1 Figures B, C, and D for correlation matri-
ces). The results indicate that the independent variables are in general weakly correlated. How-
ever, there are some variables that are moderately correlated. For instance, among the Christian
sample, there is a moderate positive correlation between religious observance and religious funda-
mentalism (.45). Similarly, these variables are moderately correlated among the Muslim sample
(.4). However, they are more strongly correlated among the Jewish sample (.63). To detect mul-
ticollinearity, I estimate the variance inflation factor (VIF) for each regressor in the regression
model. The VIFs for the predictors are all well below the threshold value of 10.

Religious observance
I used two survey items to measure respondent’s religious observance. Respondents were

asked how often they prayed and how often they visited a religious service in a house of worship
(mosque, church, or synagogue), with the following answer categories: several times a day, daily,
weekly, rarely (for visiting religious service in a house of worship: rarely / on special occasions,
and never. Around 60 percent of the Christian, 37 percent of the Jewish, and 74 percent of the
Muslim respondents stated that they prayed at least once a week. Around 50 percent of the Chris-
tian, 20 percent of the Jewish respondents, and 45 percent of the Muslim respondents reported
that they visited a house of worship at least once a week. These two items were averaged to create
the religious observance index with a Cronbach’s α of .67 for Christians, .78 for Jews, and .61
for Muslims). Christian respondents scored, on average, 2.0 points (SD= .8), Jewish respondents
1.3 points (SD = 1.1), and Muslim respondents 2.2 points (SD = 1.1) on this scale.

Religious fundamentalism
The following seven well-established survey items were used to measure religious

fundamentalism (see, e.g., Altemeyer and Hunsberger 2004, Koopmans 2015): (1) “[Is-
lam/Christianity/Judaism] is superior to other religions,” (2) “What we are seeing in the
world today is the final battle between [Islam/Christianity/Judaism] and the forces of evil,”
(3) “There is only one correct interpretation of the [Koran/Bible/Torah] to which every [Mus-
lim/Christian/Jew] should stick,” (4) “Those who do not strictly follow the rules prescribed in the
[Koran/Bible/Torah] can no longer be called [Muslims/Christians/Jews],” (5) “There is only one
perfectly true religion,” (6) “It is more important to be a good person than to have the right reli-
gion,” (7) “Religious leaders should play a larger role in politics.” The answer categories ranged
from 1, completely agree to 5, completely disagree. Responses were reverse coded, except for
item (6), such that a higher number indicated a higher level of religious fundamentalism (i.e., 1,
completely disagree, 5, completely agree). These seven items were averaged to create a summary
scale of religious fundamentalism (religious fundamentalism index) with a Cronbach’s α of .73
for Christians, .87 for Jews, and .71 for Muslims). Christian respondents scored, on average, 2.8
points (SD = .8), Jewish respondents 2.3 points (SD = .9), and Muslim respondents 3.2 points
(SD= .8) on this scale. Overall, religious fundamentalist attitudes weremore strongly represented
among the Muslim respondents and less prevalent among Jewish respondents.

Religious out-group contact
I used two items to measure contacts with religious out-groups. First, individuals were asked

how many of their close friends did not belong to the same religion or denomination as them.
Second, they were asked how many people in their family married people who did not belong
to the same religion or denomination as them. Possible answer categories ranged from 1, one,
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to 5, all. The items were averaged to generate an index of religious out-group contact religious
out-group contact index); Cronbach’s α of .55 for Christians, .67 for Jews, and .64 for Muslims).
Jewish (average score of 2.0 points on the scale, SD = .9) and Christian respondents (2.0, SD =
.8) reported higher frequency of contact with religious out-groups than Muslim respondents (1.8,
SD = .9).

Religious discrimination
I operationalized religious discrimination using eight indicators. First, respondents were

asked how often they experienced hostility, discrimination, or unfair treatment in the previous 12
months in the respective survey country because of their religion, with answer categories rang-
ing from 1, never, to 4, all the time. Then, they were asked if they had experienced any hostility,
discrimination, or unfair treatment in the respective survey country in one of the following six
contexts: at work, looking for housing, while going out at night to restaurants/bars, etc., at school,
by the police, or by public institutions, with answer categories yes and no. Finally, they were asked
how often they thought members of their own religious group (Muslims, Christians, etc.) in their
respective survey country experienced hostility, discrimination, or unfair treatment, with the same
answer categories as in question one. To harmonize the descriptive findings across the answer cat-
egories, the items were scaled to a range from 0 to 1. Christian respondents scored, on average,
.1 points (SD = .1), Jewish respondents .2 points (SD = .1), and Muslim respondents .2 points
(SD = .2) on this scale. For the regression analyses, all eight variables were standardized and
averaged to generate an index of religious discrimination (religious discrimination index; with a
Cronbach’s α of.73 for Christians,.74 for Jews, and .80 for Muslims).

Control Variables

I used three variables to determine the socioeconomic status of respondents. First, partic-
ipants were asked to estimate their monthly household net income (i.e., the sum that all peo-
ple in your household have at their disposal after taxes) into one of the categories: below 500
EUR (1); 500–1,000 EUR (2); 1,000–2,000 EUR (3); 2,000–3,000 EUR (4); 3,000–4,000 EUR
(5); 4,000–5,000 EUR (6); more than 5,000 EUR (7). In the U.S. participants were asked to
estimate their yearly family gross income into the following categories: less than 10,000 USD
(1); 10,000–19,999 USD (2); 20,000–29,999 USD (3); 30,000–39,999 USD (4); 40,000–49,999
USD (5); 50,000–59,999 USD (6); 60,000–69,999 USD (7); 70,000–79,999 USD (8); 80,000–
99,999 USD (9); 100,000–119,999 USD (10); 120,000–149,999 USD (11); 150,000–199,999
USD (12); 200,000–249,999 USD (13); 250,000–349,999 USD (14); 350,000–499,999 USD
(15); and 500,000 USD or more (16). A total of 18,17 (18 percent) respondents did not state
an income. Missing values were imputed using a linear regression model. Age, gender, employ-
ment status, level of education, and survey country were included in the model as predictors. The
imputed income variable was standardized within each survey country.

Second, respondents were asked to state whether they had a paid job, whether they were
unemployed, or whether they were not in the labor force (e.g., students, housewives, pensioners,
etc.). Fifty-four percent of the Christian sample was employed, 38 percent was not in the labor
force, whereas almost 8 percent was unemployed. Seventy-two percent of the Jewish sample was
employed, 25 percent was not in the labor force, and around 4 percent was unemployed. Forty-
eight percent of the Muslim sample was employed, 44 percent was not in the labor force, and 8
percent was unemployed.

Third, respondents were asked about their level of education. This was measured as the high-
est achieved level, using the following categories: no education (0), primary education (1), lower
secondary education (2), upper secondary education (3), postsecondary nontertiary education (4);
short-cycle tertiary education (5); Bachelor’s or equivalent (6); andMaster’s or equivalent (7). The
mean level of education of the Christian sample was 3.9 (SD= 1.8), for the Jewish sample it was
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5.1 (SD = 1.5), and for the Muslim sample it was 3.2 (SD = 2.0). The education variable was
standardized within each survey country. Age is measured in years. The mean age of the Christian
sample was 43 (SD = 18.1), for the Jewish sample it was 41 (SD = 15.1), and for the Muslim
sample it was 37 (SD = 14.7).

Gender is a binary variable, where male is coded as (1) and female as (0). Forty-seven percent
of the Christian sample, 49 percent of the Jewish sample, and 51 percent of the Muslim sample
stated that they were males. Marital status is a dummy variable, indicating if the respondent is
married (1) or not (0). Fifty-four percent of the Christian sample, 56 percent of the Jewish sample,
and 61 percent of the Muslim sample stated that they were married.

The survey country is recorded with dummy variables for the eight countries, with USA as
the reference category. After stating their religion, participants were asked to specify their reli-
gious denomination. Among Christians, the survey distinguished between Roman Catholics (33
percent), Protestants (28 percent), Greek-Orthodox (30 percent), and other denominations (9 per-
cent). Jewish participants were distinguished among Conservative (25 percent), Secular/Hiloni
(36 percent), Reformist (16 percent), Orthodox/Dati (10 percent), Ultra-Orthodox/Haredi (9 per-
cent), and other denominations (5 percent). Among Muslims, Sunnis (73 percent), Shias (8 per-
cent), Alevites (6 percent), and other denominations (13 percent) were differentiated. The “other
denominations” category also includes those respondents who did not know or state any denom-
ination. I used a dummy variable to control for conversion. A total of 232 (7 percent) Christian
respondents, 22 (2 percent) Jewish respondents, and 349 Muslim respondents (6 percent) stated
that they were not raised by their parents into their stated religious denomination.

Results

For the analyses, I estimate OLS regression models and use heteroskedasticity robust stan-
dard errors. In the first step of the analysis, I investigate the effect of the explanatory variables
on each religious out-group using pooled data while controlling for a range of covariates. In the
second step of the analysis, I estimate stepwise regression models to investigate whether the effect
of religious observance diminishes once religious fundamentalism is included in the regression
models. In the third step of the analysis, I assess whether perceived and experienced discrimi-
nation is a stronger predictor of prejudice among minority status groups than among majority
status groups by investigating the effect of discrimination on the reciprocal attitudes of minor-
ity and majority group members. Finally, I run a series of additional analyses to investigate the
robustness of the results.

Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 present the results of the OLS regressions. Each table depicts the rela-
tionship between the independent variables and unfavorable attitudes toward a religious out-group
of each respective religious group, while controlling for religion, survey country, age, education,
employment status, income, gender, marital status, and conversion status. Table 3 concerns the
attitudes of the Jewish and theMuslim sample toward Christians, Table 4 concerns the attitudes of
the Christian and the Muslim sample toward Jews, Table 5 concerns the attitudes of the Christian
and the Jewish sample toward Muslims, and Table 6 concerns the attitudes of all religious groups
toward atheists.

The first hypothesis predicts that religious observance is positively associated with unfa-
vorable attitudes toward religious out-groups. Overall, the results indicate that the relationship
between religious observance and attitudes toward religious out-groups is not consistent across
religious groups and is dependent on the particular religious out-group. There is a significant pos-
itive correlation between religious observance and attitudes toward Christians among the Jewish
and Muslim samples (Table 3) and toward atheists among the entire sample (Table 6). A one-unit
change in the religious observance index increases unfavorable attitudes toward Christians by 1.5
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Table 3: OLS regression results for negative attitudes toward Christians

Religious Out-Group: Christians

Religious observance 1.48*** (.44)
Religious fundamentalism 10.41*** (.47)
Contact −3.70*** (.46)
Discrimination 1.12** (.38)

Covariates YES

Observations 5,887
Adjusted R2 .34

Note: Standardized regression coefficients, robust standard errors are in parentheses. Covariates: religion, age, education,
employment status, gender, income, marital status, conversation status, and survey country. See Online Appendix Table
Q for the full regression model. ∗p < .05 ∗∗p < .01 ∗∗∗p < .001.

Table 4: OLS regression results for negative attitudes toward Jews

Religious Out-Group: Jews

Religious observance .53 (.38)
Religious fundamentalism 8.06*** (.40)
Contact −1.70*** (.38)
Discrimination .37 (.35)

Covariates YES

Observations 7,752
Adjusted R2 .48

Note: Standardized regression coefficients, robust standard errors are in parentheses. Covariates: religion, age, education,
employment status, gender, income, marital status, conversation status, and survey country. See Online Appendix Table
R for the full regression model. ∗p < .05 ∗∗p < .01 ∗∗∗p < .001.

points and toward atheists by 2.6 points. Results from Tables 4 and 5 suggest no significant asso-
ciation between religious observance and negative attitudes toward Jews or Muslims. Additional
robustness checks further indicate that religious observance is a significant predictor of negative
attitudes toward atheists but not toward other religious out-groups (Online Appendix S1 Tables
L, M, and N). Based on these contrasting findings, I reject Hypothesis 1. Possible explanations
for the distinct bias toward atheists are discussed below.

In line with Hypothesis 2a, the results show that religious fundamentalism is significantly
associated with and is the strongest predictor of unfavorable attitudes toward each religious out-
group. Religiously fundamentalist respondents are significantly more likely to report unfavorable
attitudes toward Christians (10.4 points), Jews (8.1 points), Muslims (8.5 points), and atheists
(11.5 points). So far, an extensive body of research on Christian fundamentalism, particularly
within the Western context, has shown that religious fundamentalism is a strong predictor of
ethnic, racial, and sexual prejudice. These results demonstrate, for the first time, that religious
fundamentalism is powerfully correlated with unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-groups,
both within and outside of the Western context, and that the relationship holds true across three
major religions. Across the regression models, religious fundamentalism emerged as the strongest
explanatory factor, even in comparison to intergroup contact, a well-established predictor of prej-
udice.

Hypothesis 2b predicts that once religious fundamentalism is controlled for, associations
between religious observance and out-group hostility will diminish. As the first regression Model
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Table 5: OLS regression results for negative attitudes toward Muslims

Religious Out-Group: Muslims

Religious observance −.79 (.63)
Religious fundamentalism 8.45*** (.56)
Contact −2.32*** (.53)
Discrimination 1.18 (.66)

Covariates YES

Observations 4,020
Adjusted R2 .22

Note: Standardized regression coefficients, robust standard errors are in parentheses. Covariates: religion, age, education,
employment status, gender, income, marital status, conversation status, and survey country. See Online Appendix Table
S for the full regression model. ∗p < .05 ∗∗p < .01 ∗∗∗p < .001.

Table 6: OLS regression results for negative attitudes toward atheists

Religious Out-Group: Atheists

Religious observance 2.56*** (.33)
Religious fundamentalism 11.50*** (.36)
Contact −1.71*** (.33)
Discrimination −.29 (.29)

Covariates YES

Observations 8,804
Adjusted R2 .52

Note: Standardized regression coefficients, robust standard errors are in parentheses. Covariates: religion, age, education,
employment status, gender, income, marital status, conversation status, and survey country. See Online Appendix Table
T for the full regression model. ∗p < .05 ∗∗p < .01 ∗∗∗p < .001.

in Online Appendix S1 Tables D, E, F, and G show, respondents who are religiously observant are
significantly more likely to express unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-groups. However,
once religious fundamentalism is included in the analysis, the coefficient sizes diminish markedly
among each religious group. The relationship between observance and prejudice toward Jews and
Muslims even ceases to be significant. These findings confirmHypothesis 2b and further highlight
how religious fundamentalist beliefs strongly contribute to explaining prejudiced attitudes among
religious individuals.

In the following, I turn my attention to the intergroup relations variables. According to the
third hypothesis, individuals with more religious out-group contact exhibit lower levels of un-
favorable attitudes toward religious out-groups. The results suggest a significant and negative
relationship between intergroups contact and prejudiced attitudes. However, the regression co-
efficients are comparably small. Respondents who state that they have close friends or family
members who belong to other religious groups or denominations express significantly less un-
favorable attitudes toward Christians (3.7 points), Jews (1.7 points), Muslims (2.3 points), and
atheists (1.7 points). Overall, these findings provide some convincing evidence in line with Hy-
pothesis 3 and demonstrate how harmonious intergroup interactions can contribute to positive
intergroup attitudes.

The coefficients of the religious discrimination index in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 demonstrate
that there is no significant correlation between experienced or perceived discrimination and out-
group hostility toward Jews, Muslims, or atheists. Only unfavorable attitudes toward Christians
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appear to be marginally affected by discrimination: A one-unit change in the discrimination index
increased prejudice by 1 point. Overall, these findings contradict Hypothesis 4a. Individuals who
report higher levels of discrimination do not report unfavorable opinions at significantly higher
levels, than individuals who report lower levels of discrimination.

Hypothesis 4b predicts that experienced or perceived discrimination is a defining feature of
intergroup attitudes for minorities, but not for majorities. To test Hypothesis 4b, I investigate
reciprocal attitudes of religious groups that constitute both a minority and a majority status group
in different country contexts. I focus only on country contexts where both groups coexist:Muslims
are a minority in the Christian majority countries Germany, USA, and Kenya; Christians are a
minority in the Muslim majority countries Lebanon, Palestine, and Turkey; Jews are a minority
in the Christian majority country USA; Christians are a minority in the Jewish majority country
Israel. Regression models 1, 3, 5, and 7 in Table 7 represent the results for unfavorable attitudes
of minority groups toward the majority group, whereas models 2, 4, 6, and 8 represent the results
for majority groups’ attitudes toward minority groups. Overall, the results indicate that perceived
or experienced discrimination is a significant predictor of negative attitudes among minorities but
not among majorities. These findings confirm Hypothesis 4b.4

Robustness Checks

In this final step of the analysis, I run a series of additional regression models to investi-
gate the robustness of the results. First, I split the pooled sample into three religious groups (i.e.,
Christians, Jews, and Muslims) and investigate the effects of the explanatory variables on reli-
gious out-groups across the three religious groups, while controlling for religious denominations.
Online Appendix S1 Tables L, M, and N show the results of the regression analyses among the re-
ligious groups. Across all three religious groups, religious observance appears to be significantly
associated with negative attitudes toward atheists. The largest substantive effect is associated with
religious fundamentalism and the effect remains robust for each religious out-group. For instance,
among Jewish respondents, a one unit increase in the religious fundamentalism index is associ-
ated with a 14-point increase on the unfavorable opinions measure toward atheists. Similarly,
among Muslim respondents, a one-unit change in the religious fundamentalism index is related
to an increase of more than 10-points on the unfavorable opinions measure toward both atheists
and Christians. The weakest correlation between fundamentalism and hostility is registered for
the attitudes of Christians toward Jews. Contact significantly reduces hostility toward atheists
and Muslims for Christians, whereas for Muslims, this effect is universally significant for all out-
groups. Among Jewish respondents, however, contact is not a significant predictor for attitudes
toward any of the out-groups. Overall, these results further buttress the findings from the main
analyses.

Second, since the income variable was imputed, I estimate and compare three regression
models for each religious out-group: one without the income variable; one with the income vari-
able, excluding cases with missing values; and one with the imputed income variable (Online
Appendix S1 Tables H, I, J, and K). The comparisons show that the imputed income variable
does not distort the findings.

Third, since the Cronbach’s α of the disaggregated out-group contact index is low for the
Christian sample, I disaggregate the index and estimate the regression models using the two items
separately (Online Appendix S1 Table O). While both items of the out-group contact index are
negatively associated with unfavorable attitudes, the friendship measure is the strongest predictor.

4The effect of discrimination among minority groups is significant across all models with the exception of the attitudes
of the Christian minority in Israel. This can be explained by the very small sample size.
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This finding is perhaps not so surprising as a large body of literature demonstrates how cross-
group friendships can particularly promote positive attitudes and reduce prejudice (e.g., Davies
et al. 2011).

Conclusion

I used original survey data on 10,046 respondents from eight countries (Cyprus, Germany,
Israel, Kenya, Lebanon, Palestine, Turkey, and the USA), representing three major Abrahamic
religions (Christians, Jews, and Muslims) to estimate the effects of religion-based and intergroup
relations variables on unfavorable attitudes toward religious out-groups. Results from OLS re-
gression analyses show that religious fundamentalism is the strongest predictor of unfavorable
attitudes toward religious out-groups regardless of whether the studied out-group is Christian,
Jewish, Muslim, or atheist. The effect sizes are also remarkably large: For instance, a one-unit
increase in the religious fundamentalism index is associated with a 12-point increase on unfavor-
able attitudes toward atheists, an 11-point increase toward Christians, a 9-point increase toward
Muslims, and an 8-point increase toward Jews. Compared to the regression coefficients of the
religious fundamentalism index, the coefficients for the intergroup relations variables are much
smaller and less robust. Yet, having more contact with religious out-groups is likely to allevi-
ate negative views toward religious out-groups. Intergroup contact is particularly associated with
lower levels of prejudice toward Christians (−3.7 points) and Muslims (−2.3 points). In contrast,
results from the regression analyses suggest that experienced or perceived discrimination is not
significantly associated with unfavorable attitudes toward any of the religious out-groups, except
among minority status groups. Religious minority groups facing discrimination are, in fact, more
likely to express biased opinions of religious majority group members, but not vice versa.

This study advances the literature on intergroup attitudes and religion in a number of ways.
First, the findings contribute to a growing body of literature that investigates the role of inter-
religious contact on interreligious attitudes (e.g., Kanas, Scheepers, and Sterkens, 2015, 2017).
In line with this literature, the study shows how interreligious contact, particularly in the form
of friendships, can reduce negative attitudes toward religious out-group. Second, as it has been
previously demonstrated by studies on racial and ethnic minorities, the study shows how dis-
crimination also deteriorates attitudes toward members of religious majorities among religious
minorities (e.g., Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, and Solheim 2009; Tropp 2007).

Third, the results do not suggest a strong and robust association between religious observance
and prejudiced attitudes toward religious out-groups, with one exception: religiously observant
respondents are significantly more likely to express unfavorable attitudes toward atheists. The
findings provide empirical evidence in-line with earlier research which suggests that religious
Christian individuals are prejudiced toward nonreligious groups but not toward religious groups
(Jackson and Hunsberger 1999). According to the selective intolerance hypothesis, religiousness
is particularly linked with prejudice toward groups perceived to be inconsistent with one’s reli-
gious values and teachings (Rowatt et al. 2009). Similarly, Mavor and Gallois (2008) argue that
religious intolerance is primarily pronounced toward value-violating out-groups. Atheists, who
doubt the existence of God and reject religious beliefs, certainly fall into this category.

Finally, the findings demonstrate that religious fundamentalist respondents were significantly
more likely to express unfavorable attitudes toward all the studied out-groups. By employing a
comparative cross-sectional design, I show that this relationship holds true both within and out-
side of theWestern context and across three major religions. Therefore, the study advances a body
of literature, which has, so far, primarily focused on Christianity and predominantly drawn on
samples from within the Western context (Hunsberger and Jackson 2005). Religious fundamen-
talism consistently emerged as the strongest predictor despite including established predictors of
prejudice, most notably intergroup contact, in the regression analyses. Religious fundamentalism
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represents an adherence to a set of beliefs that characterizes one’s own religion as the absolute,
inerrant, and superior religion. Accordingly, religious fundamentalists believe “that there is a
clearly correct religion and so have bright lines separating and identifying members of their re-
ligious coalition” (Brandt and Van Tongeren 2017:94). This absolutism, inherent to the religious
fundamentalist paradigm, “results in an exclusionary stance with respect to any ‘other’ deemed to
be unacceptable or in some sense invalid.” (Pratt 2018:48). Previous research, typically focused
on value-violating “others,” e.g., homosexuals, and to some extent on ethnic and racial groups, as
out-groups (Hunsberger and Jackson 2005). My findings demonstrate how religious fundamental-
ists are not only prejudiced against atheists, a group that is evidently inconsistent with values and
principles of religious fundamentalism, but also against members of other Abrahamic religions,
who are arguably more similar in terms of their beliefs and practices.

As contemporary societies gradually become more religiously diverse and multicultural
through migration and globalization, the religious fundamentalists’ reactionary and exclusion-
ary response to diversity is likely to pose a challenge to social cohesion. The contempt of the
denied “other” can manifest itself in terms of various forms of actions including discrimination,
exclusion, and in some extreme cases, violence (Pratt 2018). Although the leap from exclusion-
ary attitudes to actual violent behavior is long, widespread prejudice can provide an enabling
environment for potential perpetrators.

The conclusions discussed here are based on observational survey data and therefore, have
some limitations. For instance, I operationalized intergroup contact using only two variables that
were available in the survey questionnaire. Incorporating further dimensions of intergroup con-
tact would certainly improve the precision and the validity of the measurement. Moreover, one
should be cautious in interpreting the findings presented in this study as definitive causal claims.
It is possible that prejudiced individuals actively avoid intergroup contact or that more open-
minded individuals might actively seek out intergroup contact thus biasing the results. Similarly,
the strong positive associations between religious fundamentalism and unfavorable attitudes to-
ward religious out-groups demonstrated here should serve as an imperative for further research.
One possible direction is to apply the same framework to investigate attitudes toward members of
non-Abrahamic traditions, such as Buddhists or Hindus and vice versa. Another line of research
should focus on establishing causality using longitudinal or experimental data, not only between
the set of variables tested here and religious prejudice, but also concerning the particular deter-
minants of religious fundamentalism. Given its central role as a predictor of prejudice, it is of
utmost importance that we better understand the driving mechanisms behind the emergence and
prevalence of fundamentalist beliefs and attitudes.
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NOTES
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online (see Kanol, Koopmans, and Stolle, 2021).
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