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ABSTRAm
We devel e to measure fundamentalism among the followers of the Abrahamic faiths

in order to overcome the challenges that beset a systemic comparison of the subject:
variability, igious fundamentalist movements historically, cross-nationally, and across
these relimferences in the definition of fundamentalism, and etymological ambiguity

of the t nceptualized fundamentalism as a cluster of core orientations toward one’s

and others’ re . These orientations are categorized into four components: disciplinarian

deity, literalism, religious exclusivity, and religious intolerance. Each component is measured
by four suSey questions. The sixteen items make a single fundamentalism scale. We discuss
the scale’s , and then verify its statistical and predictive validity on nationally
representat ples from Egypt, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia,

Tunisia, ald Turkey, a total of 24,758 cases.
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Measuring Fundamentalism Across the Abrahamic Faiths

L INTRODUCTION
Falism in Islam, Christianity, and Judaism began to expand in the 1970s.

The Arr the 1967 war with Israel followed by the decline of the reigning ideology

of Arab nationa lifn and the rise of Sunni fundamentalism in the Arab world. The period also
marked thﬁ of secularism and the rise of Shia fundamentalism among Iranians. More

significantsi orldwide spread of fundamentalism and the popularization of its values

(e.g., ﬂ@ gender segregation, and desirability of Islamic government) was the
outbreak of four ffistorical events in 1977-1979: (1) the military coup by General Zia ul-Haq
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in Pakistan in 1977 and the subsequent Islamization program launched by his regime; (2) the
Iranian Revolution of 1979 that brought the Shia fundamentalists to power, creating euphoria
among Muslim.activists worldwide on how the Shia clerics succeeded to form an Islamic
regime, waame time recast the status of the U.S. from the seat of the world’s most
powerle :s?able democracy worthy of emulation to that of the “Great Satan” and a
decadent cgihtur@gp(3) the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 that provoked strong
reactions Mgniﬁcant segment of the world’s Muslim population and generously
assisted bwn governments in their efforts to push the Soviet out of the country; and
finally, (4) the s&gure of the Grand Mosque in Mecca in 1979 by several hundred armed
militants le hayman al-Otaybi that revealed the vulnerability of the Saudi Kingdom.
The U.S. ﬁms also saw a revival of Christian fundamentalism organized as Moral

Majority. méntalism further expanded in the subsequent decades boosted by religious

rted by a network of 250 Christian TV channels and 1,600 radio stations

that promote ture culture. Finally, Jewish fundamentalism in Israel emerged after the
1967 war but more so after the 1973 Yom Kippur war, when Gush Emunim was formally
establisheM)e not only religious discourse in the country, but also expand the Jewish
settlemen'QPalestinian territories. Religious fundamentalism continued its
sociopolitic uence well into the twenty-first century and is still quite powerful in
Christianig Islam, and Judaism today (Ayubi 1980; Marsden 1980; Kepel 1985; Lustick
1988; SHHEAM998! Shahak and Mezvinsky 1999; Hochschild 2016).

Th@rkable movements prompted growing scholarly interests on the subject.
Yet despite liferation of fundamentalism studies in recent decades, systematic
compaﬁ subject among the followers of these faiths still encounter major
challenges, including: (1) variability of the subject historically, across nations, and among the
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adherents of these religions. Fundamentalism differs even within the same faith as well.
Sunni fundamentalists differ from Shia, and fundamentalism among Christians and Jews is
also diverse Adding to the confusion is the etymological variability of the term and the
suitabilitym in the faiths other than Christianity (Marsden 1980; Wills 1990; Martin
and Apgle!m; Smith 1998). Finally, (3) the definitions of the term vary widely and are
sometimesggonstgucted in ways that overlook its religious character (Lustick 1988; Lawrence
1989; Almupleby, Sivan 2003; Kaplan 1992; Riesebrodt 1993; Barzilai-Nahon and
Barzilai 2 oun 2008).

To meet these challenges, we draw on Altemeyer (2003) and Altemeyer and
Hunsberger in conceptualizing the term as a cluster of core orientations toward
religion. ﬂse that these core orientations are shared by all fundamentalists and,
despite thmity and often irreconcilable differences, manifested in a set of distinctive
beliefs

ttitudes toward such aspects of religion as the deity, the scriptures,

religious co ity, and relations with other religions. Whatever the similarities and

differences between Christian, Islamic, and Jewish fundamentalists, they all espouse a

disciplinaffan conception of the deity, adhere to a literal reading of the scriptures, support
p

religious @ty, and are intolerant of other religions.
Fun ntalist beliefs and attitudes are thus distinguishable from the basic tenets of

the Abrahdmic religions that the followers unquestionably accept. These tenets in Judaism,

h

for exa - the uniqueness of God who created the universe, established a covenant

!

with the Jews, anfl revealed his laws of the Torah and the Talmud that all Jews must follow.

LI

In Christiani y are the belief in the Trinitarian notion of God as Father, Son, and the

A

Holy SpirTt s as the Son of God; and the Virgin Mary. In Islam they include the belief in

the oneness of God, the Prophecy of Muhammad, the Quran as the word God, and the
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Resurrection and Day of Judgment. Jewish, Christian, and Muslim fundamentalists certainly
believe in the tenets of their own religion. But the belief that one’s religion is closer to God
than otherer, that only Jews, Christians, or Muslims will receive heavenly reward, that
God sever s people even though they have engaged in only a minor infraction of
religim; Torthat the Torah, Bible, or Quran is literally true—all constitute
fundamentadist bygliefs, because they display distinctive religious orientations rather than
asserting s tenets of any of these faiths.

W sider fundamentalism as a multidimensional construct, consisting of four
componen@olinarian deity, literalism, exclusivity, and intolerance. These components
were measu create a Moaddel-Karabenick fundamentalism (MKF) scale and tested on
nationallyﬁtaﬁve samples of 24,158 adult respondents in Egypt, Iraq, Jordan,
Lebanon, m, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, and Turkey (Moaddel and Karabenick 2018).

While Iming majority of these respondents were Muslim, this dataset included

respondents hristian populations in Egypt and Lebanon. However, there were no Jews
in these samples, which leaves a critical gap on whether the construct is applicable to
Judaism. Bhe present study is designed to narrow this gap by assessing the validity of the
fundamen ale among the Jewish citizens of Israel, comparing the results with the
samples fro evious studies of Muslims and Christians, and thus demonstrating the validity
of the scaigcross the three Abrahamic faiths.

wdix to this article provides detailed descriptions of the design and
administration 0§nulti-country survey data collection in the Middle East, including the
standardizatj the sampling design, questionnaire development, and interviewers training.

It also as e contributions and shortcomings of Altemeyer and Hunsberger

fundamentalism (AHF) scale (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 2004) focusing on the quality and
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effectiveness of the questionnaire items particularly in comparative cross-national survey, the

recruitment of the subjects, and predictive validity. It also discusses the incremental validity

of MKF vis-a.xds AHF scale.
d METHOD AND RESULTS

I
Sample ag Data Collection

Jewsh data were obtained from online interviews of a representative sample of 600
Israeli adu 18+) drawn from a nationally representative panel of 104,181 internet users

(online pew is 85% of the Israeli population of 7,968,300 in 2019). Excluded from this

panel are tEe m5 extremist fundamentalist Israelis, including Haredim, who do not use the

internet. Th, is estimated to be about twelve percent of the country’s population.' As a
result, theéy carry a degree of secular bias. Interviews were conducted in Hebrew by
IPSOS, a search firm, in January-February 2020. As detailed by Moaddel and
Karabegi and in the appendix, a multi-stage probability sampling design was used
to collect dat nationally representative samples of 3,496 Egyptian, 3,000 Iraqi, 3,008

Jordanian, 3, Lebanese, 3,523 Pakistani, 2,003 Saudi, 3,070 Tunisian, and 3,019 Turkish

respondent§ in 2011-2013. Egypt and Lebanon have sizable Christian populations.
p

Scale Con@n
Toe 1sh the scale’s effectiveness in measuring fundamentalist beliefs and

attitudes among Jews, Christians, and Muslims, we consider its face, statistical, predictive,

and incwdidity. Face validity requires that each of the items making the scale would

' Hiddush 32019 Statistical Report on Haredi Society in Israel.”

http://hg

rg/article-23372-0-

2019 Statistical Report_on_Haredi_Society_in_Israel.aspx. Accessed 12/26/2020.
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logically and reasonably reflect different aspects of the construct so that the items are

subjectively viewed as intended. For example, it is reasonable to view that those who uphold

T

a disciplin ﬁonception of the deity, consider the scriptures literally true, believe in the

exclusivit ligious community, and are intolerant of other religions are more

1
fundamengalists than those who think otherwise. Statistical validity refers to the strength of

the empirigal relations among the items of a construct. It indicates the existence of a

characteris t or a scale representing the items measured by the size of Eigenvalue, and

the intemWency of the items is measured by Cronbach's alpha. Predictive validity
shows how well'We scale predicts the characteristics of the fundamentalist movements like

supportinﬁative values and opposing individual autonomy, gender equality, secular

politics, a ally liberal values, and that fundamentalists also tend to be fatalistic and

xenophob@ck 1988; Lawrence 1989; Grasmick, Wilcox, & Bird 1990; Davidman

1991; ; Riesebrodt 1993; Hawley 1994; Smith 1998; Almond, Appleby, Sivan
2003; Barzilai on and Barzilai 2005; Emerson and Hartman 2006; Moaddel 2005;
Antoun . A valid fundamentalism scale would predict these characteristics. Finally,

increment! validity determines the extent to which a measure predicts more effectively a

phenome terest, compared to other measures (Haynes and Lench 2003). In the

3

appendix, we assess the incremental validity of MKF scale by comparing its predictive

validity with the predictive validity of AHF scale.

1

instrument used in the nine countries was first developed in English; then

translated to Arallic, Hebrew, Kurdish, Pashto, Urdu, and Turkish; and finally back translated

B

to English b dividual who had not seen the original English version and compared with

the origin jon to ensure consistency of meaning between the languages. The sixteen

A

fundamentalism items were in a 4-point Likert scale format coded between 1 (strongly agree),
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2 (agree), 3 (disagree), and 4 (strongly disagree). In this paper, we recoded the responses to
the fundamentalism items so that higher values indicate stronger fundamentalist beliefs and
attitudes.

reports the percent distribution of these items (agree + strongly agree) and

the avera

P

ercentages for each of the four components items—deity, inerrancy,

exclusivityy and intolerance—and the sixteen items for the nine countries.

[

Isragli reégpondents have significantly weaker fundamentalist orientations than

G

respondent the eight Muslim majority countries. On average, a much lower percentage

S

of Israeli nd@nts either agree or strongly agree with disciplinarian deity than the

respondents tromjthe other eight countries: 18% of Israelis versus between 72% of Lebanese

U

and 96% of ians. Likewise, concerning inerrancy: 33% of Israelis versus between 73%

%

of Lebane 5% of Pakistanis; exclusivity: 35% of Israelis versus between 64% of

Lebanese of Pakistanis; and intolerance: 18% of Israelis versus between 38% of

a

Tunisi % Saudis; and finally, fundamentalism: 26% of Israelis versus between 63%

Lebanese an Pakistanis. This table also shows variation in fundamentalism scale across

M

the countries, ranging from the 1.97 (Israel) to 3.42/3.44 (Pakistan/Egypt). For sure, a much

higher per@entage of the Israeli respondents had university education than those from Muslim

1

majority ¢ . Furthermore, given that more extremist fundamentalists in Israel refrain

O

from using ternet (e.g., Haredim), their number did not appear in the panel of Internet

h

users. Thefefore, the Israeli sample tended to be biased toward the more secular section of the

L

Israeli than if the respondents were directly selected from the country’s

population and inferviewed face to face.

U

Table 1 about here

strate the validity of the fundamentalism scale among Israeli Jews and that

A

the scale is applicable to the followers of three Abrahamic faiths, we organized the data by

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.



Fundamentalism in the Abrahamic Faiths
religion: Jews, Christians, Shia, Sunnis, and Muslims. The last group consists of the Muslim
respondents who did not wish to be identified as either Shia or Sunnis. Then, we carried out

each of th onents of fundamentalism. EFAs determined that each set of four items

across these:is a series of exploratory factor analyses (EFA) of the four items related to
for eacl?rimgroup in the samples yielded a single factor with Eigenvalues well above 1.
As reportedgin le 2, these ranged between 1.99 (Sunnis) and 2.66 (Jews) for deity, 1.98
(Sunnis omns) and 3.06 (Jews) for inerrancy, 2.18 (Sunnis) and 3.12 (Jews) for
exclusivit d 1§73 (Shia) and 2.72 (Jews) for intolerance. Eigenvalues for fundamentalism
scale for t@ups ranged between 2.33 for Sunnis and 3.35 for Jews. The four items in
each of the mponents and the entire sixteen items also provided a reliable scale.
Internal cﬁy estimates (Cronbach’s a) across the religious groups were between .66
(Sunnis) mews) for deity, .62 (Sunnis) and .90 (Jews) for inerrancy, .69 (Sunnis) and
91 (Je usivity, and .53 (Shia) and .84 (Jews) for intolerance. The entire sixteen
items also pr d a reliable scale. Cronbach’s a was much higher for Israeli Jews (.96) than
for all the other religions, which ranged from .74 for Sunnis to .84 Shia. Finally, the four
items for &ach component were averaged to provide the component score, and a single
fundamen@ore was also constructed by averaging the sixteen items.

As 2 shows, mean fundamentalism score varied among different religious
groups in g;slim-majority countries—2.84 for Christians, 3.01 for Shia, 3.23 for Muslims,

and 3.2#5 -- (F320758 = 586.78, p <.00001), with Christians scored significantly

lower than any offithe Islamic groups. However, Israeli Jews with mean fundamentalism score

LI

of 1.97 still lower than Christians (t = - 28.72, p <.00001). These results show that the
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Jews were much less fundamentalists than other religious groups.? There is also considerable

cross-national variation in fundamentalism among Christians, Shia, and Sunnis. Christians in

fundamen

Lebanon w ionificantly less fundamentalist than their counterparts in Egypt; the
ﬁ for Lebanese Christians was 2.62 versus 3.21 for Egyptian Christians
(p <.001).gk.ikewise, Lebanese Shia scored significantly lower on fundamentalism than Iraqi
Shia; 2.87 w.ﬁ , respectively (p <.001). However, Lebanese Shia scored higher than
the Shia in Arabia, who scored 2.59 (p <.001). Fundamentalism among Sunnis also
varied achns ranging from 2.98 (Turkey), 3.05 (Lebanon), 3.18 (Tunisia), 3.28
(Jordan), @q), 3.39 (KSA) to 3.44 (Egypt and Pakistan)—all the differences were

significant <01 (not shown in the table).

C there is no comparable data on fundamentalism among Jews in West Bank

or other cn the Middle East. Moaddel and Karabenick (2018) addressed factors
affecti ional variation in fundamentalism in the region. However, the variation in
fundamentalg ;ithin and between the followers of these religious groups pose interesting
questions concerning the relations of macro and meso factors with religious beliefs and
attitudes. &swering such questions requires an in-depth analysis of the interaction between

the econoQural, and political makeup of the national context and the specific character

of religious orities within each nation. Such an analysis, however, is beyond the scope of

2 Assumilﬁcluded 12% of the Israeli population affiliated with Haredim from the panel

of respon re 4 on the scale, the mean fundamentalism score for Jews would be 2.21

(=.12%* .97), which is still significantly lower than mean fundamentalism for
Christians (p <.019.
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Table 2 about here

The predictive validity of MKF scale is gaged by the strength of its associations with
the values a liefs supported by religious fundamentalists. Given that Christian, Jewish,
and Islam talists tended to promote patriarchal values, fatalism, ingroup

sohdarlty,snd a closer link between religion and politics (Lustick 1988; Lawrence 1989;

Grasmick, gVilagx, and Bird 1990; Davidman 1991; Kaplan 1992; Riesebrodt 1993; Hawley
1994, Smitg Almond, Appleby, Sivan 2003; Barzilai-Nahon and Barzilai 2005;
Emerson wﬂan 2006; Moaddel 2005; Antoun 2008), the scale is expected to predict
such values and §¢liefs. We propose that it is negatively linked to the indices of expressive

individuaEer equality, secular politics, and liberal values, but positively to fatalism
.3

and xeno xpressive-individualism index, measuring the degree to which

respondevmrted individual autonomy, averages responses to several questions on the

basis ft (coded as 4 for love and 1 for parental approval), a woman’s right to dress

as she wishe ed between 4 for strongly agreed and 1 for strongly disagree), and child
qualities, where respondents select five from a list of 10 favorable qualities for children
(summing!nd adjusting responses to vary between 1 and 4, coded as 1 for those selected
“independ@ “imagination,” or deselected “religious faith” or “obedience,” and 0

otherwise). er-equality index averages responses to: Do you (1) strongly agree, (2)
agree, (3) @isagree, or (4) strongly disagree that: (a) It is acceptable for a man to have more
than onMA wife must always obey her husband, (c) Men make better political
leaders, (d@rsity education is more important for boys, and (e) When jobs are scarce,

men should ore rights to a job. Secular politics index is the average of responses to

3 For a discussion on the construction of these measures, see Moaddel (2020).
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four questions: Do you (4) strongly agree, (3) agree, (2) disagree, or (1) strongly disagree that
your country would be a better place, if religion and politics were separated; if its government
was similar estern governments; Would it be (1) very good, (2) fairly good, (3) fairly
bad, or (4 r your country to have an Islamic government [Christian/Jewish

N ) ) . .
governmes for Christian/Jewish respondents]; and Is it (1) very important, (2) important, (3)

somewhatmnt, (4) least important, or (5) not at all important for a good government to

implement e sharia (for Muslims) or the laws inspired only by Christian/Jewish values
(for Chris /JgWs) [Answers adjusted to range between 1 and 4]? A liberalism index is
created by averaging the three indices. All the indices vary between 1 and 4, with higher
values indﬁronger support for liberal values. Xenophobia is a mean response to

questions er respondents would like to have people from several countries as

neighborss 1 for no, 0 for yes), and fatalism is measured by respondents choosing

betwee shape their fate themselves) and 10 (everything in life is determined by

fate). The ratj for using these indices to assess the predictive validity of the scale, rather

than using right-wing authoritarian scale (Altemeyer 1996; Williamson et al 2010), is
presented @ the appendix.

A to Table 3, the correlation coefficients of fundamentalism with these
measures ar ificant and in the expected direction. The correlation coefficient of MKF
scale withgaices of expressive individualism is between -.284 for Muslim and -.420 for
Jews, gwlity is between -.290 for Muslim and -.430 for Jews, secular politics is
between -.@Christian and -.627 for Jews, and liberal values is -.469 for Muslim and -
.689 for Jew the other hand, the scale is positively linked to both fatalism and

xenopho s all the religious groups. The correlation coefficient of fundamentalism
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with fatalism ranged between .164 for Christian and .272 for Shia, and with xenophobia is
between .129 for Muslim and .331 for Jews.

Table 3 about here

onstrate the predictive validity of MKF scale among Jews by showing

pt

that the scale effectively predicts the likelihood that the respondents espouse the specific

-

beliefs adhgreditg by the Jewish fundamentalists in Israel. Such beliefs include: (a) strict

C

conformity religious law and moral precepts of the Torah and the Talmud; (b) the

S

unique ch er@nd the chosen-ness of the Jewish people, (¢) the realization of God’s will

and Jewish rule ™ the Land of Israel; (d) exchanging land for peace with Palestinians as

U

blasphemous; rab resistance to Israel representing the eternal battle to overcome the

1

forces of olikisfsihe victory in the wars against Arabs as the sign from God signifying the

redemptiofl o W s; (g) the possibility of peace only in the coming of the Messiah and the

d

unity o people with the entire holy land; and (h) the holocaust as punishment

from God (L 1988; Peretz 1989; Munson 2006; Tepe 2008; Bermanis, Canetti-Nisim,

M

and Pedahzur ).

Coatisidering these beliefs, we developed a questionnaire module consisting of

i

eighteen s the Likert-scale format (ranging from 4-strongly agree, 3-agree, 2-

QO

disagree, and*1=strongly disagree). Our analysis of these items shows that all are significantly

q

correlated! lying exploratory factor analysis on the eighteen items, one factor was

[

extract envalue of 10.77, explaining about 60% of variance, and Cronbach’s alpha

of 0.96. The eighfeen items are averaged to make a scale of Jewish-specific fundamentalist

Ll

beliefs. The t frequency distribution of the responses to these items as well as the

A

correlatio cients of these items and the scale of Jewish-specific fundamentalist beliefs

with MKF scale and the four components are reported in Table 4. Accordingly, all the items
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are significantly correlated with the fundamentalism components and MKF scale (p <.001).

Judging by the size of the correlation coefficients, the scale of Jewish-specific fundamentalist

beliefs is ey ore significantly correlated with these components and MKF scale. It is .74
with discia

ity, .83 with literalism (or inerrancy), .82 with exclusivity, .76 with
intolcrance and .86 with MKF scale (p < .001)
into eranc! and .86 wi scale . .

Thwngs show that such historically specific perspective of Jewish

fundament n Israel as opposition to peace with the Palestinians, opposition to the idea

of exchan@ing'ladd for peace, perception of the holocaust, view of the chosen-ness of the

S

Jewish people, atitudes toward Arab countries, and other conservative cultural values are all

U

strongly lin their fundamentalist beliefs and attitudes toward Judaism that uphold the
conceptioﬁciplinarian deity, literalist or inerrancy view of the Tura or the Talmud,
religious mw, and religious intolerance. Considering face, statistical, and predictive
validit amentalism scale, the foregoing analysis thus supports our contention that
the scale is n y applicable to Christians and Muslims, but to Jews as well.
Table 4 about here
L DISCUSSION
W ed a fundamentalism scale as a tool to analyze the subject comparatively
across natio d among the Abrahamic faiths: Judaism, Christianity, and Islam. We drew

h

on Altem 2003) and Altemeyer and Hunsberger (2004) in conceptualizing

fundam

L

a cluster of core orientations toward religion. We also specified that these

orientations are difected toward such aspects of religion as the deity, scriptures, religious

Ll

community lations with other religions. Religious fundamentalism is thus viewed as a

A

multidim | concept consisting of four components: disciplinarian deity, inerrancy or

literalism, exclusivity, and intolerance. We measured each of these components by four
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survey questions in Likert-scale format, with the entire sixteen items making the
fundamentalism scale.

Our sis of the data across the nine countries showed that the scale has face,
statistical, igtive validity among Jews, Christians, and Muslims, including Shia and
Sunnis.- T!wnalysis showed that fundamentalism as a set of beliefs about and attitudes
toward religionigxist in these societies. Even though Israel is a more secular society than any
of the othmm-maj ority countries, and as a result fundamentalism is lower among

Israeli J evw is among Christians or Muslims in the samples, the empirical relationships

between the 1ten§, of each component of fundamentalism and between the components are

much highe g the Jews than they are among the followers of the other two religions, as
shown by ﬁof Eigenvalues and Cronbach’s a. The scale has also a higher predictive
validity arfilo acli Jews. The size of the correlation coefficient of the fundamentalism
scale ive individualism, gender equality, secular politics, liberal values, and

xenophobia 1 er for Israelis than it is for other religions. The only exception is that the
correlation coefficients of the scale with fatalism among Jews is higher than it is among
ChristiansSut lower than among Muslims. We further demonstrated the predictive validity of
the funda scale among Israeli Jews by showing that it strongly predicted the
Jewish-spec ndamentalist beliefs.

Algu;h our scale predicts the conservative political and cultural beliefs and attitudes
adheredeamentalists in the three faiths, for future research, it is important to assess

whether the fundi‘nentalism score is significantly higher among the members of religious
fundamentalj ups or organizations among the followers of the three religions, for
example; the Jordanian Muslim Brothers compared to other Sunnis in Jordan, the
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followers of Hezbollah in Lebanon compared to other Shia in the country, and among

Haredim compared to other Jews in Israel.

T

Q APPENDIX

N

MBASURING FUNDAMENTALISM ACROSS THE ABRAHAMIC FAITHS

Th@of religious fundamentalism was part a broader project to explore and
explain cro 1onal variation in human values in the Middle East. This project initially

focused o Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. It was led by the

members OE EEe}-based research team: Mansoor Moaddel (PL, sociologist), Arland

Thornton (Co-PL _family sociologist/social demographer), Stuart Karabenick (cognitive and
education

logist), Linda Young-DeMarco (project manager with expertise in cross-
national smign and administration), Julie de Jong (research associate with expertise in
ey design), and Serap Kavas (predoctoral Fulbright scholar from Turkey).

investigators from all the study countries who conducted the national

survey 1n these countries. de Jong and Young-DeMarco (2017) provide an overview of the
ideal protiols that are most critical to the design and administration of multi-country survey
data colle he Middle East and discuss in detail how the team addressed the specific
challenges oject faced in standardizing the sampling procedure, questionnaire
developmént, and interviewers training.
ResearH: Questionnaire Development, Interviewer Training, and Sampling
Design i

Our eveloped the fundamentalism scale in order to: (1) overcome the
definition iability that existed in the literature and conceptualize the term in a way that

was applicable to the three Abrahamic faiths; (2) operationalize the construct in a manner that

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.



Fundamentalism in the Abrahamic Faiths
went beyond the historical, national, and religious specificities of the fundamentalist
movements with the expectation that the measures of the construct would predict these
specificities; (3) remove the etymological ambiguities in analyzing fundamentalism by
more clea ing the factors that defined the subject from those that predicted it.
Drawin,g STtemeyer (2003) and Altemeyer and Hunsberger (2004), we proposed that
despite theimdififigrences, Christian, Islamic, and Jewish fundamentalists share a cluster of
core orienmhat are manifested in a set of distinctive beliefs about and attitudes toward
their own Wr religions. We also reasoned that since an Abrahamic religion is identified
by its: (1) deity, ®) scriptures, (3) religious community, and (4) boundaries with other faiths,
then funda ism is comprised of distinctive orientations toward each of these
dimensio ing to this stipulation, fundamentalism was conceptualized as a
multidimonstruct, consisting of four interrelated components that together
constit ientations. These are beliefs in: (a) a disciplinarian deity; (b) the inerrancy
of the script c) religious exclusivity; and (d) religious intolerance. Although the strength
of these components may vary among individuals and groups, we proposed that they are
coterminos with one another and form a single fundamentalism construct (Moaddel and

Karabenic

In fO ating the questions to measure religious fundamentalism, our research team

h

followed tRe standards of the best practice in questionnaire development. We strictly adhered

L

to the p t the each of the indicators of the four fundamentalism components must

probe respondent§ about only one issue. Each question must be unambiguous and simple

Ui

enough for nary individual with no formal education to be able to understand. It must

also conv ame meaning across different settings/countries so that the observed

A
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differences in responses could be construed as the effect of the differences in the social
context rather than attributable to measurement error.

To ensure the equality of meaning across different languages, as well as within the
same langa\rabic) but in different contexts, we adopted a decentering approach,
where c:lesmwre first developed in the source language (i.e., English), then translated to
another, angdine®git was back translated to English by someone who had not seen the original
English V;u his process was iterated back and forth in a team translation approach with
representawm all study countries until it was determined that the questions had the
same meamng impoth languages. Finally, the questionnaire was rigorously pretested in the
six study co on respondents with different education, religious affiliation, gender, and
ethnicity. ﬁrther discussed with researchers from the six countries in workshops in
Cairo, Eg@stanbul, Turkey before being administered on nationally representative

8,000 respondents in face-to-face interviews across these countries.

realizing that our efforts to achieve valid data by establishing questionnaire

comparability may not be possible without adequate interviewer training; that poorly trained
intervives affect the quality of data, which may result in sampling, nonresponse, and
measure s; and that such errors undermine the comparability of cross-national data,
our project sively engaged in training interviewers. We used well-established
interviewettraining protocols to reduce bias and differences in delivery of questions,
implemﬁndardized questionnaire, with only minor well-documented local
adaptations, to saeguard comparability of data collection, and held joint “train-the-trainer”
workshops fi of the countries’ research managers and their field supervisors before
commenc collection. Finally, in order to compare populations of different countries

accurately during the analysis stage, survey respondents must come from comparable target
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populations, with the precision of sample estimates be high enough so that effective

probability estimates of the values of the population’s target parameters can be obtained, and

with every er of the country’s population have a known and non-zero chance of being
selected. e requirements, we defined in each country the target population as

N .. :
those citizgns having reached age 18 or older. Excluded were (non-citizen) migrant workers,

and those sprisgns, nursing homes, military bases, student dormitories, and other
institutionug;s. Certain hard to reach areas, such as remotes desert regions in Egypt or
rural areawary zones in Saudi Arabia were also excluded due to fiscal constraints and
security concern$y Households were selected from each study country using a multistage area
probability design. A respondent was selected from each household using either the Kish
table or th, irthday method, and replacement at the household or individual respondent
level was mmed (de Jong and Young-DeMarco 2017).

d this methodological procedure in expanding our dataset by including
Tunisia in 20 d Jordan in 2016. In Israel, the interviews of a nationally representative

sample o Jewish respondents were conducted online. Thus far, this project has collected

data from @ationally representative samples of 24,758 respondents in nine Middle Eastern

countries: raq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia, and Turkey,
using face-t0=tace interviews (except in Israel).
Altem erger Fundamentalism (AHF) Scale: Contributions and Shortcomings

Mnng the fundamentalism scale, we considered some of the questionnaire
items in A@r (2003) and Altemeyer and Hunsberger (2004). During our investigation
we determin t several aspects of their research strategy in the study of the subject could
be impro irst, their definition of fundamentalism highlighted the literal or inerrant

dimension of the construct and, as a result, produced an unbalanced fundamentalism scale.
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For them, fundamentalism rests on the belief that [a] “there is one set of religious teachings
g g

that clearly contains the fundamental, basic, intrinsic, essential, inerrant truth about humanity

t this essential truth is fundamentally opposed by forces of evil which must

i [c] that this truth must be followed today according to the fundamental,
H .

unchangegle practices of the past; and [d] that those who believe and follow these

fundamenmings have a special relationship with the deity” (Altemeyer and Hunsberger

2004: 48). ingly, seven of the twelve items in AHF scale, reported in Table 5, measure

attitudes t d thie inerrancy of the religious teachings either directly (questions 1, 5, and

11) or in reverscgquestions 2, 7, 10, and 12), two questions measure attitudes toward Satan,

measure a

reverse (itm

stressed so

one direct&ion 3) and the other in reverse (question 9). The remaining three questions

oward the belief in “one true religion” (p. 50) directly (items 6 and 8) or in

that it is difficult to justify why the inerrancy dimension should be

ore than the other dimensions of fundamentalism, including religious
intolerance, religious exclusivity, and the belief in a disciplinarian God. These dimensions
have in fa%namongst the hallmarks of the fundamentalist movements within the
AbrahamiQhroughout the twentieth and twenty-first centuries (Sayyid Qutb 1964;
Ahmad; 1967 "Abrahamian 1982; Shahak and Mezvinsky 1999; Moaddel 2005, 2020;
McLean 2§ E: Searle 2018). Yet unfortunately, AHF scale included no questions concerning
religiouwce or a disciplinarian God, although a single measure of the latter did
appear in an earligr twenty-item fundamentalism scale; “God will punish most severely those
who abandonda e religion” (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 2004: 48, Table 1, question 11;
Altemeﬁ;“sberger 1992: 130-131). Given the significance of the disciplinarian deity
for fundamentalists, we considered this question to be an important measure of the construct.
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We thus added a revised version of this item to our scale, which captured a clearer and more
explicit image of a disciplinarian God: “Any infraction of religious instruction will bring
about Ghe punishment” (Moaddel-Karabenick 2018: 9). In addition, we felt the
measures mﬁn one true religion (items 4, 6, and 8) did not clearly highlight the
belief i:tlsmsivity of one’s faith in the fundamentalist perspective. For example, a
religiouslygolemagt Christian, Muslim, or Jew may consider any of three Abrahamic faiths to
be a true rQ

and thus agree with item 8.

Se , e measurement of the construct and the wordings of many AHF scale items

S

did not always adhere to best-practice guidelines for questionnaire development (de Jong and

U

Young-De 017). Some items were hard to understand for non-Western respondents or

were diffi

n

anslate into the diverse languages used in our cross-national study in the
Middle Em\anner that people with no formal education would be able to clearly

unders jons 2, 5, 6, 7, and 9, are examples of this kind of issues. Question 9 is

particularly matic. It is not only very difficult to translate but also tends to shape the
respondent’s opinion on the subject: “‘Satan’ is just the name people give to their own bad
impulses. sgere really is no such thing as a diabolical ‘Prince of Darkness” who tempts us.”
\V@ nine of the twelve scale items, (1, 3,4, 5,6, 7,9, 11, and 12), were
double-barrcted; that is, they probed respondents about more than one issue within the

question Wwhile allowing the respondent to express only a single answer. For example,

h

[

questio pondents about three issues: (a) “God has given... guide to happiness,” (b)

“God has... guid@to... salvation,” and (c) “[God’s] guide... must be totally followed.”

Ll

Similarly, 3 assesses attitudes toward two ideas: (a) “The basic cause of evil in the

99

world is nd (b) “[Satan] is still constantly and ferociously fighting against God.” In

A

this case one may argue that the latter statement is contrary to Islamic belief about Satan. In
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Islam, Satan is at work to undermine the religious beliefs of humans but is no position to fight

against God. An observant Muslim or a fundamentalist may agree with the first part of the

{

P

question, b necessarily with the second.

Table 5 about here

{

versal items carry conceptual ambiguity and pose empirical problems in

measuringithe cofistruct. It is not clear how to conceptualize the reversal of the belief that

C

“there is o religious teachings that clearly contains the fundamental, basic, intrinsic,

S

essential, inerrafit truth about humanity and deity” (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 2004: 48) in a

3

way that i ingliishes non-fundamentalists from those who are fundamentalists. In

religious dffientation, the non-fundamentalist segment of any population is a heterogeneous

N

category, consisting of atheists, secularists, those who are religiously observant, the followers

a

of religio oxy, and people with no opinion. Thus, it is difficult to conceptualize
nonfun talism, draft a question that captures attitudes of respondents from a

hetero s segment whose only denomination is being nonfundamentalist, and then

M

expect that these attitudes to be negatively correlated with fundamentalist attitudes. For

I

example, ing of this question is confusing for Muslim respondents: “No single book

of religio gs contains all the intrinsic, fundamental truths about life” (Altemeyer-

©

Hunsberg entalism scale, Table 1, item 2). If it is revised to read that “the Quran

does n | the intrinsic, fundamental truths,” then both observant Muslims and

th

Muslim talists may disagree. But the question may be confusing for the secular

U

responde o not believe in any religious teachings to begin with. To give another

examp tures may contain general truths, but they should NOT be considered

A

completely, literafly true from beginning to end” (item 7). Leaving aside the fact that the
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question is double-barreled and difficult for a person with no formal education to answer, it is
unclear whether disagreeing with the question indicates a fundamentalist or secularist
orientation use for the former the scriptures are literally true, and the latter does not
believe in es. Part of the problem with such questions is that not only there may be
more ﬂ:msmy of formulating a reversal question, but also answering such a question
may requi ee of intellectual sophistication not held by many respondents. This may
explain wh archers using the Altemeyer-Hunsberger fundamentalism scale reported
little difﬁwith the reversals because their respondents were almost all drawn non-
probabilistica om the population of university students.”

Findi om our earlier study of Islamic fundamentalism in Egypt and Saudi Arabia

that used le showed that the reversal items did not significantly correlate with many

* These criticisis are also applicable to the conception of fundamentalism as “an intratextual
disposition toE the text that a tradition holds as sacred” (Williamson et al. 2010: 722). Not
only th' alization is one sided, overlooking other dimensions of fundamentalism,
but also rr!ny of the items measuring the construct are double-barreled and hard to

understan: ny respondents (e.g., “The Sacred Writing is not really the words of God,
but it is an dinary book of human wisdom, truths, and understanding about life,” or
“Authorit!s like science and history are much better at unraveling the real meaning of the

Sacred Wm a person just reading and studying the plain truth of what the Sacred

Writing says for #self” (Williamson et al 2010: 725). Except for one item that measures

religious exclusimty (i.e., “The Sacred writing is the only one that is true about all Holy
Books <ﬂext5 of other religions,” p. 725), all other items revolve on the notion of
inerrancy.
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of the items that directly measured fundamentalism.” The items in the right column of Table 5
are adopted from AHF scale. Table 6 reports the correlation coefficients between these items.

The first tw§stions"lt is more important to be a good person than to believe in God and

the right r “The Quran may contain general truths, but they should NOT be
conside-rego_mpletely, literally true from beginning to end”—are reversals and expected to
have negatige r@lationships with the other eight items. Considering the size and sign of the
correlatioruients, contrary to our expectation, the first variable is either significantly
and positiwaated with most of the direct measures of fundamentalism (items 3-7, and
10) or not @ntly correlated with the rest (items 8 and 9). Again, contrary to our
expectation cond variable has no significant relationship with four of the direct
ﬁmentalism (items 3-5, and 9). With the rest of the items (6-9), it was only

measures

weakly cand in the expected direction. However, the direct measures of

funda i e all significantly linked and in the expected direction.’
"g Table 6 about here
imilarly, our cross-national study of religious fundamentalism showed that the
reversal itgs in the fundamentalism module having inconsistent relationships with the direct

> The surv ate adolescents and young adults (ages 18-25) were conducted in Egypt and
Saudi Ara!Ea in the spring and summer of 2005. Surveys required approximately 45 minutes
on averMplete and were conducted in face-to-face interviews in respondents’

residencesﬂyptian sample included three cities: Alexandria, population 3.8 million; El-
Minya, populatigg 225,100, and Cairo, population 7.7 million. The Saudi survey also
includdes: Jeddah, Riyadh and Dammam-Khobar.

% The reversal items in our cross-national survey project did not pan out either.
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measures. They reversal items were: (1) The Quran’s [Bible’s (for Christian respondents)]
description of past historical events is not always accurate (inerrancy reversal); (2) The Quran
[the Bible ristian respondents)] contains general facts, but some of its stories need to
be interpr cy reversal); (3) Different interpretations of the Quran [the Bible (for
Christizgl !sp_ondents)] are equally valid (inerrancy reversal); (4) All religions are equally
acceptablego Allgh (exclusivity reversal); (5) The followers of all religions should have equal
rights to their religion in my country (intolerance reversal); and (6) Non-Muslims
[Non-Chrigtighs ffor Christian respondents)] should be free to build their places of worship in
my country (intOfgrance reversal). These six reversals were expected to have significant
relationship with one another and with all the indices of the four components of
fundamen

sz)ws the correlation coefficients between the reversals and the indices of the

f religious fundamentalism in the pooled sample. As shown, the six

reversals havi consistent relationships with one another and with the indices the
fundamentalism components. Items 1-4 are significantly correlated and in the expected
direction ISt, contrary to our expectation, they are negatively linked to items 5-6. Some of
these four 4 ve either weak or no significant relationship with the indices of
fundamenta components. Moreover, the reversals of intolerance (5-6) have weak
signiﬁcans;sitive, weak negative, or no significant relationships with the fundamentalism
compowidering tables 6 and 7 together, it is reasonable to argue that the reversal
items produce in;nsistent results in the Middle Eastern context.

Table 7 about here

Testing amentalism scale on university students
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Third, the assessments of AHF scale were conducted by recruiting the participants
almost al*ys fr’n university students. It is not quite clear how the findings can be
generalizand more heterogeneous populations. The users of AHF scale claimed
that thd®nE@SEFeéHad strong psychometric properties (Altemeyer 1996; Hunsberger, Owusu,
& Duck, 1999; iltemeyer and Hunsberger 2004). Because AHF scale has been tested
predominamuniversity students rather than on nationally representative samples from

large populations, empirically, these studies may be overestimating the scale’s efficacy.

U

Consideri eople with university education are more skilled in analyzing issues,

1

assessing ve perspectives, and making sense of the world autonomously than those

d

less educated eger and Maleckova 2003; Schussman and Soule 2005; Davis and

Robinso , the university-educated respondents who partook in these studies were
probab asp the conceptual underpinning of the double-barreled and complex
fundamen%ems. This proposition may be particularly true under Western democracies,
where the d the undesirability of religious fundamentalism, authoritarianism, cultural
intoleranc clusivity are widely discussed and debated. Being more frequently

expose bates, the university students tend to adopt clearer positions on these

th

issues than the orlinary citizens, particularly those from the Middle East. This context may

Gl

explain ndamentalism items administered on such unrepresentative samples in the

A
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US or Canada generated stronger correlation coefficients between these items than when they
are adminjstered @n a representative sample from a Middle Eastern country.
i ' p Iy y

Toposition, we compare the correlation coefficients between the
fundanfén @S ¥cms in the pooled Middle East (ME) sample with the same coefficients
obtained fwmple of students at the University of Maryland (UM). In the UM survey, a
selected numbgiof fundamentalism items were included, and a non-probability sample was
used -- sim many of the samples where AHF scale was administered (Altemeyer 1996;
Hunsberget, su, & Duck, 1999; Altemeyer and Hunsberger 2004; and Williamson et al
2010).” TG, reported in Table 8, show that without exception the size of the
correlatio@ient between every two items in the UM sample is significantly larger than

the size orresponding correlation coefficient in the pooled sample of more than 20,000

respon everal Middle Eastern countries.
s Table 8 about here

Predictivy

I

” The interviewsWere carried out by about 50 undergraduate students enrolled in Introduction
to Sociology clasg that I taught at the University of Maryland in the fall of 2017. Each student
was ed to interview ten students at the university. In this non-probability survey,

only eight fundamentalism items were used.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved.



Fundamentalism in the Abrahamic Faiths
Based on the premise that fundamentalism is “a religious manifestation of
p g

authoritarianism” (Altemeyer 1996: 161; cited also in Williamson et al 2010: 726), the

{

predictive validity of the FHA scale is assessed by estimating the strength of its association

with the ri thoritarian (RWA) scale (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992; Altemeyer

m
1996; Hungberger, Owusu, and Duck 1999; Williamson et al. 2010). Such an estimate may

provide clygs camcerning the connection between fundamentalism and authoritarianism in the

G

respondent d, but it may be misleading in explaining the fundamentalists’ historical

behavior. rgiconvincing approach would be to validate the fundamentalism scale by

S

assessing how well it predicts the cultural and political characteristics of the fundamentalist

U

movements_in different Abrahamic faiths. Such characteristics were reported by historians

1

and social Seieatists, who have employed alternative methods of data collection, including

comparatijje ical, qualitative approaches, and cases studies

d

e notion of a disciplinarian God, exclusivity, and intolerance in the

Moaddel-Ka ick fundamentalism scale (Moaddel and Karabenick 2018) implies that the

W

premise 1s true isofar as authoritarianism is understood as a particular form of domination
that prom@fes religious domination. But it is problematic to presume the existence of a

uniform ri authoritarian orientation in all societies and that AHF scale is validated

0

by the stren its association with the right-wing authoritarian (RWA) scale (Altemeyer

h

and Huns er 1992; Altemeyer 1996; Hunsberger, Owusu, and Duck 1999; Williamson et

L

al. 2010%" Bfhe items comprising the RWA scale are imbued with the same shortcomings

as AHF scale. Mahy of its items are double-barreled, hard to understand for people with little

Ll

or no forma tion, and difficult to translate to other languages. Examples of such items

are: “Our desperately needs a mighty leader who will do what has to be done to

A

destroy the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining us..., [or] “The only way our
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country can get through the crisis ahead is to get back to our traditional values, put some

tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers spreading bad ideas” (cited in

Williamson . 2010: 731; Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2005).

It ible to obtain a strong empirical correlation between the two scales to
.. — . .

validate AMF scale on a sample of university students under Western democracies, where

fundamenm linked to right-wing authoritarianism, the measurement defects of both
scales not nding. Nonetheless, findings from comparative historical research and

comparati os§-national survey have shown that this relationship is complicated.

Considering the fustorical context of the Muslim world since the eighteenth century, the

relations of entalism with authoritarianism appears non-linear. In this period, there
have been&grms of authoritarianism, and fundamentalism tended to reinforce one
form, wealle her, and have no relationship with some other forms. The fundamentalism
of Sha 1 (1703-1762) in India and Muhammad Ibn Abdul Wahhab (1703—-1792) in
the Hejaz ( audi Arabia today), for example, first, contributed to the rise of militant

religious movements (Ahmad 1964; Ahmad 1966; Hardy 1972; Hourani 1983), but later
“inspired te technique of religious reform in... pro-Western Indian Wahhabism as
represente@yid Ahmad Khan” (Ahmad 1964: 217). By attacking the spiritual claim of
the sultan, t gmatism of the ulama, unlawful innovations in Islam, reverence for the
saints and $he worship of their shrines, and various forms of superstition, the teachings of
these thWopened the Pandora’s box of rational criticism, expanding the range of
permissibl@sions in Islamic theology (Rahman 1968; Troll 1978), weakening the
rigidity of t ic orthodoxy, giving religious authenticity to the worldviews of the
Islamic m ists, and enabling the latter to respond to the criticisms of their conservative

colleagues (Moaddel 2005).
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The historical experience of the Egyptian Muslim Brothers (MB) also demonstrates

the complexity of fundamentalism-authoritarian relationship. Founded in 1928, the MB
emerged as igious oppositional response to the critical attitudes of liberal intellectual
leaders toﬁand the secularist policies of the nationalist politicians in the 1920s-
1930s. ?t gmever, a pragmatic movement, often allying with the palace and the
conservati inst the liberals and the left. The MB’s turn against the constitutional
democracm least in part, an outcome of its tug of war with the nationalist government

and the e opdry policies of the ruling elite, which had forced the MB to withdraw from

participating 1n the 1942 parliamentary elections, rigged the elections after it was allowed to

participate i ; dissolved the MB in 1948; and assassinated its leader Hasan al-Banna in
1949. Oth. s contributing to MB radicalization were the British meddling in Egypt’s
political afffai e Zionist movement in Palestine that culminated in the formation of the
state o country’s economic difficulties, and the selfishness of the members of

dominant cla all prompted the MB to ally with the Arab nationalists in the military who
coup overthrew the constitutional monarchy. The formation of the socialist-
oriented Agb nationalist military regime under the personal dictatorship of Jamal Abdul
Nassir par@he rise of religious extremism in the country from the 1960s on. The
radicalizatio the Syrian MB followed a similar pattern. The Jordanian Muslim Brothers
receiving gter treatments under the Hashemite Kingdom and observing the repression of the
Egyptia“er the military regime opted to support the Hashemites vis-a-vis the threats

from the Arab naionalists in the military. The Fed’iyan-i Islam in Iran, on the other hand,
remained copsisfently a violent Shia fundamentalist movement since its formation in 1946
(Mitche » Vatikiotis 1980; Ayubi 1980; Moaddel 2002, 2005).
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Another suggestive example of how the available historical options prompted a
fundamentalist group to take antiauthoritarian posture is Abu Ala Maududi, the leader of
Jamaat#f Pakistan, endorsing the candidacy of Fatima Jinnah who was running
against Gmmmad Ayub Khan in the 1965 presidential elections in the country,
even th:u miudi “had persistently asserted that a woman could not legally be appointed
as the headgaf amylslamic state” (Ahmad 1967: 209). Unmarried and appeared in public
unveiled, m

as criticized by the group in 1950 for violating the norms of purdah. Yet,

the Jamaa

S

support her against the General, because the latter had seized power

militarily 1n urportedly to curb the electoral victory of Jamaat-e-Islami and foil the

U

‘insidious ’ of the Islamic parties at political manipulation (Nasr 1994; Siddiqui 2010).

[

It is thus cilm note that the 1940s Egyptian liberal politicians being frightened by the
impressivmthe Muslim Brothers engaged in illiberal behavior, while the Pakistani

funda ing frightened by the authoritarian rule of General Ayub Khan opted to

follow a libe ategy in the presidential elections. These examples imply that the
relationship between fundamentalism and authoritarianism could be spurious, depending on,
as will als@be shown below, the type of authoritarian rule that is dominant in society.

In , fundamentalism is a religious manifestation of a form of communal,

gender, an 1cal domination. This theoretical abstraction rests on empirical

h

generaliza or inductive reasoning, from the observation and analysis of specific cases of

the fun movements in the Abrahamic faiths in different social contexts (Lustick

[

1988; Lawrence 89; Almond, Sivan, and Appleby 1995; Kaplan 1992; Riesebrodt 1993;

U

Almond, A ' and Sivan 2003; Barzilai-Nahon and Barzilai 2005; Moaddel 2005;

A

Emerson man 2006; Antoun 2008). Therefore, a more fruitful approach to gage the

scale’s predictive validity is to consider how well it correlates with such features of the
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concrete fundamentalist movements as adherence to patrimonialism, support for patriarchal
values and male supremacy, and opposition to secularism. In other words, an effective
fundamen!a ism scale must be inversely correlated with the indices of expressive
individual, equality, secular politics, and liberal values.

Data C:llsmersus Data Production

There may; ther more serious methodological issue in the AHF-RWA validation
procedureQWA, MKEF scales are all essentially deductive; the items making the scales
are deducw priori definition of fundamentalism and authoritarianism. Based on the a
priori definition @ these terms, a series of questions are designed, and the respondents’
answer to t estions generated empirical data. These data are thus produced by the
investigat&

r than being collected. A respondent’s answer in some rural area in Egypt

or Tunisimmple, to a fundamentalism item on whether he or she (strongly) agrees or

s that “when there is a conflict between religion and science, religion is
always right stitutes a datum that is produced. Such a dataset is the product of the
investigators

eductive reasoning. It is not out there to be collected. Many of the people who

participatéd in our cross-national survey had perhaps never contemplated the idea of conflicts

;

between r nd science. On the other hand, questions about the respondent’s age,

Q

gender, income, or place of residence are facts that exist out there. These are examples of the

h

data that a¥e collected.

{

seem to be an adequate validation procedure to assess how the distribution

of one set of dataj§hat is produced by the investigator relates to another distribution that is

Gl

also produc s practice establishes that one constructed scale is related to another

construc but the jury is still out concerning the scale’s effectiveness in predicting the

A

real, not imputed, character of authoritarianism. The validation procedure throws little clarity
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on how fundamentalism and authoritarianism relate in the real life. This approach thus tends
to overlook the significance of religious, national, and historical contexts that shape the
specific fun ntalist attitudes and beliefs. Moreover, insofar as the fundamentalism scale
is constru a formal a priori definition of the construct without the considerations
of how-wimale predicts religiously and historically specific fundamentalist attitudes
and beliefsgit almost always remains vulnerable to the criticisms of other investigators who
have studiulbject as a case in a concrete historical setting. After all, what is the use of
a scale if 1 ng# account for the historical specificities of the phenomenon that the scale
purportedly meaSures?

As ative, we suggest that the predictive validity of a constructed scale like
AHF or be assessed by the strength of its correlation with a scale that is
inductivelm;cted, the scale that rests on empirical generalization from observing the
pheno

concrete historical settings. We argued that the indices of expressive

individualis der equality, secular politics, and liberal values rests on the generalization

of the behaviors and expressed attitudes of the fundamentalist movements across the
Abrahami@faiths. MKF scale has consistently negative relationships with all these indices
among C Jews, Shia Muslims, and Sunni Muslims. An additional utility of this
validation p ure is that it links survey research to such other methods in the study of the

subject as arative historical and case studies.

th

Increm dity

Turning t@incremental validity, we suggest that while both MKF and AHF scales

ti

predict the 1 of expressive individualism, gender equality, secular politics, and liberal

values, le has stronger relationship with these indices than AHF scale. Therefore,

A

MKEF scale has incremental validity vis-a-vis AHF scale. We also propose that the link
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between fundamentalism and authoritarian political values is indeterminate. The measures of
political authoritarianism are based on responses to two questions in our survey:

I'm to describe various types of political systems and ask what you think about
ea of governing your country. For each one, would you say it is a (1) very
—

[
gogd, (2) fairly good, (3) fairly bad, or (4) very bad way of governing your country?

ving a strong head of government who does not have to bother with
r

liament and elections (strongman).
Wring the army rule (army rule).
Answers % both questions are recoded so that a greater value indicates a more
favorable atfj toward a strong leader and army rule. The caveat in empirically juxtaposing
the two sc issthat the items making AHF scale were included only in the 2005 survey in

Egypt ancmrabia, and MKF items were included in the 2011 survey in the same

re, it is not possible to compare the predictive validity of the two scales in

the same dat s an approximation of this comparison, we first constructed AHF scale
from the eight of the ten items reported in Table 1 (excluding the two reversals, items 3 and
6), and thi used the 2005 Egypt and Saudi Arabia survey data to calculate its correlation
coefficien e indices of liberal values and authoritarianism. We then compared the

size of thes ficients with corresponding coefficients with MKF scale, using the data

b

from the 1 survey in Egypt and Saudi Arabia, to evaluate the incremental validity of MKF

scale.

t

are reported in Table 9. As this table shows, across the two countries, both

scales significantly predict indices of expressive individualism, gender equality, secular

Ul

politics, and li 1 values. However, the size of the correlation coefficient of MKF scale

A

with expr individualism, gender equality, secular politics, and liberal values is

significantly larger than the corresponding coefficients of AHF with the indices. The MKF-
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AHF difference in correlation coefficients with the indices are statistically significant,
indicating MKF scale’s incremental validity.

The uestions measuring authoritarianism were asked in the 2011 survey in

Egypt, on&uestion was asked in the 2005 youth survey in Egypt, and none of these
questiogs sﬁowed in the 2005 and 2011 surveys in Saudi Arabia. Accordingly,
fundamentadisniias no significant relationship with favorable attitude toward a strong leader
among Eg in either of the two surveys. Favorable attitude toward army rule is linked
to funda is (r =.099) in the 2011 survey. Far from indicating fundamentalist support
for authoritariani§m, this relationship, however, reflects the political condition of the time.
The survey rried out about six months after the overthrow of President Hosni Mubarak
in 2011. Aﬁne, the Egyptian army was quite popular not because of Egyptians turned
authoritar after the dictator was overthrown. Rather, it was an indicative of the fact
that th ined neutral during the upheaval and eventually took the side of the

protestors b g the president to step down (Abdelhadi 2011). Witnessing the role of the

army in persuading or even pressuring Mubarak to resign, those having a stronger
fundamen!list orientation appear to display a more favorable attitude toward army rule. On
the other lowing the army overthrow of President Mohammad Morsi, who was a

member of uslim Brothers, the attitudes of the fundamentalists toward army rule

changed. gdin;s from the second wave of a panel survey carried out in Egypt in 2016

=
<
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were insignificant; .011 and .001, respectively (not shown in Table 9).* However, after

seizing power in 2012, the Muslim Brothers showed no qualms about religious-cum political

{

authoritariapism, as Morsi clearly displayed authoritarian proclivity during his one-year

presidenc dings again underscore the complexity of the relationship between

] ! o
fundamengalism and authoritarianism.

Table 9 about here

SC

CONCLUSIONS

U

We tollowed Altemeyer and Hunsberger in conceptualizing fundamentalism as an
orientatio religion, but we found serious problems in their conceptualization that

overly str belief in inerrancy as the key aspect of fundamentalism, operationalization

dll

of the construct that rendered some of the questionnaire items problematic, administering the

questionnaire azardly and predominantly on university students which made it hard to

M

genera to larger and more heterogeneous populations, and considering a right-
wing auth@ritarian scale to assess the predictive validity of AHF scale.

W overcome these shortcomings by advancing a multidimensional

O

conception damentalism, measuring the construct by carefully following best-practice

1

guidelinesyin cross-national multi-country survey, questionnaire development, the translation

of the i e to different languages, and interviewers’ training. We have shown that

ut

¥ Of nationall resentative sample of 3,496 adults interviewed in Egypt in 2011, 2,430

were 1 wed in 2016 (response rate of 70%). To compensate for sample attrition,

A

1,428 additional interviews were conducted, bringing the total of interviews to 3,858.
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our conceptualization of fundamentalism and measurement of the construct are applicable to

the three Abrahamic faiths—Christianity, Islam, and Judaism.

ript
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Table 1
Measures of Religious Fundamentalism by Country
(%Agree/Strongly agree and Means)

’Furhnentalism Items Iraq Egypt Lebanon Jordan Pakistan KSA Tunisia Turkey Israel
S J Disciplinarian Deity
1. Any infraction offelglous instruction will bring about 91 98 76 94 83 91 89 73 19
Allah's (God’s )k vgf®punishment.
2. Only the fear (lAlh God) keeps people on the right path. 90 = 96 67 94 98 86 88 84 15
3. Satan is behind Wy af€mpt to undermine belief in Allah. 95 97 79 94 95 83 89 81 20
4. People stay on ath only because they expecttobe = 86 94 64 90 95 81 75 76 19
rewarded in heaven. i
Average 4 91 | 96 72 93 93 85 85 79 18
J— Inerrancy
1. The Quran (Bifife, Torah) is true from beginning to end. 98 ' 99 89 99 100 100 99 93 | 50
2. The Quran (BiW) correctly predicted all major 98  N/A 83 96 99 8 | 95 89 45
events that have occurred in human history.
3. Inthe presencmran (Bible, Torah), there isnoneed 72 = 80 54 84 85 75 56 47 12
for man-made f@w
4. Whenever therc¥s a®Bftlict between religion and science, 90 98 67 93 97 89 89 72 26
religion is ahaysmighim
Average —_ 90 = 92 73 93 95 88 85 75 | 33
P ] Exclusivity
1. Only Islamm, Judaism) provides comprehensive 92 = 95 68 91 96 88 86 88 43
truth about :
2. Only Islam (Christianity, Judaism) gives a complete and 93 N/A 71 96 97 88 92 89 35
unfailing guide,to human salvation.
3. Only Muslimsghgistians, Jews) are going to heaven. 74 78 47 49 86 82 57 57 17
4. Tslam (Christialiity, Juddism) is the only true religion. 90 N/A 68 97 98 89 90 89 45
Average 87 87 64 83 94 87 81 81 35
[ ) | Intolerance
1. Our children shSulgga® be allowed to learn about other 35 45 28 32 63 66 32 42 14
religions. _a—
2. The followers s other religions should not have the same 32 30 25 20 9 73 22 37 13
rights as mj
3. Criticism of Islam (Chrstianity, Judaism) should not be 82 77 65 67 86 86 67 69 27
tolerated. w
4. Criticism of Mygli ristian, Jewish) religious leaders 68 66 54 51 69 76 | 30 57 19
should not be tolerate
Average ‘ 54 55 43 43 57 75 38 51 18
— Fundamentalism
Average > - 80 81 63 78 85 8 72 71 26
Fundamentaligg#Calell 327 344 280 326 342 339 3.18 297 197
% Variance ‘i 59% 45% 68% @ 52%  55% 1% 56% = 68% 84%
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Table 2
Measures of Religious Fundamentalism by Religion
(Agree/Strongly agree and Means)

Fundamentalist Components Religious Affiliation
Christ. | Muslim | Shia | Sunni | Jews
Disciplinarian Deity
1. Any infraction instruction will bring about God’s severe punishment
2. Only the ff‘ﬂ Wps people on the right path. 80 81 83 88 19
3. Satan is behinggany attempt to undermine belief in God. 77 87 78 91 15
4. People stay on ath only because they expect to be rewarded in heaven. 85 94 86 91 20

Eigenvalue | 2.11 2.15 216 1.99 | 2.66

% Variance | 53% 54% |54% | 50% | 67%

Cronbach’sa | 0.70 0.72 [0.72| 0.66 | 0.83

5. Any infraction@Preli@gus instruction will bring about God’s severe punishment. | 71 83 75 85 19
Disciplinarian Mean | 3.17 | 3.40 |3.13| 3.48 | 1.79

Inerrancy

6. The Quran (Bible, Tori) is true from beginning to end. 90 98 95 98 50
7. The Quran (Bi ) correctly predicted all major events that have occurred 78 97 90 94 45

in human histo
8. Inthe presencgf the Quran (Bible, Torah), there is no need for man-made laws. 48 68 66 70 12

9. Whenever the ict between religion and science, religion is always 68 88 82 90 26

right.
@ Inerrancy Mean | 3.00 | 3.48 |3.26| 3.50 | 2.04
Eigenvalue | 1.98 | 245 [2.18| 198 | 3.06

% Variance | 49% | 61% 55%| 49% | 77%

Cronbach’s o | 0.65 0.75 10.71 0.62 | 0.90

Exclusivity
10.0Only my r ides comprehensive truth about God. 68 87 83 92 43
11.0Only my religion gives a complete and unfailing guide to human salvation. 65 91 84 93 35
12.0Only the followers of my religion are going to heaven. 42 72 63 73 17
13.My religion iss onlz true religion. 56 89 85 92 45

Exclusivity Mean | 2.78 | 3.44 |3.12] 3.48 | 2.13

Eigenvalue | 2.27 | 2.66 |2.41| 2.18 | 3.12

% Variance | 57% | 67% |60%| 65% | 78%

Cronbach’s a | 0.73 0.82 [0.77| 0.69 | 0091

Intolerance
14.0Our childr be allowed to learn about other religions. 32 41 35 47 14
15.The followers gf other geligions should not have the same rights as mine. 26 30 27 30 13
16.Criticism o should not be tolerated. 65 78 76 78 27
17.Criticism of ms' ipus leaders should not be tolerated. 57 55 65 60 19
Intolerance Mean | 2.42 | 2.61 |2.54| 2.65 | 1.86
Eigenvalue | 1.86 | 1.83 |1.73| 1.82 | 2.72
% Variance | 46% | 46% |43%/| 46% | 68%
Cronbach’s a | 0.61 0.63 |[0.53| 0.59 | 0.84
Fundamentalism

Fundamentalism Mean | 2.84 323 [3.01] 328 | 197

Eigenvalue | 2.45 | 2.62 |2.70| 2.33 | 3.35
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% Variance | 61% 66% |67% | 58% | 84%

Cronbach’s a| .78 .81 .84 .74 .96

H Table 3

rrelations Coefficient Between Fundamentalism and Predictors
across the Abrahamic Faiths

Self-Identified Religion

o — Christian Muslim Shia = Sunni Jews
Expk'g@dividuahsm index -387  -284  -368 -323  -420
Gendgr-equality index 429 =290 -360 -384  -430
Secffar-polifics index 252 -496 -438  -414  -627
LibeYakisuaghdex -506  -469  -522  -499  -.689
Fatalism g 164 254 272 206 .190
Xe i 263 129 282 216 331

Notc*™®X1] €0rrelations p < .001.

Table 4
FundamenGated Beliefs and Attitudes of Jewish Respondents and Correlations with Fundamentalism

1 *
Beli ttitudes Strongly Strongly . Correlations
agree | Agree Disagree disagree Deity Inerrancy Exclu. Intoler Fund
1. Jews are diff others (non-Jews) ») 31 95 24 58 77 80 62 76
in being the chosen people.

2.The Arab nce to Israel.l state 18 3 30 20 48 51 52 46 53
represents the of evil.

3. The Holo s punishment from God
for Jewmm the right path. 6 7 33 33 66 62 61 62 | 67

4. Regarding the West Bank, it is
sacrilegiougto exchange land for peace 15 20 39 26 .56 1 12 S9 71
with Palesth

5. Israelis victoriesdn six wars in the 20th
century are % ifestations of 15 27 29 29 .58 73 73 S7 0072
redemptionifor the@ews.

6. Israelis victories 1 six wars in the 20th

century ar festations of the 9 12 39 41 .69 72 72 62 74
return of th&Messiah.

7. A good government must make laws
accordirHal precepts 6 15 34 45 .66 17 73 .66 .76
specified inthe Torah and Talmud.

8. The goal of the state fI'srael is to hasten 7 D 35 45 65 7 7 68 75
the return siah.

9. Israel would be a betier place if religion
and politi merged into a single 7 14 34 45 .61 71 .65 66 71
politica e

10. Muslims are (He%mgmies of the Jews. 14 30 33 24 42 44 44 46 47
11. Christians are the enemies of the Jew. 4 7 45 43 52 .57 .57 .56 .60
12. Arabs are the enemies of the Jews. 15 27 34 24 43 46 .49 46 .50
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13. Secular Jews have bad influence on the 3 7 33 57 59 55 56 57 62
state of Israel
14. Academic education undermines
Judaism__B___ B 4 6 36 55 .54 41 41 .54 51
15. Israeli govénment should actively
expand theMts 17 27 27 28 46 .63 .67 49 .63
16. The interesﬁf theﬁliiious sector 1S
more impo state’s national 4 8 33 55 .55 .55 .53 ST 0059
interest Il I
17. Segu.lar stuaes are less important than 4 10 36 51 51 58 58 59 59
religious st
3 6 27 64 .55 .57 .54 .53 .60
cific fundamentalist beliefs (average of the 18 items) .74 .83 .82 76 | .86
Table 5

2. No si

7. Scripture

Altemeyers erger fundamentalism scale
(A vyl and Hunsberger 2004)

. God has SvEumanity a complete, unfailing

guid ss and salvation, which must
be totally d.

ok of religious teachings contains
all the intrinsic, fundamental truths about life. )

3. The basic cause of evil in this world is Satan,

who is s

against Godage

antly and ferociously fighting

4. Itis mor! impo?ant to be a good person than to
believe 1 nd the right religion. "

5. There is

lar set of religious teachings
in thi are so true, you can’t go any

“deeper’gbecauge they are the basic, bedrock
messagelﬁat uod has given humanity.

6. When you get faght down to it, there are
basicall o kinds of people in the

world: The Ragliteous, who will be rewarded
by G@.rest, who will not.

ontain general truths, but they
should not be considered completely, literally

Religious fundamentalism among Egyptian and Saudi youth

The items used in the Egyptian-Saudi youth
survey (Moaddel and Karabenick 2008)

1.God has given humanity a complete,
unfailing guide to happiness and salvation,
which must be totally followed.

2.The basic cause of evil in this world is Satan,
who is still constantly and ferociously
fighting against God.

3.1t is more important to be a good person than
to believe in God and the right religion.

4. There is a particular set of religious teachings
in this world that are so true, you can't go any
“deeper” because they are the basic, bedrock
message that God has given humanity.

5.When you get right down to it, there are
basically only two kinds of people in the
world: the Righteous, who will be rewarded
by God, and the rest who will not.

6. The Quran may contain general truths, but
they should not be considered completely,
literally true from beginning to end. *
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true from beginning to end. "

8. To lead the best, most meaningful life, one 7.To lead the best, most meaningful life, one
must e one, fundamentally true must belong to the one, fundamentally true

religion. gy religion

9. “Satan” Mame people give to their

own bad i s. There really is no such
thing as grdiabolical “Prince of Darkness” who
tempts uL

10. Wheney@ scce and sacred scripture 8. Whenever science and religion conflict,
conﬂict,wis probably right. " religion is always right.

11. The fu als of God’s religion should 9. The fundamentals of God's religion should
never beftalipeted with, or compromised with never be tampered with or compromised with

others’ beliefs. others' beliefs.
[ ]

12. All of the religions in the world have flaws 10.God will punish most severely those who
and wro ings. There is no perfectly abandon his true religion.

true, righFeHgon. "

Table 6

Cortélati fficients between fundamentalism items among youth in Egypt and Saudi Arabia (pairwise deletion)
- Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree that...?

1. It is more important to be a good person than to believe in God and the

ar

|

right reli
2. The Quran may in general truths, but they should NOT be 226
considered com Miterally true from beginning to end

3. God has m umaniti a complete, unfailing guide to happiness and 122" -0.031
salvation, totally followed.

* *

4. The basic cause of evil in this world is Satan, who is still constantly and  .133°  0.007 .254
ferociously fighting against God.

5. Thereisa paﬁular set of religious teachings in this world that are so 1417 -0.065 274 210
true, you can' eper" because they are the basic, bedrock
message that Godghasygiven humanity.

6. When you getffight doW to it, there are basically only two kinds of 119" 1377 3177 2317 339"
people in the World: thgdRighteous, who will be rewarded by God; and

the rest, who

7. To lead the be aningful life, one must belong to the one, 100" -.091° 370" 249" 375" 380"
ﬁmdamentall‘rue religion.
8. WheneveMligion conflict, religion is always right. -0.052 -.096" 422" 1827 325" 413" .464"
9. The fundamengals of Gggd's religion should never be tampered with or 0.011 -159" 272" 127" 240" 312" 334" 531"
compromi“ beliefs.
10. God will punish most severely those who abandon his true religion. 1107 -0.008 379" 292" 3137 378" 446" 425" 303"
Number of cases Q. 876 | 1803 1787 | 1776 1767 1803 883 1772 1802
*p <0.01 '
_______4
Table 7
Correlation coe ts between reversals and indices of fundamentalism components in the pooled sample of

the seven-country survey
1. All religions acceptable to Allah.
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2. Quran/Bible not always accurate. 237%

3. Quran/Bible need to be interpreted. 369" 1397

4. Different interpretations are valid. 3637 .094*  .394°

5. All religiogs have gqual rights. -114* -.057" -.093* -.101*

6. Non-MHtians free to build -.138" -.047* -.102* -.111" .605"

7. Disciplinarigaadeity index 077 170 011  -203" -.133" -.074"

8. Inerrancy 1470 272 008 -.187" -.131" -.085" .634°

227 286 .047* -.113% -.066* -.006 .578* .641%
10.Intolerance index 011 .098* -.039* -205* .084" .103* .356* .377* .366°
10419 10524 13160 14266 13886 20591 20562 20480 20607

Table 8
Uelzn coefficients between select fundamentalism items in MENA and UMD samples
q ME UM ME UM ME UM ME UM ME UMMEUMME UM

Any infraction of religlous instruction brings
about Allah's severe punishment.

Only Islam/ provides
comprehensivgtruth about Allah.

Only the fear of God keeps people on the right
path.

Quran/Bible #trU8 beflinning to end. 261 .519 421 .659 416 .614
Only Islam/Christ. gives a complete and
unfailing wn salvation.

356 .545

363 .560 .442 .645

292 .600 .580 .682 .460 .712 .519 .741

Only Muslims/CH¥stigns go to heaven. 297 .568 .377 .618 315 588 .237 .591 .361 .758
Islam/Christiami®P1s only true religion. 257 462 .516 .625 430 .602 445 .681 .535 .764.394.739

Wheneve P HHEFERSRREBN flict b/w religion &

. S . .339 508 .440 586 .428 635 .412 633 .475 677 346 657 558 .695
science, religion is always right.

The differenc.between each pair of correlation coefficient is significant at p <.001; N,.= 20,782; Ny, = 475.

O

— Table 9

MEEFEcocf. of MKF & AHF scales with indices of liberal values & authoritarianism

‘ Egypt Saudi Arabia
Indices\Scales MKF AHF MKF-AHF MKF AHF MKF-AHF
Expré8sive individualism -148° -.046° .102° -120°  -.067° 053"
Gend®r equality =312 -197° .115¢ -248 1777 071°
SeculaEpEIities =222 -170¢ .051° -310¢ -.087¢ 223°
Liberal Value* -328°  -.185¢ .143° -315¢ -.153¢ 162°
Stron FFERE® cader -013  -.022 .009 - - -
Army ruleggl¥ .099 - - - - -
Lisami®eN— 3,424 892 1,629 934

* e, pl< .05, “p <.01, ‘p<.001,°p <.0001.
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