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Although many of the world’s most serious outbreaks of conflict and violence center on
religion, social science research has had relatively little to say about religion’s unique role
in shaping individuals’ attitudes about these events. In this paper we investigate whether
Americans’ religious beliefs play a central role in shaping attitudes toward the continuing
threat of terrorism and their willingness to assist officials in countering these perceived
threats. Our analysis of an original data collection of almost 1600 Americans shows that
more religious respondents are more likely to express concerns about terrorism. However,
this relationship is mediated by their level of conservatism. We also find that more
religious respondents are more likely to claim that they will assist government officials in
countering terrorism. This relationship remained even after accounting for conservatism,
and people’s general willingness to help police solve crimes like breaking and entering.

� 2014 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Grim and Finke (2007:633) argue that although many of the most serious outbreaks of violence and conflict in the world
today center on religion, social science research has relatively little to say about religion’s unique role in these events. This
critique can be softened somewhat in the aftermath of the coordinated attacks of September 11, 2001. Along with other high
profile terrorist strikes around the world, these attacks served to focus increased attention on the role of religion as a force
that can powerfully shape individuals’ attitudes toward political violence (Juergensmeyer, 2003; Bail, 2012; Disha et al.,
2011; Welch, 2012). Nevertheless, much of the recent research has focused only on Muslims (McCauley and Scheckter,
2008; Tyler et al., 2010; Sun et al., 2011) while more inclusive research about the connections between religion and violent
political conflict remains heavily influenced by a body of leading studies from the 1960s and 1970s. This research concluded
that contemporary Americans have largely privatized religion and hence are far less likely today than in the past to use it to
legitimate public attitudes or actions (Berger, 1967; Luckmann, 1967; Berger et al., 1973).

Of course, Berger et al. (1999) and others (Casanova, 1994; Simko, 2012) are well aware of the fact that religion has not
disappeared from public or private life, but rather that it now competes with a wide range of other institutions that share
responsibility in developing convincing explanations for critical life events. Indeed, Putnam (2000) has shown that almost
half of association memberships in the United States are directly related to religious congregations and that half of
Americans’ volunteering takes place in a religious context. Taking a cue from these recent investigations of the continuing
importance of religion in framing reactions to major life events, this study focuses on whether Americans’ religious beliefs
play a central role in shaping attitudes toward the continuing threat of terrorism and responses to it.
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Threats of high profile terrorist attacks increase uncertainty and religiosity has long been recognized as a psychological
coping mechanism for responding to such threats (Bonanno and Jost, 2006). The iconic example here is the coordinated
attacks of 9/11. Counting the passengers on the planes and the hijackers, the 9/11 attacks claimed nearly 3000 lives—more
than the number who perished at Pearl Harbor at the start of the United States entry into World War II. The 9/11 attacks
resulted in the greatest loss of life from a coordinated terrorist event in US history (LaFree et al., 2015; Mickolus et al.,
2010). We argue that compared to less religious individuals, more religious Americans will be more likely to see terrorism
as a potent and enduring threat, and be more willing to help address concerns about terrorism. Our multivariate analysis of
nearly 1600 respondents to a national survey offers partial confirmation of these expectations. Religiosity shapes concerns
about terrorism through a more conservative orientation. More religious people are more conservative, leading to greater
concerns about terrorism. In contrast, religiosity has a unique influence on willingness to help address concerns about ter-
rorism, and the influence remains even after accounting for more religious people’s greater willingness to help stop general
crime.

2. Religiosity and fear of terrorism

With the concept of ‘‘theodicy’’ Weber (1922, 1946) provides a general explanation for an expected connection between
religiosity and concerns about terrorist threats. The term theodicy has a long history, originating in Leibniz’s ([1710]1998)
contemplation of how the banal reality of everyday human suffering can be reconciled with a belief in a just and benevolent
deity. Weber (1946) conceptualizes theodicy as an attempt to reconcile the view of the divine characteristics of omnipotent
and all seeing deities with the lived experience of suffering and evil in the world. Weber (1946:125) conceives of religion as a
universal feature of culture that evolves out of a need for social order and in his writings on theodicy (Weber, 1922, 1946) he
identifies three ideal-typical forms. Drawing heavily on Weber, Berger et al. (1973:185) take a more general view of theodicy,
arguing that religion ultimately arises out of a need for social order; an ‘‘explanation of human events that bestows meaning
upon the experiences of suffering and evil.’’ In this paper we draw on this general view of religion as a construct for explain-
ing the most painful and challenging of human experiences whether caused by natural or human agents.

The role of religion in making sense out of lived experience may be dependent on the scope of suffering experienced.
Wilkinson (2005:58) notes that most of the time religious experiences center on routine practices and that the majority
of people who follow religious teachings adopt a ‘‘pragmatic orientation’’ towards the business of everyday life. However,
on occasion people are thrust into situations involving a much higher magnitude of displacement and death; situations
whose irrationality challenges their sense of an ordered reality. In this regard, Grim and Finke (2007:635) offer several
examples of horrendous historical events that could trigger this type of fundamental questioning, including the ‘‘sectarian
massacres endemic in Iraq today, the so-called ethnic cleansing in Bosnia that fell along religious lines, the Holocaust of
millions of Jews during World War II, or the forced movement and massacre of hundreds of thousands of Armenians prior
to World War I.’’ Bail (2012:857) argues that the four coordinated attacks of 9/11 provide a recent example of a non-routine
challenge to the social order where thousands of innocent people were killed without an obvious rational justification. The
sheer brutality of terrorist attacks such as 9/11 may leave many feeling that their traditional beliefs are inadequate and
encourage them to reach out for extraordinary explanations. In this context, Weber (1946) points out the critical social
and psychological functions of religion to provide explanations for existential challenges such as these.

While Weber’s (1946) use of theodicy is mostly about accounting for events that have happened in the past, Berger and
Luckmann (1966) and others (Scott and Lyman, 1968) point out that indeed such social constructions are used both to create
explanations of the past and to build expectations for the future. In this paper we are especially interested in understanding
whether religion has a role in constructing expectations about impending terrorist threats and appropriate responses to
them.

3. Religiosity and concerns about terrorism

Except for a handful of post-9/11 studies focused mostly on Muslim communities, we identified very little research
linking religion to attitudes regarding terrorism. Moreover, almost all of the extant research has been on attitudes toward
terrorism among Muslim communities outside the United States (McCauley and Scheckter, 2008; Shapiro and Fair, 2009;
LaFree and Morris, 2012). Two exceptions to this general pattern are recent studies by Tyler et al. (2010) and Sun et al.
(2011), which center on Muslims in the United States. Based on interviews with 300 Muslim Americans living in New York
City, Tyler et al. focused especially on people’s reported willingness to cooperate with the police to prevent terrorist attacks.
Similarly, Sun et al. (2011) used survey data from 810 Arab Americans in the metropolitan Detroit area to evaluate support
for antiterrorism measures, including surveillance, stop and search policies, and detention. The research showed that the
majority of Arab Americans indicated weak to modest support for aggressive law enforcement practices, especially those tar-
geting Arab Americans. These studies focused on a very small part of America’s ethnic and religious landscape. Additionally,
neither of these studies directly tested whether more religious respondents were more likely to express concerns about
terrorism and a willingness to work with authorities to prevent it. Although there is disagreement about the extent to which
results from more common forms of crime generalize to terrorism-related crime (cf., LaFree and Dugan, 2004; Clarke and
Newman, 2006; Bjorgo, 2012), we briefly consider the literature on the relationship between religion and crime for its poten-
tial to shed light on the relationship between religious attitudes and terrorism.
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Most of the recent studies reveal no significant relationship between religion and crime-related views (Applegate et al.,
2000; Barkan and Cohn, 1994; Bohm, 1991; Durham et al., 1996; Flanagan and Longmire, 1996; McCorkle, 1993; Samuel and
Moulds, 1986). One partial exception is Blumstein and Cohen (1980) who show that for most types of offenses, respondents
who reported no religious affiliation were significantly less punitive toward hypothetical offenders than were other respon-
dents. However, among those who reported an affiliation, the sentences assigned to offenders did not differ significantly by
respondents’ religious affiliation (also see Flanagan, 1996:89).

Researchers have also examined the potential influence of Christian fundamentalism on crime views, assuming that
because of their conservative stance on other issues, fundamentalists will be more likely to endorse punitive treatment of
criminal offenders. The consensus from much of this research (Grasmick et al., 1993a; Grasmick and McGill, 1994) is that
compared to others, fundamentalists are more punitive in terms of correctional policies and also in terms of supporting cap-
ital punishment. Thus, Borg (1997), Grasmick et al. (1993b), Young (1992), and Young and Thompson (1995) all found that
compared to other religious groups, fundamentalist Protestants were more favorable toward capital punishment. Grasmick
et al. (1993b) also reported that compared to other religious groups, fundamentalists showed greater support for strict crim-
inal legislation and for harsh sentencing. In a related study, Grasmick et al. (1992) found that compared to other religious
groups, fundamentalist Protestants were significantly more supportive of retribution as a penal philosophy.

However, recent research (Leiber, 2000; Unnever and Cullen, 2006, 2007) presents a more nuanced picture showing that
depending on the specific measures or demographic group examined Christian fundamentalist beliefs and involvement were
associated with both increased and decreased support for punitiveness toward offenders. Thus, in a study of 264 juvenile
court personnel, Leiber (2000) found that belief in a Christian fundamentalist doctrine was significantly related to support
for the punishment of juvenile offenders, the death penalty for serious violent youth, and the need for a stricter juvenile
court. But, Lieber also found important differences by gender: for female juvenile court offenders only, fundamentalism
was associated with support for rehabilitative as well as more punitive orientations. Similarly, in a statewide survey of
1000 Ohio residents Applegate et al. (2000) found that religion was related to both support for punitiveness and rehabilita-
tion. The authors argue that religious beliefs not only encourage harsh reactions to crime but also passionate responses more
in keeping with rehabilitation and restoration of individual offenders. This type of reasoning led Unnever and Cullen
(2007:193) to conclude that ‘‘Christian fundamentalists hold beliefs that positively predict support for capital punishment
(e.g., a harsh image of God) but also express beliefs that negatively predict support for the death penalty (e.g., compassion).’’
In short, research linking religiosity to crime and punishment suggests cross-cutting effects rather than a clear and consis-
tent relationship.

Despite evidence showing the continued relevance of religious beliefs and practices, especially in the United States,
relatively few studies have explored the relationship between religious views and attitudes toward and responses to terror-
ism. In general, research examining connections between religiosity and attitudes toward punishment for crime suggests a
complex relationship with more religious respondents supporting both punitiveness and rehabilitation. Nevertheless, we
suspect that connections between religiosity and terrorism may be stronger than those found previously for relationships
between religiosity and more common types of crime. Compared to most ordinary crimes, high profile terrorist attacks, such
as those epitomized by the events of 9/11, may be more likely to leave individuals feeling that their traditional beliefs are
inadequate and encourage them to reach out for extraordinary explanations. While commonsense explanations of ordinary
crime can easily emphasize familiar human emotions like greed and revenge, understanding the motivation of terrorists,
especially those who give their own lives for a cause, may require different explanations.

Although our discussion has concentrated on the direct influence of religion, there is reason to suspect that religion may
have an indirect effect on concerns about and willingness to help address terrorism by first shaping respondents’ level of
self-reported conservatism. Even though we know of no published studies that examine the impact of religiosity on attitudes
toward terrorism and also account for level of conservatism, there is some research suggesting that political conservatism
may be associated with attitudes toward terrorism and responses to terrorism. In fact, the notion that highly threatening
situations can lead people to embrace conservative attitudes that provide simple yet more rigid interpretations of
security-related issues has a long pedigree in the social sciences made famous by the work of Adorno et al. (1950) but also
supported by more recent research (McCann, 1997; Peterson et al., 1993; Breckenridge and Moghaddam, 2012; see Jost et al.,
2003 for a review).

There is also a body of research showing that more religious people are more likely to hold conservative attitudes
(Layman, 1997; Jelen, 1991; Wald et al., 1993, 1988). Biblical precepts, belief in god and the afterlife, and more proximate
experiences of evil in the world, including the attacks of September 11, 2001, may dispose more religious people to hold
themselves and others to high moral standards and identify with officials and politicians who are tough on perceived ene-
mies (Greeley and Hout, 2006; Morone, 2003). Regular interaction with other active religious affiliates and church leaders
who support traditional views should further encourage more religious individuals to develop and maintain a conservative
orientation. Because conservatism may be related to both levels of religiosity and concerns about security, we also consider
its potential influence in shaping the relationship between religiosity and concerns about and willingness to respond to
potential threats of terrorism. These ideas lead to our first two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. More religious people will be more likely than less religious people to be concerned and fearful about the
danger of terrorist attacks but this effect will be mediated by self-reported conservatism.
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Hypothesis 2. More religious people will be more likely than less religious people to have changed their behavior because of
the possibility of a terrorist attack but this effect will be mediated by self-reported conservatism.
4. Religiosity and responses to terrorist threats

We expect that religiosity has consequences that go far beyond perceptions of the threat of terrorism. If people hold
strong world views about the continuing relevance of terrorism there is good reason to think that they will also be more
likely to work with authorities to prevent terrorism. Again, we could not identify any research directly linking religiosity
to willingness to help stop terrorism. However, there are studies that connect religiosity to crime victims. Most prior
research (Pettersson, 1991; Lee, 2006) on the relationship between religion and crime has focused on the association
between the number of religious organizations or believers within a community and crime rates. It is clear that religious
groups often deliver important community services including physical care and social support (Smidt, 2003) and some pro-
vide opportunities for members to meet additional congregants and develop network ties with people in other community
organizations (Scheitle and Adamczyk, 2009). Because of the services and opportunities religious organizations provide, the
level of religious belief within communities is typically seen as contributing to or being an indicator of trust, strong network
ties, and/or social capital (Smidt, 2003). The more people know and trust each other the better able they are to connect with
each other and government officials to address problems that impact their communities (Sampson and Groves, 1989; Kirk
and Laub, 2010).

While much research has conceptualized religion as a community-level variable that is associated with crime rates, very
little work has examined whether more religious people are more likely than others to work with government officials when
these residents either suspect terrorist activities or are asked to help the police. Indeed, we do not know of a single study that
has used a representative sample of Americans to examine the influence of personal religious beliefs on willingness to help
government officials address terrorism or crime. However, much research has examined the influence of religion more gen-
erally on volunteering and helping behaviors (Park and Smith, 2000; Regnerus et al., 1998; Perry et al., 2008; Einolf, 2011).
Overall, this work shows that more religious people are more likely to help others both within and outside their
congregations.

With regard to terrorism in particular there is good reason to think that compared to others, more religious people will be
more willing to help government officials. More religious people are not only more likely to engage in prosocial behavior
(Batson et al., 1993), but they are also more likely to help people they know, trust and see as part of their in-group
(Saroglou et al., 2005; Johnson et al., 2012). The majority of Americans see themselves as religious and 82% of Americans
belong to a Judeo-Christian faith (ARDA, 2005). As a result, we suspect that religious Americans may be more willing to assist
government authorities, in part, because the US government is likely to be seen as supporting American Judeo-Christian
beliefs.

Although more religious people may be more likely to help authorities respond to crime in general, we think that more
religious Americans will be particularly concerned about terrorist-related activities. We argued above that religion provides
a compelling explanation for the type of seemingly senseless violence represented by terrorist attacks. Moreover, because of
the religious and cultural background of the 9/11 attackers, it may be even easier in the post 9/11 world for more religious
Americans to view terrorism as an attack on their beliefs. In short, even after accounting for their greater willingness to help
stop crime, we suspect that more religious Americans will be more likely to report a willingness to contact authorities in
response to preventing further terrorist attacks. This reasoning leads to our remaining hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3. Even after accounting for their greater willingness to help officials investigate crime, more religious people
will be more willing than less religious people to report potential terrorist concerns.
Hypothesis 4. Even after accounting for their greater willingness to help officials investigate crime, more religious people
will be more willing to meet with police officers and the government to investigate terrorism.
5. Data and methods

Our analysis uses data from a cross-sectional survey designed to provide information on whether respondents had
thought about terrorism, how much it worried them, and how likely they were to help the government address terrorism
and more general crime-related issues. The polling company Knowledge Networks (KN) was contracted to collect the data
using a self-administered questionnaire of computer users. The national panel consisted of a probability sample of non-
institutionalized adults who were 18 years of age and older and resided in the United States at the time of the survey. In
contrast to ‘‘opt- in’’ Web surveys, which recruit participants of unknown characteristics via ‘‘blind’’ internet solicitations,
KN panel members are selected on the basis of known, nonzero probabilities. Individuals are not permitted to self-select
for participation in KN panels. Respondents who did not have a computer when they joined the panel were provided with
one free of charge. The confidential, software-administered survey format reduces the impact of social desirability bias and
other effects associated with interviewer-based methods (for reviews and a discussion of strengths and weaknesses, see
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Schlenger and Silver, 2006; Breckenridge and Moghaddam, 2012). Results from KN surveys have been validated with a vari-
ety of traditional large-scale surveys (e.g., Baker et al., 2003; Dennis and Li, 2007; Heeren et al., 2008) and in recent years
have been widely used in the study of attitudes toward terrorism and natural disasters (Fischhoff et al., 2005; Viscusi and
Zeckhauser, 2006; Brecknridge and Mogahaddam, 2012).

The questionnaire, which has a 62% response rate, was completed by 1576 individuals. The survey took place between
September and October 2012; before the December 2012 Sandy Hook school shooting and the April 2013 Boston Marathon
terrorist attack. This is the first academic journal article to use these data.

6. Dependent variables

Table 1 provided descriptive statistics on all variables included in our analysis. We have two sets of dependent variables,
reflecting the two sets of hypotheses outlined above. The first three dependent variables focus on the anticipation of terrorist
attacks (Hypotheses 1 and 2) and the final three address the likelihood of helping government officials in anti-terrorism
efforts (Hypotheses 3 and 4). Our first dependent variable that focuses on anticipation of terrorism is from a question that
asks, ‘‘How likely is it that there will be a terrorist attack in the United States in the next 12 months?’’ Responses to this ques-
tion range from ‘‘1’’ = extremely unlikely to ‘‘7’’ = extremely likely. Our next dependent variable is taken from a question that
asks whether respondents had thought in the last seven days about the possibility of a terrorist attack in the United States
where ‘‘0’’ = no and ‘‘1’’ = yes. The final dependent variable for anticipation of a terrorist attack is taken from a question that
asks whether the respondent did anything differently in the past year because of the possibility of a terrorist attack where
‘‘0’’ = no and ‘‘1’’ = yes.

Our first dependent variable that focuses on helping behaviors was created from five questions that asked whether
respondents would call the police if they saw or heard a person: (1) talking about joining a terrorist group, (2) talking about
planting explosives in a public place, (3) reading material from a terrorist group, (4) traveling overseas to join a terrorist
group, and (5) distributing handouts that express support for terrorism. For all of these questions the response categories
were reverse coded so that they range from ‘‘1’’ = not at all likely to ‘‘4’’ = very likely. The five items have an average
correlation of .70, and combined they have an alpha reliability score of .92. We created an index of the five items by adding
them together.

The final helping outcome consists of two questions that ask whether the respondent would be willing to meet with (1)
the police or (2) people from the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to talk about terrorism where ‘‘0’’ = no and
‘‘1’’ = yes. Ninety percent of the people who said they would meet with local police said that they would also meet with
DHS and 87% of people who said they were unwilling to meet with the local police said that they would be unwilling to meet
Table 1
Descriptive statistics of variables included in the analysis (N = 1427).

Variables Mean/proportion Std. dev. Min Max

Outcome variables
Likelihood of there being a terrorist attack 3.21 1.48 1 7
Thought about a terrorist attack 0.18 0.38 0 1
Done something differently because of possible terrorist attack 0.07 0.25 0 1
Contact police if saw/heard potential terrorist activities (index) 15.80 3.81 5 20
Willing to meet with police/ DHS officials about terrorism 1.21 0.92 0 2

Key independent variable
Religiosity (importance and attendance) �0.02 0.91 �1.50 1.37

Control variables
Self-reported conservatism (liberal vs. conservative) 4.16 1.51 1 7
Contact police if saw/heard discussion of neighborhood break in 3.60 0.76 1 4
Conservative Protestant (reference) 0.49 0.50 0 1
Mainline Protestant 0.17 0.37 0 1
Catholic 0.23 0.42 0 1
Other religion 0.07 0.26 0 1
No religion 0.04 0.18 0 1
White (reference) 0.76 0.43 0 1
Black 0.08 0.27 0 1
Hispanic 0.10 0.30 0 1
Mixed or other race 0.06 0.24 0 1
Married (reference) 0.59 0.49 0 1
Widowed 0.04 0.21 0 1
Divorced or separated 0.11 0.31 0 1
Never married 0.19 0.39 0 1
Living with partner 0.07 0.26 0 1
Female 0.47 0.50 0 1
Household income 12.26 4.31 1 19
Education 2.90 0.95 1 4
Age 49.88 16.73 18 90
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with DHS. Because of the high level of overlap, we combine these two questions so that ‘‘0’’ = will not meet with either;
‘‘1’’ = will meet with one, but not the other; and ‘‘2’’ = will meet with both.

7. Religiosity

Our key independent variable is religiosity, which is created from measures of religious importance and attendance. The
religious importance question asks ‘‘How important is your religious faith in providing guidance in your day-to-day living?’’
Responses were reverse coded so that they range from ‘‘1’’ = not important at all to ‘‘6’’ = extremely important. The religious
attendance question asks how much respondents attend religious services and response categories range from ‘‘1’’ = never to
‘‘6’’ = once a week. The variables have a correlation of 0.68. Before combining them each variable was standardized so that it
had a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. In a separate analysis we examined the single influence of religious
importance and found that the results were very similar. We present our results using the combined religiosity measure,
which should have greater reliability than the single survey item.

Finally, we include a measure of conservatism as a potential mediator of the relationship between religiosity and the
dependent variables. Our conservatism1 measure comes from a question that asks respondents, ‘‘In general do you think of
yourself as. . ..’’ with responses ranging from ‘‘1’’ = extremely liberal to ‘‘7’’ = extremely conservative.2

8. Control variables

When we test our hypotheses about religiosity we also include a range of control variables. Hypotheses 3 and 4 focus on
the influence of religiosity after accounting for more religious people’s willingness to help. In these models we measure will-
ingness to help with a question that asks whether respondents would call the police if they saw or heard two people discuss-
ing breaking into a house in their neighborhood. Responses were reverse coded and range from ‘‘1’’ = not at all likely to
‘‘4’’ = very likely.

In addition to religiosity, affiliates of different major religious groups may differ in their feelings about terrorism and
willingness to help stop potential terrorist activities. We, therefore, include a measure of religious affiliation, which is con-
structed from a question that asks respondents to choose their affiliation from a list of the 40 largest religious groups in the
United States. If their religion or denomination was not on the list, respondents were asked to provide it. Using Steensland
et al.’s (2000) classification scheme,3 we coded all responses into five religious categories: conservative Protestant, mainline
Protestant, Catholic, other religion, and no religion, which includes atheists and agnostics. The reference category in our analysis
is conservative Protestant.

We also control for race, marital status, gender, household income, education and age because previous research (Stark,
2002; Iannaccone, 1997; Miller and Hoffman, 1995; Johnson, 1997; Taylor et al., 1996) has found that these variables may be
associated with religious beliefs or helping behaviors. Race consists of four dummy variables, Black, Hispanic, mixed or other
race where white is the reference group. Marital status is assessed with a set of five dummy variables, which are widowed,
divorced, separated, never married, and living with partner where married is the reference. Females are coded ‘‘1’’ and males
are coded ‘‘0.’’ Household income is assessed with a 19 category question which ranges from ‘‘1’’ = less than $5000 to
‘‘19’’ = $175,000 or more. Education is measured with a question that ranges from ‘‘1’’ = less than high school to ‘‘4’’ =
bachelor’s degree or higher, and age is measured in years. Finally, we also considered the possibility that respondents living
in metro areas (‘‘1’’ = yes; ‘‘0’’ = no) might be more concerned about terrorism. But, preliminary analysis showed that it was
not significant in any of our models and we, therefore, exclude it here.

9. Methods

Our analysis begins by presenting bivariate results of the mean outcome for higher and lower levels of religiosity. For this
bivariate analysis we dichotomized our key religiosity variable where the bottom 50% of responses were categorized as
having low religiosity and the top 50% were coded as having high religiosity. We then move to a multivariate analysis of
respondents’ assessments of the possibility of a terrorist attack, which is analyzed using ordinary least squares regression
methods. Next, we examine whether respondents thought another terrorist attack was likely or did anything differently
in the past year because of the possibility of a terrorist attack. Both of these outcomes are dichotomous and we therefore
use logistic regression methods. In preliminary analysis we found that the effect of religiosity was mediated by conservatism.
To show this relationship in the tables we first present each of the outcomes using all of the variables, except for
conservatism. We then include conservatism and test whether it mediates the influence of religiosity on the outcome using
the Sobel-Goodman test of mediation for the OLS regression analysis, and a binary test of mediation for the logistic regres-
sion analysis.
1 The correlation between conservatism and religiosity is moderate (0.34) and significant (p < .001).
2 Because it is correlated with conservatism, we also experimented with a measure of political party affiliation. The results did not differ in any meaningful

way based on the measure used. Because the conservatism variable also better captures our concept, we report results here for this measure.
3 After Steensland et al. (2000) we combined affiliates of the traditional black church with conservative Protestants, in part, because there was a high degree

of overlap between the black race/ethnicity category and the black church, which could cause problems with the analysis.
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Our next set of analyses focus on the extent to which respondents are willing to help government officials address ter-
rorist threats. We begin by presenting a comparison of the percentage of people who are ‘‘very likely’’ to contact the police
if they heard discussions about breaking into a neighborhood house or a series of potential terrorist-related activities. We
then move to a multivariate analysis that assesses respondents’ willingness to contact the police if they hear about possible
terrorist activities. Because willingness to help stop terrorism may be shaped by respondents’ general willingness to help
officials, in a second model we include willingness to contact the police about investigating a potential break-in.

Data were missing for 145 cases, which is less than 5% of the sample. Missing data were handled using listwise deletion.
We account for nonresponse and noncoverage by using the probability weights, which ensure that the distribution of major
background variables for the sample match seven key variables (i.e., age, sex, region, race, Hispanic ethnicity, education, and
income) from the 2012 Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey. Details on the KN sample weighting are available at
http://www.knowledgenetworks.com/knpanel/KNPanel-Design-Summary.html.
10. Results

Table 2 shows each of the outcomes by higher and lower levels of religiosity. There is a significant difference in each of the
five outcomes by religiosity. More religious respondents reported that a terrorist attack was more likely in the next year, had
thought about a terrorist attack in the last seven days, and had done something differently in the past year because of a
potential attack. Likewise more religious respondents are more likely to say that they would contact the police if they
saw or heard about potential terrorist activities and they are more likely to report that they would meet with the police
and Department of Homeland Security officials about terrorism.

In Table 3 we present our multivariate analysis of the first two hypotheses. We argued above that more religious respon-
dents will be more likely to think about terrorist attacks and to change their behavior out of their concerns about possible
attacks, but that these effects will be mediated by their self-reported conservatism. We test for this possibility with three
different dependent variables. Given the expected importance of conservatism as a mediating variable, for each of the three
analyses we include two models: one with and one without the conservatism measure.

The first model in Table 3 shows that religiosity is significant in explaining the likelihood that respondents think that a
terrorist attack will happen in the next year. Specifically, every unit increase in religiosity is associated with a 16% increase in
the likelihood that respondents think a terrorist attack will happen in the next year. The second model includes conserva-
tism, which is significant. More conservative people are more likely to think that an attack will happen. When conservatism
is included, religiosity is no longer significant. Because more religious people are more likely to be conservative, we tested
whether conservatism mediates the relationship between religiosity and the dependent variable. Using a Sobel-Goodman
test of mediation we found that conservatism significantly mediates 54% of the religiosity effect. Model 2 also shows that
older people and women are more likely to think that a terrorist attack is likely. Conversely, more educated people are less
likely to think that a terrorist attack will occur in the next year.

The results for Models 1 and 2 in Table 3 are based on a question that asks about a terrorist attack in the United States.
The 9/11 terrorist attacks occurred in the Northeast, and most Americans are unlikely to have personally known the victims
or their family and friends. Because 9/11 is likely to have been the event that has shaped the majority of Americans’
understanding and concern about terrorism, we thought that respondents would be most concerned about an attack on
the country as a whole, rather than an attack on their specific communities or on the people that they may know. Our survey
included questions that asked about the likelihood that ‘‘you, a friend, or a relative’’ will be the victim of a terrorist attack or
Table 2
Mean values on concerns about terrorism and willingness to work with government officials by higher and lower levels of
religiosity.

Lower religiositya Higher religiosity

Likelihood of there being a terrorist attack
3.060 3.370***

Thought about a terrorist attack
0.154 0.202*

Done something differently because of a possible attack
0.043 0.090***

Call police if saw/heard potential terrorist activities (index)
15.440 16.168***

Will meet with police and government officials about terrorism
1.104 1.321***

⁄⁄ p < .01.
* p < .05.

*** p < .001.
A ’’Lower’’ and ‘‘higher’’ indicate the bottom and top fifty percent for religiosity.

http://www.knowledgenetworks.com/knpanel/KNPanel-Design-Summary.html


Table 3
OLS and logistic regression analysis of religiosity for explaining anticipation of a terrorist attack.b

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Likelihood of a terrorist
attack (OLS)

Thought about a terrorist attack (logistic:
exponentiated coefficients)

Done anything differently (logistic:
exponentiated coefficients)

Self-reported conservatismc 0.167**,a 1.428**,a 1.371**,a

(0.034) (0.101) (0.145)
Religiosityd 0.160** 0.073 1.285* 1.068 1.338* 1.130

(0.057) (0.061) (0.126) (0.114) (0.193) (0.178)
Mainline protestant 0.045 0.052 1.024 1.060 0.811 0.825

(0.132) (0.132) (0.258) (0.272) (0.326) (0.340)
Catholic �0.127 �0.107 1.192 1.273 1.502 1.617

(0.124) (0.121) (0.266) (0.287) (0.524) (0.570)
Other religion �0.331+ �0.321+ 0.933 0.982 0.809 0.842

(0.180) (0.186) (0.345) (0.379) (0.391) (0.429)
None, agnostic, refused �0.019 0.003 1.313 1.426 0.661 0.725

(0.274) (0.254) (0.730) (0.845) (0.690) (0.757)
Black �0.436** �0.280 0.577 0.770 1.328 1.839

(0.162) (0.175) (0.218) (0.314) (0.594) (0.833)
Hispanic �0.032 �0.054 0.558 0.515+ 0.527 0.496

(0.165) (0.159) (0.205) (0.191) (0.297) (0.285)
Mixed or Other race �0.449* �0.402+ 0.517+ 0.561 1.172 1.331

(0.217) (0.218) (0.206) (0.226) (0.724) (0.839)
Divorced or Separated 0.122 0.169 1.264 1.438 0.558 0.601

(0.161) (0.164) (0.365) (0.424) (0.317) (0.347)
Widowed �0.073 �0.114 1.639 1.508 0.235* 0.209*

(0.257) (0.253) (0.672) (0.652) (0.167) (0.153)
Single �0.134 �0.069 1.288 1.520 0.704 0.784

(0.128) (0.129) (0.368) (0.435) (0.305) (0.340)
Living with Partner 0.187 0.201 1.202 1.295 0.999 1.071

(0.161) (0.155) (0.443) (0.488) (0.551) (0.595)
Gender 0.217* 0.236** 1.082 1.157 0.942 1.004

(0.092) (0.091) (0.193) (0.211) (0.251) (0.275)
Household income 0.002 0.003 1.015 1.017 1.031 1.032

(0.013) (0.012) (0.024) (0.026) (0.035) (0.035)
Education �0.145** �0.128* 1.119 1.152 1.176 1.208

(0.053) (0.052) (0.123) (0.130) (0.192) (0.193)
Age 0.012** 0.011** 1.021** 1.020** 1.014 1.013

(0.003) (0.003) (0.006) (0.006) (0.010) (0.010)
Observations 1427 1427 1427 1427 1427 1427
R-squared/pseudo R-squared 0.08 0.10 0.05 0.08 0.05 0.07

Robust standard errors in parentheses.
+ p < .10.
* p < .05.

** p < .01.
a Conservatism significantly (p < .001) mediates the influence of religiosity.
b In separate analyses we also examined the potential moderating influence of religiosity on gender, race, and religious affiliation for explaining antic-

ipation of a terrorist attack. None of these interactions were significant.
c In separate analyses we found that conservatism remains significant, even when political party affiliation is also included. In contrast, political party

affiliation was significant in Models 2 and 4, but not Model 6. We would have shown the results with political party affiliation and conservatism, but these
two variables have a moderately high correlation of .6 (p < .001). Additionally, the key concept of interest was conservatism, rather than political party
identification.

d In a separate analysis we examined the influence of religious importance instead of the combined measures and the results were very similar to those
presented here.
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that ‘‘there would be a terrorist attack in your community in the next 12 months.’’ The three likelihood questions had the
same responses ranging from ‘‘1’’ = extremely unlikely to ‘‘7’’ = extremely likely. Whereas the mean for the likelihood of a
terrorist attack in the United States was 3.09, the mean for the likelihood of knowing a victim of a terrorist attack was
2.16, and the mean for the likelihood of an attack in the respondent’s community was 2.27. These patterns suggest that
rather than being concerned about an attack in their own communities or one directed at someone they know, respondents
were most concerned about generalized attacks that might affect anyone living in the United States.

We ran a separate multivariate analysis (available on request) and found that religiosity was only significantly related to
terrorist concerns about the country as a whole. Even before controlling for conservatism, religiosity was not important for
knowing a victim of an attack or concern about an attack in one’s own community. These findings suggest that the connec-
tions between religiosity and attitudes toward terrorism are highly general and non-specific. In other words, respondents
seem to use their religion to provide a general explanation for a disturbing type of human behavior rather than as a way
of gauging actual threat in their personal lives.
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Models 3 and 4 focus on whether respondents thought about the possibility of a major terrorist attack in the past seven
days. Model 3 shows that a one unit increase in religiosity is associated with a 29% increase in the odds that respondents
thought about an attack. Model 4 includes conservatism, which is significant and positive. A one-unit increase in conserva-
tism is associated with a 43% increase in the odds that the respondent thought about a terrorist attack. When conservatism is
included religiosity is no longer significant. Using a binary test of mediation, we found that conservatism is a significant
mediator and explains 84% of the effect of religiosity.

Models 5 and 6 examine whether the respondent had done anything differently because of the possibility of a terrorist
attack. Like the previous models, Model 5 shows that religiosity is initially significant and positive. A one unit increase in
religiosity is associated with a 34% increase in the odds that the respondent did something differently because of the pos-
sibility of an attack. Model 6 includes conservatism, which is again significant and shows that a one unit increase in conser-
vatism is associated with a 37% increase in the odds that the respondent had done something differently. Consistent with the
previous models when conservatism is included religiosity is no longer significant. A binary test of mediation shows that
conservatism significantly mediates the effect of religiosity and explains 55% of religiosity’s influence. Consistent with our
first two hypotheses we initially found that religiosity is significantly and positively related to having thought about and
anticipated a terrorist attack and having done something differently because of a potential attack. However, for these first
three outcomes conservatism significantly mediates the influence of religiosity.

In Table 4 we test our second set of hypotheses, those that focus on the influence of religious importance for explaining
willingness to help government authorities. The first two models look specifically at whether more religious people are more
willing than less religious individuals to help local government authorities stop terrorism. Model 1 includes religiosity and
conservatism. Unlike the models presented in Table 3, religiosity has an independent effect on respondents’ willingness to
help stop terrorism and our measure of conservatism is not significant. To assess the size of the religiosity effect in Model 1
we produced marginals. The outcome variable ranges from 5 to 20. Respondents who are one standard deviation below the
mean on the religiosity measure have an average value of 15.09 on the outcome after controlling for all other variables in
Model 1. If they have the mean level of religiosity, they have a value of 15.56, and if they are one standard deviation above
the mean they have a value of 16.04.

The second model includes whether respondents reported that they would contact the police if they saw or heard about a
neighborhood break-in. Not surprisingly the variable is significant,4 but as hypothesized, religiosity also remains significant.
While more religious people may be more likely to help officials stop crime, even after accounting for their greater willingness
to help, more religious respondents are still more willing to help stop terrorism.

Models 3 and 4 focus on the respondent’s willingness to meet with the police or DHS officials to help stop terrorism. The
first model shows that even after accounting for conservatism, religiosity is significant. A one-unit increase in religiosity is
associated with a 29% increase in the odds that respondents were willing to meet with officials to help stop terrorism. Model
4 includes the measure of whether respondents will contact the police if they hear about a neighborhood break-in, which is
again significant and positive. And in support of our final hypothesis, when this variable is included the religiosity coefficient
remains significant, decreasing only slightly (0.29–0.25).
11. Discussion and conclusion

Several high profile terrorist attacks in recent years have focused attention on the role of religion as a force that can
powerfully influence attitudes on this topic. Prior research has drawn attention to the role of religion in shaping Americans’
general attitudes toward punitiveness and altruism in the criminal justice system and also about the importance of religi-
osity in understanding willingness to help others. However, little research to date has explored how religion shapes concerns
about terrorism or the public’s willingness to work with authorities to address terrorist threats. We argued above that those
who adhere more strongly to religious beliefs will be more concerned about the threat of terrorism but that these effects will
be largely mediated by respondents’ conservatism. We also argue that controlling for respondents’ willingness to help police
solve ordinary crimes, those with stronger religious beliefs will be more willing to work with authorities to prevent terror-
ism. We found strong support for our hypotheses about respondents’ attitudes toward terrorism and willingness to help pre-
vent it. More religious respondents were significantly more likely to express concerns about the threat of terrorism and this
effect was largely mediated by self-reported conservatism. We also found that more religious Americans were more likely to
express willingness to help the government address terrorism-related concerns, even after accounting for conservatism.
Moreover, this effect remained significant when we controlled for individual willingness to help government officials
respond to an ordinary crime.

In our analysis of Americans’ perceptions of terrorist threats and their willingness to work with the government to avert
them we attempted to shift the focus of religiosity away from macro-level accounts of major events to micro-level
explanations of human differences. However, our results show that while religiosity is indeed significantly related to ordin-
ary American’s concerns about terrorism, this effect is largely mediated by their conservatism. Specifically, more religious
Americans are more likely to be conservative, which is also associated with their concerns about terrorism.
4 When this variable is included the model goes from explaining 9% of the variance to explaining 57%.



Table 4
OLS and ordered logistic regression analysis of religious importance for explaining helping government authorities.a

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Help stop terrorism (index)
(OLS)

Willing to meet about terrorism (ordered logistic: exponentiated
coefficients)

Contact police if saw/heard about break-in 3.622⁄⁄ 1.653⁄⁄

(0.106) (0.143)
Religiosityb 0.521⁄⁄ 0.229⁄ 1.290⁄⁄ 1.249⁄⁄

(0.182) (0.108) (0.110) (0.107)
Self-reported conservatismc �0.047 0.096 1.020 1.038

(0.113) (0.064) (0.049) (0.051)
Mainline protestant �0.060 �0.255 1.131 1.081

(0.349) (0.261) (0.215) (0.205)
Catholic 0.218 0.125 1.300 1.301

(0.316) (0.222) (0.228) (0.233)
Other religion �0.392 �0.748⁄ 1.264 1.167

(0.554) (0.368) (0.346) (0.324)
None, agnostic, refused �0.289 0.321 0.992 1.081

(0.856) (0.440) (0.387) (0.434)
Black �0.885 �0.080 1.128 1.338

(0.577) (0.313) (0.280) (0.346)
Hispanic �0.840 0.244 0.776 0.872

(0.519) (0.294) (0.165) (0.195)
Mixed or other race �1.802⁄⁄ �0.228 0.754 0.934

(0.634) (0.360) (0.225) (0.297)
Divorced or separated �0.558 �0.515+ 1.063 1.089

(0.424) (0.294) (0.235) (0.240)
Widowed 0.400 0.504 0.823 0.832

(0.582) (0.326) (0.299) (0.302)
Single �1.350⁄⁄ �0.498+ 0.757 0.835

(0.408) (0.256) (0.140) (0.161)
Living with partner �0.344 0.161 1.254 1.361

(0.607) (0.349) (0.340) (0.393)
Gender 0.232 0.024 0.924 0.896

(0.274) (0.178) (0.123) (0.122)
Household income 0.057 �0.033 1.029+ 1.016

(0.035) (0.023) (0.017) (0.018)
Education �0.027 �0.155 1.089 1.071

(0.148) (0.097) (0.081) (0.083)
Age 0.020⁄ �0.005 1.010⁄ 1.007

(0.009) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005)
Observations 1427 1427 1427 1427
R-squared/pseudo R-squared 0.09 0.57 0.03 0.05

a In separate analyses we also examined the potential moderating influence of religiosity on gender, race, and religious affiliation for explaining
willingness to help government authorities. None of these interactions were significant.

b In a separate analysis we examined the influence of religious importance instead of the combined measure and the results were very similar to those
presented here.

c In separate analyses we found that when political party affiliation was used instead of conservatism, the findings for religiosity were virtually the same.
Since our key concept of interest was conservatism, rather than political party identification and these two variables have a moderately high correlation, we
use conservatism in all of our models.
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Some scholars (for a review see McCullough and Willoughby, 2009) have argued that religion’s influence on deterring
crime and deviance may really be the result of less religious people having lower self-control and, as a result, being more
likely to engage in criminal or deviant acts. We also considered that the relationship between religion and willingness to help
stop terrorism was spurious, resulting from more religious people being generally more altruistic and willing to help. Indeed,
we found that more religious people were more willing to contact the police if they suspected that a break-in was about to
happen. But, when we included this variable in our models, it did not fully explain the relationship between religious impor-
tance and willingness to help officials prevent terrorism. This finding underscores the unique relationship between religion
and feelings about terrorism.

Although we found some effects of religiosity, we did not find any religious affiliation differences. There are some impor-
tant methodological reasons why we may not have found differences. The vast majority of Americans are Christian, and in
our study 88% of respondents claimed a mainline Protestant, conservative Protestant, or Catholic religious affiliation. Because
our survey did not include an oversample of religious minority groups, we had little statistical power to detect significant
differences between or among smaller groups, such as Muslims and Hindus. Additionally, some Christians may not know
the official name of their denomination and the titles of many Christian denominations sound similar (e.g., American Baptist
Association vs. American Baptist Churches in the USA) or are fairly nondescriptive. Because of these complications, other
studies (Regnerus, 2007; Adamczyk, 2009) have also found that religious affiliation is less important than religiosity (e.g.
religious importance) for explaining attitudes and behaviors. Finally, differences between mainline Protestants, conservative
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Protestants, and Catholics may not be that great. Nevertheless, the results are consistent with the conclusion that compared
to less religious respondents and regardless of their affiliation, religious Americans are likely to be more concerned about
terrorism and more willing to work with authorities to prevent it.

Our study has some limitations, which merit discussion. Because the data are cross-sectional we were unable to establish
empirically the correct causal order between religiosity, conservatism, and concerns about terrorism. There are a few pos-
sibilities. We think that the most likely prospect is that because of biblical precepts and the influence of other religiously
conservative people, more religious individuals develop more conservative perspectives, leading to greater concerns about
security threats, such as those that occurred on September 11, 2001. However, it is also possible that people who have more
rigid personalities and are more likely to hold rigid (e.g., right or wrong) views of the world may be at once more concerned
about threats to their safety and more interested in religion. Finally, more conservative people may be drawn to religion, and
as a result may be more concerned about terrorism threats. Because the intergenerational transmission of religious belief is
so strong (Myers, 1996), religiosity is likely to precede conservatism, and attitudes about and willingness to address terror-
ism concerns. Indeed, the proportion of Americans that experience a major religious conversion is low compared to the pro-
portion that maintains similar religious beliefs throughout adulthood (Scheitle and Adamczyk, 2010). Nevertheless,
longitudinal data are needed to more fully unravel the pathways between religiosity, conservatism, and concerns about
terrorism.

Terrorism has long been a concern in America, but 9/11 changed the way the government approached terrorism and likely
affected what people thought were the most important terrorist threats. Unfortunately, we do not have data to assess the
extent to which the 9/11 attacks and subsequent government actions influenced Americans’ concerns about terrorism.
Our findings suggest that more religious Americans are most concerned with potential terrorist attacks that do not occur
locally or necessarily affect someone they know. We suspect that there may be differences in concern about terrorism
between people living in major cities and suburban and rural areas. Although we did not find a significant relationship
between living in a metro area and concerns about terrorism, our study did not oversample respondents in major cities
and thus we had limited statistical power to detect significant effects by population size of the respondent’s community.

In the United States and elsewhere there has been a lot of interest in isolating the most important factors in stopping ter-
rorist plots (McNeill et al., 2010; Strom et al., 2010; Beutel, 2010; Jackson and Frelinger, 2009). In one study Dahl (2011) used
unclassified data to track 176 terrorist plots against American targets that had been thwarted or otherwise failed during the
past twenty-five years; 103 of these plots were planned and carried out within the United States and the other 73 were
aimed at US targets outside the United States (e.g., embassies and military bases). Dahl attempted to determine why the ter-
rorist plots in his study failed, and, especially, what kinds of intelligence and security efforts were most successful in pre-
venting them. In general, he found (p. 635) that the intelligence needed to prevent terrorist attacks was not the high
profile tactics that usually get the most media attention, ‘‘such as spies who penetrate terrorist cells, enhanced interrogations
of captured suspects, or covert operatives listening in on terrorist chatter overseas. . . (but rather) tips from the public, infor-
mants inside home-grown cells, and long-term surveillance of suspects.’’ That is, whether the public was actively willing to
support anti-terrorism efforts was a key determinant of whether an attack was foiled or executed. And our results suggest
that religiosity may be important for understanding the willingness of Americans to assist in preventing terrorist attacks.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the Resilient Systems Division of the Science and Technology Directorate of the US
Department of Homeland Security through Award Number 2008ST061ST0003 made to the National Consortium for the
Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism (START). The views and conclusions contained in this document are those
of the authors and should not be interpreted as necessarily representing the official policies, either expressed or implied,
of the US Department of Homeland Security or START. This work is part of a larger project that includes Stanley Presser
and Roger Tourangeau, who have been heavily involved in both the design of the questionnaire and the data analysis. We
thank Mansoor Moaddel and Allison Smith for helpful comments on an earlier draft.

References

Adamczyk, Amy, 2009. Socialization and selection in the link between friends’ religiosity and the transition to sexual intercourse. Sociol. Religion 70, 5–27.
Adorno, T.W., Frenkel-Brunswik, E., Levinson, D.J., Sanford, R.N., 1950. The Authoritarian Personality. Harper, New York.
Applegate, Brandon K., Cullen, Francis T., Fisher, Bonnie S., Ven Vander, Thomas, 2000. Forgiveness and fundamentalism: reconsidering the relationship

between correctional attitudes and religion. Criminology 38, 719–754.
Association of Religion Data Archives (ARDA), 2005. International Profiles, United States. Retrieved 01.06.13 (<http://www.thearda.com/internationalData/

countries/Country_234_1.asp>).
Bail, Christoper A., 2012. The fringe effect: civil society organizations and the evolution of media discourse about Islam since the September 11th attacks.

Am. Sociol. Rev. 77, 855–879.
Baker, L.C., Bundorf, M.K., Singer, S., Wagner, T.H., 2003. Validity of the Survey of Health and the Internet and Knowledge Networks’ Panel and Sampling.

Stanford University, Palo Alto, CA.
Barkan, Steven E., Cohn, Steven F., 1994. Racial prejudice and support for the death penalty by whites. J. Res. Crime Delinquency 31, 202–209.
Batson, C. Daniel, Schoenrade, Patricia, Ventis, W. Larry, 1993. Religion and the Individual: A Social-psychological Perspective. Oxford University Press, New

York.
Berger, Peter L., 1967. The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological Theory of Religion. Doubleday, Garden City, NY.
Berger, Peter L., Luckmann, Thomas, 1966. The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge. Anchor Books, Garden City, NY.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0015
http://www.thearda.com/internationalData/countries/Country_234_1.asp
http://www.thearda.com/internationalData/countries/Country_234_1.asp
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0060


28 A. Adamczyk, G. LaFree / Social Science Research 51 (2015) 17–29
Berger, Peter L., Berger, Brigitte, Kellner, Hansfried, 1973. The Homeless Mind. Random House, New York.
Berger, Peter L., Weigel, George, Martin, David, Sacks, Jonathan, Davie, Grace, Weiming, Tu, An-Na’im, Abdullahi A., 1999. The Desecularization of the World:

Resurgent religion and World Politics. Ethics and Public Policy Center, Washington, DC.
Beutel, Alejandro J., 2010. Data on Post 9/11 Terrorism in the United States. Muslim Public Affairs Council Policy Memo Backgrounder 13 (May).
Bjorgo, Tore, 2012. Strategies for Preventing Terrorism. Palgrave Macmillan, New York.
Blumstein, Alfred, Cohen, Jacqueline, 1980. Sentencing of convicted offenders: an analysis of the public’s view. Law Soc. Rev. 14, 223–261.
Bohm, Robert M., 1991. American Death Penalty Opinion, 1936–1986: a critical examination of the Gallup Polls. In: Bohm, Robert M. (Ed.), The Death

Penalty in America: Current Research. Anderson, Cincinnati, Ohio.
Bonanno, George A., Jost, John T., 2006. Conservative shift among high-exposure survivors of the September 11th terrorist attacks. Basic Appl. Social Psychol.

28, 311–323.
Borg, Marian J., 1997. The southern subculture of punitiveness? regional variation in support for capital punishment. J. Res. Crime Delinquency 34, 25–45.
Breckenridge, J.N., Moghaddam, F.M., 2012. Globalization and a conservative dilemma: economic openness and retributive policies. J. Social Issues 68, 559–

570.
Casanova, Jose, 1994. Public Religions in the Modern World. University of Chicago Press, Chicago.
Clarke, Ronald V., Newman, Graeme R., 2006. Outsmarting the Terrorists. Praeger Security International, Westport, CT.
Dahl, Erik J., 2011. The plots that failed: intelligence lessons learned from unsuccessful terrorist attacks against the United States. Studies Conflict Terrorism

34, 621–648.
Dennis, J.M., Li, R., 2007. More honest answers to web surveys? a study of data collection mode effects. J. Online Res. 10 (07), 1–15.
Disha, Ilir, Cavendish, James C., King, Ryan D., 2011. Historical events and spaces of hate: hate crimes against Arabs and Muslims in Post-9/11 America.

Social Problems 58, 21–46.
Durham, Alexis M., Preston Elrod, H., Kinkade, Patrick T., 1996. Public support for the death penalty: beyond gallup. Justice Quart. 13, 705–736.
Einolf, Christopher J., 2011. The link between religion and helping others: the role of values, ideas, and language. Sociol. Religion 72 (4), 435–455.
Fischhoff, B., Gonzales, R.M., Lerner, J.S., Small, D.A., 2005. Evolving judgments of terror risks: foresight, hindsight, and emotion. J. Exp. Psychol.: Appl. 11,

124–139.
Flanagan, Timothy J., 1996. Reform or punish: Americans’ views of the correctional system. In: Flanagan, Timothy J., Longmire, Dennis R. (Eds.), Americans

View Crime and Justice: A National Public Opinion Survey. Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.
Flanagan, Timothy J., Longmire, Dennis R. (Eds.), 1996. Americans View Crime and Justice: A National Public Opinion Survey. Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.
Grasmick, Harold G., McGill, Anne L., 1994. Religion, attribution style, and punitiveness toward juvenile offenders. Criminology 32, 23–46.
Grasmick, Harold G., Davenport, Elizabeth, Chamlin, Mitchell B., Bursik Jr., Robert J., 1992. Protestant fundamentalism and the retributive doctrine of

punishment. Criminology 30, 21–45.
Grasmick, Harold G., Bursik Jr., Robert J., Sims Blackwell, Brenda, 1993a. Religious beliefs and public support for the death penalty for juveniles and adults. J.

Crime Justice 16, 59–86.
Grasmick, Harold G., Cochran, John K., Bursik Jr., Robert J., Kimpel, M’Lou, 1993b. Religion, punitive justice, and support for the death penalty. Justice Quart.

10, 289–314.
Greeley, Andrew, Hout, Michael, 2006. The Truth about Conservative Christians: What They Think and What They Believe. University of Chicago Press,

Chicago, IL.
Grim, Brian J., Finke, Roger, 2007. Religious persecution in cross-national context: clashing civilizations or regulated religious economies? Am. Sociol. Rev.

72, 633–658.
Heeren, T., Edwards, E.M., Dennis, J.M., Rodkin, S., Hinson, R.W., 2008. A comparison of results from an alcohol survey of a pre-recruited internet panel and

the national epidemiologic survey on alcohol and related conditions. Alcohol.: Clin. Exp. Res. 32, 222–229.
Iannaccone, Laurence R., 1997. Skewness explained: a rational choice model of religious giving. J. Sci. Study Religion 36, 141–157.
Jackson, Brian A., Frelinger, David R., 2009. Understanding Why Terrorist Organizations Succeed or Fail. RAND, Santa Monica, CA.
Jelen, Ted, 1991. The Political Mobilization of Religious Beliefs. Praeger, New York.
Johnson, Daniel Carson, 1997. Formal education vs. religious belief: Soliciting new evidence with multinomial logit modeling. J. Sci. Study Religion 36, 231–

246.
Johnson, Megan K., Rowatt, Wade C., LaBouff, Jordan P., 2012. Religiosity and prejudice revisited: in-group favoritism, out-group derogation, or both?

Psychol. Religion Spirit. 4, 154–168.
Jost, John T., Glaser, Jack, Kruglanski, Arie W., Sulloway, Frank J., 2003. Political conservatism as motivated social cognition. Psychol. Bull. 129, 339–375.
Juergensmeyer, Mark, 2003. Terror in the Mind of God: The Global Rise of Religious Violence. University of California Press, Berkeley, CA.
Kirk, David S., Laub, John H., 2010. Neighborhood change and crime in the modern metropolis. In: Tonry, M. (Ed.), Crime and Justice: A Review of Research,

vol. 39. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, pp. 441–502.
LaFree, Gary, Morris, Nancy, 2012. Does legitimacy matter? attitudes toward anti-American violence in Egypt, Morocco and Indonesia. Crime Delinquency

58, 689–719.
LaFree, Gary, Dugan, Laura, 2004. How does studying terrorism compare to studying crime?. In: DeFlem, Mathieu (Ed.), Criminology and Terrorism. Elsevier

Breckenridge, Oxford UK.
LaFree, Gary, Dugan, Laura, Miller, Erin, 2015. Putting Terrorism in Context: Insights from the Global Terrorism Database. Routledge, London.
Layman, Geoffrey C., 1997. Religion and political behavior in the United States: the impact of beliefs, affiliations, and commitment from 1980 to 1994. The

Public Opin. Quart. 61, 288–316.
Lee, Matthew, 2006. The religious institutional base and violent crime in rural areas. J. Sci. Study Religion 45, 309–324.
Leiber, Michael J., 2000. Gender, religion, and correctional orientations among a sample of juvenile justice personnel. Women Criminal Justice 2, 15–44.
Leibniz, Gottfried [1710], 1998. Theodicy: Essays on the Goodness of God, the Freedom of Man, and the Origins of Evil. Open Court, Lasalle, IL.
Luckmann, Thomas, 1967. The Invisible Religion. Macmillan, New York.
McCann, S.J.H., 1997. Threatening times, ‘‘strong’’ presidential popular vote winners, and the victory margin, 1824–1964. J. Personality Social Psychol. 73,

160–170.
McCauley, Clark, Scheckter, Sarah, 2008. What’s special about US Muslims? the war on terrorism as seen by Muslims in the United States, Morocco, Egypt,

Pakistan, and Indonesia. Studies Conflict Terrorism 31, 973–980.
McCorkle, Richard C., 1993. Research note: punish and rehabilitate? public attitudes toward six common crimes. Crime Delinquency 39, 240–252.
McCullough, Michael E., Willoughby, Brian L.B., 2009. Religion, self-regulation, and self-control: associations, explanations, and implications. Psychol. Bull.

135, 69–93.
McNeill, Jena Baker, Carafano, James Jay, Zuckerman, Jessica, 2010. 30 Terrorist plots foiled: how the system worked. Heritage Foundation Backgrounder 29

(April).
Mickolus, Edward F., Sandler, Todd., Murdock, Jean M., Flemming, Peter, 2010. International Terrorism: Attributes of Terrorist Events (ITERATE). Vinyard

Software, Dunn Loring, VA.
Miller, Alan S., Hoffman, John P., 1995. Risk and religion: an explanation of gender differences in religiosity. J. Sci. Study Religion 34, 63–75.
Morone, James A., 2003. Hellfire Nation: The Politics of Sin in American History. Yale University Press, New Haven, CT.
Myers, Scott M., 1996. An interactive model of religiosity inheritance: the importance of family context. Am. Sociol. Rev. 61, 858–866.
Park, Jerry Z., Smith, Christian, 2000. ’To Whom Much Has Been Given. . .’: religious capital and community voluntarism among churchgoing protestants. J.

Sci. Study Religion 39, 272–568.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h9010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h9005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h9005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0330


A. Adamczyk, G. LaFree / Social Science Research 51 (2015) 17–29 29
Perry, James L., Brudney, Jeffrey L., Coursey, David, Littlepage, Laura, 2008. What drives morally committed citizens? a study of the antecedents of public
service motivation. Public Admin. Rev. 68, 445–458.

Petrson, B.E., Doty, R.M., Winter, D.G., 1993. Authoritarianism and attitudes toward contemporary social issues. Personality Social Psychol. Bull. 19, 174–
184.

Pettersson, Thorleif, 1991. Religion and criminality: structural relationships between Church involvement and crime rates in contemporary Sweden. J. Sci.
Study Religion 30, 279–291.

Putnam, Robert D., 2000. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community. Simon & Schuster, New York.
Regnerus, Mark D., 2007. Forbidden Fruit: Sex and Religion in the Lives of American Teenagers. Oxford, New York.
Regnerus, Mark D., Smith, Christian, Sikkink, David, 1998. Who gives to the poor? the influence of religious tradition and political location on the personal

generosity of Americans toward the poor. J. Sci. Study Religion 37, 481–493.
Sampson, Robert J., Groves, W.Byron, 1989. Community structure and crime: testing social disorganization theory. Am. J. Sociol. 94, 774–802.
Samuel, William, Moulds, Elizabeth, 1986. The effect of crime severity on perceptions of fair punishment: a California case study. J. Criminal Law Criminol.

77, 931–948.
Saroglou, Vassilis et al, 2005. Prosocial behavior and religion: new evidence based on projective measures and peer ratings. J. Sci. Study Religion 44, 323–

348.
Scheitle, Chris, Adamczyk, Amy, 2009. It takes two: the interplay of individual and group theology on social embeddedness. J. Sci. Study Religion 48, 16–29.
Scheitle, Chris, Adamczyk, Amy, 2010. High-cost religion, religious switching, and health. J. Health Soc. Beh. 51, 325–342.
Schlenger, W.E., Silver, R.C., 2006. Web-based methods in terrorism and disaster research. J. Traumatic Stress 19, 185–193.
Scott, Marvin B., Lyman, Stanford M., 1968. Accounts. Am. Sociol. Rev. 33, 46–62.
Shapiro, Jacob N.C., Fair, Christine, 2009. Understanding support for Islamist militancy in Pakistan. Int. Security 34, 79–118.
Simko, Christina, 2012. Rhetorics of suffering: September 11 commemorations as theodicy. Am. Sociol. Rev. 77, 880–902.
Smidt, Corwin E., 2003. Religion as Social Capital: Producing the Common Good. Baylor University Press, Waco, TX.
Stark, Rodney, 2002. Physiology and faith: addressing the ‘‘universal’’ gender difference in religious commitment. J. Sci. Study Religion 3, 495–507.
Steensland, Brian, Park, Jerry Z., Regnerus, Mark D., Robinson, Lynn D., Bradford Wilcox, W., Woodberry, Robert D., 2000. The measure of American religion:

toward improving the state of the art. Social Forces 79, 291–318.
Strom, Kevin, Hollywood, John, Pope, Mark, Weintraub, Garth., Daye, Crystal, Gemeinhardt, Don, 2010. Building on Clues: Examining Successes and Failures

in Detecting US Terrorist Plots, 1999–2009. Institute for Homeland Security Solutions, Washington, DC.
Sun, Ivan Y., Yuning, Wu, Poteyeva, Margarita, 2011. Arab Americans’ opinion on counterterrorism measures: the impact of race, ethnicity, and religion.

Studies Conflict Terrorism 34, 540–555.
Taylor, Robert Joseph, Chatters, Linda M., Jayakody, Rukmalie, Levin, Jeffrey S., 1996. Black and white differences in religious participation: a multisample

comparison. J. Sci. Study Religion 36, 403–410.
Tyler, Thomas R., Schulhofer, Steven, Huq, A., 2010. Legitimacy and deterrence effects in counter-terrorism policing: a study of Muslim Americans. Law Soc.

Rev. 44, 365–401.
Unnever, James D., Cullen, Francis T., 2006. Christian fundamentalism and support for capital punishment. J. Res. Crime Delinquency 43, 169–197.
Unnever, James D., Cullen, Francis T., 2007. Reassesing the racial divide in support for capital punishment: the continuing significance of race. J. Res. Crime

Delinquency 44, 124–158.
Viscusi, W.K., Zeckhauser, R.J., 2006. National survey evidence on disasters and relief: risk beliefs, self-interest and compassion. J. Risk Uncertainty 33, 13–

36.
Wald, Kenneth D., Owen, Dennis E., Hill Jr., Samuel S., 1988. Churches as political communities. Am. Political Sci. Rev. 82, 531–548.
Wald, Kenneth D., Kellstedt, Lyman A., Leege, David C., 1993. Church involvement and political behavior. In: Leege, David C., Kellstedt, Lyman A. (Eds.),

Rediscovering the Religious Factor in American Politics. Sharpe, Armnonk, NY.
Weber, Max, 1922. The Sociology of Religion. Beacon Press, Boston.
Weber, Max, 1946. The social psychology of the world religions. In: Gerth, H.H., Mills, C.W. (Eds.), From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology. Oxford University

Press, New York.
Welch, Michael, 2012. Panic, risk, control: conceptualizing threats in a Post-9/11 society. In: Kubrin, C., Zatz, M., Martinez, R. (Eds.), Punishing Immigrants:

Policy, Politics, and Injustice. New York University Press, New York.
Wilkinson, Iain, 2005. Suffering: A Sociological Introduction. Polity Press, Cambridge, UK.
Young, Robert L., 1992. Religious orientation, race and support for the death penalty. J. Sci. Study Religion 31, 76–87.
Young, Robert L., Thompson, Carol Y., 1995. Religious fundamentalism, punitiveness, and firearms ownership. J. Crime Justice 18, 81–98.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h9015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h9020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0049-089X(14)00230-0/h0495

	Religiosity and reactions to terrorism
	1 Introduction
	2 Religiosity and fear of terrorism
	3 Religiosity and concerns about terrorism
	4 Religiosity and responses to terrorist threats
	5 Data and methods
	6 Dependent variables
	7 Religiosity
	8 Control variables
	9 Methods
	10 Results
	11 Discussion and conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References


