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 Abstract: While proponents of secularization theory imagined that religion would 
disappear as a political marker, faith-based divisions have become part-and-parcel of the 
modern world. This paper argues that the religious resurgence has developed as a backlash to 
globalization, differentiating between positive and negative religiosity. Due to a loss of 
traditional positive identifiers such as service attendance, as well as a loss of faith in the secular 
nation-state, negative identifiers such as the persecution of non-believers have become more 
salient. This theory tested using data from the World Values Survey, Religion and State project, 
and KOF Globalization Index. Results indicate that some forms of globalization, particularly 
social types, facilitate both a decrease in religious service attendance as well as an increase in 
Social Religious Discrimination (SRD). I then illustrate these results using a case study of 
Evangelist and Jihadist movements.  
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At the tail end of the Cold War, as academics scrambled to predict the future of politics, 

Fukuyama (1989) made his ill-fated proclamation on the “end of history.” His theory that the 

liberal doctrine of individual rights had won an enduring victory against all other competing 

forms of social organization carried a brief caveat, as he acknowledged challenges from religious 

corridors. “One is inclined to say,” he wrote, “that the revival of religion in some way attests to a 

broad unhappiness with the impersonality and spiritual vacuity of liberal consumerist societies” 

(p. 14). Still, he hand-waved such movements. Indeed, a large body of literature in the realm of 

secularization theory had long postulated that religion would inevitably vanish from the political 

scene over time (cf. Swatos Jr. & Christiano, 1999). Modernization theory held that religious 

beliefs, rooted in existential anxieties, depleted as economic developments eased issues of 

scarcity and survival (cf. Norris & Inglehart, 2004).  

As scholars of religion had warned, such expectations did not bear out in reality; since 

that time, religion has emerged as a player in both domestic and international politics across all 

levels of economic development (Fox, 2013; 2020). Still, this point remains controversial. 

Despite observers such as Toft, Philpott and Shah (2011) noting a loss of faith in secular 

government and nationalist ideology, the particular reasons for a religious resurgence at this 

particular historical moment remain murky at best.  

At the same time, for several decades now the international political order has become 

increasingly integrated. The flow of goods, finances and even people across borders have 

become part and parcel of day-to-day political life, as have umbrella organizations and 

transnational agreements. Scholars have generally referred to this process as “globalization,” a 

term that remains murky at best but, writ large, describes the growth of connectivity across 



 4 

nation-states in areas of economics, migration, information exchange, and even cultural markers 

such as multinational chain corporations (Potrafke, 2014). 

Such processes have exposed weaknesses in the doctrine of national sovereignty as well 

as doubts in national government. This backdrop provides a perfect staging area for a specific 

type of religious resurgence. Rather than a general trend towards religiosity, I argue that the 

religious resurgence is primarily a form of negative religious activity, which targets non-

believers, rather than positive activity, which focuses on individual faith. Thus, while positive 

religious activity declines in tandem with globalization, negative activity rises.  

This distinction not only reconciles the contradictory findings between scholars of 

religion, but also explains the timing of the resurgence vis-à-vis globalization. According to 

theories of social identity, when groups face uncertainty members seek to maximize differences 

between in- and out-groups (Hogg & Reid, 2006; Hogg & Adelman, 2013). In this regard, I 

argue that globalization facilitates two major trends that generate uncertainty and thus exacerbate 

negative religious identity: first, a loss of positive religious identity due to modernization; 

second, a loss of faith in secular government. This two-pronged shift allows negative religious 

activity to appeal to a cross-section of “losers” of globalization, in particular rural and working-

class demographics. 

To test this theory, I use aggregate data from the World Values Survey, Religion and 

State project, and KOF Globalization Index. Regression analysis indicates that some aspects of 

globalization, in particular social dimensions, both depress positive religious indicators such as 

service attendance as well as exacerbate negative indicators such as discrimination towards non-

believers. I then illustrate these findings by exploring two case of religious movements: 

Evangelical Christianity in the United States and Jihadi Islam in the Middle East-North Africa. 
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Comparing their rhetoric, as well as the conditions in their host countries, I offer additional 

support for these findings and suggest future avenues of research. 

 

The Role of Religion 

 By some metrics, secularization theory bears out; according to Norris and Inglehart 

(2004) religious values have indeed declined in accordance with modernization. By contrast, Fox 

(2013; 2020) notes an increase in religiosity at the government level and Toft et al (2011) see a 

general trend towards religious activity in politics. What can explain such contradictory views? 

Contradictory or multilayered findings in the area of religiosity may benefit from 

clarification of terms. Social identities rely on both positive and negative identifiers. Individuals 

who experience uncertainty in their identity will attempt to maximize the difference between in-

group and out-group behaviors. Prototypes of the in-group as well as persecutions of the out-

group facilitate membership particularly in places where individuals feel their status is threatened 

(Hogg & Reid, 2006; Hogg & Adelman, 2013). Although the authors outline these processes at 

the individual level, they translate easily to the group level in that a group experiencing higher 

permeability will have a greater portion of members acting accordingly. Theories of multilevel 

selection suggest that groups experience aggregate effects of their members; this holds especially 

true for religious organizations (Wilson, 2002). Essentially, a social identity is defined as much 

by who its members are not as by who they are. Specific grievances can motivate competition 

with out-groups as opposed to cooperation with the in-group (Tajfel, 1978). Group-level action 

to enhance entitativity is most likely to occur when threatened by an outgroup.  

In the context of social identity, religious identities can facilitate collective action and 

lessen uncertainty because they contain clear definitions of group members and non-members, as 
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well as well-defined hierarchical structures and behaviors for prototypical members (Wilson, 

2002). Although religion transcends social cleavages, it is exclusive in nature (cf. Reynal-Querol, 

2002). As such, religious institutions serve as a means of delineating between the in-group and 

the “other” (Kinnvall, 2004). Much of religious dogma posits a strict dichotomy between 

acceptable and unacceptable behavior; in Durkheim’s (1912) traditional definition of a religion, 

for example, the defining feature of such a social organization is the delineation between 

“sacred” and “profane” (p. 37). This can take on moral dimensions, in classifications of “good” 

and “evil.” It can also appear as the separation of adherents and foreign religious practices.  

The Abrahamic faiths, for example, differentiate between believers and nonbelievers. 

Christianity conceives of “The Body of Christ” as the community of the faithful; the philosopher 

Thomas Hobbes specifically associated this concept with that of the sovereign state (Cavanaugh 

2002, pp. 36-8). Traditional Islam views the world in terms of the House of Islam and the House 

of War (cf. Mazrui, 1998). In Judaism, “Israel” is set apart from “the nations” (Frank, 2012). 

Indeed, Durkheim (1912) argued that religious institutions as a whole represented a social 

organizations self-conception, as typified by his statement that “the God of the clan, the totemic 

principle, can therefore be nothing else than the clan itself” (p. 206). Durkheim imagined that 

religious rites and artifacts enforced feelings of group membership, in that “it is the unity and 

diversity of social life which make the simultaneous unity and diversity of sacred beings and 

things,” and that social organization “is made possible only by a vast symbolism” (p. 231). Some 

schools of thought suggest that religions create highly systematic social structures that bind 

individuals to larger communities (Graham & Haidt, 2010). In this context, belief, ritual, and 

belonging serve as a triadic cycle that reinforce each other (Haidt, 2013). More modern angles on 
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this functionalism suggest that religious monopolies over salvation goods incentivize adherence 

to group norms and thus facilitate collective action (Wilson, 2002).  

Such interpretations of religious identities offer a different angle on the contradictory 

layers. First and foremost, they differentiate between positive and negative signs of adherence, 

the former of which indicate ritualistic practices while the latter of which indicate opposition to 

non-believers. Scholars such as Hurd (2015) have noted that this dual aspect of religiosity 

frequently appears in public discourse as the “two faces of faith”. While findings related to 

Norris and Inglehart (2004), particularly those using the World Values Survey, focus on positive 

displays of adherence such as service attendance, other sources may indicate the opposite. Fox’s 

(2013; 2020) findings regarding the religious resurgence focus primarily on Religious 

Discrimination, both Government-level (GRD), and Social-level (SRD). That Fox’s findings 

contradict Norris and Inglehart’s does not speak to an inherent contradiction in theories. Rather, 

it speaks to the discrepancy between positive and negative affiliation.  

Fox’s findings primarily focus on GRD, using SRD mostly as a causal mechanism rather 

than an outcome. On a social level, SRD stands as a direct contrast to measures such as service 

attendance. These social-level variables can indeed have government-level outcomes, but they 

can also be outcomes of government-level activities. As such, these theoretical principles further 

indicate the conditions under which such behaviors would arise. While modernization may 

facilitate a loss of traditional signs of adherence, it may conversely facilitate negative identities, 

particularly in places where secular government fails to deliver on public goods provision. This 

is a key point because religious entities have shown an aptitude for filling government vacuums 

– findings by Karakoc and Baskan (2012) indicate that religiosity appears more salient in areas 
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where secular government fails to deliver public goods. It begs the question, however, of what 

this vacuum is and where it stems from; enter globalization.  

 

Globalization 

There is, indeed, an established religious dimension to the controversies surrounding 

globalization, perhaps best typified by Huntington’s “Clash of Civilizations” hypothesis 

centering around religious distinctions (Huntington 1996, p. 47). Huntington’s definitions of 

“civilizations” has proven too vague to operationalize and attempts at doing so have not 

supported his argument. Still, the specter of religion and globalization has been repeatedly raised, 

although often tip-toeing around the issue; Barber (1995) similarly termed it a conflict between 

parochial and market forces.  

In its broad strokes, globalization refers to the multilateral linkage of social, political, and 

economic institutions across national borders (Potrafke, 2014). This linkage has facilitated the of 

a global civil society, characterized by liberal norms that both protect individual rights as well as 

capital accumulation (Dryzek, 2012). Practices related to globalization can lead to growing 

income inequality in both developed and developing economies, thus facilitating grievances 

related to socioeconomic status. Globalization entails “changes in technology, rise of winner-

take-all markets, erosion of labor-market protections, and decline of norms restricting pay 

differentials” (Rodrik, 2018, p. 13). This process can redistribute earnings to investors rather 

than to laborers. Rural areas face a disadvantage and may experience emigration of high-skilled 

labor towards urban areas (Thompson, 2007; Docquier & Rapoport, 2011). 

Critics of these practices contend that they have fostered global inequality. Others, more 

infamously, have focused on cultural changes brought about by the increased mobility of 
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populations as well as global demographic shifts (cf. Robertson, 1992). Such shifts in the 

international structure can expose grey areas in the doctrine of Westphalian sovereignty; national 

borders have become increasingly permeable, and international laws have often struggled to 

define the limits of this permeability (Ubiria, 2014; Rudolph, 2005). As a result, globalization 

can have “civilizing” or “destructive” outcomes depending on the degree to which this 

permeability challenges the status of certain domestic groups (Kaya & Karakoc, 2012).  

Gaps in the doctrine of sovereignty primarily revolve around state capacity to enforce 

border controls, regulate the flow of both peoples and goods, and dictate domestic policy. 

Immigration features prominently as a source of globalization-based anxiety. This holds 

especially true when incoming low-skilled labor can challenge the status of domestic low-skilled 

labor (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014). Economic globalization, in the form of trade and finance, 

can also produce similar grievances due to outsourcing low-skilled labor (Feenstra & Hanson, 

1996). These economic shifts, in turn, can lead to migration and concentration of populations in 

larger cities (cf. Thompson, 2007). Frequent migration can lead to a lack of consistency in 

communal membership that depletes social capital – a community’s level of trust and cohesion 

(cf. Putnam, 1995)  

In effect, the gap in public goods provision that religion can fill in this context is the 

identity uncertainty. Uncertainty surrounding national boundaries and challenges to Westphalian 

order can manifest themselves in “civilizational” ideologies that view religion as a key 

component of a “western” identity that stands in opposition to non-Christian entities (Brubaker, 

2017). Traditional religious doctrines of western civilization as Corpus Christianum, “the body 

of Christ”, can serve as the basis for chauvinism along other demographic lines (cf. Aktürk, 
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2020). Such ideologies counteract the perceived permeability of communities by seeking to 

reinforce strict lines between believers and non-believers.   

This process can also occur in non-Christian parts of the globe. A number of 

commentators have suggested that the development of Jihadi groups in Muslim-majority 

countries reflects both anger at western imperialism as well as the failure of secular nationalism 

to drive out western powers (Toft et al, 2011). Mendelsohn (2012) sees this as a fundamental 

difference between theocratic notions of governance as Westphalian nation-states, but Barber 

(1995) notes the presence of a similarly religious, anti-statist contingent in the United States 

itself. Indeed, scholars such as Fox (2020) have specifically singled out Western democracies 

and Middle East-North African nations as the primary hotbeds of the religious resurgence.  

As a noteworthy comparison, the development of Evangelical Christianity in the United 

States and Jihadi Islam in the Middle East-North Africa region feature similar trajectories and 

rhetoric over a similar time frame. Huntington (1996) argued that as proselytizing religions, 

Christianity and Islam mirrored each other in terms of their conceptions of non-believers. 

Huntington summed this up with the axiom that “Each has been the other’s Other”, highlighting 

the duality, universality, and missionary practices more common in monotheistic religions than 

polytheistic ones (Huntington 1996, pp. 201-202). This fear of the “other” can become more 

pertinent in moments of ontological insecurity, such as those rendered more frequent by 

processes related to globalization; as traditional relational ties become less relevant, both 

Christian and Islamic fundamentalists have tried to strengthen boundaries between the two 

(Kinnvall, 2004).  

Research Design 
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The loss of positive religious activity remains a somewhat complex notion in-and-of-

itself. A large body of literature has already tackled the question of how religious identities 

change under the pressure of modernization. It does beg the question of what happens to positive 

religious identity following an explosion of negative identity, and theoretically suggests that 

these items may wax and wane accordingly. In a more straightforward discussion, however, 

positive religious markers such as service attendance rates fall due to the social and demographic 

changes augured in by processes related to globalization. In other words:  

H1: As globalization increases, positive religious activity, in the form of service 
attendance, decreases. 

 
For the purpose of this inquiry, however, the loss of positive religious identity serves as 

less of a particular interest than a testable implication of the underlying argument. Establishing 

this first point is key to exploring the main point. Differentiating between types of religiosity 

explains the apparent contradiction between the loss of religiosity on the one hand and the rise in 

religiosity on the other; when the soft exterior is chipped away, what’s left is a jagged-edged 

interior. Here, the first hypothesis acts to substantiate an assumption, whereas the heft of the 

argument lies in the rise of negative identity, in SRD. In effect, processes related to globalization 

should lead to an increase in negative religiosity, such as religious discrimination. Religious 

discrimination occurs at both the social- and government levels; in this case, the focus falls 

squarely on social-level discrimination. Put simply: 

H2: As globalization increases, negative religious activity, in the form of Social 
Religious Discrimination, also increases. 

 
 Finally, the cases above indicate a particular reaction from Christian-oriented groups in 

advanced democracies as well as Muslim-oriented groups in the Middle East-North Africa 

region. Such arguments fall well in line with Fox (2013; 2020) who has noted a particular trend 
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in regard to Christian and Muslim-majority nations. Less recently, Huntington (1996) infamously 

argued that proselytizing religions such as Christianity and Islam are more likely to conflict with 

each other; nevertheless, theories and findings thus far have pointed toward regional trends in 

Christian and Muslim activity rather than global ones, particularly the formation by Barber 

(1995) and Fox (2013; 2020). As such: 

H3: The effect of globalization will appear more prominent in Western democracies 
and Middle East-North African nations.  

 
Models and Sample 

I use a series of fixed effects OLS regressions to gauge the effect of globalization on 

positive and negative religious activity. Fixed effects models indicate changes over time, as 

opposed to pooled models that focus on preexisting conditions (Finke, Mataic, and Fox 2017).1 

In this case, while both types hold some degree of relevance, modeling change over time allows 

for a direct examination of the so-called “second wave of globalization” that followed the Cold 

War. In addition, levels of globalization and Social Religious Discrimination are each 

independently correlated with opposite factors – namely, levels of economic development. It is 

thus imperative to examine within-unit change over time in order to pinpoint the independent 

relationship.  

Beyond such concerns, the time period in question also neatly aligns with some of the 

limitations imposed by the sample. As I will discuss, I have made extensive use of the Religion 

and State project, round 3 (RAS3), which runs from 1990-2014; observations are organized by 

country-year (Fox, 2015; Fox 2020).2 The RAS3 contains a global sample; for negative religious 

                                                        
1 I have included some pooled models in the appendix. 
2 This is not to be confused with the Religion and State Minorities data, the RASM, which is 
organized by minority-year. 
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activity, I have repeated these tests for western democracies and Middle East-North African 

countries, specifically. For positive religious activity, I combined the samples of Western 

democracies and MENA countries due to a lack of observations, particularly in the MENA 

sample, which only had 12 groupings of about 9 each. 3 Although positive religious activity 

remains only a testable prerequisite to the negative, I have included this additional test to 

demonstrate the strength of the findings in regard to these regions in particular.  

  

                                                        
3 Additional tests using only Western democracies for this measure can be found in the appendix; 
results are stronger for Western democracies alone than for the combined sample.  
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VARIABLES Mean 

 
Std. deviation 

 
Minimum 

 
Maximum 

 
     
Monthly service attendance 
rate 

40.63212 24.29256 .811359 95.62044 

 
Social-level religious 
discrimination (SRD) 

 
1.706966 

 
7.722033 

 
0 

 
62 
 
 

Economic globalization 54.0239 15.92393 14.2625 95.28528 
     
Trade globalization 
 

52.97784 17.45831 10.95303 96.96732 

Financial globalization 55.03743 17.34639 8.591086 98.20197 
     
Social globalization 54.17692 21.21734 6.535037 92.26541 
     
Interpersonal globalization 
 

54.91782 22.02464 4.933822 96.82964 

Informational globalization 
 

56.69312 22.32653 2.801186 97.36499 

Political globalization 55.47992 24.69355 2.091112 98.58648 
     
Effective number of religions 1.990298 1.730392 1.004612 17.11135 
     
Democracy 6.142238 3.229189 0 10 
     
Regime change year .1024195 .3032349 0 1 
     
GDP per capita 11357.47 19577.9 95.18825 189170.9 
     
Population  95700000 239000000 8913 1390000000 
     
Violent minority actions .2092941 1.036919 0 13 
     
Government-level  3.109756 9.393148 0 80 
     
Urban population 51.86464 25.23612 2.845 100 
     

 
Table 1: Descriptive statistics 
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Dependent Variables 

Dependent variables are grouped into two categories: positive and negative religious 

activity. To measure positive religious activity, I have taken the aggregate percent of World 

Values Survey respondents attending religious services at least once a month (cf. Cingranelli & 

Kalmick, 2019). I then used linear ipolation to fill in missing years between observations. This 

variable was calculated using all available World Values Survey data at the time of writing, 

which encompasses six complete waves and half of a seventh (Inglehart et al., 2020). Due to 

constraints in control variables, however, tests ultimately exclude the first wave and any ipolated 

values prior to 1990. In total, it includes 1068 observations ranging from roughly .81 percent to 

roughly 95.62, which an average of 41.36 and median of 37.75.  

For negative religious activity, I have utilized the RAS3 variable for Social Religious 

Discrimination, or SRD. Social Religious Discrimination encompasses a wide range of 

discriminatory behaviors against religious minorities at the societal rather than government level. 

The RAS3 contains 27 variables related to SRD, each rated from 0, indicating that the activity is 

not present in a given country-year, to 3, indicating that it is widespread toward all religious 

minorities. To calculate the total index, the RAS3 simply adds the values of each of the 27 

categories together, resulting in a variable with an upper limit of 81. No country-year, however, 

registers a value higher than 62, which occurs in Egypt from 2009-2014. Ultimately, most 

countries feature little-to-no SRD, with an average value of 6.886 and a median value of 3 across 

4199 observations. Nevertheless, RAS3 creators have cautioned against using transformed or 

weighted indexes. In effect, a three-unit rise in SRD would indicate either that three types of 

SRD have increased in prevalence or that a new type of SRD has appeared with a degree of 

frequency. The largest jumps in SRD, for example, are 41 and 33 points in Bosnia, 1995 and 
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Iraq, from 2002-2004, respectively. In 2002, there were two categories of SRD that occurred 

substantially to all minority religions, and a third that occurred substantially to some minority 

religions. By 2004, there were 11 categories that substantially occurred to all minority religions, 

and four that occurred substantially to some minority religions.  

 

Independent variables 

To measure globalization, I have utilized the index categories from the KOF 

Globalisation [sic] Index. There are eight categories total, including three aggregates and five 

disaggregates, each operationalizing a different set of globalization types. Each type contains a 

de facto and de jure measure, as well as an overall average between the two; I have deployed the 

overall average. These indexes are scaled from 0-100. Due to potential collinearity in some 

disaggregate categories, globalization variables may interfere with each other when included in a 

model together (cf. Dreher & Gaston 2010). As such, I have included each of them separately 

(cf. Bergh & Nilsson 2010). Additional models with simultaneous inclusion can be found in the 

appendix; primary findings hold but some secondary findings are weaker, and all included 

measures are somewhat less significant.  

The three aggregate indexes include economic, social, and political globalization. 

Economic globalization describes the interconnection between national economies, including 

two disaggregate indexes of trade and finance; i.e., the degree to which a country trades with 

other countries relative to internal trade, and the degree to which a country either houses or 

invests in transnational finance.  

Social globalization describes the transnational flow of people, communications, and 

cultural markers. It is disaggregated into interpersonal, informational, and cultural types. In this 
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context, interpersonal globalization describes human traffic across borders, such as migration, 

tourism, mobile phone use, and presence of international students. Information globalization, by 

contrast, primarily encompasses communications developments such as internet bandwidth 

usage, television access, technology exports, or international patents. Finally, cultural 

globalization includes trade in cultural goods, international trademarks, gender parity, human 

capital, and freedom of expression.  

The final category, political globalization, does not include any disaggregates; it is 

comprised of connections between national institutions as well as connections to transnational 

institutions; this includes items such as the number of embassies in a country; the number of 

treaties signed, diversity of treaty partners, presence of international NGOs and contributions to 

UN peacekeeping missions. 

 

Control Variables 

I have deployed a standard set of variables previously utilized by Fox (2020), excluding 

time-invariant variables rendered superfluous by fixed effects models. For controls, I have 

included the effective number of religions, GDP per capita, population size, democracy scores, 

regime change years, violent minority actions, and Government Religious Discrimination, or 

GRD. I have excluded the RAS3 official support categories, encompassing the official 

relationship between religion and state, because only .92 percent of observations change from 

year-to-year, and roughly 30 percent of these observations are regime-change years. In addition, 

I have excluded regime durability – a count of years since last regime change – as its value only 

increases; instead, I have substituted it for a binary measure of regime change.  
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The effective number of religions is the reciprocal of the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index of 

religious fractionalization, calculated using the Religious Characteristics of States dataset 

(Brown & James 2017). Here, I used the codebook-guided taxonomy of religious categories, 

include non-religious, to calculate the fractionalization values. This is the sum of the square 

values of each religion’s share of the population. For the sake of simplicity, I have limited this to 

major religious categories rather than sub-categories. The resulting reciprocal value is then 

logged to account for skew. I use this measure in place of minority percent (cf. Fox, 2020) 

because I am using countries as the unit of analysis rather than minority groups.  

GDP per capita and Population numbers appear in the World Bank’s (2020) World 

Development Indicators, also logged for skew. Democracy scores are the combined Freedom 

House/Polity score from Qualities of Governance, which includes values for missing years not 

present in polity cases of regime change or foreign occupation. Both Freedom House and Polity 

measures are converted to a 10-point scale and then averaged (Dahlberg et al., 2020). Regime 

change is a simple binary measure indicating that the durability value is “0” for a given country-

year, as found in Polity V (Marshall & Gurr, 2018). 

Finally, violent minority actions and GRD are both drawn from the RAS3. Violent 

minority actions include violence by religious minorities against majority religions; I have 

excluded values for minority-minority discrimination as it is not reliable at the country-level 

(Fox, Finke, & Mataic, 2018). GRD is calculated in the same vein as SRD, using a total of 36 

categories and thus yielding an upper limit of 108, although no country demonstrates a value 

higher than 80 – an honor belonging to Saudi Arabia, from 2012-2014.  
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Results 

Standard errors in parentheses; expected relationships bold-underlined 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 2: Summary of results across all tests, controls suppressed 

  

      

VARIABLES Service 
attendance 

 

Service 
attendance 

(West/MENA) 
 

SRD 
(Global) 

SRD 
(West) 

SRD 
(MENA) 

      

Economic 
globalization 

-0.0441 
(0.0277) 

-0.132* 
(0.0718) 

0.0136***  
(0.00516) 

-0.00835  
(0.0178) 

0.0434*  
(0.0256) 

Social 
globalization 

-0.151*** 
(0.0495) 

-0.351*** 
(0.0974) 

0.0643*** 
(0.00832) 

0.134*** 
(0.0354) 

0.134*** 
(0.0336) 

Political 
globalization 

-0.0284 
(0.0342) 

-0.0372 
(0.0980) 

-0.00488 
(0.00572) 

-0.00490 
(0.0223) 

0.0241 
(0.0304) 

      
Trade 

globalization 
-0.0461* 
(0.0256) 

0.0451 
(0.0678) 

0.0201*** 
(0.00464) 

-0.00734 
(0.0188) 

0.0301 
(0.0212) 

      
Financial 

globalization 
-0.0249 
(0.0236) 

-0.182*** 
(0.0539) 

0.00140 
(0.00434) 

-0.00690 
(0.0149) 

0.0260 
(0.0196) 

      
Interpersonal 
globalization 

-0.195*** 
(0.0424) 

-0.396*** 
(0.103) 

0.0622*** 
(0.00787) 

0.201*** 
(0.0421) 

0.195*** 
(0.0331) 

      
Informational 
globalization 

-0.0767** 
(0.0324) 

-0.178*** 
(0.0653) 

0.0348*** 
(0.00525) 

0.0967*** 
(0.0222) 

0.0704*** 

     (0.0213) 
Cultural 

globalization 
-0.0216 -0.207** 0.0286*** 0.00659 0.0138 

 (0.0490) (0.0810) (0.00782) (0.0247) (0.0264) 
      

Number of 
countries 

 

86-87 27-28 163-168 24-26 19 
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Table 2 shows summaries of each model, with controls repressed. Unabridged models, 

with controls included, can be found in the appendix. I have sought to illustrate the key findings 

below, including some of the most important tables. 

 
 

Fig. 1: Effect of social globalization on service attendance, global sample 
 

In regard to the supposition of a decline in positive religious activity, results bear out: 

over the range of social globalization, attendance rates fall from roughly 51 to 36 percent. In the 

disaggregate, interpersonal and informational aspects show a particular effect: a drop from 53 to 

33 percent and 47 to 39 percent, respectively. Each of these effects are significant at the .01 

level. The same does not hold true for economic or political types, neither of which are 

significant. In a combined sample of Western democracies and Middle East-North Africa 

nations, these effects appear far starker, as interpersonal globalization in particular precipitates a 

decline of some 59 to just 19 percent. Thus far, results indicate that certain types of globalization 

– especially social types – diminish positive religious activity over time, in the form of service 
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attendance. Thus, the expectation of reduced positive religiosity bears out; the critical aspect of 

this study, the negative, type, will follow.  

 

    
VARIABLES Economic 

model 
Social model Political model 

 
    
Globalization types (effect on SRD) 0.0136*** 0.0643*** -0.00488 
 (0.00516) (0.00832) (0.00572) 
Religious fractionalization (log) 2.781*** 2.879*** 2.765*** 
 (0.347) (0.339) (0.346) 
Democracy -0.0473 -0.0959*** -0.0378 
 (0.0318) (0.0321) (0.0317) 
Regime change year 0.627*** 0.604*** 0.602*** 
 (0.123) (0.121) (0.122) 
GDP per capita (log) 0.477*** -0.0275 0.557*** 
 (0.0840) (0.108) (0.0875) 
Population (log) 1.403*** 0.781*** 1.576*** 
 (0.282) (0.291) (0.294) 
Violent minority actions 1.264*** 1.272*** 1.270*** 
 (0.0825) (0.0815) (0.0821) 
GRD (total index) 0.0395*** 0.0304** 0.0435*** 
 (0.0124) (0.0123) (0.0124) 
Urban population % -0.0172 -0.0413*** -0.0134 
 (0.0133) (0.0134) (0.0130) 
Constant -21.18*** -8.241* -23.85*** 
 (4.003) (4.314) (4.196) 
    
Observations 3,947 4,020 4,020 
Number of countries 164 168 168 
R-squared 0.134 0.146 0.133 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 3: Effect of aggregate globalization on SRD, global sample  
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Fig. 2: Effect of social globalization on SRD, global sample 
 

Due to a general concentration of SRD at low values, small effect sizes can speak to 

broader shifts on the ground; as such, I have sought to highlight percentile changes for the largest 

effects. Predicted values are rounded to the nearest whole number.  

In a global sample, both economic and social globalization exacerbate SRD. This 

includes, in the disaggregate, trade, interpersonal, informational, and cultural types. Both 

economic and trade show a predicted rise in the SRD index of just 6-8. For social types, this rise 

is from 4 to 10, around 61st to 75th percentile. Interpersonal globalization again shows the 

largest effect, matching that of the aggregate social type. Each of these types are significant at 

the .01 level.  
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VARIABLES Trade 

model 
Finance 
model 

Interpersonal 
model 

Informational 
model 

Cultural 
model 

 
      
Globalization types 
(effect on SRD in 
West) 

-0.00734 
(0.0188) 

-0.00690 
(0.0149) 

0.201*** 
(0.0421) 

0.0967*** 
(0.0222) 

0.00659 
(0.0247) 

Religious 
fractionalization (log) 

-0.520 
(1.843) 

-0.813 
(1.842) 

-2.331 
(1.734) 

-3.107* 
(1.786) 

-0.837 
(1.757) 

Democracy -0.169 -0.191 -1.385** -0.771 -0.383 
 (0.690) (0.691) (0.684) (0.658) (0.673) 
Regime change year -0.365 -0.377 0.0929 0.360 -0.330 
 (1.979) (1.979) (1.901) (1.912) (1.935) 
GDP per capita (log) 1.495*** 1.537*** 0.927* 0.965* 1.639*** 
 (0.517) (0.524) (0.507) (0.510) (0.496) 
Population (log) 7.152*** 7.396*** 2.318 2.833 5.193** 
 (2.569) (2.680) (2.414) (2.407) (2.435) 
Violent minority 
actions 

0.316 
(0.299) 

0.310 
(0.300) 

0.354 
(0.288) 

0.324 
(0.288) 

0.332 
(0.293) 

GRD (total index) 0.941*** 0.937*** 0.794*** 0.851*** 0.937*** 
 (0.0706) (0.0686) (0.0716) (0.0681) (0.0666) 
Urban population % -0.000790 -0.00195 -0.0666 -0.0517 0.0189 
 (0.0470) (0.0468) (0.0455) (0.0450) (0.0435) 
Constant -124.6*** -128.5*** -38.12 -45.90 -93.48** 
 (39.11) (40.85) (36.70) (36.60) (36.45) 
      
Observations 600 600 645 645 645 
Number of countries 24 24 26 26 26 
R-squared 0.521 0.521 0.533 0.530 0.515 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 4: Effect of disaggregate globalization on SRD, Western sample  
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Fig. 3: Effect of interpersonal globalization on SRD, Western democracies 
 

In a sample of Western democracies, fewer types show significance, but the effect is, 

again, substantially stronger and consistent with positive religiosity. Only social, interpersonal, 

and informational are significant, each at the .01 level. Here, I have deployed a cutoff of 50 for 

predicted values due to a lack of lower observations. Over the range of social globalization, SRD 

in Western democracies rises from 5 to 12; interpersonal shows a rise from 4-14, and 

informational, 6-11. The largest of these effects, interpersonal, indicates a rise from 38th to 77th 

percentile.  

The same results hold for the MENA sample, but here the cutoff for predicted values is 

not necessary due to a wider range of globalization levels. In a regional context, social 

globalization presages a rise of 7-20 in the SRD index; interpersonal, 4-23; and informational, 

10-17. Once again, interpersonal globalization shows the largest effect, constituting a rise from 

just 25th to 88th percentile. It is also worth noting that, in each iteration of the MENA models, 

democracy is positively and significantly correlated with SRD at the .01 level; this is not the case 



 25 

in any of the global or Western samples. As I will discuss below, this may speak to 

dissatisfaction with Western imperialism.  

 

      
VARIABLES Trade 

model 
Finance 
model 

Interpersonal 
model 

Informational 
model 

Cultural 
model 

 
      
Globalization (effect 
on SRD in MENA) 

0.0301 
(0.0212) 

0.0260 
(0.0196) 

0.195*** 
(0.0331) 

0.0704*** 
(0.0213) 

0.0138 
(0.0264) 

Religious 
fractionalization (log) 

-7.535* 
(4.028) 

-7.651* 
(4.040) 

-6.896* 
(3.868) 

-6.594* 
(3.975) 

-7.246* 
(4.038) 

Democracy 1.159*** 1.231*** 1.115*** 1.099*** 1.217*** 
 (0.153) (0.145) (0.141) (0.148) (0.147) 
Regime change year 3.030*** 3.051*** 2.528*** 2.747*** 2.984*** 
 (0.418) (0.419) (0.410) (0.420) (0.419) 
GDP per capita (log) 0.300 0.243 -1.399*** -0.490 0.112 
 (0.446) (0.442) (0.505) (0.485) (0.475) 
Population (log) 2.448*** 2.508*** 3.073*** 2.094** 2.686*** 
 (0.942) (0.936) (0.886) (0.930) (0.928) 
Violent minority 
actions 

2.492*** 
(0.216) 

2.494*** 
(0.217) 

2.491*** 
(0.208) 

2.507*** 
(0.214) 

2.489*** 
(0.219) 

GRD (total index) -0.412*** -0.408*** -0.401*** -0.430*** -0.409*** 
 (0.0584) (0.0585) (0.0563) (0.0580) (0.0593) 
Urban population % 0.0434 0.0639 -0.0795 -0.0577 0.0736 
 (0.0724) (0.0685) (0.0702) (0.0788) (0.0692) 
Constant -24.18** -26.11** -20.06* -5.976 -27.72** 
 (12.19) (11.89) (11.31) (13.52) (12.09) 
      
Observations 450 450 450 450 450 
Number of countries 19 19 19 19 19 
R-squared 0.469 0.469 0.507 0.480 0.467 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
Table 5: Effect of disaggregate globalization types on SRD, MENA sample  
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Fig. 4: Effect of interpersonal globalization on SRD, MENA 
 

As a bottom-line: social types of globalization, especially interpersonal globalization, 

demonstrate the expected effects on both positive religiosity types, in the form of service 

attendance, and negative religiosity, in the form of Social Religious Discrimination. As expected, 

this effect is stronger in Western Democracies and MENA countries. Writ large, the predictors of 

negative religious activity track with the predictors of a loss of positive religious activity.  

The consistency of such findings highlights the strength of the underlying premise. 

Nevertheless, they also beg important questions: why these specific aspects of globalization, why 

these specific reasons? 

 The strength of social globalization in relation to religious phenomena speaks to the 

degree to which religious communities depend on consistency to construct social capital — and 

the degree to which they react to changes. Widespread migration between locations speaks to 

declining and inconsistent religious memberships, as well as a rise in animosity towards those 

deemed “other”. Information also plays a role, as the availability of communication has 
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connected insular communities to the outside world – and the outside world to insular 

communities. The flow of ideas may encourage adherents to leave the fold, but also allows for 

the exchange of prejudiced ideas against religious minorities.  

Scholars of American politics have paid particular attention to the concept of social 

capital – the degree to which communal cohesion creates ingroup trust (Putnam, 1995). This 

question of social capital is intrinsically important to the topic of globalization and religiosity 

because globalization facilitates many of the shifts on the ground that can create inconsistency in 

communal identity and membership. Although the question of social capital has remained a pillar 

of American political science, both its regional manifestations and underlying connections to 

globalization have gone underexplored. In order to explain these empirical findings, I will 

highlight two distinct cases of negative religious activity whose architects have expressly 

repudiated the notion of globalization, and its social elements in particular: Evangelism in the 

United States, and the Jihadi movement in the Middle East-North Africa.4  

 

Evangelical and Jihadist Grievances Against Globalization 

One of the main grievances by religious actors against globalization is its deleterious 

effect on positive religiosity. In the Middle East-North African region, Islamists have pointed to 

western imperialism as an attempt to secularize the public (cf. Qutb, 1964); in the United States, 

Evangelists have lobbed a similar complaint regarding globalized institutions (cf. Robertson, 

                                                        
4 SRD is not necessarily the sole or main component of either Evangelism or Jihadi. 

Evangelism is also politically active and policy-seeking, and Jihad is heavily intertwined with 
transnational terrorism. Both movements, however, focus heavily on negative religious activity 
and partake in and contribute to an environment of domestic SRD. This aspect, and its 
relationship to globalization, allows for a direct comparison specifically along such lines, and 
underscores the similarities in the emergence of such activity across regions.  
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1991). One key component of the religious complaint is that institutional connectivity lends itself 

to centralization; religious institutions have historically flourished in decentralized modes of 

government with polycentric spheres of sovereignty (Auriol & Platteau, 2016; Hochschild, 2006; 

Salter & Young, 2019). In the United States, dissatisfaction with centralized government has 

become increasingly commonplace in so-called “middle America”, where globalization has 

facilitated a loss of traditional labor sources; these communities often rely on religious 

institutions as focal points (Wuthnow, 2019). Such regions have also seen the emergence of a 

“rural consciousness” movement, which casts cities as opposing the rural way of life (Cramer, 

2016). 

Against the backdrop of this shift, Evangelical Christianity has increasingly come to the 

forefront of American politics. This particular brand of political activity centers around a bottom-

up approach to dealing with secular government. With religious support forming the backbone of 

an informal GOP coalition, the GOP high command has begun to preach a small-government 

gospel, summarized by Senator Rand Paul (2019) as “basically, a government so small you can 

barely see it; but a government that largely leaves you alone.” 

This shift in part reflects the mood of the Evangelical leadership, whose rhetoric has 

increasingly focused on centralization both within the country as well as between countries, 

singling out the idea of a “new world order” as inherently harmful to traditional ways of life; as 

televangelist Pat Robertson wrote: 

“In an agrarian society where each family was essentially self-sufficient, this type 
of control would have been impossible... The globalists see the economies of 
scale of so-called transnational corporations, universal credit systems, and world 
banking and currency. They stress global interdependence almost as if it were the 
holy grail… our leaders urge more and more complex global interdependence 
controlled by a one-world government, instead of our present system of dispersed 
power and local independence” (Robertson 1991, pp. 217-218). 
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As such, Evangelical discourse has increasingly cast aspersions on urban 

cosmopolitanism, which it views as culturally counter to traditional values. In this context, such 

thinkers view transnational institutions as facilitating centralization and thus secularization 

within the country itself. In the aftermath of the September 11th attacks, Robertson’s long-time 

peer Jerry Falwell pointed to shifting value systems as the root cause: 

“What we saw on Tuesday, as terrible as it is, could be minuscule if in fact – if in 
fact God continues to lift the curtain and allow the enemies of America to give us, 
probably, what we deserve… I really believe that the pagans and the abortionists 
and the feminists and the gays and the lesbians who are actively trying to make 
that an alternative lifestyle, The ACLU, People For The American Way, all of 
them who tried to secularize America – I point the finger in their face and say, 
‘you helped this happen’” (Falwell, 2001). 
 
As Evangelicals have increasingly expressed discontent over secularism, polemicists 

have begun to focus their ire on non-Christians that they perceive as defiling the Body of Christ 

with non-Christian values. Arguments against “globalism” have long-standing roots in 

antisemitic myths. Jewish communities have often been seen as outside the Body of Christ with 

observance to foreign laws (cf. Jones & Shain, 2017). Jews remain the most frequent targets of 

religious persecution (Fox, 2020). As the Muslim population of the United States has grown, 

anti-Muslim activity has also surged, with per capita hate crimes nearly converging on those 

against Jews (Feinberg, 2020). This especially holds true for the rust belt – despite having a 

Muslim population comprising only one percent of the state, Ohio has seen 12 anti-Mosque 

incidents since 2005, while Michigan has seen 17. The highest numbers of anti-mosque incidents 

are distributed throughout a number of regions, but the Midwest, with its large population of 

dispossessed manufacturing laborers, and the Great Plains, with its large agricultural base, 

frequently represent (American Civil Liberties Union, 2020).  
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Events such as the War on Terror have, of course, represented watershed moments in 

civilizational discourse; yet the roots of both American Evangelism and Jihadist activity far 

predate the events of September 11th and have transcended them in terms of symbolic power. 

Indeed, many of the Jihadist grievances against the West mirror Evangelicals’ grievances against 

urban, cosmopolitan values. For Jihadi thinkers, western influence brought about the same 

assault on traditionalism; one such thinker, Sayyid Qutb, summed up his exposure to western 

culture as such:  

“Look at this capitalism with its monopolies, its usury and whatever else is unjust 
in it… at this behavior, like animals, which you call 'free mixing of the sexes’; at 
this vulgarity which you call 'emancipation of women,' at these unfair and 
cumbersome laws of marriage and divorce, which are contrary to the demands of 
practical life; and at Islam, with its logic, beauty, humanity and happiness, which 
reaches the horizons to which man strives but does not reach" (Qutb 1964, p. 
155). 

 
For the Jihadists, religion represented a unique vehicle of protest untainted by western 

ideas. Ayman al-Zawahiri, Al Qaeda’s long-standing No. 2, summed up the importance of 

religion to the anti-western moment: 

“… many of the liberation battles in our Muslim world had used composite 
slogans, that mixed nationalism with Islam and, indeed, sometimes caused Islam 
to intermingle with leftist, communist slogans. This produced a schism in the 
thinking of the Muslim young men between their Islamic jihadist ideology that 
should rest on pure loyalty to God's religion, and its practical implementation” 
(al-Zawahiri, 2001). 

 
Such corruption, in turn, pointed to the contradiction in using government as a solution to 

the problem. In Zawahiri’s view, government was the problem:  

“The Muslim youths began to have doubts about who was the enemy. Was it the 
foreign enemy that occupied Muslim territory, or was it the domestic enemy that 
prohibited government by Islamic shari'ah, repressed the Muslims, and 
disseminated immorality under the slogans of progressiveness, liberty, 
nationalism, and liberation. This situation led the homeland to the brink of the 
abyss of domestic ruin and surrender to the foreign enemy, exactly like the current 
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situation of the majority of our [Arab] countries under the aegis of the new world 
order" (al-Zawahiri, 2001). 
 
The similarity in rhetoric highlights the degree to which both religious movements see 

themselves as bottom-up social activity, and as a bulwark against a centralized “new world 

order”. Both such cases appeal to classical religious doctrines invoking boundaries between 

believers and non-believers. Just as Evangelicals have long invoked the doctrine of Corpus 

Christianum, so too have Jihadist invoked the notion of Dar Al-Salaam – the abode of peace, 

also known as Dar Al-Islam – and Dar Al-Harb – the abode of war. As the African and Islamic 

studies professor Ali Mazrui wrote: 

“Is a world with only one superpower — a unipolar world — in reality dar al 
harb in its entirety? Was the old bipolar world of the Cold War dar al harb? Is a 
global village under non-Muslim control dar al harb? In other words, if 
globalization is creating one world, and if that world is not under Muslim control, 
is the whole world temporarily dar al harb?” (Mazrui 1998, p. 9)  

 
In terms of the relationship with dar al-harb, a long chain of Islamists ranging from non-

state Jihadists such as al-Zawahiri to statist leaders such as Khomeini named religious minorities 

such as Christians, Baha’is, and in particular Jews as agents of imperialism.  

At first glance, the social nature of these grievances may appear buried beneath layers of 

obfuscation. In the Evangelical case, however, this is somewhat easier to trace: anti-

centralization rhetoric was previously championed by American segregationists (Wallace, 1963); 

racial hierarchies in the United States bear a similarity to certain feudal traditions (Moore, 1966); 

one of the key facets of feudal tradition lies in its polycentric modes of sovereignty (Salter & 

Young, 2019). These layers are all connected to globalization in the sense that civilization, 

immigration, and religion all have racialized aspects (cf. Akturk, 2020). Samuel Huntington, for 

example, not only pioneered civilizational discourse but also authored a polemical work against 

immigration (Huntington, 2004).  
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Why this recurring theme? In part because the centralization of institutions in the 

globalized world itself speaks to a centralization of populations. It is the centralization of 

populations that facilitates shifts in labor, land use and social norms, particularly in regard to 

manufacturing, agriculture, and the global civil society that reinforces liberalism. Demographic 

flight towards coastal cities create demographic instability that threaten the collective purpose of 

rural and exurban communities and create the inconsistency of membership that depletes social 

capital. As Reverend Rafael Cruz – father of Senator Ted Cruz – stated: 

“Secular humanism has crept into a lot of churches across America, and we have 
many churches in America that preach what I call the social gospel. They’re 
trying to look more like the world, with the excuse of attracting the world. The 
problem is, when the world comes, there’s nothing different, because they talk 
and act just like the world. And those churches lose their impact upon society” 
(Cruz, 2016). 
 
 Over time, then, while fewer people in such communities practice religion, those who 

still do become increasingly hostile towards non-believers – thus explaining the contradiction 

between previous findings.  

A similar thread can be followed in the Jihadi case, and its actors’ specific dissatisfaction 

with liberal norms surrounding gender, sex, and the status of minorities – shared complaints with 

the Evangelical case. Sharia-based constitutions do not confer political rights to religious 

minorities (Gouda & Gutmann, 2019); traditional religious societies tend to oppose human rights 

norms (Cingranelli & Kalmick, 2019); globalization tends to presage such norms (Kauder & 

Potrafke, 2015). In this regard, the same pressures felt by Evangelists are also felt by Islamists 

due to the loss of communal collective meaning. As governments increasingly show deference to 

the global civil society – thanks to its economic, social, and political influence – social religious 

activity grows smaller, but increasingly focused on the resentment of non-believers. 

Interpersonal aspects of globalization, which reflect direct demographic changes on the ground, 
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lie at the heart of this grievance; but informational globalization clearly plays a tangential role, 

because it acts as a facilitator for such changes.  

An examination of country-specific data underscores some of the finer points. Both 

Zawahiri and Qutb hailed from Egypt; they came to ideological maturity at a time when the 

nation had undergone a large demographic shift away from traditional agricultural relationships 

between land-owning effendi and tenant farmer fellahin (cf. Adams Jr., 1986; King, 2009). By 

1976, some half of Egypt’s urban population traced their family history to fellahin farmers 

(Critchfield, 1976). In the decades that followed, discontent amongst the remaining agricultural 

laborers played an instrumental role in the unrest that culminating in the 2011 uprisings (El-

Nour, 2015). From the point at which the Globalization Index begins, in 1970, Egypt begins to 

experience a precipitous rise in globalization values, rising from 35 to 50 by 1990. When the 

Religious Discrimination index begins that same year, Social Religious Discrimination enters at 

59 points, the third-highest of all observed countries.  

Although the land reforms that facilitated this shift far predate the available data, their 

ripple effects continue to this day, especially in regard to globalization. SRD had already reached 

relatively high levels in Egypt prior to the post-Cold War era; within the observed period of data, 

however, it climbs even further directly following an uptake in globalization. This increase, to 62 

points, constitutes the highest SRD value observed in the index. Indeed, the only observed 

decrease in the period of 1990-2010 occurred after a dip in globalization values, and the measure 

rises again with the level of globalization in subsequent years. While these effect sizes may 

appear small, it is important to remember that these measures must be viewed as relative to the 

environment, and that minor shifts in the SRD index can indicate widespread changes on the 

ground. 
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Fig. 5: Globalization and Social Religious Discrimination (SRD) in Egypt 
 

We do not have a clear picture of how SRD evolved in Egypt prior to the start of the data. 

We do, however, have a clear picture as to how Egypt became an increasingly globalized and 

centralized nation in that time period, relative to its previous state; it follows intuitively, then we 

enter with among the highest level of SRD worldwide. Relativity is an important aspect here, 

because economic development is both positively correlated with globalization and negatively 

correlated with SRD; thus, the levels of the former will naturally be lower in the Egyptian case 

than the American case, and levels of the latter higher. As the fixed effects models demonstrate, 

it is the relative increase between the two variables in relation to each other that catches the eye. 

In the Egyptian case, the rapid growth from low to high levels of globalization speaks to a larger 

relative change than in the American case.  

Still, in the context of the American environment, we can examine similar changes. For 

the United States, both SRD and globalization values have remained relatively high since the 

start of the available data. The biggest increase in SRD occurred immediately following 

September 11, making it harder to pinpoint a connection with globalization. SRD does 
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demonstrate a slight uptick in 2008, perhaps indicative of the social unrest brought about by the 

financial crisis. By itself, however, the larger trend remains obfuscated by the War on Terror in a 

way that the Jihadi case is not. As such, an alternative angle may demonstrate a more clear-cut 

connection.  

 
 

Fig. 6: Globalization and SRD in the United States 
 

In this context, an examination of positive markers of religious identity highlights the 

multifaceted relationship between the so-called “two faces” of religion and the forces of 

interdependence. The rise of negative religiosity goes hand-in-hand with the loss of positive 

religiosity. The meteoric rise of Evangelism in the United States has attracted a great deal of 

attention, but if positive religious activities have fallen simultaneously, it indicates that the 

strength of the movement lies in the opposite – a negative identity. A look at the underlying 

numbers does indeed paint this picture. Over the same observed period as above, the monthly 

attendance rate for religious services saw a stark depression as levels of globalization 

experienced a steady rise. Such trends contribute directly to the grievances of religiously-based 

movements.  
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Fig. 7: Globalization and positive religiosity in the United States 
 

In this context, the direct comparison between the two cases speaks to the degree to 

which both Evangelism and Jihadist movements react to the loss of traditional ways of life 

centered on religious institutions. Modern, centralized lifestyles rely on secular institutions to 

distribute public goods; as such, disillusionment with these institutions provides a staging ground 

for religious backlashes. Like the Evangelical movement, Jihadists have often relied on support 

from dislocated members of rural areas, as well as the working class. Islamist groups have often 

provided public goods to these populations in exchange for legitimacy (Berman & Laitin, 2008; 

Haider, 2002). In this context, globalization has unfolded as a multilateral process; while the 

movements have directly responded to social types of globalization in particular, these social 

types of globalization were themselves spurred by broader phenomena, such as the loss of 

manufacturing jobs in the United States or the emergence of Western-style institutions in the 

MENA region.  
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Both of these movements attract the proverbial “losers” of globalization because the 

phenomenon highlights weaknesses within secular authorities; at the same time, these groups 

have developed directly in reaction to the loss of status among religious institutions. This 

remains a key component in the distinction between secularization theories: although rates of 

religiosity have indeed declined, particular strains of negative religious identity have increased as 

a direct backlash to such shifts. Aggressive behavior towards non-believers has become 

increasingly important as ritualistic displays of faith have waned writ large.  

What remains consistent across these observed cases is that a mutual upward shift occurs 

in each variable over the course of available data. That mutually upward shift matches 

expectations both in terms of quantitative analysis as well as a strict reading of prominent 

figures’ rhetoric. As the data and cases illustrate, the direct relationship between globalization 

and SRD endures despite exogenous factors that should exert contradictory effects, namely those 

of regime type and economic development. Although such factors pull the variables in opposite 

directions, they still manage to move in unison.  The data and cases illustrate a clear picture: two 

seemingly opposing forces that should demonstrate an inverse effect on each other instead reveal 

the opposite. Despite expectations to the contrary, religion goes hand-in-hand with globalization. 

The question is, which kind of religion? The exploration above highlights a clear distinction 

between types of religiosity, and the degree to which these types have evolved in a globalized 

world. 

Discussion 

Further research is needed to explore the multifaceted relationships between 

globalization, urbanization, and both positive and negative religious activity. As it stands, 

however, results indicate a strong connection between social globalization in particular and both 
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positive religiosity types, in the form of service attendance, and negative religiosity, in the form 

of Social Religious Discrimination. Results such as these serve to integrate discussions of 

religious topics with broader literatures in the social sciences. In particular, this study builds on 

previous findings by Fox (2013; 2020) by integrating composite measures of religion with 

previously untouched subject areas. Such findings also build on findings by Cingranelli & 

Kalmick (2019) with regard to religiosity and human rights, as well as Kaya & Karakoc (2012) 

and Karakoc and Baskan (2012) with regard to globalization, religion and public goods 

provision.  

This study introduces the broader synthesis between religious attributes and 

globalization; it serves as a blueprint for further areas of exploration homing in on specific 

attributes. In particular, the multilateral connection between globalization, urbanization and 

religiosity remains an area of paramount interest. In this capacity, urbanization metrics may 

serve as mediator variables between those of globalization and religious indicators. It also worth 

exploring how different types of globalization may facilitate the development of other types; 

while the analysis above highlights the role of social globalization in these developments, 

interconnection across political and economic institutions can drive migration patterns as 

encompassed with that umbrella. This is especially true of how economic globalization in the 

Evangelist case, and political globalization in the Jihadist case, drove the social globalization that 

spurred the movements’ grievances.  

Beyond quantitative analysis, findings such as these illustrate the need for a sensitive and 

diversified approach; further study must tease out not just the global phenomena of religious 

resurgence and globalization, but local processes as well. Additional study can and should focus 

on specific regions or religions, utilizing ethnographic approaches to pinpoint phenomena with 
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greater accuracy. Interview research in particular may shed light on this exploration. In regard to 

the cases included above, Evangelism and Jihadism, concrete understanding of parochial-rural 

norms in the former and Islamic traditions of religion-state relations in the latter can avoid elitist 

or Orientalist assumptions that may plague such analysis.  

This holds especially true for religious developments outside those of Abrahamic 

religions. In this context, the nexus of Abrahamic religions serves as a focal point for analysis 

due to the increasing influence of religious movements in wealthy Christian and low-income 

Muslim nations. It is important to note, however, that this phenomenon is not specifically limited 

to Abrahamic faiths, and also that functionalist views of religion rely heavily on Abrahamic 

concepts (cf. Verghese, 2020).  

Outside of the Abrahamic sphere, other religions do not necessarily have doctrinal focus 

on believers and non-believers, in part because such religious institutions may not have any 

centralized hierarchies or uniform rituals; this is particularly true of Dharmic religions such as 

Hinduism or Buddhism, which encompass a wide range of beliefs and practices that often do not 

conceive of universality, salvation, or even historical time in the same way as their Abrahamic 

counterparts. Nevertheless, similar developments have occurred even in such faiths. The 

development of the 969 movement in Myanmar warrants considerable examination (cf. Mudde, 

2019). Here, social-level persecutions against Rohingya Muslims have evolved into government-

level ones as civilian-led riots have snowballed into military-led massacres; this has specifically 

followed from a sudden growth in communications platforms such as Facebook (Fink, 2018). 

The ebb and flow of social and government levels of religious persecution remain a 

relatively untouched area. Although Fox (2020) has repeatedly examined the influence of SRD 

on GRD, the converse has yet to be explored. It further remains to be seen where the 
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demarcation between SRD and GRD lies – at what point does one exert influence over the other? 

It may be that as SRD reaches a fever pitch, government will take on the mantle in order to 

maintain monopoly. It may also be the degree to which religious actors have access to existing 

institutions. Like India, Israel has also recently enacted laws regarding nationality and religion; 

in this context, there exists not only an element of demographic conflict, but also a highly 

fractured party system that allows religious groups to gain access to policymaking levers.  

In the same vein, the role of religious movements in broader right-wing movements, 

especially rural consciousness, populism, and democratic backsliding, may also provide 

additional insight. Because religious movements act as the vanguard of traditionalism, they can 

play an instrumental role in mobilizing supporters against liberal policies. This area of study may 

further examine how social-level action can translate to government-level action over time, both 

because governments may seek to accommodate groups that threaten their control, and because 

religious actors can encourage political participation that leads to greater conservative 

representation. 

This study seeks to rectify an existing problem that much of the religious literature speaks 

to itself rather than to the discipline as a whole, particularly in regard to findings by Fox (2013; 

2020). It also seeks to establish a starting point for a wide range of studies that follow from its 

findings, covering a wide range of methods and bases of knowledge. In short, the connection 

between religion and globalization appears to be a fertile ground for inquiry, and one 

indispensable to understanding the current political landscape. It is, in essence, a starting point, 

not an end point.   
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