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Abstract

Scholars have long held that Islamism—defined as a political ideology that demands
the application of Islamic holy law and the deepening of religious identity—is in part a
response to Western domination of Muslim lands. Drawing on the literatures on
nationalism and international relations theory, we argue that Islamism is one of a
menu of options that Muslims may adopt in response to Western hegemony—a
menu that includes Arab nationalism and pro-Western accommodation. We
hypothesize that a Muslim’s ideological response to Western domination is a
function of the type of domination experienced—that is, military, cultural, or eco-
nomic—as well as of individual-level characteristics such as intensity of religious
practice. We test this hypothesis with a nationally representative survey experiment
conducted in Egypt. We find that, among subjects in our study, pro-Western
responses to Western domination were more common than “Islamist” or
“nationalist” ones and that these were particularly driven by reminders of the
West’s economic ascendancy. These findings suggest that foreign domination does
not always yield defensive responses and often produces desires for greater
cooperation with the hegemon.

IDepartment of Politics, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ, USA
2john F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, Cambridge, MA, USA

Corresponding Author:

Tarek Masoud, John F. Kennedy School of Government, 79 JFK Street, Mailbox 74, Cambridge,
MA 02138, USA.

Email: tarek_masoud@harvard.edu


https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/journals-permissions
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002716648738
http://journals.sagepub.com/home/jcr
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F0022002716648738&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2016-07-21

Nugent et al. 255

Keywords
belief structure, terrorism, framing, hegemon

The dominance of the West has long been thought to drive Muslims’ support for
“Islamist” movements, ranging from political parties such as the Muslim Brother-
hood of Egypt or the Renaissance Movement (Harakat al-Nahda) of Tunisia to
violent groups such as Al-Qaeda or the Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant
(al-Dawla al-Islamiyya fi al-Iraq wa al-Sham). The founders of these movements,
which in various ways seek to erect political regimes that conform to idealized
notions of Islam’s scriptural dictates, all (admittedly to differing degrees) identify
the ascendance of the West and the related political subordination of Muslims as one
of the principal problems to which their vision of Islam constitutes the solution.

However, though we know much about the role of Western domination in shaping
the ideas and preferences of prominent Islamist thinkers (primarily through their
own testimonies), the effects of Western ascendance on the preferences and attitudes
of ordinary Muslims remain understudied. Although survey data suggest that Isla-
mism and anti-Americanism go together, Muslims exhibit a range of potential
responses to Western hegemony of which Islamism is only one." Within the Arab
world, we observe ideological movements that attempt to resist Western encroach-
ment by deepening nonreligious identities and we observe movements that respond
to the West’s ascendance not with antipathy, but with attempts at emulation and
desires for closer relations with the hegemon. In sum, existing scholarship on pop-
ular support for Islamism has neither established the extent to which it is a response
to Western dominance nor adequately explored the factors that cause Muslims to
select it over other ideological responses to the rise of the West.

This article comes to fill these lacunae. We argue that support for Islamism is but
one of a menu of responses to Western hegemony, ranging from resistance to
accommodation, and which includes secular options as well as religious ones. We
hypothesize that the manner in which individuals respond to the dominance of the
West depends in part on individual-level factors, such as preexisting commitment to
religious identity, and in part on the particular nature of Western dominance they
experience. To make this argument, we disaggregate the concept of “Western hege-
mony” into three component parts: military, cultural, and economic. We hypothe-
size that these aspects of Western dominance are likely to evoke different reactions
among Muslims, depending on how threatening they perceive each of these facets of
Western dominance to be. Islamism and Arab nationalism—which can be seen as
defensive retreats into religious and ethnic identity—are more likely to emerge in
response to Western cultural and military threats, but Western economic ascendance
may elicit different reactions. Specifically, since Western economic superiority does
not necessarily imply the same kind of assault on Muslim societies as does Western
military power or the spread of Western culture—and may indeed signify admirable



256 Journal of Conflict Resolution 62(2)

features of Western societies—it may be less likely to generate negative sentiments
toward the West among Muslims.

We explore these questions with a survey experiment conducted in Egypt, the
Arab world’s largest country and a major recipient of Western (and particularly
American) financial aid and diplomatic support (Brownlee 2012). In the experiment,
we randomly assigned a representative sample of adult respondents to hear cues
emphasizing different aspects of Western hegemony and measured the effect of each
of these cues on their subsequent evaluations of Islamist ideological precepts and
their attitudes toward number of Muslim, Arab, and Western countries and organi-
zations. Our experimental treatments had little effect on a respondents’ embrace of
Islamist principles, but we did find that respondents were slightly more likely to
endorse closer relations with Western countries when exposed to cues regarding the
West’s economic ascendance.

This article proceeds as follows. We first situate our inquiry within the literatures
on Islamism and nationalism. We argue that the straightforward assumption that
Western dominance leads to Islamist responses among Muslims is drawn primarily
from studies of elite preferences and does not adequately capture the full range of
options available to citizens. Instead, we argue that understanding Muslim responses
to Western hegemony requires us to disaggregate Western dominance into its com-
ponent parts and that the ideologies Muslims adopt in response to that hegemony—
be they Islamist, Arab nationalist, or pro-Western—are likely to be conditioned by
the form of dominance they most experience. Next, we describe the experiment we
designed to explore these relationships, and describe our results, which offer mixed
support for the hypotheses generated by existing literature. We then investigate
whether responses to Western hegemony are moderated by individual-level charac-
teristics—specifically, a respondent’s preexisting level of religious commitment.
We conclude with the implications of our findings for the study of the ongoing
relationship between the West and the Muslim world.

Islamism as a Response to the Rise of the West

We identify three principal lacunae in the literature on the relationship between
Islamism and Western dominance. First, much of the extant scholarship on the
drivers of Islamism among Arab publics is actually based on the examination of
elite attitudes as revealed in the writings of major Islamist thinkers and ideologues.
These studies assume that the ways in which Islamist intellectuals and elites respond
to Western dominance are mirrored in the broader population. One of the aims of this
study is to ascertain the extent to which this is true. Second, the literature tends to
conflate the West’s military, cultural, and economic prowess, when there is evidence
that these facets of Western hegemony have distinct features and effects. Third, the
literature tends to assume that Western dominance (however construed) will gen-
erate a hostile (usually Islamist) counterresponse. However, the empirical record
shows that Muslim responses to the West’s rise include not just resistance but also
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accommodation and emulation. One of our tasks is to determine what makes each of
these reactions more likely. We discuss each of these gaps in the literature in turn.

From Elites to Masses

Much of the evidence for the proposition that Islamism is a response to Western
hegemony comes from the testimonials of Islamist thinkers themselves. Jamal
al-Din al-Afghani, often credited with being the originator of modern pan-
Islamism, called for a unified Muslim response to Western pressure as early as
the nineteenth century:

[TThe Powers have their own interest in view, and not ours, and [ . . . ] they all have only
one desire, that of making our land disappear up to our last trace. And in this there is no
distinction to make between Russia, England, Germany, or France, especially if they
perceive our weakness and our impotence to resist their designs. If, on the contrary, we
are united, if the Muslims are a single man, we can then be of harm and of use and our
voice will be heard.?

This theme of responding to Western dominance through Muslim unity and renewal
is echoed throughout other seminal Islamist works. In 1928, Hassan al-Banna, a
student of al-Afghani’s disciple Rashid Rida, founded the Society of Muslim
Brothers (Jama'at al-Ikhwan al-Muslimiin) in the northeastern Egyptian town of
al-Isma‘liya (Mitchell 1993; Lia 1998). The sting of Western supremacy and its
centrality to the Islamist project is evident in al-Banna’s own rendering of the
Brotherhood’s origin story. The founder of what is widely recognized as the world’s
largest Islamist movement describes being visited at home by six men of Isma‘iliyya,
who knew him from the speeches he gave in mosques and coffee shops around town.
With “strength in their voices and lightning in their eyes,” he says, the men offered
their allegiance to him (Hassan al-Banna, 68):

We have listened [to you] and become aware, and we have been affected. We know not
the practical way to the glory of Islam and the welfare of the Muslims. But we are tired
of this life: this life of humiliation and oppression. You see that Arabs and Muslims in
this country enjoy no stature or dignity, and do not exceed the rank of mere peons
possessed by these foreigners.

Thirty-six years later, Sayyid Qutb, a leading ideologue of the Brotherhood, offered
yet another gloss on the threat posed by the West. In his 1964 text, Ma'alim fi al-
Tariq (often translated as “Milestones’), Qutb (2006, 127) declared that the West’s
“enmity towards Islam is especially pronounced and many times is the result of a
well thought out scheme, the object of which is first to shake the foundations of
Islamic beliefs and then gradually to demolish the structure of Muslim society.”
According to Qutb, modern day “imperialism” was an extension of the Crusades
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and Muslims must unite in response. “The unveiled crusading spirit was smashed,”
Qutb wrote, by Muslim leaders “who forgot the differences of nationalities and
remembered their belief and were victorious under the banner of Islam.”* Although
contemporary Islamists appear to have evolved beyond Qutb’s militancy (Wickham
2013; Browers 2009), the themes that occupied him and his intellectual predecessors
remain salient in contemporary Islamist discourse.

The literature on mass support for Islamism has generally assumed that individ-
uals experience Western domination in the same ways that al-Afghani, al-Banna, or
Qutb did and embrace Islamist ideology for the same reasons. For instance, Halliday
(1999) tells us that “Islamism is a form of protest—political and discursive—against
external domination” (p. 901). Tibi (2012, 25) declares that Islamism is “clearly a
reaction against the recent effects of Western globalization.” Khatib (2003, 392)
reports that “Islamic fundamentalists believe in Islamic authenticity, juxtaposed
with what is seen as Western hegemony, which in turn is believed to threaten this
authenticity.” Although these claims certainly reflect the accounts of Islamist lead-
ers, it is not clear to what extent they describe the causal processes behind ordinary
citizens’ embrace of Islamist ideology. Thus, a principal aim of this article is to test
empirically whether and how Western hegemony leads to Islamism among mass
publics.

Disaggregating Western Hegemony

A second potential shortcoming of existing accounts is their insufficient attention to
the different dimensions of the Western encounter with the Muslim world and the
ways in which these may be processed differently by Muslims. Although Lewis
(1990) writes, “there is no lack of individual policies and actions, pursued and taken
by individual Western governments that have aroused the passionate anger of Mid-
dle Eastern and other Islamic peoples,” we identify three distinct aspects of Western
dominance. The first is geopolitical. Particularly in recent decades, policies such as
American support for Arab autocrats, the occupation of Palestine, the 1991 Gulf
War, and the post-September 11 invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan are thought to
exacerbate anti-Western sentiment in the Muslim world (Dessouki 1973; Jamal
2012; Cole 2006; Lynch 2006; Shore 2005; Tessler 2003; Abdallah 2003; Gerges
1999). This aspect of Western dominance is commonly theorized to generate Isla-
mist and nationalist counterreactions among Arab publics.

The second source of perceived Western encroachment is cultural (Paz 2003).
This is seen as a primary driver of Islamism in particular. According to Abu-
Lughod (1990, 92), “within the Arab world generally, the Islamic movement
represents a resistance to Western influence [and] consumerism.” Others concep-
tualize Islamism as a form of “‘regressive utopianism” that arises in reaction to
Western modernity, culture, and values (Melucci 1996; Touraine 1988; Burgat
2003; Bayat 2005 and 2013). Indeed, Monroe and Kreidie (1997, 21) hypothesize
that support for Islamism is “especially acute in areas where Western cultural
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impact is strongest.” The relationship between Western cultural dominance and
secular Arab nationalism has been less explored, but there is evidence that early
twentieth-century Arab nationalists were driven by a desire to counter the spread of
Western culture with their own, indigenous, Arab variant (Sharabi 1957; Laroui
and Cammell 1977; Sabry 2009).*

A third aspect of the West’s ascendance over the Muslim world is economic
(Kuran 2004). The superior economic performance of Western societies relative
to the Muslim world has received comparatively little attention in the theoretical
literature on political Islam, apart from its role in spreading Western consumer and
corporate culture (see, e.g., Barber 1995). However, there are reasons to expect this
form of Western supremacy to engender a more complex range of reactions among
Muslims than the straightforward oppositional one identified in much of the litera-
ture. On the one hand, as with the West’s geopolitical and cultural hegemony, its
economic hegemony has been viewed by Arab and Muslim thinkers with alarm and
resentment. After all, the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood, Hassan al-Banna, was
as much driven by what he perceived as Britain’s “economic occupation” of his
country as he was by its military one (Mitchell 1993, 7).> At the same time, this
aspect of the West’s supremacy has also awakened interest and even admiration in
Muslim observers. For instance, Muslim visitors to Europe during the nineteenth
century frequently recorded their awe at the West’s developmental leap over the
lands of Islam. Muhammad ‘Abduh, a late nineteenth-century and early twentieth-
century Egyptian Islamic scholar, is reported to have been so impressed by his visit
to France that he said to have found there “Islam but no Muslims,” while his own
benighted country featured “Muslims but no Islam” (Khan 2014). Kuran (1997,
153) quotes a Turkish poet of the period who wrote, “I passed through the lands of
the infidels, I saw cities and mansions; I wandered in the realm of Islam, I saw
nothing but ruins.” This is a very different kind of reaction to the West than the
rejection and resistance exhibited by al-Banna or Qutb.

Recent survey data provide suggestive evidence that the West’s economic hege-
mony is viewed differently than other aspects of its dominance. The third wave of
the Arab Barometer asked respondents to state whether they wanted “economic
relations” with the United States to “become stronger than they were in previous
years,” “remain the same,” or “become weaker.” Approximately 45 percent of the
14,809 respondents surveyed in twelve Arab countries wanted economic relations to
become stronger, 24 percent wanted them to remain the same, and 23 percent wanted
them to become weaker.® The survey also asked respondents their preferences
regarding future “security relations” with the United States. Here, considerably
fewer respondents (38 percent) wanted them to become stronger. In short, the aver-
age respondent was approximately 19 percent more likely to want closer economic
relations with the United States than to want closer security relations with it.”

These figures are, of course, only suggestive. But, they do support the proposition
that the West’s economic hegemony is viewed differently from its military dom-
inance. One of our aims in this article is to test this proposition experimentally. Do
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Muslims perceive, and respond to, the West’s military, cultural, and economic
hegemony in different ways? In particular, do they find the West’s economic dom-
inance to be as threatening as the incursions of its militaries into Muslim lands and
the insinuations of its cultural products and values into Muslim hearts and minds?

Beyond Islamist Resistance

As we have seen, the literature portrays Western domination as leading Muslims to
embrace Islamism as an ideology of resistance (Dawisha 2003; Khalidi 2005). This
conceptualization of Islamism as a reaction to the West sits comfortably within a
wider body of theorizing on the general phenomenon of nationalism, which is also
viewed by some scholars as a defensive measure against external threats. For exam-
ple, Wimmer (1997) notes nationalism’s close analytic relationship to racism and
xenophobia, all of which serve to define membership in the community in opposition
to the threat of those that reside outside of it. Similarly, “defensive” perspectives on
the causes of nationalism (Smith 1986) hold that societies under external threat will
mobilize by reinforcing a commitment to ascriptive identities (Brass 1995, 83; see
also Geertz 1973). Studies of these defensive dimensions of nationalism are rooted
in psychological theories of egocentrism and prejudice (Adorno 1950; Duckitt
1992), explained either by realistic conflict theory (Blumer 1958; Hardin 1995) or
by social identity theory (Brown 1995; Capozza and Brown 2000; Tajfel and Turner
1979). In sum, just as the literature on Islamism conceptualizes it as a response to
Western incursion, so too does the literature on nationalism assume that the latter
phenomenon arises in opposition to external threats.

However, if Islamism is merely a particular instance of nationalism (Juergen-
smeyer 1993), we must explain why Islam is selected over other forms of identity in
response to external challenge. Indeed, as several scholars have noted, recent Arab
history has generated a number of ideologies that could conceivably serve the same
defensive purpose (Khoury 1987; Khalidi 1991; Sayeed 1995). Most notably, Arab
nationalism or “pan-Arabism”’—defined as the imperative of uniting Arab countries
politically—has also been deployed by political entrepreneurs as a proposed defense
against the ascendance of the West. According to Dekmejian (2003), what began as a
movement “arising from feelings of a common Arab identity based on history,
language, and culture” (p. 401), was transformed into a political ideology “in
response to Western colonialism and the establishment of Israel.” To the extent that
the literature has offered an explanation for why some Arabs respond to the West’s
hegemony by becoming Arab nationalists, while others respond by embracing Isla-
mism, it has been largely temporal in nature. Specifically, scholars hypothesize that
Islamism gained its greatest popular momentum after the failure of Arab nationalism
to either provide redress from foreign intervention or to generate economic devel-
opment (Dessouki 1973; Pappe 2006). As important as such arguments are,
however, they cannot comprehend, let alone explain, the empirical reality that both
pan-Arabism and pan-Islamism have ebbed and flowed, and at times coexisted
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within the same populations, among citizens embedded in the same geopolitical
environments and transnational relationships.

A second weakness of existing theories of Islamism is their tendency to assume
that external threat always generates ideologies of resistance. Toynbee (1957) has
famously noted that imperial projects throughout history have typically engendered
two types of responses. The first, consistent with theories of nationalism and Isla-
mism, is a defensive retreat into preexisting identities. But the second, equally
important, is accommodation to and emulation of the outsider.® In the Middle East,
this observation is validated by the empirical record. For example, though colonialism
undoubtedly spawned nationalist and Islamist movements, it also spawned coopera-
tion with colonial powers, whether through cooptation or as the result of genuine
support for the colonialists’ modernization projects. For instance, Adria Lawrence
(2013) has shown that Moroccan leaders during the French colonial period at first
eschewed resistance, seeking political equality within the empire until it became clear
that their demands for inclusion within the broader French polity were not going to be
met.” In short, the historical record demonstrates there were two distinct responses to
foreign colonial power: one that rejected its presence and one that accepted and
accommodated it. Even some of the region’s secular national resistance movements
took as their starting point that the premise that resisting Western domination required
their countries to become Western. The greatest exemplar of this tendency was Mus-
tafa Kemal Ataturk, who tried to remake Turkey’s laws and economic institutions
in the image of the Western powers that had stripped his country of its Arab provinces
in the First World War (Dekmejian 1980; Landau 1984).

Recent survey data further complicate the assumption that Western hegemony
will always engender negative responses among Muslims. Despite more than a
decade of Western military intervention in the Arab and Muslim world, there is
considerable variation in anti-US sentiment in the region (Blaydes and Linzer 2012;
Jamal 2012). Although anti-Americanism did experience a slight uptick after the
2003 US invasion of Iraq, Chiozza (2007, 125) argues that by 2004, these sentiments
had returned to prewar levels. In addition, Jamal (2012) shows that in Jordan and
Kuwait, large majorities of citizens respond to their countries’ economic and secu-
rity dependence on the United States not with resistance or resentment but with an
overriding desire to maintain their favored relationships with the dominant power. In
an innovative study of voting behavior in Lebanon, Corstange and Marinov (2012)
demonstrate that Arabs express desires for closer relations with the West when they
believe that Western countries are positively predisposed to the respondents’ favored
political parties.

In order to generate and test hypotheses about Muslim responses to Western
hegemony, we borrow a well-known theory and related terminology from the liter-
ature on international relations. Waltz (2010 [1979]) famously theorized two main
state responses to hegemonic power. When threatened, states could respond to
opposing powers by either “balancing” against them or by “bandwagoning” with
them. The literature also offers predictions as to when we will see one or the other:
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most notably, Walt (1987) has argued that weak states balance primarily against
“threats” and are more likely to bandwagon with powerful states that provide them
security and economic benefits. Although realist international relations theorists,
such as Walt, are not primarily concerned with the psychology of individuals, their
treatment of states as ‘“‘rational, egoistic, and unitary” actors (Wight 2006, 94)
renders their theories portable to the individual context. Thus, we might think of
balancing behaviors as those exhibited by individuals who support pan-Islamic or
pan-Arab nationalistic responses against Western hegemony and bandwagoning
responses as those evinced by individuals who support closer relations with Western
powers. In the following section, we outline a series of hypotheses about the con-
ditions under which Muslims respond to the West by balancing against it or band-
wagoning with it and the factors that lead them to adopt religious forms of balancing
over secular nationalist ones.

Hypotheses

Our reading of the literatures on Islamism and nationalism, and a survey of empirical
realities, raises a number of tentative hypotheses about the conditional relationship
between Western hegemony and individual support for Islamism. The first set of
hypotheses regards the potential of different aspects of Western hegemony to elicit
different reactions in Muslims. Although all forms of hegemony are likely to awaken
both balancing and bandwagoning responses, it may be that they do so to differing
degrees, depending on the extent to which the average Muslim views them as
threatening. Given the recent history of Western military interventions in Muslim
countries, for instance, it seems reasonable to expect that Western military hege-
mony will be the most likely to generate balancing responses (be these Islamist or
Arab nationalist) among the largest proportion of citizens. We also expect the same
reaction to the West’s cultural hegemony, although perhaps to a lesser degree,
reflecting the fact that the West’s cultural dominance is not known to lead to the
deaths of Arab citizens or the destruction of Arab governments. Moreover, inasmuch
as Islamism has been most closely identified in the literature with resistance to
Western culture, we might expect the predominant mode of balancing in response
to the West’s cultural dominance to be Islamist in nature, although we note that it is
also possible that resistance to Western cultural encroachment could take Arab
nationalist forms among certain respondents.

We expect Western economic hegemony to operate in a more complex fashion
with bandwagoning responses assuming more prominence than it does in response to
other forms of hegemony. We have two reasons for this expectation. The first is that,
as we have seen, historical responses to the West’s economic advances have tended
to involve admiration and emulation, even among self-avowed Islamists. There is a
sense among Arab and Islamic intellectuals that the superior economic performance
of Western countries is not simply due to military might or the insidious spread of a
decadent culture but to positive qualities such as hard work and the rule of law
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(Robinson 2004; Abu-Tapanjeh 2009). A second reason that we expect the West’s
economic hegemony to be more likely than its military and cultural hegemony to
generate bandwagoning responses emerges from recent empirical work in the
region. For instance, in her study of Arab attitudes toward the United States, Jamal
(2012) finds a significant proportion of Arab voters believe that Western economic
hegemony provides net benefits to their countries. Other scholars have documented
how Islamists have evinced support for—rather than resistance to—liberal economic
arrangements associated with the capitalistic West, based largely on their involve-
ment in industries and economic activities that benefit from such arrangements
(Abu-Lughod 1995; Abed-Kotob 1995). These findings lead us to suggest that
individuals may respond to the West’s economic hegemony with more rationality
and calculation than might be elicited by the West’s conquering militaries or the
spread of its ostensibly immoral culture. Although the United States’ economic
dominance certainly provokes envy and anti-Americanism among some (see
Chiozza 2010), for many others it may do precisely the opposite.

Although we have thus far discussed average responses to different forms of
Western hegemony, we recognize that responses to the West will also be shaped
by individual characteristics. Most important among these is religiosity. We expect
that an individual’s propensity to exhibit Islamist, Arab nationalist, or pro-Western
responses to the dominance of the West is in part a function of the a priori impor-
tance of religion to their self-conception. Regardless of the type of hegemony, we
expect more religious people to respond to Western ascendancy with a belief in the
need for deepening of an Islamic political identity, while less religious people will
opt for an Arab-nationalist or secular responses.

We further expect individual religiosity to interact with the type of Western
hegemony being experienced. Consistent with the literature on political Islam, we
expect more religious people—who already possess strong Islamic identities—to be
most likely to perceive Western cultural encroachment as threatening and thus more
likely to evince support for political Islam when exposed to evidence of the West’s
cultural dominance. In contrast, we have no strong prior expectations regarding the
effect of religiosity on responses to the West’s economic hegemony. On the one
hand, it could be argued that more religious individuals would react negatively to
Western economic superiority, seeing it as a reflection of an individualistic value
system that traditional Muslim scholars have long criticized (see Kuran 1997). On
the other hand, Islam’s alleged hospitality to Western-free market doctrines (Behdad
1994; Sait and Lim 2006) might cause pious individuals to respond positively to the
West’s economic success, inasmuch as these may be viewed as testimonials to the
superiority of the markets and private property that Islam allegedly endorses. More-
over, recent research has suggested that more religious Muslims might possess more,
not Jess, open attitudes toward non-Muslim societies (Pepinsky 2011; Clinging-
smith, Khwaja, and Kremer 2009). It is possible that there exists a latent cosmopo-
litanism within Islam, which might tend more religious individuals to support
greater cooperation with an economic hegemon.
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In the following section, we outline the experiments we have designed to allow us
to explore these relationships further and discern long-hypothesized causal effects.

Empirical Strategy

An obvious way to study the relationship between Western dominance and Islamism
would be to explore the relationship cross-nationally, determining the correlation
between the national-level indicators of Islamism (such as vote shares for Islamist
parties) with measures of Western military, cultural, or economic penetration. How-
ever, determining causal effects with such a research design is difficult—for reasons
apart from its observational nature. First, there is likely to be little variation in the
extent of Western ascendance across Muslim countries. Second, because our
hypothesized mechanisms operate at the individual-level, aggregate data are liable
to gain us only limited purchase on the questions we wish to pursue.

We believe that a survey experiment enables us to surmount some of these
difficulties. First, a nationally representative survey provides us the fine-grained
individual-level data necessary for inferences about what are fundamentally
individual-level cognitive processes. Second, the experimental design of the survey
allows us to vary key parameters in order to estimate their causal effects on the
phenomenon of interest. And, finally, though all experiments court the problem of
lack of external validity, a survey experiment—conducted as it is among randomly
selected respondents in the real world—has potentially greater external validity than
one conducted among self-selected subjects in a laboratory setting (Mutz 2011).

Of course, we also recognize limitations of our approach. Key among them is that
our principal independent variable—the extent and type of Western hegemony
experienced—is not something that can be easily manipulated. Respondents in a
national survey are likely to be exposed to similar levels and types of Western
dominance within their home country, and changing respondents’ values on this
variable in the context of a brief interaction with a survey enumerator is not a
plausible goal. Our experimental design instead seeks to vary the salience of each
particular facet of Western domination. We do this by randomly priming respon-
dents with different reminders of the Middle East’s subordination to the West. By
observing whether these reminders induce changes in respondents’ attitudes toward
political Islam, other Arab and Muslim countries, and toward the West, we can begin
to differentiate the effects of different forms of Western dominance on individual
attitudes and to identify the individual-level factors that make different responses to
Western dominance more or less likely.

Treatments

The experiments were embedded toward the end of an approximately hour-long
survey administered to a nationally representative survey of 2,596 Egyptian adults
between October 30, 2013, and December 5, 2013.'° Respondents in the sample
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were randomly assigned to one of the four groups—three treatment groups and a
control group. In each treatment group, respondents were exposed to a priming
question designed to cue a different aspect of Western dominance and superiority.
In the control group, respondents received no cue. The cues, meant to increase the
salience of a particular aspect of Western hegemony, were framed as questions
rather than declarative statements:

e Treatment 1 (cueing Western cultural power): To what extent do you think
that the West is superior to the Middle East in the spread of its culture?

e Treatment 2 (cueing Western military power): To what extent do you think
that the West is superior to the Middle East in terms of military strength?

e Treatment 3 (cueing Western economic power): To what extent do you think
that the West is superior to the Middle East in terms of economic
development?

Answers could range from “to a great extent,” “to a limited extent,” and “not at

all.” We are not primarily interested in the respondents’ answers to the treatment

question. Instead, given that we believe Western ascendance in each of these three
areas to be a widely recognized empirical fact, we employ the questions merely to
prime respondents’ thinking as they are asked the substantive questions that follow.

However, it is worth noting that in all three treatment groups, only a minority of

respondents denied Western ascendancy (13.5 percent in the “military” group, 7.9

percent in the “cultural” group, and 9.2 percent in the “economic” group), reinfor-

cing our prior assumption that Western hegemony is something that all Egyptians
believe they experience.''

Readers will note the subtlety of the treatments. This is a common approach to
priming in survey experiments, which often find that the “mere mention™ of a
phenomenon is sufficient to induce treatment effects (Sniderman and Pizza 1995;
Brooke 2014). Although such experimental designs have been criticized for inade-
quately modeling real-world processes (Gaines, Kuklinski, and Quirk 2007), our
decision to employ these subtle treatments emerges from our recognition of the
serious ethical challenges of studying the effect of Western hegemony on political
attitudes (Nielsen 2014). We initially considered priming respondents with the most
vivid possible reminders of Western hegemony in the Middle East—from military
campaigns in Iraq or Afghanistan to Western cultural products (such as snippets of
music lyrics) that are most offensive to Muslim and Arab sensibilities. However, we
concluded that such strong treatments could potentially elicit a range of unwelcome
real-world responses—ranging from personal discomfort to actual behavioral
changes. We sought instead to design treatments that would remind respondents
of a social reality they already experience rather than provide them with new and
potentially distressing information.

We believe that framing our treatments as questions achieves this goal. Each of
the questions is calculated to bring to the respondent’s mind a particular aspect of
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Western hegemony, without necessarily changing the respondent’s preexisting opi-
nions about the aspect of Western hegemony being primed. In other words, no
respondent emerges from our experiment thinking that the United States is more
culturally or militarily dominant than when they did when the survey enumerator
knocked on their door. Although, ideally, we would want to know how individual
views are shaped by exposure to different types of Western hegemony, the most we
are able to do in this article is to discern what kinds of views people express when
they are thinking about certain types of Western hegemony.

Outcome Variables

After receiving the treatments, respondents were asked several questions designed to
capture the range of potential responses to Western hegemony. In this article, we
analyze two batteries of questions designed to capture these potential responses. The
first battery gauges a respondent’s support for Islam’s role in domestic politics.
Participants were presented with five statements and asked whether they “agree
strongly,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “disagree strongly” with each:

Members of Parliament should be knowledgeable in Islamic law.

Religious parties should be banned.

The president of Egypt should be a Muslim.

Each political party should have an Islamic frame of reference (marja‘iyya
Islamiyya).

5. Egypt will not progress until it applies Islamic law.

bl S

We expect that respondents who exhibit Islamist responses to Western hegemony
would be more supportive of the proposition that parliamentarians should be expert
in Islamic jurisprudence, less likely to believe that religious parties should be pro-
scribed, more likely to endorse the notion that only a Muslim can assume Egypt’s
presidency, more likely to believe that political parties should have Islamic refer-
ents, and more likely to feel that Islamic law is the key to national progress.

Although gauging respondent’s views of these key Islamist precepts can effec-
tively capture their support for Islamism, it is less useful for discerning alternative
orientations. After all, a respondent’s rejection of Islamist precepts could be
consistent with either secular Arab nationalism or with a pro-Western orientation.
Therefore, in order to further differentiate respondents’ reactions to Western
power, we presented them with a number of foreign countries and organizations
and asked whether they preferred that relations between Egypt and that entity to
become stronger than they were in previous years, remain as they were, or to
become weaker. The countries and international organization included, in order,
Saudi Arabia, the United States, Iran, Turkey, the League of Arab States, Israel,
Qatar, the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC), the European Union (EU),
Hamas (Harakat al-Mugqawama al-Islamiyya, the Islamic Resistance Movement,
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which currently controls the Gaza Strip), and China. How would Islamist, Arab
Nationalist, and pro-Western responses to Western hegemony affect support for
(or opposition to) these countries?'?

First, we expect an Islamist response to Western hegemony to include, above
all, a desire for weaker relations with the United States, the EU, and Israel, inas-
much as these (particularly the United States and Israel) are seen as the Muslim
world’s principal antagonists. Our expectations regarding what would constitute
an Islamist response to the Muslim and Arab countries and organizations presented
in the battery are more complex. Although Saudi Arabia is a Muslim country that
applies a version of Islamic law that many Islamists might find congenial (Gause
1994; Dekmejian 2003; Al-Rasheed 2006; Menoret 2014), that country’s religious
establishment has long tried to contain and control Islamist activism (Hegghammer
and Lacroix 2007). It is also widely recognized by Egyptians as being opposed to
that country’s Muslim Brotherhood and supportive of its current, anti-Islamist,
military-backed regime (Wehrey 2015). Similarly, although the Arab League is
composed of Muslim-majority countries (and thus might be expected to benefit
from any pan-Islamist impulses awakened by Western hegemony), it is associated
with an Arab nationalism that is in some ways inimical to the Islamist project of
deepening religious, and not ethnic, identity. Moreover—at least at the particular
historical moment in which the experiment was deployed—the league is widely
viewed as the domain of conservative autocratic Arab regimes that are unfriendly
to contemporary Islamism (Gause 2014; Rubin 2014). Therefore, we have no clear
expectation about what an Islamist response to Saudi Arabia and the Arab League
would look like.

Moving to the other countries and organizations in the battery, we expect an
Islamist response to Western hegemony to include a desire for stronger relations
with the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (inasmuch as that organization
reflects the pan-Islamism that is at the heart of the Islamist project), as well as
with Qatar, Turkey, and Hamas. Qatar is widely viewed as an important transna-
tional sponsor of Islamist parties (Khatib 2013; Pala and Aras 2015; Ulrichsen
2014), Turkey is currently governed by an Islamist party (Mecham 2004) that is
seen as a global supporter of Arab Islamists (Onis 2014), and Hamas is the Pales-
tinian offshoot of the Muslim Brotherhood. As for China, we expect an Islamist
treatment effect to involve a desire for weaker relations with that country, inas-
much as it is a non-Muslim power and is charged with the oppression of its own
Muslim minority (although this latter fact is perhaps unlikely to be well known
among respondents to our survey). Finally, we have no clear expectation regarding
how Iran would figure in an Islamist response to our treatment. Iranians over-
whelmingly adhere to a different sect of Islam (Shiism) than the Egyptians in our
sample (who are overwhelmingly Sunni). Thus, although Iran is a Muslim country
with an expressly theocratic government that poses as an international challenger
to Western power, its sectarian identity renders it unlikely to benefit from any pan-
Islamic feelings awakened by our treatments.
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An Arab nationalist response to the treatments, like the Islamist response, would
involve a desire for weaker ties to the United States, the EU, and Israel. We also
expect Arab Nationalists to evince a desire for stronger relations with Saudi Arabia
and with the Arab League and for weaker relations with the Organization of Islamic
Countries (which, after all, is premised on a nation of pan-Islamic unity that is at
odds with the nonsectarian premises of Arab nationalism). Although Qatar is, like
Saudi Arabia, an Arab country, and thus a potential beneficiary of pan-Arab feeling,
we expect an Arab Nationalist response to be unfavorable to that country, given its
reputation as a principal sponsor of Islamist parties in Egypt and elsewhere. Turkey
and Hamas are likewise expected to figure negatively in the assessments of Arab
Nationalists. We have less clear expectations regarding how Arab Nationalists
would view China. Although that country is obviously non-Arab, it may also rep-
resent an alternative ally for Arab countries against a hegemonic West. Finally, we
expect an Arab nationalist response to the treatments to involve a desire for weaker
relations with Iran, which is a non-Arab country widely viewed as meddling in the
affairs of Arab governments in Iraq, Bahrain, Lebanon, Yemen, and elsewhere (Nasr
2007; Ayoob 2011).

Finally, a pro-Western response to Western hegemony would, above all, involve
a desire for closer relations with the United States and the EU. To the extent that
Israel is also viewed by Muslims as “Western,” we might also expect a pro-Western
orientation to involve more favorable attitudes toward that country as well, but there
is also reason to expect Israel, as a Jewish state, to be viewed as something distinct
from the West and thus not to benefit from any pro-Western feelings awakened by
the treatments (Smooha 2005; Asmus and Jackson 2005). We have clearer expec-
tations regarding how pro-Western respondents would view the Arab and Muslim
countries and organizations in the battery: namely, we expect them to desire weaker
relations with Saudi Arabia, the Arab League, the Organization of Islamic Countries,
Qatar, Turkey, Hamas, and Iran. Our expectations regarding Arab nationalist atti-
tudes toward China are somewhat more complicated. On the one hand, China is
obviously not a Western country (and indeed is viewed in some quarters as a
challenger to Western power). On the other hand, its recent economic success is
understood by some as a function of China’s deeper integration into Western mar-
kets and its adoption of Western forms of industrial and economic organization
(Steinfeld 2010).

The potential response patterns (Islamist, Arab Nationalist, and Pro-Western) on
these batteries of questions are summarized in Table 1.

Baseline Responses

Before turning to our results, we report the baseline responses to each of the ques-
tions in the control group.'* As is evident from Figure 1, which plots the 95 percent
confidence intervals (CIs) of control group responses to the battery of questions
regarding Islamist ideological precepts, citizens on average are hospitable to the idea
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Table |. Potential Response Patterns.

Type of response

Islamist Arab nationalist Pro-Western
Items (balancing) (balancing) (bandwagoning)
Islamist precepts
MPs must know Islamic law + - —
Ban religious parties — +
President must be a Muslim + - —
Parties must be Islamic + - —
No progress without Islamic law + - -
Countries/organizations
United States - - +
European Union — — +
Israel — — +
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia + + —
Arab League + + —
Organization of Islamic Countries + - -
Qatar + + —
Turkey + — —
Hamas + - -
China — + +
Iran + — _
Note: + = expect greater support; - = expect less support; i = no strong theoretical prior.

of a large role for Islam in politics. Approximately 78.6 percent “agreed” or
“strongly agreed” that parliamentarians should know Islamic law. A narrow major-
ity of 51.7 percent agreed or strongly agreed with the notion of banning religious
parties (an idea that was, at the time of the fielding of this survey, floated by
opponents of the newly outlawed Muslim Brotherhood). Strikingly, 78.61 percent
strongly agreed and another 14.64 percent agreed with the proposition that Egypt’s
president must be a Muslim. More surprisingly, 62.7 percent of respondents agreed
or strongly agreed with the statement that all political parties must have an Islamic
frame of reference (marja'iyya Islamiyya). Given that the Muslim Brotherhood, then
highly unpopular, introduced this term into the Egyptian lexicon as a description of
itself (Hamzawy and Brown 2010), the fact that a near supermajority believe that it
is a positive attribute of parties testifies to the extent to which Islamist ideology, if
not the Muslim Brotherhood, remains congenial to most Egyptians. Finally, in
further support of this observation, we found that approximately 61 percent of
respondents in the control group agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that
Egypt would not progress until it applied Islamic law.

Finally, Figure 2 plots average baseline responses to the battery of questions
regarding Egypt’s relations with key foreign countries and entities.'* We divide
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Figure |. Control group responses: Attitudes toward Islamist ideological precepts.
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these into three groups for ease of interpretation. The first are countries typically
thought of by Egyptians as “Western™: the United States, the EU, and the State of
Israel. As expected, estimations of these countries are largely negative. Approxi-
mately 40.35 percent of Egyptians in the control group want their country to have
weaker ties to the United States in the coming period, 31.35 percent want weaker ties
to the EU, and 72.27 percent of respondents in the control group want their county to
have weaker relations with the State of Israel. By contrast, Saudi Arabia enjoys
generally positive feelings, with 90.16 percent of respondents in the control group
wanting stronger relations with it in the future. This likely reflects that country’s
economic patronage of Egypt and the large number of Egyptian guest workers in that
oil-rich country (Kapiszewski 2003). The Arab League and the Organization of
Islamic Cooperation are similarly well regarded with, respectively, 72.6 percent and
64.86 percent of respondents in the control group desirous of deeper ties with those
two countries. These warm feelings do not extend, however, to other Arab and
Muslim countries in our sample. Qatar, Turkey, and Hamas (the Muslim Brother-
hood offshoot that controls the Gaza strip) are all viewed negatively by respondents
in the control group, posting some of the lowest numbers in the poll. Only 24.77
percent of control group respondents reported wanting closer ties with Qatar, only
22.14 percent wanted closer ties with Turkey, and only 16.55 percent desired closer
ties with Hamas. This is not surprising, as those three entities were widely consid-
ered allies of the unpopular Muslim Brotherhood government that was ousted in a
July 3, 2013, military coup. Similarly unpopular is Iran: 58.98 percent of control
group respondents want weaker ties with that country. This makes sense, given that
Iran is the traditional rival of Saudi Arabia, the country Egyptians view most favor-
ably. Finally, 61.75 percent of respondents want closer ties with China, perhaps
reflecting that country’s status as a global economic and military power that presents
an alternative to Western dominance.

The overall portrait of Egyptian public opinion provided by the baseline control
group responses is a complex one. First, Egyptians exhibit a high degree of hospi-
tality to Islamist ideological precepts but take a dim view of governments and
entities (Qatar, Turkey, and Hamas) deemed to support the Egyptian political move-
ment most associated with those precepts (i.e., the Muslim Brotherhood). Indeed,
these Islamist-supporting actors appear to be even more unpopular among average
Egyptians than the United States. Second, Egyptians reserve their warmest feelings
for conservative authoritarian regimes: Saudi Arabia, China, and the countries of the
Arab League. One interpretation of this overall pattern, which is also consistent with
Egypt’s political trajectory after its 2011 revolution, is that Egyptians believe that
strong, authoritarian regimes such as Saudi Arabia or China offer better models of
progress than the nations of the West or the exponents of political Islam.

In the following section, we turn to our results. How, if at all, will views
toward these countries, and toward the fundamental precepts of political Islam,
change in response to reminders of Western dominance? Will Egyptians come to
evaluate Islamists more favorably? Will they bandwagon with the West? Or will
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they seek a deepening of their Arab identity? And will their propensity to do any
of these things vary with the precise nature of Western dominance to which they
are exposed?

Results and Interpretation

For each of our outcome variables, the average treatment effect is the difference in
means between the treatment and the control group. Following Grimmer, Messing,
and Westwood (2013, 4-6), we express the average treatment effect as follows:

8(T) = E[Y(T) — Y(C)],

where Y(7) is the average value of our dependent variable in the treatment group
and Y(C) is the average value of the dependent variable in the control group.
Figures 3 and 4 plot the 95 percent Cls for the effects of each treatment on our
dependent variables, expressed as the percentage difference in average responses
in the treatment and control groups. The significant treatment effects are pre-
sented in Table 2.

Starting with Figure 3, which shows the extent to which respondents became
more or less supportive of Islamist precepts in response to the three treatments, we
see that neither the reminders of the West’s cultural nor the military dominance had a
significant effect on a respondent’s support for Islamist precepts. Respondents who
received a reminder of the West’s economic superiority were, however, slightly less
supportive of the notion that Egypt’s president must be a Muslim: the average
response to this item in the treatment group was approximately 2.5 percent (+
1.13) smaller than in the control (p = .015).

Not only is this result substantively small, it is also of questionable statistical
significance. Recall that, for each treatment group, we conducted five comparisons
with the control group (one for each Islamist precept). Whenever multiple compar-
isons are conducted, the possibility arises that results that appear statistically sig-
nificant are in fact the product of chance. And given the large number of dependent
variables in this analysis—respondents’ scores on five Islamist precepts—the risk of
false positives is particularly high. We therefore apply the Bonferroni adjustment to
our estimates of standard errors, which attempts to ensure that the family-wise error
rate is constrained to be below a given threshold of statistical significance (Bland
and Altman 1995). Thus, at a level of 95 percent confidence (p < .05), for any of our
fifteen comparisons (three treatment groups X five Islamist precepts) to be deemed
significant, it must achieve a p value of less than .05 divided by 15, or .003. Although
the economic treatment appeared to render respondents less likely to believe that
Egypt’s president must be a Muslim, the p value (.015) exceeds the Bonferroni-
adjusted threshold and therefore we cannot dismiss the null hypothesis that this
treatment had no effect.

Here, prior to the application of the necessary Bonferroni adjustment for thirty-
three comparisons (three treatment groups x eleven countries), we see multiple
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significant differences between treatments and control. Support for the United States
is unaffected by the cultural and military treatments but is increased by the economic
treatment. Specifically, feelings toward the United States are approximately 8.1
percent more favorable (+2.8 percent, two-tailed, p = .0049) in the economic
treatment group than in the control group. Support for the EU is similarly unmoved
by either the cultural or military treatment, but it is also increased by the economic
treatment (9.6 + 2.8 percent, p = .0007). Support for Israel, on the other hand, is
increased by both the cultural (7.23 + 2.82 percent, p = .012) and economic (6.545
+ 2.89 percent, p = .0259) treatments. Moreover, when we apply the Bonferroni
correction for multiple comparisons (for a 95 percent confidence threshold of p =
.05/33 = .0015), the effect of the economic treatment on support for the EU remains
significant at the 95 percent level, although the effect of the treatment on support for
the United States misses significance. What this result suggests is that reminders of
the West’s economic hegemony (whether we include Israel in that group or not) may
ameliorate Egyptians’ low baseline estimations of the West in our survey.

Turning to the non-Western countries, one striking finding is the decrease in
support for the Arab League among respondents in all three treatment groups.
Support for closer relations with the Arab League among respondents in the cultural
treatment group is approximately 7 percent lower (+1.66 percent, p = .000) than
that of respondents in the control group. Respondents in the military treatment group
were similarly less favorable to the Arab League (—3.583 + 1.66 percent, p =
.0297) than those in the control condition. And finally, respondents who were
exposed to a reminder of the West’s economic hegemony were 5.621 percent
(£ 1.7 percent) less favorable to the Arab League than their control group counter-
parts (p = .0011). Although this decline in support for the Arab League is substan-
tively small, it remains significant for the cultural and economic treatments even
after the application of the Bonferroni adjustment (which, again, requires p < .0045
to meet significance at the 95 percent level). Support for Saudi Arabia and the
Organization of Islamic Cooperation is also reduced, when compared to the control,
among respondents in the cultural treatment group, but these differences are not
significant after the Bonferroni adjustment (see Table 2).

Both the increase in support for the EU, and the decrease in support for the Arab
League, are consistent with the pro-Western bandwagoning pattern described in
Outcome Variables section. However, we also observe treatment effects that are
inconsistent with this pattern. Specifically, among respondents in the cultural treat-
ment group, we see increased support (compared to the control) for closer relations
with Iran (6.82 + 3.15 percent, p = .0325). However, this effect is not significant at
the 95 percent level after adjusting the significance threshold for multiple compar-
isons. More notably, among respondents exposed to the economic treatment, we see
that support for Iran is also increased relative to the control (12.795 + 3.35 percent,
p = .0001), and that this effect remains significant after the Bonferroni adjustment.
The pro-Iranian response to the economic treatment is puzzling, especially as it
coincides with the pro-Western response described above. Lest we interpret this
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as constituting an Islamist response, however, it is important to note that support for
the Organization of Islamic Cooperation (OIC), Turkey, and Qatar was unaffected
by this treatment. And although support for Hamas did experience a slight increase
(6.96 + 3.39 percent), the p value of the difference of means test (p = .0398)
exceeds the Bonferroni-adjusted 95 percent significance threshold of p < .0015.

In the following section, we dive more deeply into the data. Our particular
concern is probing the effect of the economic reminder of Western hegemony, which
seemed to render respondents more pro-Western, less pro-Arab, and, somewhat
counterintuitively, more pro-Iranian. Are these average treatment effects driven
by different segments of the population?

Heterogeneous Treatment Effects

So far, we have observed that reminders of Western hegemony failed to elicit Islamist
or Arab Nationalist responses. Instead, we found a small but significant increase
support for the European Union when experimental subjects were exposed to the
West’s economic dominance. We found also that this treatment tended to cause
subjects to become slightly less supportive of the Arab League. We also found,
somewhat counter to our expectations, that support for Iran increased among those
exposed to the economic treatment, raising the possibility of heterogeneous treatment
effects. In other words, the results hint at the possibility that responses to the economic
treatment might be conditional on respondent characteristics, with some respondents
reacting to the West’s economic ascendance by bandwagoning with the West
(reflected in increased support for closer relations with the EU), and others reacting
by balancing against it (i.e., by increasing support for closer relations with Iran).

In this section, we explore this possibility by examining the effects of the treat-
ment conditional on one factor that the literature leads us to expect will exert a strong
effect on respondents’ reactions to Western hegemony: specifically, the extent of
individual religiosity. Are more religious respondents more likely to increase sup-
port for Iran when reminded of Western economic hegemony with less religious
ones turning to the United States and Europe?

The Effect of Religiosity

As outlined in the Hypotheses subsection, there are two conflicting expectations for
how religiosity might interact with Western economic hegemony: on one account,
more religious people might find the West’s economic dominance to be a positive
attribute of the West, inasmuch as it is a function of free market values many
orthodox Muslims are hypothesized to share; on another account, the West’s eco-
nomic ascendance might serve to remind conservative Muslims of the West’s radical
individualism, thus awakening negative perceptions. We have similarly conflicting
expectations for how Western economic hegemony should influence religious
respondents’ views of Iran. On the one hand, more religious people might respond
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to a reminder of the West’s economic dominance by seeking closer ties with a fellow
Muslim nation. On the other hand, there is considerable hostility among the most
conservative Muslims in Egypt to the Shi‘T sect of Islam that predominates in Iran,
which might lead us to expect that the respondents who evince pro-Iranian views are
those of lesser religiosity.

In order to determine whether the effect of the economic treatment is moderated
by religiosity, we must first measure that concept. We do so by using six questions
about respondents’ religious practice. Specifically, respondents were asked how
often they (a) pray each day, (b) fast during Ramadan, (c) watch or listen to religious
programs on television or radio, (d) attend religious lessons in the mosque, (¢) attend
Friday prayers, and (f) listen to the Qur’an. For each item, respondents could indicate
that they “never,” ‘“sometimes,” ‘“often,” or “always” engaged in the activity
(coded as 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively, on a four-point scale).'”> We added the
responses on each of these items to generate a twenty-four-point religiosity scale
(Cronbach’s o = .6032). The resulting variable is unimodally distributed with mean
of 17.99, standard deviation of 3.26, and values ranging from 6 to 24. To simplify
our analysis, we then divided this continuous variable into four quartiles.

Figure 5 plots the average responses of individuals in the control group by level
of religiosity for each of the four entities: the United States, EU, Arab League, and
Iran (lower scores reflect a desire for weaker future relations and higher scores
reflect a desire for stronger ones). These constitute the baselines against which the
conditional treatment effects will be estimated. As is evident from the figure, there
are no significant differences between respondents of different levels of religiosity in
their baseline attitudes toward these entities (the red vertical line in each subfigure
represents the control group average for that country or entity). The question for us is
whether the effect of the economic treatment varies with respondent religiosity. In
other words, are respondents of lower religiosity affected differently from those of
high religiosity?

We plot the effects of the economic treatment on support for the United States,
EU, Arab League, and Iran—conditional on a respondent’s level of religiosity—in
Figure 6.'° Each subfigure represents respondents’ support for one of the four
entities: the United States, EU, the Arab League, and Iran. Within each subfigure,
each CI represents the percentage difference in support for that country between
respondents at a given level of religiosity in the treatment and control groups.'” As is
evident from the figure, the least religious respondents were disproportionately
likely to exhibit greater support for the United States when exposed to a reminder
of Western economic ascendance (compared to their counterparts in the control).
Support for Iran increased at both the high and low levels of religiosity (relative to
the support for Iran evinced by those groups in the control) and support for the EU
increased among respondents of highest religiosity (relative to the most religious
respondents in the control condition). The overall pattern suggests that those who
respond to Western hegemony by aligning with the United States are on average less
religious than those who do so by balancing with Iran.
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We wish to be careful with this interpretation, however. We note that we are
dealing with thirty-six comparisons here—three treatments x four countries x four
religiosity quartiles. The Bonferroni-adjusted threshold for significance at the 95
percent level is thus .05/36, or .001. None of the treatment effects visualized in
Figure 6 are significant at this level. That said, the unadjusted findings presented
here suggest, at the very least, that the manner in which individual religiosity
moderates responses to Western economic dominance merits further investigation.

Conclusion

In this article, we have argued for a richer conception of the hypothesized relation-
ship between Western hegemony and support for political Islam. Where the litera-
ture has tended to view Western hegemony as a singular phenomenon that produces
a singular reaction among Muslims, we have suggested that the West’s ascent, and
Muslim responses to it, must be disaggregated. Islamism is only one of a range of
potential responses to the Muslim world’s political, cultural, and economic subor-
dination to Western powers. An equally important, and we believe, understudied,
reaction to Western ascendance is a desire to emulate Western countries and to
strengthen ties with them. We have argued that this reaction is most likely to emerge
in response to the West’s economic dominance, which, in contrast to its military and
cultural ascendance, is not as implicated in perceived Muslim oppression and there-
fore less likely to be viewed threateningly.

Our experimental results support this conjecture and raise questions about estab-
lished theories of Islamism and its relationship to the West. We found little support
for the hypothesis that Western military and cultural dominance generate sympathy
for Islamism, although the subtlety of our treatments prevents us from concluding
that this result disproves the long-standing view of Islamism as a reaction to Western
hegemony. We did find support, however, for the argument that Western economic
dominance is more likely than other forms of hegemony to cause Muslims to seek
closer relations with Western countries. Reminders of Western economic hegemony
led participants in the experiment to exhibit a desire to “bandwagon” with the EU
and, to a lesser extent, the United States, although in the latter case, this appeared
driven by less religious citizens, with more religious ones apparently turning toward
Iran. If these results stand up to replication by other scholars in other settings, they
will constitute evidence that a deepening of economic ties between the Muslim
world and the West may actually help to avoid, or at least ameliorate, the oft-
cited and much-feared clash of civilizations.

We emphasize, however, that Islamism’s popularity, and the role of Western
hegemony in generating it, requires further research. Moreover, it remains to be
determined whether the relationships we have uncovered hold outside of the Egyp-
tian context. After all, although we believe that Egypt is representative of the
broader Muslim experience with Western power, there are no doubt important
differences among Muslim countries in how they relate to the West politically,
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militarily, and economically. Egypt, after all, is a significant recipient of Western
(and specifically, American) military and economic assistance, something that is
true of many other, but not all, Arab and Muslim countries. What our experiments
have demonstrated, however, is that animus cannot be assumed, and that theories of
individual ideological responses to external challenge should incorporate the con-
ditions under which bandwagoning is favored over balancing, and by whom. As the
Western encounter with the Muslim world enters its fifteenth century, and at a time
in which violent Islamism threatens to plunge both sides of this alleged civilizational
divide into further conflict, uncovering the ways in each side perceives and pro-
cesses the other will continue to be of critical importance both to those who study the
Middle East and those who steer policies toward it.
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Notes

1. For example, respondents in the third wave of the Arab Barometer who were more
supportive of the idea that religious men should be involved in government (a rough
proxy for Islamism), were less likely to look favorably upon American culture or to want
stronger economic relations with the United States, and were slightly more likely to
believe armed operations against the United States were justified.

2. Quoted in Keddie (1966, 65). Emphasis added.

3. Qutb, Milestones, p. 176.

4. The authors are grateful to one of the Journal’s anonymous reviewers for drawing our
attention to this relationship between Arab nationalism and Western cultural hegemony.

5. We are grateful to an anonymous reviewer for reminding us of this point.

6. The third wave of the Arab Barometer surveyed citizens in Algeria, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, the Palestinian territories, Sudan, Tunisia, and Yemen.

7. Data and codebooks for the Arab Barometer’s third wave are available at http:/www.
arabbarometer.org/instruments-and-data-files.

8. Toynbee labeled the former “zealots™ and the latter “Herodians” after the two camps that
arose among Jews in Palestine in response to Hellenic ascendancy in the first century AD.

9. Lawrence’s account of Moroccan nationalism resonates with Benedict Anderson’s (2006)
narrative of the birth of nationalism among creoles in the Spanish Americas, where
nationalism was formulated only after a failed attempt at securing inclusion in the metro-
pole. What all of these literatures suggest is that we must have a richer conception of
possible responses to Western dominance in the Muslim world.


http://www.arabbarometer.org/instruments-and-data-files
http://www.arabbarometer.org/instruments-and-data-files
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10. The survey also included batteries of questions on political attitudes and behaviors, as
well as prior experiments on the effects of religious and nonreligious discourse on policy
domains (female leadership and wage setting) orthogonal to the one explored here.
Further information is available in the Online Appendix.

11. We also assigned respondents to a fifth group, intended to serve as a placebo control for
the military treatment. In this group, respondents were asked “To what extent do you
think that South Korea is superior to Vietnam in terms of military strength?”” We added
this treatment condition based on our a priori assumption that the military treatment group
would exhibit the strongest effect (given Western intervention in the region). Conse-
quently, we wanted to be able to determine whether the expected effect of the military
treatment was a function of Western ascendancy or instead a function of the general
cueing of military competition among nations. However, since the military treatment
produced no effect when compared to either the control or to this placebo, we do not
report on these respondents here. However, we note that respondents assigned to this
treatment condition appeared more favorable toward the EU, Israel, and Iran than those in
the control, although these effects were not significant when the appropriate Bonferroni
correction for multiple comparisons was applied.

12. Respondents were also asked their opinions of a number of Egyptian and Islamic leaders,
but those questions yielded no systematic effects and are not analyzed here. One of the
leaders on whom respondents were questioned was former Egyptian president
Mohammed Morsi, an Islamist politician who, four months prior to the survey, was
overthrown in a military coup. The Online Appendix explores the potential impact of
those events on the results of this experiment.

13. We follow Mattes and Bratton (2007, 207-208), Gabel (1998, 340), and others in coding
“don’t knows” as midpoints on the four-point scale. In the Online Appendix, we elabo-
rate on the pattern of nonresponses and demonstrate that our results are robust to the
exclusion of these respondents from the analysis.

14. All nonresponses were excluded from this portion of the analysis. Unlike the battery on
Islamist precepts, we were unable to treat don’t knows in response to these questions as
midpoints along the response scale, because participants in the survey were already
presented with a midpoint option in this battery. In the Online Appendix, we analyze
nonresponses in more detail and provide evidence that our decision to exclude these cases
does not affect the substantive results.

15. Respondents could also answer don’t know. Due to missingness (i.e., responses of don’t know)
on one or more of the six items in the index, 157 cases were excluded from the analyses using
this variable. These missing cases are evenly distributed among the treatment groups: 29 cases
(5.59 percent) in the control group, 30 (5.06 percent) in the cultural treatment group, 26 (5.06
percent) in the military treatment group, and 35 (6.81 percent) in the economic treatment group.

16. Again, following Grimmer, Messing, and Westwood (2013), the conditional average
treatment effect is defined as:

8(T,x) =E[Y(T) - Y(O)|X =x],
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where (T, x) is the change in the dependent variable relative to the control, conditional
on value x of independent variable X (here, religiosity).
17. The 95 percent confidence interval for the conditional average treatment effect is defined

as {S(T,x) — 1,96 X SE= §(T,x) +1.96 X #}

Supplemental Material

Supplementary material for this article is available online.

References

Abdallah, Abdel Mahdi. 2003. “Causes of Anti-Americanism in the Arab World: A Socio-
political Perspective.” Middle East 7 (4): 63.

Abed-Kotob, Sana. 1995. “The Accommodationists Speak: Goals and Strategies of the Mus-
lim Brotherhood of Egypt.” International Journal of Middle East Studies 27 (3): 321.
Abu-Lughod, Lila. 1990. “The Romance of Resistance: Tracing Transformations of Power

through Bedouin Women.” American Ethnologist 17 (1): 41-55.

Abu-Lughod, Lila. 1995. “Movie Stars and Islamic Moralism in Egypt.” Social Text 42:
53-67.

Abu-Tapanjeh, Abdussalam Mahmoud. 2009. “Corporate Governance from the Islamic Per-
spective: A Comparative Analysis with OECD Principles.” Critical Perspectives on
Accounting 20 (5): 556-67.

Adorno, T. W. 1950. The Authoritarian Personality. New York, NY: Harper and Row.

al-Banna, Hassan. n.d. Mudhakirat al-Da’'wa wa al-Da’iyya (Memoirs of Preaching and
the Preacher). Available at: http://www.ikhwanwiki.com/index.php?title=
aclullg_dgcll_wl,Sie.pdf.

Al-Rasheed, Madawi. 2006. Contesting the Saudi State: Islamic Voices from a New Gener-
ation. Vol. 25. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.

Anderson, Benedict. 2006. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism. New York, NY: Verso Books.

Asmus, Ronald D., and Bruce P. Jackson. 2005. “Does Israel Belong in the EU and NATO?”
Policy Review 129:47-56.

Ayoob, Mohammed. 2011. “Beyond the Democratic Wave in the Arab World: The Middle
East’s Turko-Persian Future.” Insight Turkey 13 (2): 57.

Barber, Benjamin R. 1995. Jihad vs. McWorld: How the Planet is both Falling Apart
and Coming Together-and What this Means for Democracy. New York, NY: Times
Books.

Bayat, Asef. 2005. “Islamism and Social Movement Theory.” Third World Quarterly 26 (6):
891-908.

Bayat, Asef. 2013. Life as Politics: How Ordinary People Change the Middle East. Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press.

Behdad, Sohrab. 1994. “A Disputed Utopia: Islamic Economics in Revolutionary Iran.”
Comparative Studies in Society and History 36 (04): 775-813.



284 Journal of Conflict Resolution 62(2)

Bland, J. Martin, and Douglas G. Altman. 1995. “Multiple Significance Tests: The Bonfer-
roni Method.” British Medical Journal 310 (6973): 170.

Blaydes, Lisa, and Drew A. Linzer. 2012. “Elite Competition, Religiosity, and Anti-
Americanism in the Islamic World.” American Political Science Review 106 (02):
225-43.

Blumer, Herbert. 1958. “Race Prejudice as a Sense of Group Position.” Pacific Sociological
Review 1 (1): 3-7.

Brass, Paul R. 1995. “Elite Competition and Nation-Formation.” In Nationalism, edited by
John Hutchinson and Anthony Smith, 83-89. Monterey, CA: Oxford University Press.
Brooke, Steven. 2014. “From Medicine to Mobilization Social Service Provision and Islamic

Political Activism in Egypt.” Manuscript, University of Louisville.

Browers, Michaelle. 2009. Political Ideology in the Arab World. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Brown, Rupert J. 1995. Prejudice: Its Social Psychology. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

Brownlee, Jason. 2012. Democracy Prevention: The Politics of the US-Egyptian Alliance.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Burgat, Francois. 2003. Face to Face with Political Islam. New York, NY: IB Tauris.

Capozza, Dora and Rupert Brown, eds. 2000. Social Identity Processes: Trends in Theory and
Research. London, UK: Sage.

Chiozza, Giacomo. 2007. “Disaggregating Anti-Americanism: An Analysis of Individual
Attitudes toward the United States.” In Anti-Americanisms in World Politics, edited
by Peter Katzenstein and Robert Keohane, 93-126. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press.

Chiozza, Giacomo. 2010. Anti-Americanism and the American World Order. Baltimore, MD:
Johns Hopkins University Press.

Clingingsmith, David, Asim [jaz Khwaja, and Michael Kremer. 2009. “Estimating the Impact
of The Hajj: Religion and Tolerance in Islam’s Global Gathering.” The Quarterly Journal
of Economics 124 (3): 1133-70.

Cole, Juan. 2006. ‘“Anti-Americanism: It’s the Policies.” The American Historical
Review 4 (111): 1120-29.

Corstange, Daniel, and Nikolay Marinov. 2012. “Taking Sides in Other People’s Elections:
The Polarizing Effect of Foreign Intervention.” American Journal of Political Science
56 (3): 655-70.

Dawisha, Adeed. 2003. “Requiem for Arab Nationalism.” Middle East Quarterly (Winter)
25-41.

Dekmejian, R. Hrair. 1980. “The Anatomy of Islamic Revival: Legitimacy Crisis, Ethnic
Conflict and the Search for Islamic Alternatives.” The Middle East Journal 34 (1): 1-12.

Dekmejian, Richard. 2003. “The Liberal Impulse in Saudi Arabia.” The Middle East Journal
57 (3): 400-13.

Dessouki, Ali E. Hillal. 1973. “Arab Intellectuals and Al-Nakba: The Search for Fundament-
alism.” Middle Eastern Studies 9 (2): 187-95.

Duckitt, John H. 1992. “Psychology and Prejudice: A Historical Analysis and Integrative
Framework.” American Psychologist 10 (47): 1182-93.



Nugent et al. 285

Gabel, Matthew. 1998. “Public Support for European Integration: An Empirical Test of Five
Theories.” The Journal of Politics 60 (02): 333-54.

Gaines, Brian J., James H. Kuklinski, and Paul J. Quirk. 2007. “The Logic of the Survey
Experiment Reexamined.” Political Analysis 15 (1): 1-20.

Gause, F. Gregory. 1994. Oil Monarchies: Domestic and Security Challenges in the Arab Gulf
States. New York, NY: Council on Foreign Relations.

Gause, F. Gregory, III. 2014. “Beyond Sectarianism: The New Middle East Cold War.”
Brookings Doha Center Analysis Papers no. 11. Doha, Qatar: Brookings Doha Center.
Geertz, Clifford. 1973. The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays. New York, NY: Basic

Books.

Gerges, Fawaz A. 1999. America and Political Islam: Clash of Cultures or Clash of Interests?
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Grimmer, Justin, Solomon Messing, and Sean J. Westwood. 2013. “Estimating Heteroge-
neous Treatment Effects and the Effects of Heterogeneous Treatments with Ensemble
Methods.” Working Paper, Stanford University. http://stanford.edu/~jgrimmer/het.pdf.

Halliday, Fred. 1999. “Review Article: ‘Islamophobia’ Reconsidered.” Ethnic and Racial
Studies 22 (5): 892-902.

Hamzawy, Amr, and Nathan J. Brown. 2010. The Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood: Islamist
Participation in a Closing Political Environment. Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace.

Hardin, Russell. 1995. One for All: The Logic of Group Conflict. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Hegghammer, Thomas, and Stéphane Lacroix. 2007. “Rejectionist Islamism in Saudi Arabia:
The Story of Juhayman Al-[Ain] Utaybi Revisited.” International Journal of Middle East
Studies 39 (01): 103-22.

Jamal, Amaney A. 2012. Of Empires and Citizens: Pro-American Democracy or No Democ-
racy at All? Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Juergensmeyer, Mark. 1993. The New Cold War? Religious Nationalism Confionts the Secu-
lar State. Vol. 5. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Kapiszewski, Andrzej. 2003. “The Changing Status of Arab Migrant Workers in the GCC.”
Journal of Social Affairs 20 (78): 33-60.

Keddie, Nikki R. 1966. “The Pan-Islamic Appeal: Afghani and Abdulhamid II.” Middle
Eastern Studies 3 (1): 46-67.

Khalidi, Rashid. 1991. The Origins of Arab Nationalism. New York, NY: Columbia Univer-
sity Press.

Khalidi, Rashid. 2005. Resurrecting Empire: Western Footprints and America’s Perilous
Path in the Middle East. Boston, MA: Beacon Press.

Khan, Mugtedar. 2014. “What is Enlightenment? An Islamic Perspective.” Journal of Reli-
gion and Society 16: 1-8.

Khatib, Lina. 2003. “Communicating Islamic Fundamentalism as Global Citizenship.”” Jour-
nal of Communication Inquiry 27 (4): 389-409.

Khatib, Lina. 2013. “Qatar’s Foreign Policy: The Limits of Pragmatism.” International
Affairs 89 (2): 417-31.


http://stanford.edu/~jgrimmer/het.pdf

286 Journal of Conflict Resolution 62(2)

Khoury, Philip S. 1987. Syria and the French Mandate: The Politics of Arab Nationalism,
1920-1945. Vol. 58. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Kuran, Timur. 1997. “Islam and Underdevelopment: An Old Puzzle Revisited.” Journal of
Institutional and Theoretical Economics (JITE)/Zeitschrift fur die gesamte Staatswis-
senschaft 153 (1): 41-71.

Kuran, Timur. 2004. Islam and Mammon: The Economic Predicaments of Islamism. Prince-
ton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Landau, Jacob M. 1984. Ataturk and the Modernization of Turkey. Leiden, the Netherlands: Brill.

Laroui, Abdallah, and Diarmid Cammell. 1977. The Crisis of the Arab Intellectual. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press.

Lawrence, Adria. 2013. Imperial Rule and the Politics of Nationalism: Anti-colonial Protest
in the French Empire. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Lewis, Bernard. 1990. “The Roots of Muslim Rage.” The Atlantic Monthly 266 (3): 47-60.

Lia, Brynjar. 1998. The Society of the Muslim Brothers in Egypt: The Rise of an Islamic Mass
Movement, 1928-1942. Reading, UK: Ithaca Press.

Lynch, Marc. 2006. Voices of the New Arab Public: Iraq, Al-Jazeera, and Middle East
Politics Today. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Mattes, Robert, and Michael Bratton. 2007. “Learning about Democracy in Africa: Aware-
ness, Performance, and Experience.” American Journal of Political Science 51 (1):
192-217.

Mecham, R. Quinn. 2004. “From the Ashes of Virtue, a Promise of Light: The Transforma-
tion of Political Islam in Turkey.” Third World Quarterly 25 (2): 339-58.

Melucci, Alberto. 1996. Challenging Codes: Collective Action in the Information Age.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Menoret, Pascal. 2014. Joyriding in Riyadh: Oil, Urbanism, and Road Revolt. Vol. 45.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Mitchell, Richard P. 1993. The Society of the Muslim Brothers. New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.

Monroe, Kristen Renwick, and Lina Haddad Kreidie. 1997. “The Perspective of Islamic
Fundamentalists and the Limits of Rational Choice Theory.” Political Psychology
18 (1): 19-43.

Mutz, Diana C. 2011. Population-based Survey Experiments. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press.

Nasr, Vali. 2007. The Shia Revival: How Conflicts within Islam will Shape the Future. New
York, NY: WW Norton & Company.

Nielsen, Richard A. 2014. “Thoughts on Ethics of Interventions When Studying Religion and
Politics in the Middle East” In The Ethics of Research in the Middle East, 14-16. Washing-
ton, DC: The Project on Middle East Democracy.

Onis, Ziya. 2014. “Turkey and the Arab Revolutions: Boundaries of Regional Power Influ-
ence in a Turbulent Middle East.” Mediterranean Politics 19 (2): 203-19.

Pala, Ozgur, and Biilent Aras. 2015. “Practical Geopolitical Reasoning in the Turkish and
Qatari Foreign Policy on the Arab Spring.” Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studies 17
(3): 286-302.



Nugent et al. 287

Pappe, Ilan. 2006. ““Arab Nationalism.” In The Sage Handbook of Nations and National-
ism, edited by Gerard Delanty and Krishan Kumar, Chap. 41, 500-12. New York, NY:
Sage.

Paz, Reuven. 2003. “Islamists and Anti-Americanism.” Middle East Review of International
Affairs 4 (7): 53-61.

Pepinsky, Thomas B. 2011. “Islam, Ethnicity, and Global Engagement.” American Political
Science Association 2011 Annual Meeting Paper.

Robinson, Francis. 2004. “Other-worldly and This-worldly Islam and the Islamic Revival.”
Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society (Third Series) 14 (01): 47-58.

Rubin, Lawrence. 2014. Islam in the Balance: Ideational Threats in Arab Politics. Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press.

Sabry, Tarik. 2009. “Media and Cultural Studies in the Arab World.” In Internationalizing
Media Studies, edited by Daya Kishan Thussu, 196-213. Oxon, MD: Routledge.

Sayyid, Qutb. 2006. Milestones, edited by A. B. el-Mehri, 127. Birmingham, England: Mak-
tabah Booksellers. Full English text available at https://archive.org/stream/Sayyid-Qutb/
Milestones%20Special%20Edition_djvu.txt.

Sait, Siraj, and Hilary Lim. 2006. Land, Law and Islam: Property and Human Rights in the
Muslim World. London, UK: Zed Books.

Sayeed, Khalid B. 1995. Western Dominance and Political Islam: Challenge and Response.
New York: SUNY Press.

Sharabi, Hisham. 1957. “The Crisis of the Intelligentsia in the Middle East.” The Muslim
World 47 (3): 187-93.

Shore, Zachary. 2005. “Can the West Win Muslim Hearts and Minds?”* Orbis 3 (49): 475-90.

Smith, Anthony D. 1986. The Ethnic Origins of Nations. Oxford, UK: Basil Blackwell.

Smooha, Sammy. 2005. “Is Isracl Western?” In Comparing Modernities: Pluralism versus
Homogeneity: Essays in Homage to Shmuel N. Eisenstadt, edited by E. Ben-Rafael and Y.
Sternberg, 413-42. Boston, MA: Brill Academic.

Sniderman, Paul M., and Thomas Leonard Piazza. 1995. The Scar of Race. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Steinfeld, Edward S. 2010. Playing Our Game: Why China’s Rise Doesn’t Threaten the West.
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Tajfel, Henri, and John C. Turner. 1979. “An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict.” In
The Social Psychology of Intergroup Relations, edited by W. G. Austin and S. Worchel,
32-47. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Tessler, Mark. 2003. “Arab and Muslim Political Attitudes: Stereotypes and Evidence from
Survey Research.” International Studies Perspectives 4:175-81.

Tibi, Bassam. 2012. Islamism and Islam. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Touraine, Alain. 1988. The Return of the Actor. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Toynbee, Arnold Joseph. 1957. A Study of History: Abridgment of Volumes VII-X by DC
Somervell. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Ulrichsen, Kristian Coates. 2014. Qatar and the Arab Spring. Oxford, UK: Oxford University
Press.

Walt, Stephen M. 1987. The Origins of Alliances. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.


https://archive.org/stream/Sayyid-Qutb/Milestones%20Special%20Edition_djvu.txt
https://archive.org/stream/Sayyid-Qutb/Milestones%20Special%20Edition_djvu.txt

288 Journal of Conflict Resolution 62(2)

Waltz, Kenneth N. 2010. Theory of International Politics. Long Grove, IL: Waveland Press.

Wehrey, Frederic. 2015. “Saudi Arabia’s Anxious Autocrats.” Journal of Democracy 26 (2):
71-85.

Wickham, Carrie Rosefsky. 2013. The Muslim Brotherhood: Evolution of an Islamist Move-
ment. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Wight, Colin. 2006. Agents, Structures and International Relations: Politics as Ontology.
Vol. 101. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Wimmer, Andreas. 1997. “Explaining Xenophobia and Racism: A Critical Review of Current
Research Approaches.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 20 (1): 17-41.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


