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The	EU-Funded	GREASE	project	looks	to	Asia	for	insights	on	governing	religious	
diversity	and	preventing	radicalisation.	
	
Involving	 researchers	 from	 Europe,	 North	 Africa,	 the	Middle	 East,	 Asia	 and	 Oceania,	
GREASE	is	 investigating	how	religious	diversity	 is	governed	 in	over	20	countries.	Our	
work	 focuses	 on	 comparing	 norms,	 laws	 and	 practices	 that	may	 (or	may	 not)	 prove	
useful	 in	 preventing	 religious	 radicalisation.	 Our	 research	 also	 sheds	 light	 on	 how	
different	 societies	 cope	 with	 the	 challenge	 of	 integrating	 religious	 minorities	 and	
migrants.	 The	 aim	 is	 to	 deepen	 our	 understanding	 of	 how	 religious	 diversity	 can	 be	
governed	successfully,	with	an	emphasis	on	countering	radicalisation	trends.	
	
While	exploring	religious	governance	models	in	other	parts	of	the	world,	GREASE	also	
attempts	to	unravel	 the	European	paradox	of	religious	radicalisation	despite	growing	
secularisation.	 We	 consider	 the	 claim	 that	 migrant	 integration	 in	 Europe	 has	 failed	
because	second	generation	youth	have	become	marginalised	and	radicalised,	with	some	
turning	 to	 jihadist	 terrorism	 networks.	 The	 researchers	 aim	 to	 deliver	 innovative	
academic	 thinking	 on	 secularisation	 and	 radicalisation	 while	 offering	 insights	 for	
governance	of	religious	diversity.	
	
The	project	is	being	coordinated	by	Professor	Anna	Triandafyllidou	from	The	European	
University	Institute	(EUI)	in	Italy.	Other	consortium	members	include	Professor	Tariq	
Modood	 from	The	University	of	Bristol	 (UK);	Dr.	H.	A.	Hellyer	 from	 the	Royal	United	
Services	 Institute	 (RUSI)	 (UK);	 Dr.	Mila	Mancheva	 from	 The	 Centre	 for	 the	 Study	 of	
Democracy	 (Bulgaria);	 Dr.	 Egdunas	 Racius	 from	 Vytautas	 Magnus	 University	
(Lithuania);	 Mr.	 Terry	 Martin	 from	 the	 research	 communications	 agency	 SPIA	
(Germany);	Professor	Mehdi	Lahlou	from	Mohammed	V	University	of	Rabat	(Morocco);	
Professor	 Haldun	 Gulalp	 of	 The	 Turkish	 Economic	 and	 Social	 Studies	 Foundation	
(Turkey);	 Professor	 Pradana	Boy	 of	Universitas	Muhammadiyah	Malang	 (Indonesia);	
Professor	 Zawawi	 Ibrahim	 of	 The	 Strategic	 Information	 and	 Research	 Development	
Centre	 (Malaysia);	 Professor	 Gurpreet	 Mahajan	 of	 Jawaharlal	 Nehru	 University	
(India);		and	Professor	Michele	Grossman	of	Deakin	University	(Melbourne,	Australia).	
GREASE	is	scheduled	for	completion	in	2022.	
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Introduction 
This	 paper	 presents	 comparative	 insights	 on	 the	 State-Religion	 Governance	 Indicators	
developed	 within	 the	 framework	 of	 the	 GREASE	 project.3 	With	 the	 aim	 of	 enhancing	
existing	 knowledge,	 the	 State-Religion	Governance	 Indicators	 provide	 a	 framework	 for	
assessing,	comparing,	and	monitoring	trends	in	countries	and	world	regions	in	terms	of	
four	 key	 domains:	 (1)	 Level	 of	 autonomy	 and	 freedom	of	 religious	 institutions/groups	
from	 the	 state,	 (2)	 Level	 of	 rights	 of	 religious	minority	 groups	 (how	 the	 state	 governs	
religious	diversity),	(3)	Level	of	(violent)	religious	radicalisation,	and	(4)	Radicalisation	
prevention	 measures,	 intended	 as	 efforts	 and	 responses	 to	 prevent	 and	 counter	
radicalisation	and	violent	extremism.		
The	 State-Religion	 Governance	 indicators	 (henceforth	 GREASE	 Indicators)	 were	 first	
conceptualised	to	further	guide	the	collection	of	qualitative	and	quantitative	data	across	
24	countries	from	four	macro-regions	within	Europe:	

• Central	Eastern	Europe:	Hungary,	Lithuania,	Slovakia	
• South	Eastern	Europe:	Albania,	Bosnia	and	Herzegovina,	Bulgaria	
• Southern	Europe:	Greece,	Italy,	Spain	
• Western	Europe:	Belgium,	France,	Germany,	the	UK	

and	four	regions	outside	of	Europe:	
• Eurasia:	Russia	
• The	MENA	region:	Lebanon,	Turkey,	Egypt,	Morocco,	Tunisia	
• The	Asia-Pacific	region:	India,	Indonesia,	Malaysia,	Australia	
• North	America:	Canada4	

The	paper	is	organised	in	the	following	sections:	the	next	section	provides	an	overview	of	
previous	 research	 on	 indicators	 in	 the	 fields	 of	 State-Religion	 governance,	 religiously	
inspired	 radicalisation	 and	 violent	 extremism,	 and	 initiatives	 aimed	 at	 preventing	 and	
countering	 violent	 extremism	 (P/CVE).	 The	 “Data	 and	 Methods”	 section	 describes	 the	
methodology	 and	 data	 sources	 for	 constructing	 the	 indicators	 and	 addresses	 the	
limitations	 of	 the	 study.	 	 The	 “Results”	 section	 presents	 the	 results	 and	 discusses	 the	
reliability	 and	 validity	 of	 the	 measurements.	 The	 “Conclusions”	 section	 concludes	 by	
outlining	key	findings	of	this	study	while	also	suggesting	directions	for	future	research.	

Overview 
Over	the	last	three	decades,	scholars	have	developed	a	number	of	indexes	to	measure	the	
relations	 between	 states	 and	 religion	 institutions.	 Some	 studies	 have	 focused	 on	 the	
measurement	of	 the	nature	of	such	relationship;	others	have	focused	on	the	analysis	of	
human	rights	through	the	prism	of	freedom	of	religion,	social	hostilities	and	government	
restrictions.		

Grim	and	Finke	(2006)	investigated	the	general	characteristics	of	state-religion	relations.	
Using	 data	 from	 the	 International	 Religious	 Freedom	 Reports	 published	 by	 the	 U.S.	
Department	of	State	on	nearly	200	countries,	the	authors	developed	three	state-religion	
indexes:	 Government	 Regulation	 of	 Religion,	 Government	 Favouritism	 of	 Religion,	 and	

	
3	Information	on	the	GREASE	Project	is	available	at	http://grease.eui.eu/.		
4	Тhe	case	of	Canada	was	not	initially	part	of	the	countries	studied	in	the	GREASE	project.	It	was	added	
subsequently	to	expand	further	the	geographic	scope	of	the	project.	
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Social	Regulation	of	Religion.	The	first	index	includes	six	items	(questions)	measuring	the	
extent	to	which	the	state	denies	religious	freedom,	including	law	and	policies	employed	by	
the	government	to	regulate	religion.	The	second	and	third	index	comprise	five	items	each.	
The	second	 index	measures	 the	 favourable	actions,	 support	or	privilege	granted	by	 the	
state	to	a	single	religion	(or	small	group	of	religions).	The	third	index	measures	restrictions	
of	 religion	 in	 terms	 of	 its	 practice,	 profession,	 including	 selection	 of	 religion	 by	 other	
associations	or	religious	groups	(Grim	&	Finke,	2006,	pp.	5-6).	Ten	years	later,	Mircov	and	
Mladenovic	(2016)	developed	a	general	classification	on	the	relations	between	states	and	
religious	 institutions.	Through	the	analysis	of	primary	data	 from	19	different	European	
countries,	the	authors	built	two	indexes,	one	of	Laicisation5	and	one	of	Secularisation.6		

Two	other	relevant	measures	are	the	Government	Restrictions	Index	(GRI)	and	the	Social	
Hostilities	 Index	 (SHI)	 by	 the	 Pew	 Research	 Center	 (2020),	 developed	 as	 part	 of	 the	
Center’s	effort	to	study	global	restrictions	on	religion	in	198	countries.	In	terms	of	data	
sources,	GRI	and	SHI	are	based	on	reports	 from	U.S	government	agencies,	 independent	
non-governmental	organisations,	European	and	UN	bodies.	In	particular,	the	GRI	measures	
government	 policies	 and	 actions	which	 restrict	 religious	 beliefs	 and	 practices	 (such	 as	
bans	of	particular	faiths,	limitation	of	preaching,	prohibition	of	conversions,	preferential	
treatment	of	certain	religious	groups).	It	consists	of	a	10-point	scale	and	includes	20	items	
on	a	0-to-10	 scale	 for	anti-religious	policies	and	events	 that	 took	place	worldwide	 in	a	
given	 year.	 GRI	 items	 address,	 amongst	 other	 aspects,	 how	 the	 constitution	 and	 other	
national	laws	affect	religious	freedom,	whether	the	government	interferes	with	religious	
practices,	and	whether	 foreign	missionaries	are	allowed.	The	SHI	measures	 the	 level	at	
which	societies	limit	religious	beliefs	and	practices	and	consists	of	a	10-point	scale.	SHI	
includes	 13	 items	 addressing	 hostile	 activity	 against	 religious	 communities	 across	 the	
world	 taken	by	governments	as	well	 as	 individuals	and	private	groups.	Among	 the	SHI	
measures	are:	presence	of	religiously-motivated	criminal	acts,	presence	of	mob	violence,	
and	 presence	 of	 religion-related	 terrorist	 groups.	 Lastly,	 another	 relevant	 index	 is	 the	
Freedom	of	Religious	Belief	Indicators	by	the	Special	Rapporteur	on	Freedom	of	Religion	
or	Belief	(FoRB)7	of	the	Office	of	the	United	Nations	High	Commissioner	for	Human	Rights	
(OHCHR),	though	their	primary	focus	is	much	more	broadly	on	human	rights.	The	OHCHR	
index	lays	out	measures	for	religious	freedom	factors	such	as	freedom	to	adopt	and	retain	
one’s	religion,	the	freedom	to	manifest	one’s	belief,	and	measures	of	rule	of	law	and	non-
discrimination.	 It	 includes	 three	 different	 types	 of	 indicators	 by	which	 to	 look	 at	 each	
factor:	 structural,	 process	 and	 outcome/performance	 indicators.	 This	 index	 is	 still	 in	
progress	and	there	is	not	much	data	on	its	validity	and	reliability.		

As	for	indexes	measuring	levels	of	radicalisation	and	factors	for	(religious)	radicalisation,	
a	 majority	 of	 existing	 indicators	 and	 indices	 focus	 on	 the	 micro-level	 of	 risk,	 that	 is,	
individual	rather	than	the	state	level.	Altemeyer	and	Hunsberger	(1992)	first	developed	a	
20-item	Religious	Fundamentalism	scale,	finding	that	religious	fundamentalism	was	linked	
with	authoritarianism	and	prejudice	 toward	a	wide	variety	of	minority	groups.	Twelve	
years	later	the	authors	revised	the	Religious	Fundamentalism	scale	into	a	more	cohesive	
12-item	 version	 with	 improved	 validity	 (Altemeyer	 &	 Hunsberger,	 2004,	 pp.	 52-53).	
Researchers	 have	 also	 analysed	 root	 causes,	 drivers	 and	 factors	 of	 radicalisation,	with	
behavioural	 and	 cognitive	 indicators	 being	 analysed	 as	 potential,	 though	 not	 single,	

	
5	Defined	by	the	authors	as	the	constitutional	separation	of	church	and	state.	
6	Defined	by	the	authors	as	the	promotion	or	protection	of	religion	by	the	state.	
7	Available	at:	https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/FreedomReligion/Pages/ReportFoRBandSDGs.aspx		
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contributors	 to	 radicalisation	 risk	 (Dzhekova	 et	 al.,	 2017).	 The	 presence	 of	 criminal	
history,	 mental	 health	 issues,	 unemployment,	 singlehood,	 presence	 of	 military	 history	
have	all	been	analysed	as	possible	risk	factors,	again	mainly	at	the	level	of	the	individual	at	
risk	of	radicalisation	(Smith,	2018).	Similarly,	another	radicalisation-related	index	is	the	
Violent	 Extremism	 Evaluation	 Measurement	 Framework	 developed	 by	 RAND	 Europe	
(Baruch	 et	 al.,	 2018).	 The	 framework	 maps	 out	 actual	 manifestations	 associated	 with	
violent	 extremism,	 as	 well	 as	 ways	 to	 measure	 levels	 of	 radicalisation,	 including	 the	
naming	of	specific	initial	manifestations	of	extremism	and	what	they	look	like	(e.g.,	anger,	
frustration	 and	 outrage	 towards	 the	 wider	 society	 and	 culture).	 The	 index	 does	 not	
necessarily	refer	to	religious	radicalisation.	It	relies	heavily	on	existing	indexes	to	measure	
three	broad	states	of	extremism	rather	than	offering	a	completely	novel	model.		
	
Other	 studies	 have	 taken	 a	 more	 macro-level	 approach	 to	 the	 development	 of	
radicalisation	 and	 extremism	 risk	 indicators	 by	 focusing	 on	 the	 group	 and	 community	
levels	of	analysis.	At	the	group	level	of	analysis,	Wibisono	and	colleagues	(2019)	developed	
a	 multi-dimensional	 model	 of	 religious	 extremism,	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 revealing	 the	
complexity	and	diversity	of	religion	and	extremism,	while	also	highlighting	the	different	
ways	through	which	extremism	can	be	expressed	(without	necessarily	entailing	violence).	
The	 authors’	 index	measures	moderate	 and	 extreme	 traits	 of	 religion	 under	 four	main	
dimensions:	theological,	ritual,	political	and	social.	The	main	limitation	of	this	model	is	that	
it	has	been	applied	only	to	Indonesian	Muslims	groups,	thus	it	is	not	applicable	across	all	
societal	and	religious	contexts.	Moreover,	scholars	from	the	National	Consortium	for	the	
Study	of	Terrorism	and	Responses	to	Terrorism	(START)	by	the	University	of	Maryland	
developed	 a	 list	 of	 indicators	 of	 radicalisation	 which	 could	 possibly	 contribute	 to	
radicalisation	in	communities.	Among	the	proxies	for	violent	radicalisation	in	a	community	
are:	the	amount	of	terrorism,	the	number	of	ideologically	motivated	crimes,	the	number	of	
attempted	 terrorist	 attacks,	 the	 presence	 of	 marginalised	 communities,	 and	 ideology	
(presence	of	extremist	organisations)	(Fishman,	2010).	Particularly	within	marginalised	
communities,	the	authors	identified	some	specific	conditions	under	which	radicalisation	
could	emerge,	including	economic	measures,	social	capital,	political	inclusion/exclusion,	
social	 support,	 demographics	 of	 diaspora	 communities.	 Lastly,	 Cherney	 and	 colleagues	
(2018)	conducted	a	study	to	measure	the	outcomes	of	 the	Australian	and	New	Zealand	
violent	 extremism	 framework,	 including	 items	 assessing	 individual,	 ideological,	 and	
community	extremism,	as	well	as	government-led	support	against	extremism.		
	
The	brief	overview	of	previous	research	has	revealed	the	existence	of	different	 indexes	
investigating	 state-religion	 relations,	 religious	 minority	 groups,	 and	 radicalisation	 and	
violent	 extremism.	 The	 first	 two	 types	 of	 indexes	measure	 state-religion	 relations	 and	
religious	 minority	 groups	 at	 country	 level,	 while	 radicalisation	 and	 violent	 extremism	
indexes	have	been	developed	at	country,	group,	and	mostly	at	individual	level.	Also,	the	
review	has	pointed	out	that	previous	research	has	focused	more	on	developing	indexes	on	
the	evaluation	of	P/CVE	measures	and	challenges	associated	with	such	efforts	rather	than	
on	measuring	the	comprehensiveness	of	strategic	approaches	developed	by	governments	
(Baruch	et	al.,	2018;	Harding	et	al.,	2002;	van	Stolk	&	Fazekas,	2013).	In	conclusion,	the	
review	indicates	that	to	date	no	prior	study	has	systematically	investigated	together	the	
governance	of	religion	and	the	rights	of	religious	minority	groups	at	the	state	level	as	well	
as	the	level	of	religiously	inspired	radicalisation	and	violent	extremism	as	well	as	P/CVE	
efforts	at	the	state	level.	
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Data	and Methods 
Indicators	description 
The	first	composite	indicator	(henceforth	State-Religion	Relations)	assesses	the	relation	
between	 the	 state,	 represented	 by	 government	 institutions	 and	 legal	 frameworks,	 and	
religious	 institutions.	 In	 particular,	 State-Religion	 Relations	 measures	 the	 level	 of	
independence	and	freedom	of	religious	institutions	and	groups	from	state	affairs	in	a	given	
country.	This	indicator	includes	eight	specific	sub-indicators	focusing	on	participation	of	
religious	institutions	in	political	decision-making,	presence	of	religiously	based	political	
parties	 in	political	 life,	non-interference	of	 the	state	 in	 the	administrative	and	religious	
matters	 of	 religious	 communities/institutions,	 the	 existence	 of	 religious	 educational	
institutions	 and	 religious	 media.	 Sub-indicators	 are	 grouped	 by	 two	 key	 conceptual	
dimensions,	namely	a	Legal	 and	a	Practical	dimension.8	The	Legal	dimension	measures	
relevant	 legal	provisions	 in	a	country’s	constitution	and/or	relevant	religious	 laws.	The	
Practical	dimension	measures	real	practice,	that	is,	the	actual	implementation	of	such	laws.	
The	second	composite	indicator	(henceforth	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity)	measures	
the	level	of	religious	diversity	and	the	status	of	religious	minority	groups	in	a	given	country	
in	terms	of	the	level	of	rights9	given	by	the	state	to	these	groups.10	Governance	of	Religious	
Diversity	also	provides	information	for	assessing	the	level	of	religious	diversity	in	a	given	
country.	 In	 this	 regard,	 the	 indicator	 includes	 seven	 specific	 sub-indicators	 addressing	
issues	pertaining	to	the	status	of	religious	minority	groups	in	a	country	(e.g.,	their	legal	
recognition,	 their	 participation	 in	 political	 life,	 their	 ownership	 of	 houses	 of	 worship,	
access	to	public	funds).	Similar	to	State-Religion	Relations,	sub-indicators	of	Governance	
of	 Religious	Diversity	 are	 grouped	by	 a	 Legal	 and	 a	 Practical	 dimension	distinguishing	
between	the	legal	and	the	practical	reality.	
	
The	third	composite	indicator	(henceforth	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation)	measures	
the	level	of	religiously	inspired	radicalisation	and	violent	extremism	in	a	given	country,	
focusing	 on	 underlying	 factors	 as	 well	 as	 the	 incidence	 of	 violence	 and	 conflict.	 The	
indicator	includes	three	dimensions:	structural	factors,	perception-based	indicators	(i.e.,	
social	 factors	 such	 as	 grievances,	 experienced	 discrimination	 and	 alienation),	 and	
incidence-based	 factors	 (including	 the	 incidence	 and	 impact	 of	 religious	 hostilities	 and	
terrorism).	The	 first	dimension	 is	 composed	of	eight	 sub-indicators	aimed	at	 capturing	
broader	contextual	factors	that	may	give	rise	to	societal	grievances	and	discontent,	such	
as	economic	inequality	and	state	legitimacy.	The	second	dimension	groups	sub-indicators	
by	 four	 main	 sub-dimensions:	 political	 and	 economic	 grievances,	 discomfort	 with	
minorities,	 discrimination	 (discrimination	 perceived	 as	 widespread,	 experienced	
discrimination	-	general	population,	experienced	discrimination	-	minorities),	and	views	

	
8	It	is	important	to	note	that	in	the	present	paper	“dimension”	refers	to	categories	relating	to	the	conceptual	
framework	developed	 in	 the	early	stages	of	 the	GREASE	project.	For	 this	reason,	 the	dimensions	used	to	
group	similar	sub-indicators	are	theoretical	in	nature	and	therefore	are	not	the	result	of	statistical	analysis	
(e.g.,	 PCA,	 Factor	 analysis).	 Thus,	 each	 composite	 indicator	 is	 composed	 of	 two	 or	 more	 conceptual	
dimensions,	which	may	be	divided	into	additional	sub-dimensions	for	grouping	similar	sub-indicators.	
9	By	 ‘rights’	we	mean	 a	 set	 of	 rights	 including	 the	 right	 to	 legal	 recognition,	 the	 right	 to	 own	 houses	 of	
worship,	the	right	to	access	public	funds,	public	accommodation	of	cultural	practices,	etc.	
10	In	defining	religious	minorities,	we	follow	the	definition	of	Capotorti	(1979,	p.	96)	to	connote	“a	group	
numerically	 inferior	 to	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 population	 of	 a	 State,	 in	 a	 non-dominant	 position,	 whose	
members―being	nationals	of	the	State―possess	ethnic,	religious	or	linguistic	characteristics	differing	from	
those	 of	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 population	 and	 show,	 if	 only	 implicitly,	 a	 sense	 of	 solidarity,	 directed	 towards	
preserving	 their	 culture,	 traditions,	 religion	 or	 language”.	 Thus,	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 this	 study,	 the	 term	
‘religious	 minority	 group’	 refers	 to	 all	 religious	 groups,	 communities,	 or	 collectivities	 which	 are	 not	
considered	 to	 be	 part	 of	 an	 existing	 majority	 religious	 group,	 regardless	 of	 whether	 they	 have	 legal	
recognition	or	no.	
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on	violent	extremism	(threat	perception).	The	third	dimension	is	composed	of	five	sub-
indicators	measuring	violence	and	conflict	in	a	given	country.	
	
The	 fourth	 composite	 indicator	 (henceforth	 Radicalisation	 Prevention	 Measures	 for	
Resilience)	measures	the	extent	to	which	the	government	in	a	given	country	is	engaged	in	
preventing	and	combating	religiously	inspired	violent	radicalisation.	Measures	within	this	
indicator	look	at	the	criminalisation	of	violent	extremist	acts	and	terrorism,	as	well	as	the	
existence	of	prevention	and	de-radicalisation	programs.	The	indicator	includes	measures	
for	a	Legal	dimension	as	the	existence	and	coverage	of	relevant	legislation	and	strategic	
policy	 framework,	 and	 a	 Practical	 level	 dimension	 assessing	 the	 existence	 of	 actual	
programs	and	P/CVE	initiatives.	Such	measures	are	grouped	into	three	main	dimensions:	
Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	framework	(with	ten	sub-indicators),	Comprehensiveness	
of	P/CVE	measures	(with	twelve	sub-indicators),	and	Civil	society	involvement	in	P/CVE.	

Analytical	strategy 
To	 perform	 the	 analysis,	 we	 collected	 data	 from	 several	 sources	 providing	 data	 for	
different	years	over	the	period	2000-2020.	The	sources	include	publicly	available	indexes,	
governmental	 and	 public	 authority	 reports,	 expert’s	 evaluations,	 and	 legislative	
documents.		
	
In	particular,	 the	 indicators	State-Religion	Relations,	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity,	
and	Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience	are	built	on	information	obtained	
through	expert	assessment	of	the	existing	legislative	and	policy	framework	for	each	of	the	
24	 countries.	 Also,	 such	 indicators	 include	 the	 assessment	 of	 actual	 practices	 collected	
through	 expert	 evaluations	 and/or	 existing	 published	 research,	 media,	 and	 policy	
published	 sources.	 As	 for	 Religiously	 Inspired	 Radicalisation,	 it	 is	 built	 on	 secondary	
numerical	data	from	pre-existing	indexes	and	country	scores	such	as	the	Social	Hostilities	
Index	and	the	Global	Terrorism	Index.	The	indicator	also	includes	sub-indicators	reporting	
scores	from	survey	instruments,	such	as	the	Eurobarometer	or	other	global,	regional	or	
national	population	surveys.	
	
We	 performed	 data	 collection	 through	 the	 GREASE	 Indicators	 Toolkit,	 a	 practical	
instrument	designed	to	support	experts	 in	producing	country-level	assessments.11	After	
having	collected	the	data	 for	all	countries,	we	built	 the	GREASE	Indicators	Dataset.	The	
dataset	contains	18	variables	related	to	the	general	description	of	each	country,	such	as	
the	country	type	(unitary,	non-unitary	state),	the	geographic	world	region,	and	the	sub-
indicator	 descriptions,	 and	 the	 year	 of	measurement	 (for	 a	 detailed	 description	 of	 the	
variables,	 see	 Table	 5	 in	 Appendix	 A).	 We	 performed	 data	 cleaning	 and	 data	
transformation	on	the	GREASE	Indicators	Dataset	to	detect	inaccurate	records	and	prepare	
the	data	for	the	analysis.	In	this	process,	we	followed	the	conceptual	dimensions	developed	
in	 the	 initial	 stages	 of	 the	 research	 to	 collect	 relevant	 data.	 Thus,	 we	 grouped	 sub-
indicators	by	such	dimensions	(see	Table	6	in	Appendix	A)	and,	within	each	dimension,	we	
computed	the	average	of	numerical	values	for	each	country	(see	Table	7	in	Appendix	A	for	
recoding	strategy).	

• State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity.	Analysis	by	Legal	
dimension	and	Practical	dimension12	

	
11	For	more	information,	see	GREASE	Indicators:	Country	Assessments	at	http://grease.eui.eu/country-
assessments/,	GREASE	Indicators	Toolkit	description	at	http://grease.eui.eu/toolkit/,	and	Data	
visualization	of	the	results	presented	in	this	paper	at	http://grease.eui.eu/data-visualisation/.		
12	For	sub-indicators	belonging	to	the	Practical	dimension	of	non-unitary	countries,	 the	average	was	first	
computed	by	Geographic	Unit	(hence	calculating	the	mean	between	GU1	and	GU2)	of	each	sub-indicator.	The	
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State-religion	Relations	is	measured	on	a	Likert-scale	type	of	score,	with	measures	ranging	
between	 1	 and	 5,	 where	 1	 indicates	 very	 low	 levels	 of	 independence	 and	 freedom	 of	
religious	 institutions/groups	 from	 state	 affairs	 and	 5	 very	 high	 levels.	 Governance	 of	
religious	diversity	 is	measured	with	 the	 same	 type	of	 scale,	with	1	 indicating	very	 low	
levels	of	rights	of	religious	minority	groups	and	5	very	high	levels.		

● Religiously	 Inspired	 Radicalisation.	 Analysis	 by	 three	 dimensions:	 Structural-
factors,	Perception-based	factors,	and	Incidence-based	factors		

The	Structural	factors	dimension	is	composed	of	sub-indicators	measured	on	a	scale	with	
continuous	 data	 ranging	 between	 0	 and	 1,	 where	 1	 indicates	 very	 high	 presence	 of	
structural	 factors.	 The	 perception-based	 dimension	 includes	 key	 sub-dimensions	
measured	by	percentage	scores,	operationalised	in	a	score	ranging	from	0	to	1,	where	1	
indicates,	depending	on	 the	 sub-dimension,	 the	highest	 level	of:	political	 and	economic	
grievances,	 discomfort	 with	 minorities,	 discrimination,	 and	 VE	 threat	 perception.	
Regarding	 the	 third	 dimension,	 key	 sub-dimensions	 of	 Incidence-based	 factors	 are	
measured	as	follows:	Social	Hostilities	Involving	Religion13	is	measured	on	a	scale	ranging	
between	0	and	10,	where	10	is	the	highest	level	of	hostilities.	Also,	an	arrow	is	added	to	
the	 score	 for	 displaying	 whether	 a	 given	 country	 has	 experience	 with	 an	 increasing,	
decreasing	or	stable	trend	compared	to	2015.	The	second	sub-dimension,	Incidence	and	
Impact	of	Terrorism,14	is	measured	on	a	scale	ranging	from	0	to	10,	where	10	indicates	the	
highest	impact	of	terrorism	in	a	given	country.	

● Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience.	Analysis	by	three	dimensions:	
Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	legal	and	policy	framework,	Comprehensiveness	of	
P/CVE	Measures,	and	Civil	society	involvement	in	P/CVE15		

Scores	of	 the	 first	 two	dimensions	range	between	0	and	1,	where	1	 indicates	very	high	
levels	 of	 the	 presence	 and/or	 development/implementation	 of	 Comprehensive	 P/CVE	
legal	 and	 policy	 framework	 or	 Comprehensiveness	 of	 P/CVE	 measures.	 Civil	 society	
involvement	in	P/CVE	scores	range	between	1	and	5,	where	1	indicates	very	low	levels	of	
civil	society	engagement	in	P/CVE	and	5	indicates	very	high	levels.		

Limitations	and	caveats 
The	analytical	strategy	allowed	to	compare	results	on	different	measures	and	indicators’	
dimensions.	 We	 also	 tested	 the	 validity	 and	 reliability	 of	 results	 through	 additional	
analyses	(see	Results	section).	Nonetheless,	a	number	of	limitations	do	exist	in	the	current	
analysis.		
	
Firstly,	the	analysis	focuses	on	the	most	recent	year,	operationalised	with	the	time	span	
2015-2020.	While	this	approach	allows	to	reduce	the	number	of	missing	data,	as	data	from	
previous	years	 is	used	when	more	recent	 information	 is	not	available,	 it	also	 limits	 the	

	
average	of	Practical	dimension	of	each	sub-indicator	was	then	included	in	the	analysis	computing,	for	each	
country,	the	overall	average	of	Practical	dimension	of	each	indicator.	This	approach	allowed	to	obtain,	for	
each	country,	two	Practical	dimension	scores:	one	for	State-Religion	Relations,	and	one	for	Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	(see	also	Table	1	in	Results	section).	
13	Based	on	the	Pew	Research	Center’s	Social	Hostilities	Index.	
14	Based	on	the	Global	Terrorism	Index	by	START.	
15 	Civil	 Society	 involvement	 in	 P/CVE	 is	 an	 additional	 dimension	 comprehending	 two	 sub-indicators	 of	
Radicalisation	 Prevention	 Measures	 for	 Resilience	 (not	 included	 in	 the	 computation	 of	 the	 other	 two	
dimensions):	one	belonging	 to	 the	 category	of	Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	 legal	 and	policy	 framework	
(Radicalisation	 Prevention	 Measures	 for	 Resilience	 –	 1g,	 Non-government	 actors'	 participation	 in	
development	 of	 strategy)	 and	 one	 belonging	 to	 Comprehensiveness	 of	 P/CVE	Measures	 (2h,	Existence	 of	
grassroots	 initiatives	 initiated	 and	 run	 entirely	 by	 civil	 society	 actors	 focused	 on	 prevention	 of	 religiously-
inspired	violent	radicalisation	and/or	violent	extremism).	
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interpretation	of	the	findings.	The	aggregation	of	measures	relating	to	different	years	into	
a	single	conceptual	category	of	“most	recent	year”	does	not	permit	to	highlight	or	to	take	
into	 consideration	 the	 changing	 trend	 in	 some	 indicators	 (e.g.,	 countries	 experiencing	
decreasing	or	increasing	levels	of	religious	freedom	in	the	last	five	years).	Secondly,	the	
existence	of	missing	scores—for	some	sub-indicators	above	50%—prevents	an	exhaustive	
evaluation	 of	 some	 dimensions	 for	 certain	 countries.	 In	 such	 cases,	 results	 could	 be	
significantly	 altered	 if	 additional	 scores	were	 to	be	 included	 in	 the	analysis.	 Lastly,	 the	
overall	 scores	 of	 each	 indicator	 are	 composed	 of	 aggregated	 scores	 of	 sub-indicators	
measuring	 different	 aspects.	 The	 process	 of	 constructing	 indicators	 took	 into	
consideration	 the	 characteristics	 of	 sub-indicators	 to	 carefully	 compute	 the	 scores	 and	
conceptualise	the	description	of	the	final	measure.	Nonetheless,	 limitations	still	exist	as	
this	process	 required	a	number	of	 steps	about	how	 to	 treat	 the	data	 that	 relied	on	 the	
researchers’	judgments	and	decisions.	For	these	reasons,	the	reported	comparative	results	
should	be	interpreted	with	caution.	
	
Results	
This	 section	 presents	 the	 results	 of	 the	 four	 indicators	 by	 also	 including	 tables	 with	
findings	 grouped	 by	 geographic	 region	 and	 country.	 Given	 the	 similar	 structure	 and	
division	into	a	Legal	and	Practical	dimension,	State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	are	discussed	together,	while	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation	and	
Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience	are	presented	separately.	The	section	
concludes	 by	 addressing	 the	 robustness	 of	 the	 indicators	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 validity	 and	
reliability	of	the	results.	
	
State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	
State-religion	 relations	 refer	 to	 the	 relations	 between	 state	 and	 religious	
institutions/groups	in	terms	of	the	level	of	independence	of	religious	institutions/groups	
from	the	state.	In	terms	of	comparative	insights,	results	show	that	for	the	majority	of	the	
countries	(with	the	exception	of	Tunisia,	Australia,	and	Bulgaria),	the	scores	of	the	legal	
dimension	are	higher	than	the	scores	of	the	practical	dimension	(Table	1).	This	suggests	
that	in	most	of	the	countries	the	legislation	may	encourage	a	level	of	independence	and	
freedom	of	religious	institutions/groups	from	the	state	which	is	higher	than	it	is	in	reality.	
In	 the	 majority	 of	 cases,	 there	 is	 some	 discrepancy	 between	 the	 legal	 reality	 and	 the	
practical	 reality	 of	 the	 State-Religion	 Relations	 indicator,	 and	 in	 some	 countries	 such	
difference	 is	 remarkable.	 For	 instance,	 in	 the	 Asia-Pacific	 region,	 the	most	 remarkable	
difference	 is	 observed	 in	 India,	while	 in	Europe	 it	 is	 observed	 in	Albania	 and	BiH	 (see	
Figure	1	in	Appendix	B).	Overall,	Russia,	Albania	and	BiH	emerge	as	the	states	with	the	
greatest	discrepancy	between	 the	 legal	 and	 the	practical	dimension,	with	 the	 legal	 one	
scoring	 1.1	 point	more	 than	 the	 practical	 one.	Moreover,	 with	 some	minor	 exceptions	
(Lebanon),	 out	 of	 all	 24	 country	 cases,	 the	 analysis	 highlights	 that	 the	 MENA	 region	
countries	have	among	the	lowest	scores	on	State-Religion	Relations,	both	for	the	legal	and	
practical	dimension.	Lastly,	looking	at	each	single	dimension,	results	indicate	that	for	the	
legal	dimension	Lithuania	marks	the	highest	score	(4.6),	while	Morocco	the	lowest	(2.1).	
In	practical	terms,	these	two	countries	emerge	with	Lithuania	as	having	the	highest	score	
(4.4)	and	Morocco	the	lowest	(2.0).		

Governance	of	religious	diversity	measures	the	status	of	religious	minority	groups	in	terms	
of	the	level	of	rights	granted	by	the	state	to	these	groups.	Similar	to	the	findings	for	State-
Religion	Relations,	results	for	the	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	highlight	that	in	most	
of	the	countries	there	is	a	difference	between	the	legal	and	practical	dimension,	with	the	
legal	dimension	exhibiting	higher	scores	than	the	practical	one.	In	particular,	the	greatest	
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differences	are	observed	in	Italy,	Spain	and	Morocco	(Table	1).	There	are	some	countries,	
however,	that	emerge	has	having	higher	scores	of	the	practical	dimension	than	the	legal	
dimension.	Such	countries	are	Canada,	France,	the	UK,	and	Tunisia.	This	result	suggests	
that	in	these	countries	religious	minority	groups	may	enjoy	more	actual	rights	than	the	
ones	prescribed	by	 the	 legal	 framework.	 It	 should	be	noted,	 though,	 that	even	 in	 these	
cases	 there	 is	not	a	 large	difference	between	 the	 two	dimensions,	making	 it	difficult	 to	
conclude	that	practice	significantly	diverges	from	legislative	expectations.	For	this	reason,	
the	 result	 should	 be	 interpreted	with	 caution.	 Lastly,	when	 looking	 at	 each	 dimension	
separately,	the	analysis	indicates	that	in	terms	of	the	legal	dimension,	countries	of	the	Asia-
Pacific	region,	such	as	India	(4.8)	and	Australia	(4.7),	mark	the	highest	scores	(see	Figure	
2	in	Appendix	B).	On	the	contrary,	a	European	country	and	MENA	region	country	mark	the	
lowest	scores,	with	France	scoring	the	lowest	(2.5),	followed	by	Tunisia	(2.7).	As	for	the	
practical	dimension,	Canada	(4.6)	marks	the	highest	score,	followed	by	Lithuania	(4.4)	and	
India	(4.3),	while	Italy	and	Spain	(both	2.1)	mark	the	lowest	score.	

	
Table	1.	State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	

Geographic	Region	 Country	
State-Religion	
Relations	

Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity		

Legal	 Practical	 Legal	 Practical	

Asia-Pacific	
Australia	 3.6	 3.6	 4.7	 4.0	
India	 4.0	 3.4	 4.8	 4.3	

Indonesia	 3.4	 3.3	 3.5	 2.7	
Malaysia	 2.9	 2.4	 2.7	 2.6	

Eurasia	 Russia	 3.8	 2.7	 3.8	 2.7	

Europe	

Albania	 4.3	 3.4	 4.2	 3.1	
Belgium	 3.4	 3.1	 3.2	 3.0	
BiH	 4.1	 3.0	 4.3	 3.4	

Bulgaria	 3.0	 3.0	 4.2	 4.0	
France	 3.1	 2.9	 2.5	 2.8	
Germany	 3.5	 3.4	 4.0	 3.7	
Greece	 3.4	 3.0	 3.8	 3.1	
Hungary	 4.0	 3.4	 3.8	 3.4	
Italy	 3.8	 2.9	 4.0	 2.1	

Lithuania	 4.6	 4.4	 4.5	 4.4	
Slovakia	 4.1	 3.9	 3.2	 3.0	
Spain	 4.0	 3.3	 3.7	 2.1	
UK	 3.5	 3.4	 3.8	 4.0	

MENA	

Egypt	 2.8	 2.5	 4.0	 4.0	
Lebanon	 3.8	 3.5	 4.2	 3.7	
Morocco	 2.1	 2.0	 3.5	 2.3	
Tunisia	 2.4	 2.5	 2.7	 2.9	
Turkey	 3.1	 2.8	 3.5	 3.0	

North	America	 Canada	 3.5	 3.3	 4.5	 4.6	

Disclaimer:	For	some	responses	to	the	sub-indicators	of	State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity,	the	
experts	applying	the	indicators	did	not	give	a	score	out	of	the	5-point	scales	provided	for	the	sub-indicators.	The	reasons	for	
not	 selecting	a	 score	out	of	 the	5-point	 scales	 include	 the	 following:	1)	There	 is	no	mention	of	what	 the	 sub-indicators	
measure	in	any	legislative	documents	(this	was	specifically	the	case	with	the	legal	dimension	of	some	sub-indicators	for	some	
countries);	2)	There	is	not	enough	data/insufficient	information/knowledge	to	make	a	judgment	on	the	values	to	be	assigned	
for	certain	sub-indicators	in	certain	countries;	Certain	sub-indicators	are	not	applicable	to	the	particular	country	case	at	all	
because	what	they	measure	does	not	exist	in	the	country.	When	we	encountered	one	of	these	three	situations,	we	did	not	
include	scores	of	the	respective	measures,	as	these	scores	were	treated	as	not	applicable.	In	the	cases	when	there	was	lack	
of	data/insufficient	information	to	provide	a	score	for	a	sub-indicator,	we	treated	that	score	as	missing	and	we	also	excluded	
it	from	the	analysis.	For	these	reasons,	the	results	should	be	interpreted	with	caution.	
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Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation 
Religiously	 inspired	 radicalisation	 is	 an	 indicator	 composed	 of	 three	main	 dimensions	
aimed	at	capturing	the	level	of	religiously	inspired	radicalisation	and	violent	extremism.	
First,	we	present	the	results	for	the	Structural	factors	dimension.	Second,	we	discuss	the	
findings	of	the	Perception-based	dimension.	Third,	we	discuss	the	results	of	the	Incidence-
based	dimension.		
	
Structural	factors	
The	 structural	 factors	 dimension	 includes	 eight	 sub-indicators	 addressing	 broader	
contextual	 factors	 that	 may	 give	 rise	 to	 societal	 grievances	 and	 discontent.	 The	 sub-
indicators	measure	the	state	of	civil	liberties	(freedom	level)	and	human	rights	protection,	
the	level	of	adherence	to	rule	of	law,	the	level	of	state	illegitimacy,	government	restrictions	
on	 religion,	 as	 well	 as	 wealth	 disparity	 and	 uneven	 economic	 development.	 The	 final	
composite	score	shows	significant	discrepancies	in	the	manifestation	of	such	“structural	
deficits”	 across	 the	 24-country	 sample,	 with	 higher	 scores	 indicating	 greater	 level	 of	
existing	structural	factors	and	deficiencies	(Table	2).	
	
Turkey	 (0.83)	 and	 Russia	 (0.81)	 mark	 the	 highest	 score	 on	 this	 dimension,	 which	 is	
attributed	mainly	to	the	sub-indicators	marking	high	level	of	government	restrictions	on	
religion,16	high	level	of	restrictions	on	civil	liberties	and	human	rights,	as	well	as	high	level	
of	 group	 grievances.17	On	 the	 contrary,	 the	 sub-indicators	measuring	uneven	 economic	
development	and	state	illegitimacy	show	lower	scores	for	these	two	countries.	In	terms	of	
geographic	regions,	most	of	the	countries	with	high	scores	on	structural	factors	belong	to	
the	MENA	 region/countries	 (Egypt,	Morocco,	 Lebanon,	 Turkey)	 and	 to	 the	 Asia-Pacific	
region	(India,	Indonesia,	Malaysia)	(see	Figure	3	in	Appendix	B).	Among	the	countries	of	
the	Asia-Pacific	region,	the	analysis	shows	that	in	India	the	strongest	contributing	factors	
(sub-indicators)	 are	 group	 grievances	 and	wealth	 disparity,	while	 in	Malaysia	 the	 high	
score	is	mainly	influenced	by	the	low	level	of	state	legitimacy,	low	level	of	protection	of	
human	 rights	 and	 government	 restrictions	 on	 religion.	 As	 for	 Indonesia	 the	 strongest	
contributing	factors	are	the	high	level	of	group	grievances,	human	rights	protection	and	
government	restrictions	on	religion.	Regarding	Europe,	the	majority	of	the	countries	mark	
a	 low	or	moderate	score,	with	BiH	having	the	highest	score	(0.54),	mainly	attributed	to	
high	 level	 of	 group	grievances.	 Lastly,	 the	 countries	with	 the	 lowest	 scores	 are	Canada	
(0.06)	and	Australia	(0.10).		
	
Perception-based	factors	
The	dimension	relating	to	Perception-based	factors	captures	in	more	direct	way	the	social	
experience	 and	 interpretation	 of	 certain	 structural	 and	material	 conditions,	 expressed	
through	 political	 and	 economic	 grievances,	 as	 well	 as	 social	 polarisation.	 It	 was	 not	
possible	 to	 compute	 a	 single	 score	 for	 this	 dimension	 due	 to	 uneven	 availability	 of	
comparable	data.	For	this	reason,	we	grouped	sub-indicators	by	four	key	sub-dimensions:	
political	 and	 economic	 grievances,	 discomfort	 with	 minorities,	 discrimination	 (further	

	
16	Based	on	the	Pew	Research	Center’s	Government	Restrictions	Index,	which	measures	government	laws,	
policies	and	actions	 that	 restrict	 religious	beliefs	and	practices.	The	GRI	 is	 comprised	of	20	measures	of	
restrictions,	including	efforts	by	government	to	ban	particular	faiths,	prohibit	conversion,	limit	preaching	or	
give	preferential	treatment	to	one	or	more	religious	groups.	
17	As	per	the	Fragile	States	Index,	the	group	grievances	sub-indicator	refers	to	divisions	and	schisms	between	
different	groups	in	society	–	particularly	divisions	based	on	social	or	political	characteristics	–	and	their	role	in	
access	to	services	or	resources,	and	inclusion	in	the	political	process.		
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divided	into	perceived	and	experienced	discrimination),	and	VE	threat	perception	(Table	
2).	
	
Political	and	economic	grievances	are	highest	in	Lebanon	(0.81)	and	Tunisia	(0.72),	and	
Greece	 (0.73).	 These	 countries	 observe	 more	 than	 70%	 of	 the	 population	 expressing	
strong	discontent	either	with	their	governments	(distrust)	and/or	democracy.	Also,	such	
scores	 indicate	 population	 discontent	 regarding	 the	 country’s	 overall	 or	 economic	
situation,	including	discontent	with	their	own	financial	situation.	Political	and	economic	
grievances	 are	 generally	 lower	 in	 Asia-Pacific	 countries	 where	 less	 than	 half	 of	 the	
population	expresses	such	discontent,	with	India	and	Indonesia	traditionally	having	high	
levels	 of	 trust	 in	 their	 governments.	 However,	 these	 scores	 must	 be	 interpreted	 with	
caution,	as	three	countries	of	this	geographic	region	(India,	Indonesia,	and	Malaysia)	have	
between	 33%	 and	 66%	 of	 missing	 scores.	 The	 situation	 in	 Europe	 is	 more	 complex.	
Western	Balkan	countries	lead	on	the	level	of	expressed	political	and	economic	discontent,	
along	with	Southern	European	countries	as	Italy	and	Spain	with	above	50%	(and	above	
the	EU	average)	of	the	population	expressing	such	grievances	(see	Figure	4	in	Appendix	
B).	Regarding	the	other	sub-dimensions,	discomfort	with	minorities	and	social	distances	
concerning	 Muslims	 are	 highest	 in	 Slovakia	 (63%)	 and	 Lithuania	 (59%),	 followed	 by	
Hungary	(42%).	In	the	MENA	region,	the	discomfort	among	the	general	population	with	
people	from	different	religions	or	sects	of	Islam	is	also	high	with	between	40	and	50%	in	
Egypt	 and	 Morocco.	 The	 lowest	 levels	 of	 discomfort	 with	 minorities	 are	 registered	 in	
Lithuania	 and	 the	 UK	 (both	 below	 15%).	 As	 for	 the	 Asia-Pacific	 region,	 reliable	 and	
comparable	data	was	not	identified	(see	Figure	4	in	Appendix	B).		
	
As	for	perceived	and	experienced	discrimination,	data	was	difficult	to	obtain	beyond	the	
EU.	The	information	retrieved	allows	us	to	discuss	only	on	the	EU	and	the	MENA	region,	
though	the	measurements	for	the	two	regions	are	slightly	different.	In	the	EU,	the	scores	
indicate	the	average	of	perceived	spread	of	religious	and	ethnic	discrimination	in	society,	
as	 well	 as	 discrimination	 experienced	 by	 the	 overall	 population	 and	 among	 certain	
minorities.	Among	the	EU	countries,	over	70%	of	people	in	France	believe	discrimination	
on	religious	or	ethnic	grounds	is	widespread,	followed	by	68%	in	Belgium	and	64%	in	the	
UK.	 BiH	 is	 the	 country	 marking	 the	 highest	 score,	 with	 87%	 of	 people	 perceiving	
discrimination	as	widespread	(without	any	specifics	on	grounds).	As	for	the	other	forms	
of	discrimination,	experienced	discrimination	among	the	general	population	is	above	20%	
only	 in	Belgium,	France	and	UK.	On	 the	other	hand,	discrimination	experienced	among	
specific	minority	groups	is	highest	in	Greece	(average	43%	for	Roma	and	Asian/SE	Asian),	
France	(30%	average	among	Sub-Saharan	and	North	Africans)	and	Slovakia	(30%	among	
Roma).	In	the	MENA	region,	and	similarly	to	BiH,	the	scores	measure	the	level	of	unequal	
treatment	experienced	among	the	general	population	without	any	specifics	on	grounds.	In	
particular,	 in	Morocco	 (54%)	over	half	 of	 the	population	has	experienced	 some	sort	of	
discrimination.	 Lastly,	 in	 the	 Asia-Pacific	 region,	 in	 Malaysia	 28%	 of	 Indians	 have	
experienced	discrimination,	though	this	result	should	be	interpreted	with	caution	due	to	
significant	number	of	missing	data	(see	Figure	5	in	Appendix	B).	
	
Lastly,	 regarding	VE	 threat	perception,	 results	 indicate	 that	 it	 is	high	across	all	 regions	
examined	 (see	 Figure	 4	 in	 Appendix	 B).	 VE	 threat	 perception	 is	 highest	 in	 Lebanon,	
Indonesia,	 France	 and	 Belgium,	where	 over	 80%	 of	 population	 perceive	 ISIS	 as	major	
threat	or	think	terrorism/VE	is	a	big	concern	in	their	country	(data	from	2018).	
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Incidence-based	factors	
	
Out	of	the	5	initial	sub-indicators	measuring	the	incidence	and	impact	of	violence,	conflict	
and	religiously	inspired	violent	extremism	and	terrorism,	only	two	were	included	in	the	
final	 analysis	 due	 to	 the	 uneven	 availability	 and	 comparability	 of	 data.	 The	 two	 sub-
indicators	 measure	 the	 Level	 of	 Social	 Hostilities	 Involving	 Religion	 (based	 on	 Pew	
Research	 Center’s	 Social	 Hostilities	 Index)	 and	 the	 Incidence	 and	 Impact	 of	 Terrorism	
(based	on	the	Global	Terrorism	Index	by	START).	The	Social	Hostility	Index	(SHI)	captures	
a	number	of	impediments	on	religious	beliefs	and	practices.	In	particular,	SHI	includes	acts	
of	religious	hostility	by	private	 individuals	and	organisations	or	groups	 in	society	(incl.	
religion-related	armed	conflict	or	terrorism,	mob	or	sectarian	violence,	harassment	over	
attire	 for	 religious	 reasons	or	other	 religion	 related	 intimidation	or	 abuse).	The	Global	
Terrorism	 Index	 (GTI)	 focuses	 on	 terrorist	 incidents	 and	 their	 impact	 without	
distinguishing	their	ideological	underpinning.	Therefore,	the	two	measures	are	considered	
complementary.		
	
Countries	scoring	high	on	levels	of	social	hostilities	involving	religion,	besides	Egypt	and	
India,	include	Germany,	Russia,	France	and	the	UK	with	scores	above	6.	The	lowest	levels	
of	religious	hostilities	in	society	are	observed	in	Albania	and	Lithuania	(below	1	point).	As	
for	 the	 GTI	 scores,	 the	 incidence	 and	 impact	 of	 terrorism	 for	 the	 period	 2015-2018	
(average	score)	is	highest	in	Egypt	and	India	(both	with	scores	above	7),	which	are	also	the	
countries	with	the	highest	level	of	social	hostilities	involving	religion.	Turkey	also	scores	
high	on	terrorism	incidence	and	impact	with	a	score	above	6,	followed	by	Lebanon,	France,	
UK	and	Russia,	with	scores	above	5	points.	The	countries	least	affected	by	terrorism	are	
countries	in	Central	and	Eastern	Europe,	and	Morocco	in	the	MENA	region,	all	with	scores	
below	1	(see	Figure	6	in	Appendix	B).		
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Table	2.	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation:	mean	values	for	Structural	factors,	and	for	Perception-
based	and	Incidence-based	key	sub-dimensions	

Geo	
Region	 Country	

Structura
l	

factors	
(combine
d	score)	

Perception-based	 Incidence-based	
Key	sub-dimensions	(%)	 Key	sub-dimensions	

Political	
&	econ.	
griev.	

Discomfort	
with	

minorities*	

Discrimination	

VE	
threat	
percepti

on	

Social	
Hostilities	
Involving	
Religion	
(2017	

score	and	
trend)	

Incidence	
and	

Impact	of	
Terroris

m	
(avg.	
2015-
2018)	

Discrim
ination	
widespr
ead**	

Experienced	
discriminatio
n	–	gen.	pop.	
[minorities]*

*	

Asia-	
Pacific	

Australia	 0.10	 0.43	 NA	 NA	 0.19		 0.59	 2.6	↓	 2.83	
India	 0.56	 0.30	 NA	 NA	 NA	 0.66	 9.5	↔	 7.53	

Indonesia	 0.71	 0.31	 NA	 NA	 NA	 0.91	 5.9	↔	 4.65	
Malaysia	 0.66	 0.41	 NA	 NA	 0.21	[0.28]	 0.23	 4.5	↔	 2.81	

Eurasia	 Russia	 0.81	 0.45	 0.23	 NA	 NA	 0.57	 6.3	↓	 5.22	

Europe	

Albania	 0.38	 0.64	 NA	 NA	 NA	[NA]	 NA	 0.1	↔	 1.00	
Belgium	 0.19	 0.41	 0.27	 0.68	 0.24	[0.26]	 0.88	 2.2	↔	 3.40	
BiH	 0.54	 0.66	 NA	 0.87	 0.30	[NA]	 0.43	 3.2	↓	 1.86	

Bulgaria	 0.38	 0.59	 0.23	 0.25	 0.10	[0.14]	 NA	 4.2	↑	 0.87	
France	 0.29	 0.53	 0.10	 0.72	 0.21	[0.30]	 0.87	 6.0	↔	 5.51	
Germany	 0.19	 0.30	 0.18	 0.49	 0.16	[0.26]	 0.68	 7.1	↔	 4.52	
Greece	 0.28	 0.73	 0.38	 0.57	 0.07	[0.43]	 0.69	 5.1	↑	 4.20	
Hungary	 0.38	 0.40	 0.42	 0.42	 0.18	[0.21]	 0.59	 3.7	↑	 0.40	
Italy	 0.20	 0.57	 0.23	 0.57	 0.15	[0.26]	 0.80	 5	↔	 2.74	

Lithuania	 0.23	 0.42	 0.59	 0.17	 0.10	[0.04]	 NA	 0.6	↔	 0.15	
Slovakia	 0.25	 0.48	 0.63	 0.19	 0.15	[0.30]	 NA	 2.7	↓	 0.10	
Spain	 0.36	 0.57	 0.11	 0.47	 0.11	[0.28]	 0.75	 4	↑	 2.57	
UK	 0.26	 0.52	 0.05	 0.64	 0.21	[0.12]	 0.64	 6.8	↔	 5.30	

MENA	

Egypt	 0.70	 0.39	 0.43	 NA	 0.49	 NA	 8.5	↔	 7.16	
Lebanon	 0.70	 0.81	 0.21	 NA	 0.30	 0.97	 5.2	↔	 5.31	
Morocco	 0.71	 0.56	 0.35	 NA	 0.54	 NA	 3.0	↔	 0.56	
Tunisia	 0.48	 0.72	 0.26	 NA	 0.29	 0.81	 3.8	↔	 4.40	
Turkey	 0.83	 0.52	 NA	 0.24	 NA	 0.19	 5.3	↔	 6.96	

North	
America	 Canada	 0.06	 0.43	 NA	 0.50	 NA	 0.60	 2.4	↑	 2.84	

*	Disclaimer:	MENA	region	discomfort	with	minorities	means	average	dislike	neighbour	from	different	religion	or	sect	of	Islam;	EU:	Discomfort	with	
minorities	refers	to	a	having	a	Muslim	colleague	or	personal	relationship.	Russia:	Discomfort	with	minorities	refers	to	average	social	distances	to	6	
ethno-national	minority	groups.		
**	For	all	EU	countries:	the	score	is	based	on	Eurobarometer	surveys	and	represents	an	average	of	the	2018	level	of	perceived	widespread	ethnic	and	
religious	discrimination	among	the	general	population,	2018	level	of	experienced	discrimination	(on	diverse	grounds)	among	the	general	population,	
as	well	as	2015	level	of	experienced	discrimination	among	the	main	minorities	in	each	country	(e.g.	for	Bulgaria	-	Roma,	for	Belgium	-	average	of	
Turkish	and	North	African,	etc.).	Scores	for	MENA	countries:	the	score	represents	the	2018	level	of	experienced	unequal	treatment	of	any	sort	among	
the	general	population,	based	on	the	Arab	Barometer	survey.	Score	for	Turkey:	%	of	people	who	think	discrimination	is	widespread	(2018).	Data	on	
Malaysia	shows	%	of	general	population	experiencing	ethnic	discrimination	when	renting	property	and	average	of	%	of	minority	groups	(Indians,	
Chinese,	 Malay)	 experienced	 discrimination	 when	 renting	 property	 (2018	 data).	 Score	 for	 Canada:	 %	 of	 people	 who	 think	 that	 Muslims	 are	
discriminated	“often”,	based	on	Focus	Canada	2018	survey	on	immigration	and	minorities.	
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Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience	

Radicalisation	 prevention	 measures	 for	 resilience	 refers	 to	 the	 efforts	 to	 prevent	 and	
counter	 religiously	 inspired	 radicalisation	 and	 violent	 extremism.	 This	 indicator	 is	
composed	 of	 three	 key	 dimensions:	 Comprehensiveness	 of	 P/CVE	 Framework,	
Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	Measures,	and	Civil	Society	Involvement.	

The	first	dimension,	Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	Framework	(CF),	aims	to	capture	the	
comprehensiveness	 of	 the	 P/CVE	 strategic	 approach	 in	 each	 country,	 by	 registering	
whether	a	number	of	key	issues	are	addressed	in	the	legislative	and	policy	framework	(e.g.,	
in	terms	of	strategies,	legal	provisions).	It	is	important	to	note	that	this	is	by	no	means	an	
assessment	of	any	deficiencies	or	gaps	in	the	respective	national	approach,	as	countries	
are	faced	with	different	risks	of	violent	extremism	and	have	different	legislative	systems	
and	policy-making	traditions.	In	some	of	the	countries	information	on	key	sub-indicators	
was	not	publicly	available.	For	such	countries,	the	results	are	marked	in	grey	and	should	
be	 interpreted	with	 caution.	 Countries	more	 affected	 by	 violent	 extremism	 have	 often	
naturally	responded	with	 implementing	more	elaborate	measures.	Other	countries	may	
have	experienced	few	recent	religious	violent	extremism	incidents,	though	they	may	still	
have	developed	comprehensive	legislative	frameworks	to	combat	other	forms	of	violent	
extremism	 and	 terrorism.	 For	 such	 reason,	 Radicalisation	 Prevention	 Measures	 for	
Resilience	and	the	comparative	analysis	between	its	first	two	dimensions	can	be	used	to	
track	the	development	of	the	P/CVE	policy	approach	over	time.	In	fact,	while	comparison	
between	countries	for	each	dimension	would	not	produce	meaningful	analysis,	comparing	
how	 countries	 perform	 across	 key	 dimensions	 can	 show	 differences	 in	 the	 “legal”	 and	
“practical	dimension”	of	P/CVE	policy	development.	In	this	regard,	it	is	important	to	note	
that	 the	 second	 dimension,	 Comprehensiveness	 of	 P/CVE	 measures,	 provides	 an	
assessment	of	the	actual	existence	of	P/CVE	programs	and	initiatives	but	it	does	not	aim	
to	 evaluate	 the	 effectiveness	 or	 actual	 quality	 and	 the	 level	 of	 implementation	 of	 such	
programs.	Results	for	Indicators	4	are	therefore	discussed	by	comparing	countries’	scores	
of	 the	 Comprehensiveness	 of	 P/CVE	 Framework	 with	 the	 ones	 relating	 to	 the	
Comprehensiveness	 of	 P/CVE	 Measures.	 Scores	 for	 the	 third	 dimension,	 Civil	 society	
involvement,	are	discussed	separately.		

	
As	the	analysis	suggests,	Belgium,	France,	Germany,	the	UK,	Australia,	and	Canada	show	a	
great	level	of	consistency	of	what	is	in	their	strategic	policy	approach	and	legal	framework	
and	 the	 actual	 existence	 of	 P/CVE	 measures	 and	 programs	 (Table	 3).	 There	 are	
considerable	differences	in	the	two	indicators	in	Bulgaria,	followed	by	Albania	and	Tunisia.	
This	indicates	that	for	some	policy	aspects	officially	recognised	in	a	strategy	there	are	no	
specific	initiatives	or	programs	launched	to	implement	them.	However,	as	in	the	case	of	
Bulgaria,	this	may	be	driven	by	the	low	perceived	threat	of	VE	by	public	institutions,	hence	
fewer	resources	are	invested	in	launching	P/CVE	programs	as	initially	planned	in	its	fairly	
comprehensive	strategy.	On	the	contrary,	results	indicate	that	some	countries,	as	Malaysia	
and	Egypt,	 have	more	 actual	 programs	and	 initiatives	 in	place	 than	mandated	by	 their	
official	policy/strategic	framework	(see	Figure	7	in	Appendix	B).	Lastly,	some	countries	as	
Lithuania,	 Slovakia	 and	 Hungary	 do	 not	 have	 a	 strategy	 dedicated	 to	 P/CVE,	 and	 no	
practical	programs	due	to	the	low	threat	level	associated	with	religious	VE.		
The	 last	 dimension	 relating	 to	 Civil	 society	 involvement	 in	 drafting	 and	 implementing	
P/CVE	policy	and	initiatives	shows	to	what	extent	non-state	actors	and	communities	have	
participated	 in	P/CVE	policy	development	and	practical	 implementation.	 In	Europe,	 the	
lowest	scores	are	reported	in	Hungary,	Italy,	Bulgaria	and	Spain,	while	the	highest	level	of	
civil	society	involvement	is	seen	in	the	UK,	Germany	and	Belgium	(all	scoring	4.5).	Outside	
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of	Europe,	 civil	 society	participation	 in	P/CVE	 is	 low	 in	Egypt	 (1.0)	 and	Morocco	 (2.0),	
while	high	levels	are	registered	in	Australia	and	Canada	(both	4.0)	(Table	3,	see	also	Figure	
8	in	Appendix	B).	
	
Table	3.	Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience:	mean	values	for	Comprehensiveness	of	
Strategic	P/CVE	Framework,	Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	Measures,	and	Civil	Society	Involvement	

Geographic	Region	 Country	

Comprehen
siveness	of	
P/CVE	

Framework	
(CF)	

Comprehe
nsiveness	
of	P/CVE	
Measures	
(CoM)	

Civil	Society	
Involvemen

t	(CS)	

Asia-Pacific	

Australia	 1	 0.91	 4.0	
India*	 1	 1	 4.0	

Indonesia*	 0.83	 1	 3.0	
Malaysia	 0.56	 1	 3.5	

Eurasia	 Russia	 0.78	 0.80	 3.0	

Europe	

Albania	 1	 0.73	 4.0	
Belgium	 1	 1	 4.5	
BiH	 1	 0.89	 3.0	

Bulgaria	 0.89	 0.18	 2.0	
France	 1	 1	 3.0	
Germany	 1	 1	 4.5	
Greece*	 0.83	 1	 3.5	
Hungary	 0.50	 0.44	 0.5	
Italy*	 0.50	 0.67	 1.5	

Lithuania**	 0	 0.09	 NA	
Slovakia**	 0	 0.09	 NA	
Spain*	 0.86	 0.80	 2.0	
UK	 1	 1	 4.5	

MENA	

Egypt	 0.56	 0.63	 1.0	
Lebanon	 0.78	 0.73	 3.5	
Morocco*	 1	 0.40	 2.0	
Tunisia	 0.88	 0.45	 3.0	
Turkey	 NA	 0.13	 NA	

North	America	 Canada	 1	 1	 4.0	

*Disclaimer:	 grey	 cells	 indicate	 a	 significant	 percentage	 of	 insufficient	 information/missing	 scores	 (i.e.,	 above	 30%),	
therefore	results	should	be	interpreted	with	caution	as	the	inclusion	of	additional	scores	may	alter	the	final	score.		
**Lithuania	and	Slovakia	CF	scores	reflect,	as	reported	by	the	experts,	the	fact	that	“As	the	risk	level	is	negligent,	there	is	no	
urgency	to	have	such	strategy	or	plan”/”Religious	radicalisation	in	the	country	is	not	seen	as	an	imminent	threat”.	

	

Reliability	and	validity	of	results	
To	test	the	robustness	of	the	results,	we	further	investigated	the	internal	reliability	and	
external	validity	of	measurements	through	additional	analyses.	
	
Regarding	 internal	 reliability,	 the	 Legal	 and	 Practical	 dimensions	 of	 State-Religion	
Relations	both	consisted	of	8	items,	with	Cronbach’s	alphas	of	0.74	and	0.68,	respectively.	
As	 for	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity,	 the	Legal	dimension	consisted	of	6	 items	(α	=	
0.69),	while	the	Practical	dimension	consisted	of	7	items	(α	=	0.81).	Cronbach’s	alpha	score	
for	the	Legal	dimension	of	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	was	improved	after	deleting	
one	item,	as	the	initial	result	indicated	poor	reliability	(7	items;	α	=	0.56).	After	a	careful	
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review	of	the	results,	we	found	that	the	initial	low	score	of	alpha	was	due	to	the	inclusion	
of	one	of	the	sub-indicators,	“Special	social	security	status	of	religious	minority	groups”	
(3a),	 for	which	 information	was	missing	or	not	applicable	 for	33%	(8	out	of	24)	of	 the	
countries.	 After	 computing	 alpha	 and	 deleting	 this	 item,	 the	 reliability	 of	 the	 scale	
increased	 to	 a	 fairly	 acceptable	 value	 (see	 Table	 8	 in	 Appendix	 B).18 	The	 comparison	
between	the	newly	obtained	score	and	the	initial	one	revealed	that	there	was	no	significant	
change	in	the	interpretation	of	the	overall	score	for	the	Practical	dimension	of	Governance	
of	 Religious	 Diversity.	 Cronbach’s	 alpha	 was	 also	 computed	 for	 the	 other	 indicators	
composed	of	several	items	(sub-indicators).	Regarding	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation,	
the	 Structural	 factors	 dimension	 was	 found	 to	 be	 highly	 reliable	 (8	 items;	 α	 =	 0.91).	
Similarly,	 in	 regards	 to	 the	 Perception-based	 dimension,	 results	 for	 the	 Political	 and	
economic	grievances	sub-dimension	indicate	a	good	level	of	reliability	(3	items;	α	=	0.85).	
We	 did	 not	 compute	 alpha	 for	 the	 remaining	 Perception-based	 sub-dimensions	
(Discomfort	with	minorities,	Discrimination,	and	VE	threat	perception)	as	well	as	the	last	
dimension	 of	 Religiously	 Inspired	 Radicalisation	 (i.e.,	 Incidence-based)	 as	 they	 are	 all	
composed	of	a	single	measure	(see	Table	8	in	Appendix	B).	Lastly,	the	first	two	dimensions	
of	 Radicalisation	 Prevention	Measures	 for	 Resilience	were	 found	 to	 be	 highly	 reliable.	
Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	framework	consisted	of	9	items	and	Comprehensiveness	of	
P/CVE	 measures	 consisted	 of	 11	 items,	 with	 Cronbach’s	 alphas	 of	 0.90	 and	 0.92,	
respectively.	The	 third	dimension	of	Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	 for	Resilience,	
Civil	society	involvement	in	P/CVE,	was	found	to	be	composed	of	two	items	with	positive	
and	significant	correlation	(r	=	0.62,	p	<	0.05).	Results	show	that	most	of	the	dimensions	
assessed	were	 found	 to	 be	 reliable	 or	 very	 reliable,	 indicating	 an	 overall	 good	 level	 of	
internal	consistency.		
	
Furthermore,	we	tested	the	validity	of	the	first	two	GREASE	Indicators	through	correlation	
analysis	to	determine	their	relationship	with	existing	state-religion	measures.	We	did	not	
conduct	validity	and	reliability	tests	for	the	third	and	fourth	GREASE	Indicators,	as	most	of	
the	 indexes	reviewed	measure	religiously	 inspired	radicalisation	at	 the	 individual	 level,	
while	the	two	indexes	providing	measurements	at	country	level	(i.e.,	the	SHI	and	the	GTI)	
were	 already	 included	 within	 the	 Incident-based	 dimension	 of	 Religiously	 Inspired	
Radicalisation.		
	
Regarding	the	first	two	GREASE	Indicators,	we	tested	validity	using	the	average	values	of	
the	Legal	and	Practical	dimension	for	both	the	State-Religion	Relations	and	the	Governance	
of	Religious	Diversity,	we	found	negative	correlations	between	our	scale	scores	and	most	
of	the	existing	indexes	included	in	the	analysis.	In	particular,	we	tested	the	three	indexes	
of	 Grim	 and	 Finke	 (2006):	 Government	 Regulation	 of	 Religion	 (GRI),	 Government	
Favoritism	of	Religion	(GFI),	and	Social	Regulation	of	Religion	(SRI).	Correlations	between	
these	indexes	and	State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	indicate	
a	negative	relationship,	with	statistically	significant	results	for	the	Governance	of	Religious	
Diversity	 (Table	 4).	 In	 this	 regard,	 correlation	 coefficients	 show	 a	 moderate	 negative	
correlation	between	 the	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	and	 the	GRI	 (r	=	 -0.480,	p	<	
0.05)	and	the	SRI	(r	=	-0.410,	p	<	0.05),	and	a	strong	negative	correlation	with	the	GFI	(r	=	
-0.750,	p	<	0.001).	

	
18	There	is	no	common	agreement	among	scholars	of	thresholds	for	evaluating	Cronbach’s	alpha	scores.	We	
considered	as	fairly	acceptable	alpha	scores	slightly	below	0.70.	
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Table	4.	Correlation	of	 State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	with	other	
measures	

	 	 Pearson	Correlations	

	 N	 State-Religion	
Relations		

Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	

State-Religion	Relations		 24	 1.000	 	
Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	 24	 0.482*	 1.000	
Grim	and	Finke	(2006)	indexes	 	 	 	
Government	Regulation	of	Religion	(GRI)	 196	 −0.177	 −0.480*	
Government	Favoritism	of	Religion	(GFI)	 196	 −0.202	 −0.750***	
Social	Regulation	of	Religion	(SRI)	 196	 −0.193	 −0.410*	
Mircov	and	Mladenovic	(2016)	indexes	 	 	
Laicisation	 19	 0.250	 0.006	
Secularisation	 19	 −0.104	 −0.109	
Note:	We	used	the	average	values	of	Legal	and	Practical	dimensions	for	both	State-Religion	Relations	
and	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity.	
*	p	<	0.05;	**	p	<	0.01;	***	p	<	0.001.	
	
The	negative	 relation	 to	 the	 government	 regulation	of	 religion	 and	 social	 regulation	of	
religion	indexes	is	in	line	with	our	expectations,	as	such	indexes	both	consist	of	a	measure	
of	restrictions	and	regulation.	On	the	contrary,	the	interpretation	of	the	result	for	the	GFI	
is	more	complex	because	of	the	different	types	of	measurements.	In	fact,	while	Governance	
of	Religious	Diversity	refers	to	the	status	and	rights	of	religious	minority	groups,	the	GFI	
refers	 to	 “the	state’s	granting	of	privileges,	 support,	or	 favourable	 sanctions	 to	a	 single	
religion	or	a	small	group	of	religions”	(Grim	&	Finke,	2006,	p.	15).	Nonetheless,	this	is	in	
line	with	our	hypothesis	of	a	negative	relation	since	the	GFI	may	capture	a	more	direct	
intervention	(and/or	interference)	of	the	state	with	a	single	religion,	while	Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	is	a	measure	of	religious	minority	groups’	rights	and	not	of	one	or	a	
small	number	of	religions.	We	also	conducted	correlation	analysis	between	State-Religion	
Relations	 and	 Governance	 of	 Religious	 Diversity,	 and	 the	 two	 indexes	 of	 Mircov	 and	
Mladenovic	 (2016),	 Laicisation	 and	 Secularisation,	 though	 the	 analysis	 yielded	 non-
significant	results.	Overall,	results	are	consistent	also	when	testing	at	the	dimension	level	
(see	Table	9	Appendix	B).		
	
Lastly,	as	anticipated,	we	did	not	perform	validity	tests	for	the	last	two	GREASE	Indicators	
(Religiously	 Inspired	 Radicalisation	 and	 Radicalisation	 Prevention	 Measures	 for	
Resilience),	as	the	relevant	indexes	reviewed	assess	radicalisation	levels	and	tendencies	
for	radicalisations	at	individual,	group	or	community	level	of	analysis	and	not	at	country	
level	(with	the	exception	of	the	SHI	and	the	GTI).	Another	reason	not	allowing	to	perform	
validity	tests	is	that	indexes	measuring	strategies	for	preventing	and	countering	violent	
extremism	 focus	 more	 on	 the	 evaluation	 of	 P/CVE	 programs	 rather	 than	 on	 the	
comprehensiveness	 of	 government	 strategies,	 making	 such	 indexes	 not	 closely	
comparable	with	the	Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience.	
	
Conclusions	
Based	on	data	collected	across	24	countries	this	study	reports	on	the	GREASE	Indicators,	
a	set	of	State-Religion	Governance	Indicators	at	global	level.	The	analysis	focused	on	four	
macro-regions	within	Europe	and	four	main	regions	outside	of	Europe	(Eurasia,	the	MENA	
region,	the	Asia-Pacific,	and	North	America)	and	addressed	the	governance	of	religion,	the	
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incidence	 of	 radicalisation,	 and	 radicalisation	 prevention	 measures.	 In	 particular,	 the	
analysis	aimed	at	assessing,	both	in	legal	and	practical	terms,	the	level	of	independence	
and	 freedom	of	 religious	groups	and	 the	 level	of	 right	granted	by	 the	state	 to	 religious	
minority	groups	in	various	countries.	Also,	it	aimed	at	investigating	the	level	of	religiously	
inspired	 radicalisation	 and	 the	 initiatives	 and	 policy	 framework	 existing	 in	 various	
countries	for	preventing	and	countering	violent	extremism.		
	
In	terms	of	relations	between	state	and	religious	 institutions	(State-Religion	Relations),	
the	 findings	 indicate	 that	 in	most	 of	 the	 countries	 the	 legislation	 encourages	 a	 level	 of	
freedom	of	religious	institutions	and	groups	from	the	state	which	is	not	always	reflected	
in	practice.	In	fact,	practical	dimension	measures	are	generally	lower	than	the	legal	ones.	
Also,	 findings	 indicate	 that	 the	 MENA	 region	 countries	 score	 the	 lowest	 on	 both	
dimensions	of	State-Religion	Relations.	As	 for	religious	diversity	and	status	of	 religious	
minority	groups	(Governance	of	Religious	Diversity),	most	of	the	countries	show	higher	
scores	on	the	legal	dimension	compared	to	the	practical	one,	though	in	some	cases	the	level	
of	missing	 information	makes	 it	difficult	 to	conclude	that	practice	significantly	diverges	
from	 legislative	 expectations.	 Moreover,	 regarding	 radicalisation	 levels	 (Religiously	
Inspired	Radicalisation),	the	analysis	focused	on	several	dimensions.	The	results	indicate	
that	scores	for	structural	factors	that	may	give	rise	to	societal	grievances	and	discontent	
are	 higher	 for	 countries	 of	 the	 MENA	 and	 Asia-Pacific	 region,	 while	 the	 majority	 of	
countries	marking	a	low	or	moderate	score	are	located	in	Europe.	Among	the	perception-
based	 factors,	 the	 analysis	 of	 political	 and	 economic	 grievances	 indicates	 that	Western	
Balkan	countries	and	some	Southern	European	(as	 Italy	and	Spain)	 lead	on	the	 level	of	
expressed	discontent.	Moreover,	of	the	European	countries,	France,	Greece,	and	Slovakia	
show	the	highest	levels	of	discrimination	experienced	among	specific	minority	groups.	VE	
threat	 perception	 is	 instead	 high	 across	 all	 geographic	 regions	 investigated.	 As	 for	
incident-based	measures,	the	two	indexes	indicate	high	levels	of	social	hostilities	involving	
religion	are	reported	in	Egypt,	India,	Russia,	and	in	some	European	countries	(Germany,	
France	and	the	UK).	According	to	the	GTI	index,	countries	least	affected	by	terrorism	are	
in	Central	and	Eastern	Europe	as	well	as	Morocco	in	the	MENA	region.	Lastly,	findings	on	
violent	extremism	and	P/CVE	(Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience)	indicate	
that	some	European	countries	(Belgium,	France,	Germany,	the	UK)	as	well	as	Australia	and	
Canada	 show	 a	 great	 level	 of	 consistency	 in	 their	 strategic	 policy	 approach	 and	 actual	
existence	of	programs	to	combat	and	prevent	violent	extremisms.	
		
In	terms	of	the	robustness	of	the	results,	the	indexes	were	tested	for	internal	reliability	
and	 the	analysis	 indicates	satisfactory	 internal	consistency.	Regarding	external	validity,	
correlations	 analyses	 reveal	 negative	 relationships	with	 existing	 state-religion	 indexes.	
This	is	not	surprising,	given	the	fact	that	the	first	two	GREASE	Indicators	focus	on	the	level	
of	autonomy	and	independence	of	religious	institutions	from	the	state	as	well	as	the	rights	
of	 religious	minority	groups,	while	 the	other	 indexes	mostly	measure	 the	 restriction	of	
religious	freedoms.	
	
Overall,	 the	 findings	 suggest	 that	 governance	 of	 religion	 is	 present	 more	 within	 legal	
systems	 than	 in	 actual	 terms,	while	 analysis	 of	 radicalisation	 levels	 across	 countries	 is	
generally	more	complex	due	to	the	several	factors	that	are	in	place	(including	structural	
factors,	 individuals’	 perceptions	 and	 discrimination,	 and	 incident-related	 data).	 Lastly,	
results	suggest	that	most	countries	indicate	good	or	very	good	level	of	efforts	to	prevent	
and	 counter	 religiously	 inspired	 radicalisation	 and	 violent	 extremism.	 Future	 research	
should	gather	and	integrate	additional	socio-economic	and	contextual	information	across	
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a	larger	set	of	countries	to	further	explore	the	association	between	governance	of	religion,	
the	incidence	of	radicalisation	and	violent	extremism,	and	P/CVE	efforts	and	initiatives.	
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Appendix	A	
Table	5.	Description	of	variables	in	the	GREASE	Indicators	Dataset	

Variable	name	 Variable	description	

Country	 Country	name	
Country_type	 Country	type	(unitary,	non-unitary)	
Geo_region	 Geographic	region	(e.g.,	CE	Europe,	SE	Europe)	
Geo_region_aggregated	 Geographic	region	aggregated	(Europe,	Eurasia,	MENA,	Asia-Pacific,	North	

America)	
Comp_Indicator	 Composite	indicator	(1,	2,	3,	4)	
Indicator_No	 Indicator	number		
Indicator_name	 Indicator	name	(e.g.,	State	autonomy	from	religion)	
Sub_indicator1_code	 Indicates,	within	each	indicator,	the	code	of	sub-indicators	(e.g.,	within	State	

autonomy	from	religion,	sub-indicator	1a)	
Sub_indicator1_name	 Sub-indicator	name	(e.g.,	Legal	dimension:	the	Constitution/Basic	law	defines	

the	state	as	secular)	
Sub_indicator1_source	 Sub-indicator	source	(e.g.,	Freedom	in	the	World	Index)	
Scale_description_type	 Description	of	the	measurement	scale	(e.g,	GTI	score,	YES/NO,	

High/Medium/Low,	Status	–	Free,	Partly	Free,	Not	Free)	
Scale_source	 Description	of	the	scale	source	(e.g.,	Status	–	Free:1,	Partly	Free:	0.5,	Not	Free:	

0)	
Dimension	 Type	of	dimension	each	measure	belongs	to,	used	for	the	analysis	(e.g.,	Legal	

dimension,	Practical	dimension)	
Score_most_recent_year	 Reported	score	for	the	most	recent	year	available	
Score_most_recent_year_reco
ded	

Score	for	the	most	recent	year	recoded	into	numerical	value	for	the	analysis	

Most_recent_year	 Most	recent	year	of	reported	score	(e.g.,	2020,	2019)	
Score_previous_year	 Reported	score	for	previous	year		
Previous_year	 Previous	year	of	reported	score	(2015,	2010,	2005,	2000)	

Data	cleaning	and	data	transformation	
Variable	Most_recent_year	
	
The	 GREASE	 Indicators	 Dataset	 includes	 variables	 for	 both	 the	 most	 recent	 year	 and	
previous	 years	 (starting	 from	 2000).	 However,	 a	 preliminary	 analysis	 of	 missing	 data	
revealed	that	it	was	not	always	possible	to	consistently	retrieve	data	for	previous	years.	
For	this	reason,	project	partners	agreed	on	focusing	on	the	most	recent	year	as	the	main	
variable	for	the	analysis.	The	variable	most	recent	year	comprises	the	most	recent	years	
starting	from	2015	(and	until	2020).	The	choice	of	this	time	span	(2015-2020)	was	deemed	
necessary	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	 missing	 data	 scores,	 as	 some	 indicators	 and	 sub-
indicators	did	not	have	data	for	the	actual	current	year	(e.g.,	2020	and	2019,	depending	on	
the	available	data	at	the	time	of	data	collection)	but	data	was	available	for	earlier	years.	
This	 approach	 allowed	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	 missing	 scores	 (i.e.,	 insufficient	
information)	to	8.15%	(n=135)	of	the	total	number	of	records	(n=1656).19	

	
19	The	overall	number	of	records	does	not	include	72	records	relating	three	sub-indicators	of	Religiously	
Inspired	Radicalisation	-	 Incidence-based	dimension:	“State-based	armed	conflict	 in	past	 five	years”	(3a),	
“Violent	 extremist	 incidents”	 (3d),	 and	 “Significant	 violent	 extremist	 actors/networks	 (3e).	 These	 sub-
indicators	were	excluded	because	of	 the	high	number	of	different	sources	reported	(e.g.,	crime	reported,	
crimes	sentenced,	crime	prosecuted)	and/or	because	of	different	methodologies	applied	over	the	years	to	
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Variables	Score_most_recent_year	and	Score_most_recent_year_recoded	
	
Original	and	raw	data	of	the	GREASE	Indicators	Dataset	comprehended	several	measures	
across	different	types	of	variables,	 including	binary/dummy	variables	(Yes/No),	ordinal	
variables	(Low,	Moderate,	High),	and	numerical	variables.	To	proceed	with	quantitative	
analysis,	 we	 performed	 data	 transformation	 of	 variables	 into	 numerical	 ones.	 For	
Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation,	recoding	was	also	necessary	to	standardise	all	scales	
before	 operating	 with	 the	 measures	 computing	 the	 averages.	 Scores	 of	 some	 sub-
indicators	were	then	reverse-coded	(e.g.,	sub-indicators	of	State-Religion	Relations:	2a,	2b,	
3a,	3b)	to	ensure	conceptual	consistency	across	all	sub-indicators	(Table	7).	Sub-indicators	
for	which	information	was	insufficient,	not	available,	or	not	applicable	were	subsequently	
excluded	from	the	analyses.	
	
Table	6.	Overview	of	sub-indicators	and	their	description	by	dimension	

Dimension	 Composite	Indicator	 Sub-Indicator	 Sub-Indicator	description	

Legal	 1	–	State-Religion	
Relations	

1a.	State	autonomy	from	
religion	

Law	defines	the	state	as	
secular	

2a.	Participation	of	religious	
institutions/groups	in	
political	decision/policy-
making	

Law	forbids	formal	
participation	of	religious	
institutions/groups	political	
decision-making	

3a.	Religiously-based	
political	parties	in	political	
life	

Law	forbids	participation	of	
religiously-based	political	
parties	in	political	life	

4a.	State	non-interference	in	
regulation	of	religious	
matters	of	religious	
institutions/communities	

Law	enforces	state	non-
interference	in	the	regulation	
of	religious	matters	of	
religious	inst/communities	

5a.	State	non-interference	in	
regulation	of	the	
administrative	matters	of	
religious	
institutions/communities	

Law	enforces	state	non-
interference	in	the	regulation	
of	the	administrative	matters	
of	religious	inst/communities	

6a.	State	recognition	of	
freedom	of	religion	

Law	allows	freedom	of	
religion	

7a.	Freedom	for	religious	
groups/communities	to	set	
up/manage	educational	
institutions	

Law	allows	religious	
groups/communities	to	set	
up/manage	educational	
institutions	

8a.	Autonomy	of	religious	
media	

Law	recognises	and	allows	
religious	media	

2	–	Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	

1a.	Legal	status	of	Religious	
Minority	Groups	(RMGs)	

Law	recognises	RMGs	

2a.	RMGs	participation	in	
political	life	

Law	grants	RMGs	rights	to	
participate	in	political	life	

3a.	Special	social	security	
status	of	RMGs	
[excluded	from	the	analysis]	

Law	grants	RMGs	rights	to	
special	social	security	benefits	

	
compute	the	measures	(as	the	case	of	sub-indicator	3a)	that	made	it	difficult	to	meaningfully	compare	the	
results.	Also,	the	overall	number	of	records	does	not	include	24	records	relating	to	Governance	of	Religious	
Diversity	-	Legal	Dimension:	“Special	social	security	status	of	RMGs”	(3a).	This	sub-indicator	was	excluded	
from	the	analysis	due	to	internal	validity	issues	(see	section	Validity	and	reliability	of	results).	
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4a.	Access	of	RMGs	to	public	
spaces	

Law	grants	RMGs	right	of	
access	to	public	spaces	

5a.	Access	to	public	funds	for	
initiatives/activities	of	RMGs	

Law	grants	RMGs	right	of	
access	to	public	funds	

6a.	Public	accommodation	of	
cultural	practices	specific	to	
RMGs	

Law	allows	public	
accommodation	of	cultural	
practices	to	RMGs	

7a.	Ownership	of	houses	of	
worship	

Law	grants	RMGs	rights	to	
own	their	houses	of	worship	

Practical	 1	–	State-Religion	
Relations	

1b.	State	autonomy	from	
religion	

Actual	level	of	state	political	
autonomy/independence	
from	religion	

2b.	Participation	of	religious	
institutions/groups	in	
political	decision/policy-
making	

Religious	institutions/groups	
lack	formal	participation	in	
political	decision-making	

3b.	Religiously-based	
political	parties	in	political	
life	

Religiously-based	political	
parties	lack	participation	in	
political	life	

4b.	State	non-interference	in	
regulation	of	religious	
matters	of	religious	
institutions/communities	

No	State	interference	in	the	
regulation	of	religious	affairs	
of	religious	inst/communities	

5b.	State	non-interference	in	
regulation	of	the	
administrative	matters	of	
religious	
institutions/communities	

No	State	interference	in	the	
regulation	of	the	
administrative	affairs	of	
religious	inst/communities	

6b.	State	recognition	of	
freedom	of	religion	

Religious	
groups/communities	enjoy	
freedom	of	religion	

7b.	Freedom	for	religious	
groups/communities	to	set	
up/manage	educational	
institutions	

Religious	
groups/communities	set	
up/manage	educational	
institutions	

8b.	Autonomy	of	religious	
media	

Religious	media	practice	their	
activity	

2	–	Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	

1b.	Legal	status	of	Religious	
Minority	Groups	(RMGs)	

RMGs'	legal	registration	status	
recognised	by	government	

2b.	RMGs	participation	in	
political	life	

RMGs	participate	in	political	
life	

3b.	Special	social	security	
status	of	RMGs	

RMGs	have	special	access	to	
social	security	benefits	

4b.	Access	of	RMGs	to	public	
spaces	

RMGs	enjoy	access	to	public	
spaces	

5b.	Access	to	public	funds	
for	initiatives/activities	of	
RMGs	

RMGs	enjoy	access	to	public	
funds	

6b.	Public	accommodation	of	
cultural	practices	specific	to	
RMGs	

RMGs	their	cultural	practices	
publicly	

7b.	Ownership	of	houses	of	
worship	

RMGs	own	houses	of	worship	
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Structural	
factors	

3	 –	 Religiously	
Inspired	
Radicalisation	

1a.	Level	of	freedom	(civil	liberties)20	
1b.	Level	of	adherence	for	the	rule	of	law21	
1c.	Level	of	religious-related	government	restrictions22	
1d.	Level	of	state	legitimacy23	
1e.	Level	of	protection	of	human	rights24	
1f.	Level	of	group	grievances25	
1g.	Uneven	Economic	Development26	
1h.	Wealth	disparity27	

Perception-based	 3	–	Religiously	
Inspired	
Radicalisation		
(Key	sub-dimensions)	

	

Political	and	economic		
grievances	

2a.	Political	grievances	–	distrust	in	government	and	
parliament		
2b.	Political	grievances	–	general	discontent	with	politics,	
democracy	
2c.	Economic	discontent	(dissatisfaction	own	financial	
situation,	country’s	economy)	

Discomfort	with	
minorities	

2d.	Discrimination	and	polarisation	
(discomfort	with	[religious]	minorities)	

Discrimination	
(score	for	each	key	
dimension)	

2d.	Discrimination	perceived	as	widespread	
2d.	Experienced	discrimination	–	general	population	
2d.	Experienced	discrimination	–	minorities	(only	EU	MS)	

VE	–	threat	
perception	

2e.	Views	on	violent	extremism	(threat	perception)	
[scores	of	VE	endorsement	(VE	organisations	or	actions)	
excluded	due	to	high	number	of	missing]	

Incidence-based	 3	–	Religiously	
Inspired	
Radicalisation		
(Key	sub-dimensions)	

	

[excluded	from	the	
analysis]	

3a.	State-based	armed	conflict	in	the	country	in	the	past	five	
years	
	

Social	Hostility	score	
(2017)	

3b.	Level	of	social	hostilities	involving	religion	(SHI)	

GTI	score	(avg.	2015-
2018)	

3c.	Incidence	and	impact	of	terrorism	(GTI)	

[excluded	from	the	
analysis]	

3d.	Violent	extremist	incidents	(crimes)		
	

[excluded	from	the	 3e.	Significant	violent	extremist	actors/	networks		

	
20	Based	on	the	Freedom	House	Freedom	in	the	World	Index	
21	Based	on	the	World	Justice	Project’s	Rule	of	Law	Index	
22	Based	on	the	Pew	Research	Center’s	Government	Restrictions	Index	
23	Based	on	the	Fund	for	Peace’s	Fragile	States	Index	(Indicator	P1	State	Legitimacy)	
24	Based	on	the	Fund	for	Peace’s	Fragile	States	Index	(Indicator	P2	Human	Rights	and	Rule	of	Law)	
25	Based	on	the	Fund	for	Peace’s	Fragile	States	Index	(Indicator	C2	Group	Grievance)	
26	Based	on	the	Fund	for	Peace’s	Fragile	States	Index	(Indicator	E2	Uneven	Economic	Development)	
27	Based	on	the	World	Inequality	Database		
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analysis]	

Comprehensiveness	
of	P/CVE	
Framework	(CF)	

4	–	Radicalisation	
Prevention	Measures	
for	Resilience	

1a.	Legislative	foundation	plan	to	prevent	violent	extremism	
1b.	Strategy	to	prevent	violent	extremism/recruitment	
1c.	Monitoring	mechanism	ensuring	impact	of	strategy	
1d.	Dedicated	body	tasked	with	strategy	development	for	
prevention/counter	terrorism	
1e.	Compliance	of	terrorism-	and	extremism-related	strategy	
1f.	Government	actors'	participation	in	implementation	of	
strategy	
1h.	Reference	to	issue	of	FTFs/proposal	of	solutions	
1i.	Reference	to	issue	of	terrorism	financing	
1j.	Reference	to	need	to	implement	communication	campaign	

Comprehensiveness	
of	 P/CVE	 Measures	
(CoM)	

4	–	Radicalisation	
Prevention	Measures	
for	Resilience	

2a.	Programmes	implementation	support	victims	of	terrorism	
2b.	Training	for	frontline	practitioners	
2c.	Initiatives	to	improve	awareness	security	forces,	etc.	
dealing	with	radicalisation	issues	
2d.	Development/implementation	of	CVE-specific	
education/projects	for	youth	
2e.	Development/implementation	of	CVE-specific	
education/projects	for	women	
2f.	Existence	of	platforms	for	dialogue	state/religious	leaders	
2g.	Presence	of	national/regional	networks	focused	on	violent	
radicalisation/extremism	
2i.	Design/implementation	campaigns	preventing	religiously-
inspired	radicalisation	
2j.	Presence	of	multi-agency	cooperation	models	for	early	
identification/support	people	at	risk	early	
2k.	State-commissioned	research	on	religiously-inspired	
radicalisation/violent	extremism	
2l.	Existence	of	programs/measures	to	prevent	radicalisation	
in	prison/probation	settings	

Civil	society	
Involvement	(CS)	

4	–	Radicalisation	
Prevention	Measures	
for	Resilience	

1g.	Non-government	actors'	participation	in	development	of	
strategy	
2h.	Existence	of	grassroots	initiatives	initiated	and	run	
entirely	by	civil	society	actors	focussed	on	prevention	of	
religiously-inspired	violent	radicalisation	and/or	violent	
extremism	
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Table	7.	Overview	of	data	transformation	and	recoding	

Composite	Indicator	 Dimension	 Scale	 Recoded	scale	

1	–	State-Religion	
Relations		
2	–	Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	

Legal	and	Practical	
	

Very	High,	High,	Medium,	
Low,	Very	Low	
	

Very	High:	5,	High:	4,	
Medium:	3,	Low:	2,	Very	
Low:	1	
	

3	–	Religiously	Inspired	
Radicalisation	

Structural	factors	 1.	Freedom	Status	(Free,	
Partly	Free,	Not	Free)	
	

1.	Reverse-coded.	Free:	0,	
Partly	Free:	0.5,	Not	Free:	
1	

2.	Rule	of	Law	Index	
Score	(0	to	1)	
	

2.	Reverse-coded.	Values	
close	to	1	indicate	lowest	
adherence	to	the	rule	of	
law	

3.	Government	
Restrictions	Index	(Very	
High,	High,	Moderate,	
Low)	

3.	Very	High:	1,	High:	
0.75,	Moderate:	0.50,	
Low:	0.50	
	

4.	Fragile	States	Index:	
P1	State	Legitimacy,	P2	
Human	Rights,	E2	
Uneven	Econ.	
Development	(High,	
Moderate,	Low)	

4.	P1	and	P2	Reverse-
coded:	High:	0,	Moderate:	
0.50,	Low:	1	
E2:	High:	1,	Moderate:	
0.50,	Low:	0	

5.	World	Inequality	
Database	(Percentage)	

5.	Score	ranges	from	0	to	
1	
	

Perception-based	 ● Political	grievances	and	
discontent	

● Economic	grievances	
and	discontent	
	
	
	
	

● Discomfort	with	
minorities	
	
	

● Discrimination	
(widespread,	
experienced-gen	
population,	experienced-
minorities)	
	
	

● Perception	of	violent	
extremism		

● %	of	population	
expressing	grievances	
(distrust	in	government,	
dissatisfaction	with	own	
fin	situation,	country’s	
economic	situation,	
democracy	and/or	
country’s	direction)	
	

● %	of	population	
uncomfortable	with	
(religious)	minorities	
	

● %	perceiving	
discrimination	to	be	
widespread	

● %	of	population	
experiencing	
discrimination	(gen	
population,	minorities)	
	

● %	of	VE	threat	
perception	in	population	

● %	of	trust	or	favourable	
opinion	of	VE	
organisations	[excluded	
from	analysis]	

Incidence-based	 1.	Uppsala	Data	Conflict	
Program/Public	records	
(Yes,	No)	

1.	Yes:	1,	No:	0	
[excluded	from	analysis]	
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2.	Social	Hostilities	Index	
(score	from	0	to	7.2	and	
higher)	

2.	Numeric	score	range	0	
to	10	

3.	Global	Terrorism	
Database		
(0	to	10)	

3.	Numeric	score	range	0	
to	10	

4.	Various	sources	–	
significant	violent	
extremist	actors	(High,	
Moderate,	Low)	

4.	High:	1,	Moderate:	
0.50,	Low:	0	
[excluded	from	analysis]	

4	–	Radicalisation	
Prevention	Measures	for	
Resilience	

● Comprehensiveness	of	
P/CVE	Framework	(CF)	

● Comprehensiveness	of	
P/CVE	Measures	(CoM)	

Yes,	No	 Yes:	1,	No:	0	

Civil	Society	Involvement	
(CS)	
	

● Very	High,	High,	Partial,	
Limited,	Very	Limited	
Very	High,	High,	
Moderate,	Limited,	Very	
Limited	

Very	High:	5,	High:	4,	
Partial/Moderate:	3,	
Limited:	2,	Very	Limited:	
1	
	

	 	



	 30	

Appendix	B	
Figure	1.	State-Religion	Relations:	Mean	values	of	Legal	dimension	and	Practical	dimension	

	

Figure	2.	Governance	of	Religious	Diversity:	Mean	values	of	Legal	dimension	and	Practical	
dimension	
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Figure	3.	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation:	Mean	values	of	Structural	factors	dimension	

	

Figure	4.	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation:	Mean	values	of	Perception-based	key	sub-
dimensions	(does	not	include	discrimination	sub-dimension)	

	
Note:	grey	bars	indicate	insufficient	information/missing	scores	above	30%.	Results	should	be	interpreted	with	caution.	
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Figure	5.	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation:	Mean	values	of	Perception-based	-	Experienced	
discrimination		

	
Note:	grey	bars	indicate	insufficient	information/missing	scores	above	30%.	Results	should	be	interpreted	with	caution.	

Figure	6.	Religiously	Inspired	Radicalisation:	Mean	values	of	Incidence-based	dimension	
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Figure	7.	Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience:	Mean	values	of	Comprehensiveness	
of	P/CVE	Framework	and	Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	Measures	

	
Note:	grey	bars	indicate	insufficient	information/missing	scores	above	30%.	Results	should	be	interpreted	with	caution.	

Figure	8.	Radicalisation	Prevention	Measures	for	Resilience:	Mean	values	of	Civil	Society	
Involvement	

	
Note:	grey	bars	indicate	insufficient	information/missing	scores	above	30%.	Results	should	be	interpreted	with	caution.	
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Table	8.	Reliability	of	the	indicators’	dimensions	measured	through	Cronbach’s	alpha	

Indicator	 Dimension	
N	of	items		
(sub-

indicators)	

Cronbach's	
Alpha	

coefficient	

Internal	
consistency	

State-Religion	
Relations	

Legal	dimension	 8	 0.74	 Acceptable	

Practical	dimension	 8	 0.68	 Fairly	acceptable	
Governance	of	
Religious	
Diversity	

Legal	dimension	 6	 0.69	 Fairly	acceptable	

Practical	dimension	 7	 0.81	 Good	

Religiously	
Inspired	

Radicalisation		

Structural	factors	 8	 0.91	 Excellent	
Perception	based:		

Political	&	economic	grievances	 3	 0.85	 Good	

Perception	based:		
Discomfort	with	minorities	 1	 -	 Single	measure	

Perception	based:	
Discrimination	
widespread	

1	 -	 Single	measure	

Perception	based:	Experienced	
discrimination	–	general	

population	
1	 -	 Single	measure	

Perception	based:	VE	threat	
perception	 1	 -	 Single	measure	

Incident	based:	SHI	 1	 -	 Single	measure	

Incident	based:	GTI	 1	 -	 Single	measure	

Radicalisation	
Prevention	
Measures	for	
Resilience	

Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	
Framework	 9	 0.90	 Excellent	

Comprehensiveness	of	P/CVE	
Measures	 11	 0.92	 Excellent	

Civil	Society	Involvement	 2	 r	=	0.62,	
p	<	0.05	

Moderate,		
positive	

correlation	
Note:	 interpretation	of	Cronbach's	alpha	based	on	George,	D.,	&	Mallery,	P.	(2003).	SPSS	for	Windows	step	by	step:	A	
simple	guide	and	reference.	11.0	update	(4th	ed.).	Boston:	Allyn	&	Bacon.	
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Table	9.	Correlation	of	Legal	and	Practical	dimensions	of	State-Religion	Relations	and	Governance	of	
Religious	Diversity	with	other	measures	

	 	 Pearson	Correlations	

	 N	 State-Religion	Relations	(SRR)	 Governance	of	Religious	Diversity	
(GRD)	

	 	 Legal	
Dimension	

Practical	
Dimension	

Mean	
LD-PD	

Legal	
Dimension	

Practical	
Dimension	

Mean	
LD-PD	

SRR	–	Legal	 24	 1.000	 	 	 	 	 	
SRR	–	Practical	 24	 0.815***	 1.000	 	 	 	 	
SRR	–	Mean	LD-
PD	

24	 0.964***	 0.938***	 1.000	 	 	 	

GRD	–	Legal	 24	 0.523**	 0.472*	 0.520**	 1.000	 	 	
GRD	–	Practical	 24	 0.239	 0.495*	 0.358	 0.644***	 1.000	 	
GRD	–	Mean	
LD-PD	

24	 0.417*	 0.534**	 0.482*	 0.893***	 0.918***	 1.000	

Grim	and	Finke	(2006)	indexes	 	 	 	 	 	
Government	
Regulation	of	
Religion	

196	 -0.119	 -0.231	 −0.177	 -0.549**	 -0.324	 −0.480*	

Government	
Favoritism	of	
Religion		

196	 -0.187	 -0.230	 −0.202	 -0.708***	 -0.646***	 −0.750***	

Social	
Regulation	of	
Religion	

196	 -0.191	 -0.183	 −0.193	 -0.462*	 -0.271	 −0.410*	

Mircov	and	Mladenovic	(2016)	
indexes	

	 	 	 	 	

Laicisation	 19	 0.328	 0.021	 0.250	 0.107	 -0.096	 0.006	
Secularisation	 19	 -0.086	 -0.084	 −0.104	 -0.351	 0.116	 −0.109	
*	p	<	0.05,	**	p	<	0.01,	***	p	<	0.001	
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