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In the light of increasing extremist attacks in Western Europe, we take a step back and
provide the first large-scale, systematic, and cross-national investigation of commonalities
and differences between people who hold left- or right-wing radical, political extremist, or
religious fundamentalist attitudes. Using survey data from Germany, Great Britain, and the
Netherlands, we investigate to what extent these attitudes can be explained by similar or
different factors at the individual level and how much support these individuals show for
political violence. Using a unique survey with newly developed and validated measures, we
find several commonalities (and some differences) in the socio-demographic and socio-
psychological backgrounds of radicals, extremists, and fundamentalists. However, our
research shows that these groups differ strongly in their support to justify political violence.
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Introduction

ecently published reports documented a sharp increase in

extremist attacks throughout Europe after the outbreak of

the Hamas-Israel war (Renard & Cook, 2023). Given the
importance of the matter, reports in the media and scholarly
attention in the past focused on investigating the prevalence and
origins of actual extremist attacks (e.g., Jasko et al, 2022).
Unfortunately, individuals committing such crimes are only those
at the utmost pinnacle of the pyramid of radicalization, and there
are many more who engage in lower acts of aggression like
stigmatization, out-group hate, or “armchair support” for political
violence (McCauley & Moskalenko, 2017). Although these acts
are not as serious as actual attacks, they can provide camaraderie
and feelings of belonging for people undergoing radicalization,
which can ultimately become a connective tissue between sup-
porters and actual perpetrators of political violence (Jungkunz,
Fahey, & Hino, 2024; Youngblood, 2020).

In contrast to these studies that focus on behavioral aspects, in
this paper, we are interested in the attitudes that stand behind
such acts, and thus in the people who share the convictions that
lead to extremist behavior. This allows us to distinguish between
latent attitudes and manifest forms of behavior (Ajzen, 1991).
More specifically, we differentiate between political extremists,
right-wing and left-wing radicals, and religious fundamentalist
attitudes. We then want to know to what extent these attitudes
can be explained by similar or different explanatory factors at the
individual level, and to what extent the support of violence varies
between these groups.

While there is some conceptual overlap between extremism,
radicalism, and fundamentalism, they can also be differentiated
along several dimensions. Extremism refers to any attitudes that
challenge the constitutional democratic state (Backes, 1989, 2007;
Isenhardt et al., 2021; Jungkunz, 2022). These anti-democratic
attitudes consider ambivalence within society and politics as
illegitimate (Backes, 1989; Lipset & Raab, 1971; Mudde, 2010)
and build upon a claim for absolute truth, the construction of
friend-and-foe images, dogmatism, a holistic and deterministic
conception of history, an identitarian construction of society,
dualistic rigorism, and the fundamental condemnation of the
present state of being (Backes, 1989, 2007).

Religious fundamentalism (REF) shares several aspects of
political extremism, especially its anti-democratic elements
(Koopmans, 2015; Pfahl-Traughber, 2010). However, it focuses
on religious aspects and can be described as the belief in a single
collection of religious teachings that embodies the infallible truth
about mankind and divinity, and that this truth is essentially
challenged by forces of evil that must be fought with force
(Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992). The fundamental equality
between human beings and their individual freedom is also
negated (Brandt & Reyna, 2010).

In contrast to extremism that seeks to completely abolish
democracy, radicalism accepts procedural democracy but opposes
the fundamental values of liberal democracy (Mudde, 2010).
Among radicals, a differentiation is made between those on the
political right and left: right-wing radicalism (RWR) negates the
inherent equality of human beings and manifests itself in an
affinity for ethnic nationalism, racism, social Darwinism, xeno-
phobia, ethnocentrism, and antisemitism. Left-wing radicalism
(LWR) extends the idea of equality to the point of superimposing
individual freedom and manifests in the support of socialism,
anti-fascism, anti-racism, resistance to oppressive law enforce-
ment tactics, and opposition to capitalism, militarism, and
imperialism (Jungkunz, 2022). While radicals are not extremists,
as they do not oppose the constitutional democratic state,
extremists can likely also be right- or left-wing radicals depending
on their political preferences.' Finally, we primarily view
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radicalism, extremism, and fundamentalism as attitudinal phe-
nomena. While violent protests and militant actions are the most
visible expressions, they should not be considered essential to
these concepts (Backes, 2007). Equating them with violence blurs
the distinction between these terms and others like fanaticism and
terrorism, which are already conflated in some academic dis-
cussions (Berger, 2018; Zinchenko, 2014).

Theoretical background

The drivers of radicalism, extremism, and religious funda-
mentalism. The far left and far right are often perceived as
fundamentally opposed, yet their intersection can be complex
(Backes & Jesse, 2006; Jungkunz, 2022). For example, Nazi
organizations like the SA included former communists, earning
the label Beefsteak Nazis—“brown on the outside, red inside”—
for their dual affiliation (Brown, 2009, 139). Similarly, leaders
such as Juan Peron in Argentina and Getdlio Vargas in Brazil
shaped a populist, lower-class fascism that blended extreme
nationalism, corporatism, and disregard for constitutional norms
(Lipset, 1959b; Mudde & Rovira Kaltwasser, 2017). These cases
are not anomalies, but reflect broader trends where regimes
merge left-wing and right-wing elements (McClosky & Chong,
1985). Successful right-wing movements often adopt left-wing
tactics, displaying reactionary rather than conservative ideologies
(Scheuch & Klingemann, 1967). Similar observations and com-
monalities can be found for religious fundamentalists (Pfahl-
Traughber, 2010). Thus, the strategic frameworks and ideologies
of radical, extremist, and fundamentalist groups often reveal
mutual patterns (Jungkunz, 2022; Pfahl-Traughber, 2010).

Radicals, extremists, and fundamentalists further share similar
socio-economic and psychological profiles. Supporters of these
movements tend to come from lower socio-economic back-
grounds and experience social deprivation, such as broken homes
and negative interactions with authorities and teachers (Infratest
Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH, 1980; Klingemann & Pappi, 1972;
Lipset, 1959a; Lubbers & Scheepers, 2007; Noelle-Neumann &
Ring, 1984; Schils & Verhage, 2017). These individuals also tend
to exhibit common personality traits, such as authoritarianism,
traditionally associated with the far right, but also observed in
left-wing extremists (Caprara & Vecchione, 2013; Ray, 1983;
Shils, 1954) and religious fundamentalists (Altemeyer &
Hunsberger, 1992; Brandt & Reyna, 2014; Wylie & Forest,
1992). Notably, some studies show higher authoritarianism in
post-communist societies, with pro-communist attitudes corre-
lating with authoritarian tendencies (Altemeyer, 1988; Lederer &
Schmidt, 1995; McFarland, 1998; McFarland et al., 1992). These
findings suggest that both extremes are vulnerable to moral
disengagement, a psychological mechanism enabling harmful
behaviors (Bandura et al., 1996).

The primary driver behind an individual’s shift toward
radicalism, extremism, and fundamentalism is, however, their
quest for significance, or “the fundamental human need to
matter” (Webber & Kruglanski, 2017, 34), which is either
triggered by the actual or by the prospective loss of importance
(Kruglanski et al., 2014). This loss may occur, for instance, due to
disillusionment with politics, marginalization within social
groups, experiences of discrimination, income inequality, and
internal drives for cognitive closure and conformity. Together,
these elements foster feelings of alienation and dissatisfaction,
both with societal structures and with one’s own identity (Hogg &
Adelman, 2013; Hogg et al.,, 2013; Kruglanski et al., 2017, 2018).

Previous research has identified several characteristics that may
trigger significance loss, i.e., anomia (Legge & Heitmeyer, 2012;
Srole, 1956), material deprivation, socio-emotional disintegration,
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and experienced prejudice against one’s group or social identity
(Gest et al., 2018; Pettigrew, 2016), authoritarian personality traits
(Altemeyer, 1996; Oesterreich, 2005), political alienation (Paige,
1971; Pattyn et al,, 2012), and low socio-structural background
(Rooduijn et al., 2017; Visser et al., 2014).

All of these experiences make it more likely for someone to
develop left- or right-wing radical, extremist, or fundamentalist
attitudes, because such ideologies provide structured black-and-
white worldviews with internal homogeneity and hierarchical
leadership.

The consequences: the support of political violence. The quest
for significance might not only lead to radicalism, extremism, or
fundamentalism but, in a further step, even to political violence.
However, violence is not a prerequisite to be considered radical,
extremist, or fundamentalist (Backes, 2007). It is therefore
important to distinguish between these and other concepts, such
as fanaticism or terrorism, and more generally between latent
attitudes and manifest forms expressed in behavior. The rela-
tionship between attitudes and behavior is complex, and various
factors, such as social norms, opportunity structures, and abilities,
prevent people from acting according to their attitudes (Ajzen,
1991). Moreover, we know that even among people with extre-
mist attitudes, only a minority becomes violent (McCauley &
Moskalenko, 2017; Nivette et al., 2017). Rather than lumping
such attitudes and political violence together, it makes more sense
to consider violence as a possible consequence of radicalism,
extremism, and fundamentalism. Investigating how, for instance,
anti-democratic attitudes are related to attitudes towards violence
could help us better understand the processes that lead to actual
violence (Kruglanski et al., 2018).

The few studies that relate actual violence to attitudes focus on
young people or do not differentiate between the general
population, radicals, extremists, and fundamentalists (Funk
et al, 1999; Nivette et al, 2017). Some differentiate between
left-wing and right-wing extremist youth, but analyze their
delinquency rates without taking political violence into account
(Haymoz et al., 2023). Only a few look at political violence and
show that 2.6% of left-wing extremists and 4.4% of right-wing
extremist youth have engaged in at least one of four types of
politically violent behavior in the last 12 months (Manzoni et al.,
2018). However, support for violence is slightly higher among
left-wing extremists (6.5%) than among right-wing extremists
(4.4%). Others investigate violent incidents and show that left-
wing extremists are less likely to use violence and that their
attacks are less lethal (Jasko et al., 2022). However, these studies
do not say anything about the potential for violence and how
many extremists do not become violent or do not even support
violence. Therefore, we do not know whether the number of
violent acts depends on the size of the extremist groups in
question.

It is, however, important to know how widespread support
for violence is among radicals, extremists, and fundamentalists
and how these shares compare to those among the general
population. Such an approach allows us to gain an under-
standing of the potential of political violence, but also of the
dominant norms in society and among certain groups that
might make actual political violence more acceptable
(Dancygier, 2023). Studies on the support of violence among
the general population come to very different conclusions
(Jungkunz, 2025; Vegetti & Littvay, 2022). While some show
that up to 44 percent of the US population supports politically
motivated violence (Kalmoe & Mason, 2022), others argue that
these figures are way too large due to design and measurement
problems (Holliday et al., 2024; Westwood et al., 2022). They

conclude that violence is mainly concentrated at the extremes
of the political spectrum, which they do not analyze further.

Data & method

Data. We conducted a survey via a recruited Bilendi online access
panel in Germany (N = 2117), Great Britain (N = 2039), and the
Netherlands (N = 2045) spanning from June 21 to September 13,
2022. Participation in the panel is voluntary and contingent upon
a double-opt-in registration process. Prior to commencement,
participants provided written informed consent through an
online interface. The survey was administered in the respective
official languages and achieved demographic representativeness
in terms of age (18-69 years), gender, and educational attain-
ment. The survey contained an oversampling of Muslims (for a
different purpose), which is why we weighted all models to adjust
for the distribution of religious background. Further information
about sampling and question wording can be found in Appendix
A and Tables A.1-A.2 in the Supplementary Material. The study
was approved by the ethics committee of the University of
Mannheim (38/2022).

Since only a small part of the population has such attitudes, we
selected countries where radical, extremist, or fundamentalist
actors have played a certain role in the near past to make sure that
there are enough people to investigate. We selected Germany,
Great Britain, and the Netherlands to cover a variety of political
contexts within Western Europe. Our aim is not to explain
potential country differences but to see how explanatory factors at
the individual level and support of violence among radicals,
extremists, and fundamentalists can be generalized across
different contexts.

Measures. We use newly developed and validated measures that
are presented in the Supplementary Material and that have been
selected from an exhaustive list of already existing national and
international measures over several rounds of pre-testing (Jung-
kunz, Helbling, & Osenbriigge, 2024). The goal was to build
succinct indices that consist of a small number of the most viable
items using factor-analytic methods. At the same time, a wide
conceptual scope was maintained while country-specific topics
were omitted. In order to ensure measurement invariance across
countries, concise scales covering the most pertinent elements of
the corresponding concepts were developed. Accordingly, the
specific items of each index do not necessarily cover all aspects of
the respective concepts.

The scales include a six-item battery on LWR (a = 0.782), an
eight-item battery on RWR (a = 0.882), and a five-item battery
on general political extremism (GEX, a = 0.825). Furthermore,
we use the item battery by Altemeyer & Hunsberger (2004) to
capture religious fundamentalism (REF, a =0.850). All items
were measured on five-point Likert scales from do not agree at
all (one) to fully agree (five). For Figs. 1 and 4, we created mean
indices for all concepts and calculated cut-off values for
respondents who, on average, agreed with each item of the
respective scale (i.e., scored a four or higher on the indices).

Our study further contained socio-psychological and socio-
demographic indicators. For anomia, we use a four-item battery
(¢=0.904, Fischer & Kohr, 1980). We capture material
deprivation through three items (o = 0.794, Callan et al., 2011)
and socio-emotional disintegration through a two-item measure
(a=0.791, Heitmeyer et al., 2013). Due to a lack of an existing
scale for political alienation, we use 15 items to form a mean
index (a = 0.928). For authoritarian personality traits, we use the
twelve-item battery by Oesterreich (a« = 0.771, Oesterreich, 2005).
The concept is superior to other attitudinal measures of
authoritarianism (see e.g., Altemeyer, 1996), as it measures
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Fig. 1 Share of radicals, extremists, and fundamentalists by country. Respondents are considered radicals, extremists, or fundamentalists if they agreed,
on average, with all items of the respective scale. Error bars show 95% confidence intervals. Data source: Own Study (DE, GB, and NL).

authoritarian traits that predate radicalism, extremism, and
fundamentalism in the causal chain. We further include
additional social-structural information about religion and
religiosity, education, sex, and age.

Finally, we capture political violence justification through four
items developed by Kalmoe (Kalmoe, 2014) and an additional six
items used by the German Internet Panel Study (German Internet
Panel, University of Mannheim, 2024). Given the debate about
political violence items in surveys (Kalmoe & Mason, 2022;
Westwood et al., 2022) and the varying degree and specificity of
the individual violence items, we analyze each item separately.
Question wording and coding of all items are described in detail
in Tables B.1-B.3 in Appendix B in the Supplementary Material.

Results

We see in Fig. 1 that on average religious fundamentalists are the
smallest group across the six countries, with around two to three
percent in all three countries.” Extremists are slightly more
common in most countries in our sample, with ~3-6% of the
population.” The share of right-wing radicals is somewhat higher
and ranges between six and seven percent in all three countries.
As for left-wing radicals, we find the largest group in Great
Britain (15%) and somewhat lower numbers for Germany (10%)
and the Netherlands (9%).*

Socio-demographic basis. Furthermore, we like to know to what
extent there are commonalities or differences between radicalism,
extremism, and fundamentalism with regard to socio-
demographic characteristics (Fig. 2). We find that right-wing
radicalism is less pronounced among women (b = —0.15, 95% CI
[—0.20; —0.15]) and the higher educated (b= —0.35, 95% CI
[—0.40; —0.30]), whereas the degree is somewhat higher among
Protestants (b =0.08, 95% CI [0.10; 0.15]), Catholics (b= 0.22,
95% CI [0.15; 0.29]), and Muslims (b = 0.35, 95% CI [0.24; 0.46])
as compared to people with no religion, as well as religious
respondents (b =0.23, 95% CI [0.16; 0.31]). Age and living in a
more rural region play either no or only a very limited role.
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Fig. 2 Socio-demographic predictors of radicalism, extremism, and
fundamentalism. Shown are standardized estimates for continuous
predictors (age and region) and unstandardized estimates for all categorical
indicators from bivariate linear regression models with 95% confidence
intervals. LWR left-wing radicalism, RWR right-wing radicalism, REF
religious fundamentalism, GEX general extremism. The reference
categories are “no religion” for religion and “not religious” for religiosity.
Data source: own Study (DE, GB, and NL).

Left-wing radicalism, in turn, shows a higher degree for women
(b=0.18, 95% CI [0.13; 0.23]), Muslims (b = 0.64, 95% CI [0.53;
0.75]), and religious respondents (b = 0.30, 95% CI [0.22; 0.38]),
but a lower degree for the higher educated (b= —0.12, 95% CI
[—0.17; —0.07]), younger individuals (8 = —0.17, 95% CI [—0.20;
—0.15]), and Protestants (b= —0.17, 95% CI [—0.24; —0.10]).
There are no or only minor associations with rurality and being
Catholic.

Religious fundamentalism is much higher among Muslims
(b=157, 95% CI [1.47; 1.66]) and, obviously, religious
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Fig. 3 Socio-psychological predictors of radicalism, extremism, and
fundamentalism. Standardized estimates from bivariate linear regression
models with 95% confidence intervals. LWR left-wing radicalism, RWR
right-wing radicalism, REF religious fundamentalism, GEX general
extremism. Data source: own study (DE, GB, and NL).

individuals (b=1.42, 95% CI [1.36; 1.48]) and higher among
Protestants (b=0.58, 95% CI [0.52; 0.64]) and Catholics
(b=0.59, 95% CI [0.53; 0.65]). It is, however, somewhat lower
among younger individuals (8= —0.17, 95% CI [—0.20; —0.15])
and the more highly educated (b= —0.12, 95% CI [—0.17;
—0.07]). There is no association with sex or living in a more rural
region.

Finally, extremism is substantially higher among Muslims
(b=10.68,95% CI [0.57; 0.78]) and religious individuals (b = 0.44,
95% CI [0.37; 0.52]), and also somewhat higher among Catholics
(b=10.24, 95% CI [0.18; 0.31]), but lower among younger people
(B=—-0.25, 95% CI [—0.27; —0.23]) and the higher educated
(b=-0.13, 95% CI [—0.18; —0.08]). We do not find significant
effects with rurality, sex, or being Protestant. Overall, the pattern
is quite similar in a multivariate model which includes all socio-
demographic and socio-psychological characteristics (see Fig. A.1
in the Supplementary Material). The overall pattern in the pooled
data is also largely similar in the three individual countries (see
Figs. A.4-A.9 in the Supplementary Material).

In sum, we find that the socio-demographic basis is very
similar across radicalism, extremism, and fundamentalism: It is
men, younger and less educated people who are more radical,
extremist, or fundamentalist. There are two exceptions: Women
have a higher tendency to be left-wing radicals than men, and
older people are not less right-wing radical than younger people.
We also find that Protestants, Catholics, Muslims, and, more
generally, religious people are all more radical, extremist, and
(obviously much more) fundamentalist than non-religious
people. One exception is that Protestants are less left-wing radical.

Socio-psychological characteristics. Figure 3 shows the rela-
tionships between socio-psychological predictors and left- and
right-wing radicalism, extremism, and fundamentalism. We
provide descriptive summary statistics and country-specific
results in the Supplementary Material.

Right-wing radicalism is associated with a strong sense of
authoritarianism (8 = 0.29, 95% CI [0.26; 0.31]), feelings of anomia
(8=10.32,95% CI [0.30; 0.35]), material deprivation (8 = 0.44, 95%
CI [0.42; 0.47]), and political alienation (§=10.29, 95% CI [0.26;
0.31]) and to a somewhat lesser degree socio-emotional disintegra-
tion (B =0.18, 95% CI [0.16; 0.21]). Although left-wing radicalism
is fairly similarly characterized by feelings of anomia (= 0.31, 95%
CI [0.29; 0.34]), socio-emotional disintegration (8 =0.16, 95% CI

[0.13; 0.18]) and political alienation (= 0.31, 95% CI [0.29; 0.33]),
the association with material deprivation (= 0.30, 95% CI [0.28;
0.32]) is somewhat lower compared to right-wing radicalism, and
we find a non-significant relationship with authoritarianism
(3=0.01, 95% CI [—0.02; 0.03]).

Religious fundamentalism is somewhat positively associated
with authoritarianism (8 = 0.10, 95% CI [0.08; 0.12]), feelings of
anomia (=021, 95% CI [0.19; 0.23]), material deprivation
(B=0.22, 95% CI [0.19; 0.24]), and socio-emotional disintegra-
tion (B = 0.04, 95% CI [0.01; 0.06]), although the relationships are
generally somewhat weaker compared to left- and right-wing
radicalism. Uniquely for religious fundamentalism, we find no
significant association with political alienation (8= 0.01, 95% CI
[—0.01; 0.03]). Finally, general political extremism is also
characterized by a strong sense of authoritarianism (f=0.22,
95% CI [0.19; 0.24]), feelings of anomia (= 0.33, 95% CI [0.31;
0.35]), and material deprivation (= 0.44, 95% CI [0.42; 0.46]),
and a weaker relationship with socio-emotional disintegration
(8=0.07, 95% CI [0.05; 0.10]) and political alienation (8 =0.12,
95% CI [0.09; 0.14]).

Taken together, we find that all socio-psychological character-
istics are related to radicalism, extremism, and fundamentalism.
While anomia is similarly important for all four forms, the
importance of the other characteristics varies between indices.
Material deprivation is more important for extremism and right-
wing radicalism than for left-wing radicalism and fundamental-
ism. Political alienation plays an important role for right- and
left-wing radicalism, but no role for fundamentalism. Finally,
authoritarianism is most relevant for right-wing radicalism and
extremism and, to some extent, also for fundamentalism, but not
for left-wing radialism. The overall pattern of these relationships
is mostly consistent in a multivariate model (including all socio-
demographic and socio-psychological characteristics), although
the associations are somewhat weaker on average, which is to be
expected given that some of the predictors correlate weakly to
moderately (see Figs. A.2 and A.3 in the Supplementary Material).
Only in the case of socio-emotional disintegration, we find that
the relationship is substantially reduced across models. The
overall patterns in the pooled data are also largely similar in the
three individual countries (see Figs. A.4-A.9 in the Supplemen-
tary Material).

Support of political violence. Figure 4 shows that there is great
variation in the justification of political violence across radicals,
extremists, fundamentalists, and the general population that
does not belong to these groups. We find the strongest justifi-
cation of violence among extremists who (strongly) agree with
~48 percent (murder political opponent) to 60 percent
(removal of flyers). Right-wing radicals are somewhat less, but
still considerably inclined to justify violence, ranging from 32
percent (murder political opponent) to 43 percent (removal of
flyers). Furthermore, about a third of left-wing radicals agrees
with the use of force in politics, varying between 21 percent
(murder political opponent) to 32 percent (removal of flyers).
Finally, religious fundamentalists are the least likely to justify
political violence, ranging from 5 percent (murder political
opponent) to 19 percent (threaten politicians).” The support of
violence among the general population varies between four and
nine percent. Thus, we find a clear hierarchy that considers
general extremists as the most likely to support violence, fol-
lowed by right- and left-wing radicals. Religious fundamental-
ists show the least support, which could, however, be influenced
by the question wording, which specifically mentions “politi-
cians”, “the government”, or “a political opponent”. This overall
pattern in the pooled data is also largely similar in the three
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Fig. 4 Support for political violence justification by radicals, extremists,
and fundamentalists. Share of (strong) agreement with political violence
justification statements. Respondents are considered radicals, extremists,
or fundamentalists if they agreed, on average, with all items of the
respective scale. Numbers in parentheses refer to the respondents who are
not considered radical, extremist, or fundamentalist. LWR left-wing
radicalism, RWR right-wing radicalism, REF religious fundamentalism, GEX
general extremism. Data source: own study (DE, GB, and NL).

individual countries (see Figs. A.10-A.12 in Supplementary
Material).

Conclusion

This paper is the first to compare different forms of political
attitudes that pose a threat to (liberal) democracy using newly
developed and validated indices and to examine the extent to
which these attitudes are associated with similar socio-demo-
graphic, socio-psychological characteristics and similar levels of
support for violence. Thus, it goes beyond many previous studies
that focused on one form of radicalism, extremism, or funda-
mentalism. Such an approach is important because it not only
allows us to find potential similarities between attitudes that are
conceptually different but share certain elements, but it also
enables the development of better-informed countermeasures.

We found that the socio-demographic basis is very similar
across radicalism, fundamentalism, and extremism with regard to
gender, age, education, place of living, and religion, with a few
exceptions. It also appeared that the “basic human need to
matter” plays a role for all the groups studied here, but that
specific socio-psychological characteristics are more important
for some than for others. There are similarities with regard to
anomia and material deprivation, but also some substantial dif-
ferences that point toward different origins in the radicalization
process. Whereas authoritarianism positively predicts right-wing
radicalism, religious fundamentalism, and general political
extremism, it is negatively related to left-wing radicalism. Socio-
emotional disintegration and political alienation are much more
relevant for left- and right-wing radicalism than for religious
fundamentalism and general political extremism.

We also learned that support for violence varies widely among
radicals, extremists, and fundamentalists, despite some shared
socio-psychological characteristics. There is a clear hierarchy in
the justification of political violence, with the strongest support
found among general political extremists, followed by right- and
left-wing radicals and religious fundamentalists. The latter one

6

has to be viewed with a grain of salt, though, as religious fun-
damentalists might be more inclined to support political violence
for religious reasons instead of political ones.

The good news is that among the general population, only a
tiny minority supports violence, and support is strongest among
extremists, who themselves are a fairly small group. Nevertheless,
there appears to be a widespread climate of support for violence
on the fringes of European societies, which legitimizes violence
and may, in turn, encourage some to act. “Armchair support” for
political violence can provide feelings of camaraderie and
belonging for people in the radicalization process, which can
serve as a connective tissue between supporters and actual per-
petrators of political violence. This is an important extension of
the literature that examines actual violence without considering
the potential for violence or wider support networks, or focusing
only on the general population (see also the discussion of implicit
extremist attitudes as discussed by Jungkunz, Helbling, & Isani,
2024).

With regards to the limitations of our research, we acknowl-
edge the discussion about the face validity and potential over-
statement of support for political violence in surveys (Kalmoe &
Mason, 2022; Westwood et al., 2022). To circumvent these con-
cerns, we specifically selected a wide range of very specific items
that should make the reported figures more trustworthy. Fur-
thermore, our work is based on attitudes, not behavior. While we
understand this as a major advantage of our research, we
acknowledge that holding radical, extremist, or fundamentalist
attitudes does not imply that someone will follow up with
respective actions. In fact, the overwhelming majority of those
with such beliefs will never act (McCauley & Moskalenko, 2017).

Finally, we acknowledge potential limitations of online access
panels (Couper, 2000). The key challenge is the difficulty of
capturing individuals with extreme or radical views, as these
groups are typically underrepresented in conventional survey
modes, including web-based platforms. This underrepresentation
can result from self-selection bias, where those with extreme
views may be less inclined to participate, or due to barriers such
as distrust of surveys and concerns about anonymity (Johnson
et al.,, 2014). However, while this limitation affects the share of
people with radical, extremist, or fundamentalist views, it should
not affect our findings regarding the relative differences between
the different groups we investigated. Thus, our numbers in Fig. 1
should be viewed as conservative estimates and likely to be
somewhat understated.

Moreover, while online platforms ensure anonymity, which
may encourage openness about sensitive topics, they also intro-
duce issues of non-response bias. Certain demographic groups,
such as older or less digitally literate individuals, may thus be
excluded, further distorting the representation of extremist
ideologies. Therefore, while online panels are efficient for broad
attitudinal analysis, they may fail to fully capture the more hidden
and marginalized populations central to studies of radicalization
and extremism. This challenge is not unique to online surveys,
but is a concern in most survey modes, requiring complementary
strategies, such as targeted recruitment and mixed-method
approaches, to address these gaps.

Data availability

Data and replication materials are available in the corresponding
author’s Harvard Dataverse (https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/
IPPSHD).
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Notes

Correlations between radicalism, extremism, and fundamentalism scales range
between 0.18 (LWR and RWR) and 0.58 (RWR and GEX), indicating some overlap but
also substantial differences between these groups (see Table A.3 in the Supplementary
Material). Furthermore, left- and right-wing radicals often differ in their views on
democracy and pathways to radicalization (Mudde, 2022; Youngblood, 2020). Our
comparison does not equate them, but treats them as distinct phenomena worthy of
investigation.

The shares of fundamentalists for Germany, Great Britain, and the Netherlands
correspond to those other studies have found for Western European countries:
Koopmans (2015) shows that less than 4 percent among Christian natives in Germany,
France, the Netherlands, Belgium, Austria and Sweden can be considered
fundamentalists. In our study, 1.7% of Christians hold fundamentalist beliefs
compared to 2.9% in Great Britain and 5.1% in the Netherlands. Among Muslims,
however, fundamentalism is much more widespread, ranging from 15.7% in the
Netherlands to 17.5% in Germany and Great Britain (see Fig. A.13 in the
Supplementary Material).

These numbers also correspond to what other studies have found in Germany
(Jungkunz, 2022).

4 Previous work identified similar shares for right- and left-wing authoritarian attitudes
in Germany and Switzerland (Decker et al.,, 2022; Manzoni et al,, 2018; Schroeder &
Deutz-Schroeder, 2015).

There are only three cases in which we find significant differences between Christian
and Muslim fundamentalists regarding political violence justification: online
harassment, being stopped from attending a political event, and getting a brick
through the window. In these three instances, the share of Muslims who support these
measures is about 15 to 20% higher compared to Christian fundamentalists (see Fig.
A.14 in the Supplementary Material).

—
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