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Abstract: We argue that personal religiosity and political religiosity are distinct
attributes of a political candidate. Personal religiosity reflects a candidate’s level
of personal religious commitment and political religiosity reflects the
candidate’s policy regarding separating versus blending religion and politics.
The paradoxical religiosity hypothesis predicts that, within a democracy,
personal religiosity will increase voters’ endorsement of a candidate whereas
political religiosity will decrease voters’ endorsement. We test this hypothesis
comparatively in two experiments, one performed within a long-standing
democracy containing predominantly Christian voters (the United States), and
the other within a more recent democracy containing predominantly Muslim
voters (Indonesia). We demonstrate the robustness of the paradoxical religiosity
effect and its persistence across the two countries, suggesting that Muslim
Indonesians are no less capable than Christian Americans in separating the
sacred and the secular.
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INTRODUCTION

Early voting behavior research documented the potent role of voter reli-
gious affiliation in determining vote choice (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and
Gaudet 1944). Related research suggests that candidate religious affiliation
or appeal can increase the favorability of a candidate’s evaluation. In this
article, we separate a candidate’s personal religious commitment (here-
after, personal religiosity) from his religious political appeal (hereafter,
political religiosity). We examine how these two different features of reli-
giosity affect voters’ evaluations of a candidate.
We situate this study in a comparative context by examining a predom-

inantly Muslim democracy (Indonesia) and predominantly Christian
democracy (the United States). We also consider how a voter characteristic,
namely religious fundamentalism, moderates the effects of a candidate’s
personal and political religiosities. Since both countries are democratic
yet have different religious affiliations, the comparison allows a direct
test of whether Muslims are less capable of separating religion and politics
than their Christian counterparts (e.g., Huntington 1996).
Analysis of online survey experiments from both countries yields fivemain

findings. First, a candidate’s personal religiosity increases the favorability of
candidate evaluation in both countries, especially with regard to the candi-
date’s moral integrity. Second, participants from both countries negatively
evaluate candidates who endorse a blending between religious and state
affairs (hereafter, pro-blending). Third, we find no difference in regard to
Indonesians’ and Americans’ evaluations of candidates who endorse reli-
gion-state separation (hereafter, pro-separation). Both groups of participants
fail to evaluate a pro-separation candidatemore positively than the control can-
didate. Fourth, high fundamentalist participants aremore favorable toward the
pro-blending candidate and low fundamentalist participants are more suppor-
tive toward the pro-separation candidate. Thesemoderating effects of religious
fundamentalism are stronger among Indonesian than American participants.
Fifth, these findings emerge even when focusing on religious majority partic-
ipants (Muslim Indonesians and Christian Americans), and regardless of
whether American unbelievers are included or excluded from the analysis.

PERSONAL RELIGIOSITY: CANDIDATE RELIGIOUS

COMMITMENT

A considerable body of research points to the social benefits of being re-
ligious. Religious individuals are evaluated and perceived more positively
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than non-religious individuals (e.g., Galen et al. 2011; Randolph-Seng and
Nielsen 2007; Saroglou et al. 2005). A 2007 survey by Pew Global
Attitudes Project found that 57% of Americans and 98% Indonesians be-
lieved that one must believe in God to be moral.
There is evidence that the generally held relationship between religiosity

and positive evaluation transfers to the political realm. Pew Forum (2012, 12)
finds that between 2000 and 2012 about 70% registered voters in the United
States wanted a religious president. Another survey (Gallup 2007) finds that
53% respondents said they would not vote for an atheist, which is higher
than the 43% who indicated they would not vote for a homosexual candidate.
In some cases, however, a candidate’s religious affiliation may reduce a

candidate’s popularity. Within the United States, for example, voters may
be reluctant to endorse Mormons or Muslims (Campbell, Green, and
Monson 2012). In Indonesia, the same phenomena might be evident if
a candidate is from a “deviant” Islamic group (e.g., Ahmadiya; Crouch
2009) or is Christian (Mujiburrahman 2006).
Although the effect of personal religiosity on social evaluations is widely

documented, scholars disagreeonwhether the effect is general or particularized.
Some argue that the effect depends on various factors. In the context of political
evaluation, the effect of acandidate’s personal religiositymaydependonvoters’
partisanship (Sheets, Domke, andGreenwald 2011), whether voters themselves
are religious (Albertson 2011), or whether the candidate’s religious affiliation
has certain partisan connotations (Campbell, Green, and Layman 2011).
Religious voters may regard religious politicians from the same faith as in-
group members (Ysseldyk, Matheson, and Anisman 2010) and due to in-
group favoritism form a more favorable impression of the candidates. Also, in
the United States, Republicans or conservatives may favor religious candidates
more than Democrats or liberals do (Campbell 2007; Layman 2001).
On the other hand, one can argue for a generalized halo effect. A candi-

date’s religious commitment might activate a prototype of a “religious
person” that leads to positive inferences regarding the candidate’s character
(e.g., “moral,” “high integrity;” Kinder 1986; Miller, Wattenberg, and
Malanchuk 1986). This effect might emerge even among voters who do
not share the same faith as the politician and among non-religious voters.

POLITICAL RELIGIOSITY: THE RELIGION-STATE

RELATIONSHIP

Importantly, personal religious commitment can be distinguished from
the tendency to mix religion with political affairs. One can be
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personally religious or even publicly affirm his religiosity and at the
same time be opposed to mixing religion and politics (Beard et al.
2013). This is especially true within democracies, which generally
favor the separation of religion and state (Brathwaite and Bramsen
2011; Fox 2006). In countries with strong democratic norms, a politi-
cian who mixes religion and politics may be viewed as discriminating
and evaluated as undemocratic (e.g., Calfano and Djupe 2015). In a
democracy, acceptance of democratic values arguably constitutes a pre-
requisite of a good citizenry. Thus, a candidate who appears undemo-
cratic should attract little support from voters. This does not imply,
however, that politicians never appeal to the religious. The thrust is
mainly that, as democratic norms and separation of religion and state
become more internalized, politicians have to be more careful in their
appeal so as to avoid alienating voters at large.
Indeed, within a democracy, we argue that a candidate’s personal and

political religiosity will elicit a paradoxical pattern of effects. Namely,
whereas religious commitment should elicit favorable attitudes due to
the morality signal it sends, the tendency to mix religion with political
affairs should elicit unfavorable attitudes toward a political candidate.
We label this the “Paradoxical Religiosity Hypothesis.” According to
this view, personal religiosity increases voter endorsements whereas
political religiosity decreases voter endorsements of a political candidate.
How should one conceptualize the tendency to mix versus separate re-

ligion and politics? Fox and colleagues (Fox 2006; Fox and Sandler 2005)
argue that secularism can be conceptualized as possessing multiple com-
ponents. These include a structural separation between state and religious
institutions, an absence of state restrictions or preferences regarding reli-
gious affiliation, an absence of discrimination against minority religions,
and a tendency to avoid the adoption of religious laws into national
laws. This conceptualization provides the basis for the political religiosity
manipulation employed in the present research.

THE PARADOXICAL RELIGIOSITY HYPOTHESIS

The present study conceptualizes personal and political religiosity as sep-
arate constructs that have different consequences and can be experimental-
ly manipulated. To manipulate personal religiosity of a candidate,
participants are presented with a hypothetical candidate who claims to
be religious, or alternatively, expresses no religious commitment
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(control). We do not include a condition in which a candidate explicitly
expresses an agnostic personal orientation, simply because we believe
no reasonable candidate in Indonesia or the United States would publicly
express this orientation. To manipulate political religiosity, the candidate
endorses religion-state separation, religion-state blending, or expresses
nothing regarding political religiosity (control).
Table 1 presents hypotheses tested in this article. According to the

Paradoxical Religiosity Hypothesis (H3), personal religiosity will elicit fa-
vorable impressions of a political candidate (H1), whereas political religi-
osity (i.e., pro-blending) will elicit unfavorable impressions of a political
candidate (H2). Additional hypotheses consider the possibility that each
of these effects will be moderated by country (Indonesia versus the
United States) or level of religious fundamentalism.

CROSS-COUNTRY DIFFERENCES

The present article examines cross-country differences regarding the influ-
ence of religion in the political world. Samples were collected from
Indonesia and the United States. While the United States is an industrial-
ized democracy containing predominantly Christian voters, Indonesia is
pre-dominantly Muslim and has been a democracy only since 1998.
Eighty-seven percent of Indonesia’s 240 million population are
Muslims, and 10% are Christians. Thus, Indonesia is the world’s largest
Muslim-majority country. Interestingly, however, Indonesia is not official-
ly an Islamic country and in the post-1998 free elections Islamic parties
have generally performed worse than non-Islamic parties. Nonetheless,
some argue that Indonesia is not truly secular, mainly because all
parties (Islamic and non-Islamic alike) employ religious rhetoric
(Tanuwidjaja 2010) and religious freedom for minority groups seems to
be worrisomely disappearing (Human Rights Watch 2013).
A cultural approach would suggest that the effect of personal religiosity

may differ in these two samples. Specifically, because Indonesia is relative-
ly high in personal religiosity (Pew Global 2008), the positive effect of
personal religiosity may be amplified in Indonesia relative to the United
States Relative to the control candidate, Indonesians may evaluate the per-
sonally religious candidate more positively than Americans do (H5).
It is less clear, however, whether cultural differences will be observed

when examining political religiosity. Both countries possess a democratic
political system, and some would argue that Indonesia, like the United
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States, is a secular democracy (Barton 2010; Mujani and |Liddle 2007;
2009). Accordingly, one might anticipate that the negative political religi-
osity effect (and consequently, the paradoxical religiosity effect) will be
obtained in both countries (H8).
However, it is also possible that the political religiosity effect will be

attenuated in the Indonesian sample. The United States is a long-standing
democracy whereas Indonesia adopted a democratic system more recently.
Endorsement of religion-state separation may be more evident in mature
democracies than young democracies (Brathwaite and Bramsen 2011).
More controversially, some have suggested that religion-state separation
is less compatible with Muslim than Christian religious tradition
(Huntington 1996).
Although it is difficult to disentangle these two explanations, many

have argued that religion is an important factor in Indonesian politics
(Crouch 2012; Tanuwidjaja 2010). Moreover, 72% of Indonesian

Table 1. List of hypotheses

Num Hypothesis Description

Main effect
H1 Positive personal religiosity Religious > Control
H2 Negative political religiosity

(pro-blending)
Pro-blending < Control

H3 Paradoxical religiosity H1 and H2
H4 Positive pro-separation Pro-separation > Control
2-Way Interaction Effect with Country
H5 More religious Indonesia H1 stronger in Indonesia than the U.S.
H6 More pro-blending Indonesia H2 stronger in the U.S. than Indonesia.
H7 Less pro-separation Indonesia H4 stronger in the U.S. than Indonesia.
H8 Equally secular countries No difference between Indonesia and the

U.S. in regard to H2 and H4.
2-Way Interaction Effect with Fundamentalism
H9 Fundamentalist personal

religiosity appeal
H1 stronger among high than low

fundamentalists
H10 Fundamentalist pro-blending

appeal
H2 stronger among low than high

fundamentalists
H11 Fundamentalist pro-separation

aversion
H4 stronger among low than high

fundamentalists
3-Way Interaction with Country and Fundamentalism
H12 Indonesian fundamentalist

personal religiosity appeal
H9 stronger in Indonesia than the U.S.

H13 Indonesian fundamentalist pro-
blending appeal

H10 stronger in Indonesia than the U.S.

H14 Indonesian fundamentalist pro-
separation aversion

H11 stronger in Indonesia than the U.S.
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Muslims favor making sharia the official law (Pew Forum 2013, 15).
Thus, either due to the youthful age of democracy or religious tradition,
the negative effect of pro-blending (and positive effect of pro-separation)
may be reduced or reversed in Indonesia (H6 and H7). If this is true, the
effect of personal and political religiosity may not be paradoxical after all
in Indonesia.

RELIGIOUS FUNDAMENTALISM

The effects of personal and political religiosity may also be moderated by
voter religious fundamentalism. Fundamentalism is positively associated
with religious commitment (Savage and Liht 2008; Ysseldyk et al.
2010), and voters prefer candidates who are similar to themselves
(Ottati 2001). Thus, voter fundamentalism may moderate the effect of per-
sonal religiosity by magnifying the appeal of the personally religious can-
didate (H9).
Other considerations, however, suggest that voter fundamentalism may fail

to moderate the personal religiosity effect. Personal religiosity can be high
among non-fundamentalists, and although correlated, personal religiosity
and religious fundamentalism are distinct constructs with distinct political out-
comes (Ellison and Musick 1993; McFarland 1989). Accordingly, the appeal
of a personally religious candidate (who is not necessarily fundamentalist)
may be no greater among fundamentalist than non-fundamentalist voters.
Voter religious fundamentalism may be more likely to moderate the

effect of the candidate’s political religiosity. This is because religious fun-
damentalism advocates adherence to fundamental religious values in all
aspects of life, implying that political decisions should be guided by reli-
gious principles (Monroe and Kreidie 1997). As such, fundamentalism
should reduce or reverse the predicted effect of political religiosity. That
is, the tendency to oppose pro-blending and favor pro-separation should
be reduced or reversed among fundamentalists (H10 and H11, respectively).
Research suggests that fundamentalist opposition to separating religion

and politics may be especially pronounced in non-western (Kinnvall 2004)
and Muslim societies (Imhoff and Recker 2012; Monroe and Kreidie
1997). Thus, the moderating role of religious fundamentalism may be
more evident in Indonesia than in the United States. Although fundamen-
talism may magnify positive endorsement of a personally religious or a
pro-blending candidate in Indonesia, this may not be the case in the
U.S (H12, H13, and H14).
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METHODS

Participants

Indonesian data collection was performed online between January 2012
and January 2013. The survey was presented in Indonesian language.
Links to the survey were distributed to Indonesian mailing-lists, social
media, and online discussion forums. For data collection of the United
States, we employed Amazon’s Mechanical Turk to sample participants
residing in the United States The United States data was collected in
April of 2013 (participants were paid $0.40).
Table 2 presents the characteristics of our samples. Of special

importance is a portion of American participants who said they did not
follow any religion.1 Our main analysis excluded these “unbelievers”
based on two rationales. First, because unbelievers were non-existent in
the Indonesian sample, including American unbelievers means the effect
of country would be confounded with the effect of unbeliever status.
Second, by implication, a person who does not believe in religion
cannot be a religious fundamentalist. Including American unbelievers
would confound the effect of fundamentalism with the effect of unbeliever
status. Thus, we initially present the main analysis with unbelievers
excluded. Afterward, we present supplementary analyses that include
unbelievers as robustness check. The results do not change our
conclusions.

Design

We presented all materials to the participants in their native language (i.e.,
in Indonesian for Indonesian participants and in English for American
participants). Dependent variables were the likelihood of voting for the
candidate, attitude toward the candidate, and perceived competence and
integrity of the candidate. The moderating variables were participant reli-
gious fundamentalism and a dummy variable representing the partici-
pant’s country (Indonesia as reference category). Participant political
involvement, agreement with the candidate (on non-religious filler
issues), age, education level, and religious affiliation (member of minority
versus majority religion) served as control variables.
Independent variables were the experimental manipulations of personal

religiosity (no-information, religious) and political religiosity (no-position,
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pro-blending, and pro-separation). In both experiments, we presented the
candidate as running for gubernatorial office. We did not mention the can-
didate’s religion, but assume that participants would infer that it was the
majority religion (Islam in Indonesia, Christianity in the United States).2

This assumption is justified by pervasive evidence regarding the availabil-
ity heuristic (e.g., Kahneman and Tversky 1974). Because political elites
are generally drawn from the majority, the availability heuristic suggests
that with no information of an elite’s attribute, voters would assume
that the elite comes from the majority.

Dependent Variables

Dependent variables were assessed on a 10-point scale. These included the
participant’s attitude toward the candidate (“strong dislike” to “strong
liking”), perception of the candidate’s competence (“very incompetent”
to “very competent”), perception of the candidate’s integrity (“very low
integrity” to “very high integrity”), and their likelihood of voting for
the candidate (“very unlikely” to “very likely”).

Independent Variables

Participants were randomly assigned to six experimental conditions (2 per-
sonal religiosity × 3 political religiosity). The stimulus material contained
a summary of a question-and-answer session between the candidate and
potential voters. This description included the candidate’s positions on

Table 2. Characteristics of the samples

Characteristic Indonesia The U.S.

N 187 430 (including unbelievers)
257 (excluding unbelievers)

Age M = 28.45 SD = 7.90 M = 34.68 SD = 13.15
Sex (Female) 56.22% 41.72%
Education (College
or higher)

81.65% 77.39%

Religion 53.48% Muslim 48.45% Christians (including Catholics),
41.29% Unbelievers, 10.26% other
religions

Party ID − 50.84% Democrats (incl. leaners),
30.07% Independents, 19.09%
Republicans (incl. leaners)
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four (non-religious) filler issues that remained constant across conditions
(taxation, social welfare, crime and education).
For the personal religiosity manipulation, the candidate answered a

question, “Do you mind to tell us how you define and live your faith?
Are you a religious person?” In the personally religious candidate condi-
tion, the candidate answered the question with “I believe in God. I pray
regularly. If I do something good, it’s because I believe that’s what
God and the scripture ask us to do. Whatever I do, I try to bring my
action into line with my faith in God. Religion is for me very important.”
In the no-information (control) condition, the question and answer were
deleted.
The political religiosity manipulation was inspired by Fox’s (2006) con-

ceptualization of secularism. The candidate answered three questions: (1)
“Some people teach their own versions of religious doctrines, which in
some cases are very different from mainstream religious teachings that
we have in this country. Some teachings even blaspheme our faiths. Do
you think that the government should do something about it?” (2)
“What do you think about accommodating religious laws (for
Indonesia) or religious teachings (for the United States) into formal
laws or public policies, especially when it comes to moral issues?
Would you do such thing?” (3) “What is your thought on how the govern-
ment should treat various religious groups? Must they be treated equally
regardless of their numbers or what?”
In the pro-blending condition, the candidate’s responses indicated the

candidate favored regulating blasphemy, favored the legislation of reli-
gious values into national laws, and preferred the majority religion to mi-
nority religions.3 In the pro-separation condition, the candidate’s
responses conveyed the opposite of these sentiments. In the no position
(control) condition, these questions and answers were deleted (see
Online Supplement).

Moderating Variables

To test the moderating effect of culture, we include a dummy variable
representing country. We assign value of 0 to Indonesian participants
and 1 to American participants. Participant religious fundamentalism
was assessed using Altemeyer and Hunsberger’s (2005) 12-item
Religious Fundamentalism measure. Participants indicated their agreement
with each item on a scale ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7
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(“strongly agree”). Sample items include “God has given humanity a com-
plete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation, which must be totally
followed;” and “To lead the best, most meaningful life, one must
belong to the one, fundamentally true religion” (alpha = 0.87 for
Indonesian and alpha = 0.95 for American sample).

Control Variables

Control variables include participant religious affiliation, issue agreement,
political involvement, age, and education level. Religious affiliation was
coded as whether a participant is a religious minority in her country (i.e.,
value of 1 for non-Muslim Indonesian and non-Christian American partici-
pants and 0 otherwise). Issue agreement was assessed by asking participants
to rate their agreement with the four filler issue positions. Responses ranged
from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). An issue agreement score
was calculated by averaging the participant’s responses to the four items.
Political involvement was assessed by administering three items that

ranged from 1 to 10. These were “How much knowledge related to the po-
litical process and political world do you know about?” (“very little
knowledge” to “a lot of knowledge”), “How interested are you in the po-
litical process and political world?” (“very little interest” to “very interest-
ed”), and “How much time do you spend attending to political news in
television, radio, newspapers, and other kinds of mass media?” (“very
little time” to “a lot of time”). These items were averaged to produce a
summary political involvement score (alpha = 0.88 for both Indonesian
and American samples).

RESULTS

The categorical variables were dummy-coded. For personal religiosity, the
control candidate was coded as 0 whereas the religious candidate was
coded as 1. For political religiosity, two dummy variables were created.
“Pro-blending” was coded as 1 for participants in the pro-blending condi-
tion, and 0 otherwise. “Pro-separation” was coded as 1 for participants in
the pro-separation condition, and 0 otherwise. The no-position condition
served as the baseline condition. All continuous variables (political in-
volvement, religious fundamentalism and issue agreement) were standard-
ized (M = 0, SD = 1).
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To test the hypotheses, each dependent measure was predicted using
multistep regression with interaction terms (Aiken and West 1991).
Control variables, main effect independent variables (personal religiosity,
pro-blending, pro-separation), and the moderators (country dummy and
voter fundamentalism) were entered at Step 1. Interactions between religi-
osity treatments and country dummy and between religiosity treatments
and participant fundamentalism were entered at Step 2. Lastly, at Step
3, we added the three-way interactions between experimental treatments,
country dummy, and participant fundamentalism.
It is worth noting that the use of dummy coding means that the coeffi-

cients for some variables reflect conditional simple effects at Steps 2 and
3. For example, the effect of personal religiosity treatment at Step 2 in
Table 3 estimates the simple effect of personal religiosity treatment
within the political religiosity control condition for religious majority par-
ticipants (religion dummy equals to zero) in Indonesia (country dummy
equals to zero). For this reason, main effects pooled across conditions
are reported at Step 1, two-way interactions at Steps 2 and three-way inter-
actions at Step 3. To ease the reader, we boxed each step’s coefficients of
interest. As previously noted, we first report our core analysis that excludes
religious unbelievers, followed by three robustness checks.

Main Effects (Step 1)

Columns 1 of Table 3 reveal that personal religiosity significantly in-
creased participant endorsement of the candidate on three of the four de-
pendent variables (voting, attitude, and integrity). It did not significantly
increase perceptions of competence. In accordance with the paradoxical
religiosity hypothesis, the pro-blending treatment reduced endorsement
of the candidate on all four dependent measures. Interestingly, however,
the pro-separation orientation failed to increase endorsements of the
candidate.

Moderating Roles of Country and Fundamentalism (Step 2)

At Step 2, we tested whether the strengths of the treatment effects differed
between Indonesian and American participants and between participants
with high and low fundamentalism. We find no evidence for the moderat-
ing effect of country. No significant interactions emerged between country
dummy and our experimental treatments.
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Table 3. Multistep regression predicting voter endorsement of candidate (religious sample, excluding unbelievers)

Voting Attitude Competence Integrity

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Religiosity 0.35* 0.55* 0.72** 0.29* 0.37 0.53** 0.24 0.38 0.52* 0.65*** 0.56** 0.73***
(0.20) (0.31) (0.32) (0.16) (0.25) (0.26) (0.18) (0.27) (0.29) (0.17) (0.26) (0.27)

Blending −1.69*** −1.64*** −1.83*** −1.52*** −1.47*** −1.63*** −1.34*** −1.17*** −1.32*** −0.96*** −0.83*** −1.00***
(0.24) (0.37) (0.38) (0.20) (0.30) (0.31) (0.22) (0.33) (0.34) (0.21) (0.31) (0.32)

Separation 0.39 0.28 0.45 0.12 0.23 0.33 0.28 0.29 0.30 0.26 0.32 0.42
(0.25) (0.39) (0.40) (0.20) (0.32) (0.33) (0.22) (0.35) (0.37) (0.21) (0.33) (0.34)

Fundamentalism 0.15 0.15 −0.28 0.15* 0.16 −0.03 0.03 0.28 0.18 −0.05 0.07 −0.05
(0.11) (0.20) (0.34) (0.09) (0.16) (0.28) (0.09) (0.18) (0.31) (0.09) (0.17) (0.29)

Country (U.S.) 1.04*** 1.11*** 1.00** 0.90*** 0.98*** 0.89** 0.99*** 1.16*** 1.09*** 1.35*** 1.29*** 1.21***
(0.25) (0.43) (0.42) (0.20) (0.35) (0.34) (0.22) (0.38) (0.38) (0.21) (0.36) (0.36)

U.S. × Religiosity −0.29 −0.45 −0.09 −0.24 −0.21 −0.33 0.19 0.03
(0.41) (0.41) (0.34) (0.34) (0.37) (0.37) (0.35) (0.35)

U.S. × Pro-blending −0.05 0.08 −0.01 0.10 −0.28 −0.18 −0.17 −0.06
(0.50) (0.50) (0.41) (0.41) (0.45) (0.45) (0.43) (0.43)

U.S. × Pro-separation 0.25 0.09 −0.11 −0.21 0.02 0.01 0.01 −0.09
(0.51) (0.51) (0.42) (0.42) (0.46) (0.46) (0.43) (0.43)

Fundamentalism × Religiosity 0.01 −0.12 −0.06 −0.35 −0.23 −0.57* −0.17 −0.53*
(0.20) (0.37) (0.16) (0.30) (0.18) (0.33) (0.17) (0.31)

Fundamentalism × Blending 0.56** 1.15*** 0.57*** 1.03*** 0.22 0.70* 0.47** 0.98***
(0.24) (0.43) (0.20) (0.35) (0.22) (0.39) (0.21) (0.36)

Fundamentalism × Separation −0.65*** −1.47*** −0.52** −1.11*** −0.70*** −0.93** −0.60*** −1.23***
(0.25) (0.46) (0.20) (0.38) (0.22) (0.42) (0.21) (0.40)

U.S. × Fundamentalism 0.60 0.24 0.11 0.13
(0.42) (0.34) (0.38) (0.36)

U.S. × Fund × Religiosity 0.09 0.34 0.45 0.46
(0.44) (0.36) (0.40) (0.37)

U.S. × Fund × Blending −0.83 −0.66 −0.69 −0.72
(0.52) (0.43) (0.47) (0.44)

U.S. × Fund × Separation 1.13** 0.83* 0.34 0.89*
(0.55) (0.45) (0.50) (0.47)

Constant 4.94*** 4.88*** 5.04*** 5.46*** 5.40*** 5.51*** 5.51*** 5.41*** 5.50*** 5.30*** 5.32*** 5.42***
(0.26) (0.32) (0.32) (0.21) (0.26) (0.26) (0.23) (0.28) (0.29) (0.22) (0.27) (0.27)

Observations 431 431 431 431 431 431 431 431 431 431 431 431
R-squared 0.45 0.48 0.51 0.47 0.51 0.53 0.41 0.44 0.45 0.37 0.41 0.44

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Standard errors in parentheses. Controls of religious affiliation, education, age, political involvement, and issue agreement are always included.



In regard to fundamentalism, we find no interaction between fundamen-
talism and personal religiosity, which means that high and low fundamen-
talists did not differ in their evaluations of personally religious candidate.
The moderating role of fundamentalism was more evident when consider-
ing the effect of political religiosity. For all dependent measures, the inter-
action between fundamentalism and pro-blending was significant (except
for perceived competence), as was the interaction between fundamental-
ism and pro-separation.
Figure 1 presents the political religiosity effects for low fundamentalist

(one standard deviation below mean) and high fundamentalist participants
(one standard deviation above mean) separately, along with their 95% con-
fidence intervals. Relative to the control condition, among non-fundamen-
talists, pro-separation orientation increased endorsement of the candidate
on all dependent measures and pro-blending decreased endorsement of
the candidate on all four ratings. Thus, the political religiosity effect
was robust among non-fundamentalists.
A different pattern emerged for participants high in fundamentalism.

Among these participants, pro-separation failed to increase voter endorse-
ments and the evaluation of pro-blending candidates became more
positive. Indeed, in terms of perceived integrity, high fundamentalist partic-
ipants evaluated the pro-blending candidate as positively as control and pro-
separation candidates. From our paradoxical religiosity framework, these
patterns of interaction suggest that the paradoxical religiosity effect is stron-
ger among low fundamentalist than high fundamentalist participants.

Country Moderation of Fundamentalism Effects (Step 3)

Given how fundamentalism moderated our treatment effects (Step 2), a
natural follow-up question would be whether this moderating effect dif-
fered across countries. That is, we were interested in the three-way inter-
actions between country dummy, fundamentalism, and treatment effects.
We tested these interactions in Step 3 of the regressions. We find evidence
that country differences influence how strong fundamentalism moderates
the effects of our pro-separation treatment on voting likelihood, attitude
toward the candidate, and perceived candidate integrity.
Figure 2 presents the interactions. Indonesian low fundamentalists eval-

uated the pro-separation candidate more positively than the control candi-
date when reporting voting likelihood, attitude, and integrity ratings; and
American low fundamentalists evaluated the pro-separation candidate
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more positively than control candidate when reporting voting likelihood
ratings. Interestingly, we find evidence of reversal effects among
Indonesian participants high in fundamentalism. High fundamentalist
Indonesians rated pro-separation candidate less positively than the
control candidate. Notably, however, this reversal does not emerge in
the American sample. High fundamentalist Americans did not rate the
pro-separation candidate less positively than the control candidate.
Therefore, the figure suggests that the moderating effect of fundamental-
ism was stronger in Indonesia than in the United States Fundamentalism
was a more relevant a construct among Indonesian than American
participants.

Robustness Checks

The results presented in the preceding section reveal similarities when
comparing the Indonesian and American sample. Given how different
Indonesia and the United States are in terms of history of democracy,
culture of secularism, and religious composition, the next question is,
“How robust are these results?”

FIGURE 1. Political Religiosity Effects among Low and High Fundamentalists
(Religious Sample)
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In this section, we present three robustness checks. The first aims to
compare Muslim Indonesians and Christian Americans after excluding
non-Muslim Indonesians and non-Christian Americans from the analysis.
If this approach continues to reveal similarities when comparing the
Indonesian and American sample, it is difficult to argue that these similar-
ities were driven by Indonesian and American religious minorities.
The second check is specific to the American sample. Whereas party

identification is weak in Indonesia (about 80% said they did not feel
close with a party, Lembaga Survei Indonesia 2011), party ID is a potent
factor in American politics (Campbell et al. 1960). Thus, it is possible
that the previously described effects are moderated by party identification

FIGURE 2. Three-way Interactions between Country, Fundamentalism, and
Experimental Treatments (Religious Sample)
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in the American sample. We address this concern by including PID as ad-
ditional predictor (1 = strong Democrat to 7 = strong Republican). We are
specifically interested in testing whether the personal religiosity and pro-
blending effects hold up after controlling for party ID, whether party ID
moderates the treatment effects in the expected directions (i.e.,
Republicans should be more favorable toward religious and pro-blending
candidates than Democrats are), and whether party ID moderates the inter-
actions between participant fundamentalism and experimental treatments.
The third check reincorporates the previously excluded participants: the

American unbelievers. This, of course, enables religious identification (be-
liever versus unbeliever) to be confounded with culture (Indonesia versus
the United States). If inclusion of the American unbelievers produces dif-
ferent effects than those obtained in the initial regression analyses, it
would suggest that the Indonesian and American samples are similar
when focusing on “believers,” and that differences between these two
countries are primarily due to American unbelievers.

Muslim Indonesians and Christian Americans

To explicitly address the question of whether Muslims are less likely than
Christians to separate religion from politics, we compare Muslim
Indonesians and Christian Americans.4 Table 4 presents the regression
results. Two differences from our original results are evident. First, the
positive effect of personal religiosity is now limited to perceived integrity.
Second, the three-way interaction between country dummy, fundamental-
ism, and pro-separation treatment is now limited only to voting likelihood.
Despite the differences, three important features of the original results

hold up. First, the pro-blending treatment consistently resulted in lower
ratings across the four dependent measures. Second, fundamentalism con-
tinues to moderate the effects of political religiosity treatments in the ex-
pected directions. More importantly, we find no evidence that Muslim
Indonesians and Christian Americans differed in their responses to the ex-
perimental treatments. The results therefore point to similarities in these
two samples.

Americans’ Party Identification

Table 5 presents regression results for the American religious sample, in-
cluding party identification as an additional predictor. The main effects
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Table 4. Robustness check: Multistep regression predicting endorsement of candidate (religious majority sample, excluding
unbelievers and religious minority participants)

Voting Attitude Competence Integrity

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Religiosity 0.11 0.06 0.06 0.14 0.16 0.50 0.08 0.24 0.27 0.52** 0.30 0.39
(0.24) (0.43) (0.51) (0.19) (0.34) (0.41) (0.21) (0.39) (0.47) (0.20) (0.37) (0.44)

Blending −1.86*** −1.65*** −1.95*** −1.59*** −1.17*** −1.36*** −1.40*** −0.89* −1.15** −1.11*** −0.81* −1.01**
(0.29) (0.49) (0.52) (0.23) (0.39) (0.42) (0.26) (0.45) (0.48) (0.25) (0.42) (0.45)

Separation 0.24 0.04 0.63 0.04 0.14 0.36 0.27 0.51 0.67 0.12 0.15 0.54
(0.29) (0.54) (0.60) (0.24) (0.43) (0.49) (0.27) (0.49) (0.56) (0.25) (0.47) (0.53)

Fundamentalism 0.19 0.09 −0.38 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.01 0.27 0.04 −0.02 −0.02 −0.16
(0.12) (0.23) (0.49) (0.10) (0.19) (0.40) (0.11) (0.21) (0.45) (0.11) (0.20) (0.43)

Country (U.S.) 1.03*** 1.00* 0.86* 0.78*** 1.03** 0.94** 0.79*** 1.25*** 1.14** 1.26*** 1.24*** 1.16**
(0.29) (0.50) (0.50) (0.23) (0.41) (0.41) (0.26) (0.46) (0.47) (0.25) (0.44) (0.44)

U.S. × Religiosity 0.11 0.09 0.00 −0.33 −0.24 −0.28 0.35 0.26
(0.53) (0.58) (0.42) (0.47) (0.48) (0.54) (0.46) (0.51)

U.S. × Pro-blending −0.25 −0.01 −0.58 −0.41 −0.75 −0.54 −0.40 −0.24
(0.61) (0.62) (0.50) (0.51) (0.56) (0.58) (0.53) (0.55)

U.S. × Pro-separation 0.38 −0.19 −0.11 −0.30 −0.31 −0.45 0.01 −0.36
(0.65) (0.69) (0.53) (0.56) (0.60) (0.65) (0.57) (0.61)

Fundamentalism × Religiosity 0.19 0.25 −0.07 −0.77 −0.19 −0.32 −0.08 −0.30
(0.25) (0.59) (0.20) (0.48) (0.23) (0.55) (0.21) (0.52)

Fundamentalism × Blending 0.59** 1.47** 0.53** 0.98** 0.12 0.89 0.52** 1.10**
(0.29) (0.60) (0.23) (0.49) (0.26) (0.56) (0.25) (0.53)

Fundamentalism × Separation −0.65** −1.88*** −0.44* −1.08* −0.76*** −1.10* −0.49* −1.38**
(0.30) (0.69) (0.24) (0.56) (0.28) (0.64) (0.26) (0.61)

U.S. × Fundamentalism 0.60 0.03 0.28 0.17
(0.55) (0.45) (0.52) (0.48)

U.S. × Fund × Religiosity −0.10 0.83 0.16 0.26
(0.65) (0.53) (0.61) (0.57)

U.S. × Fund × Blending −1.14 −0.58 −1.00 −0.75
(0.69) (0.56) (0.64) (0.60)

U.S. × Fund × Separation 1.49* 0.79 0.40 1.10
(0.77) (0.63) (0.72) (0.67)

Constant 5.14*** 5.14*** 5.30*** 5.65*** 5.47*** 5.56*** 5.74*** 5.43*** 5.55*** 5.49*** 5.50*** 5.58***
(0.30) (0.40) (0.41) (0.24) (0.32) (0.34) (0.27) (0.37) (0.39) (0.26) (0.35) (0.36)

Observations 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302 302
R-squared 0.42 0.47 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.52 0.39 0.42 0.43 0.33 0.38 0.40

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Standard errors in parentheses. Controls of education, age, political involvement, and issue agreement are always included.



Table 5. Robustness check: Party identification in the U.S. religious sample (excluding unbelievers)

Voting Attitude Competence Integrity

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Religiosity 0.16 0.15 0.12 0.21 0.19 0.19 0.07 0.08 0.00 0.70*** 0.70*** 0.69***
(0.24) (0.24) (0.26) (0.21) (0.20) (0.22) (0.24) (0.24) (0.26) (0.22) (0.22) (0.24)

Blending −1.92*** −1.85*** −1.87*** −1.69*** −1.64*** −1.59*** −1.50*** −1.50*** −1.42*** −1.18*** −1.10*** −1.03***
(0.30) (0.30) (0.32) (0.26) (0.25) (0.27) (0.30) (0.31) (0.33) (0.27) (0.28) (0.30)

Separation 0.43 0.48 0.52* 0.01 0.06 0.09 0.32 0.35 0.50 0.24 0.30 0.28
(0.29) (0.29) (0.31) (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) (0.30) (0.30) (0.32) (0.27) (0.27) (0.29)

Fundamentalism 0.40*** 0.42 0.41 0.29** 0.21 0.22 0.16 0.43 0.40 0.07 0.14 0.16
(0.13) (0.25) (0.25) (0.11) (0.21) (0.21) (0.13) (0.26) (0.26) (0.12) (0.23) (0.23)

Party ID −0.19 0.12 0.03 −0.10 0.39* 0.37* −0.26** 0.01 −0.01 −0.13 −0.08 −0.12
(0.13) (0.25) (0.26) (0.11) (0.21) (0.22) (0.13) (0.25) (0.26) (0.12) (0.23) (0.24)

Fundamentalism × Religiosity −0.15 −0.14 −0.00 −0.02 −0.18 −0.15 −0.10 −0.14
(0.26) (0.26) (0.22) (0.22) (0.26) (0.27) (0.24) (0.24)

Fundamentalism × Blending 0.46 0.44 0.57** 0.58** 0.05 0.08 0.42 0.43
(0.32) (0.33) (0.27) (0.28) (0.33) (0.33) (0.30) (0.30)

Fundamentalism × Separation −0.27 −0.26 −0.28 −0.27 −0.54* −0.57* −0.43 −0.40
(0.31) (0.31) (0.26) (0.26) (0.31) (0.32) (0.28) (0.29)

Party ID × Religiosity −0.03 0.01 −0.31 −0.31 −0.13 −0.16 0.09 0.10
(0.26) (0.26) (0.22) (0.22) (0.26) (0.27) (0.24) (0.24)

Party ID × Pro-blending −0.64** −0.55* −0.78*** −0.78*** −0.37 −0.30 −0.37 −0.37
(0.31) (0.32) (0.26) (0.27) (0.32) (0.32) (0.29) (0.29)

Party ID × Pro-separation −0.28 −0.25 −0.24 −0.23 −0.27 −0.15 0.06 0.03
(0.31) (0.32) (0.26) (0.27) (0.32) (0.33) (0.29) (0.30)

Party ID × fundamentalism 0.19 0.14 0.05 0.19
(0.25) (0.21) (0.26) (0.23)

Party ID × Fundamentalism × Rel 0.09 −0.08 0.23 −0.09
(0.27) (0.23) (0.27) (0.25)

Party ID × Fundamentalism × Blending 0.11 −0.19 −0.13 −0.25
(0.33) (0.28) (0.33) (0.30)

Party ID × Fundamentalism × Separation −0.12 −0.08 −0.42 0.07
(0.31) (0.26) (0.31) (0.28)

Constant 5.64*** 5.64*** 5.57*** 6.02*** 6.04*** 6.01*** 6.27*** 6.27*** 6.23*** 6.35*** 6.35*** 6.31***
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)

Observations 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241 241
R-squared 0.57 0.58 0.59 0.57 0.60 0.60 0.45 0.47 0.48 0.43 0.45 0.46

***p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Standard errors in parentheses. Controls of religious affiliation, education, age, political involvement, and issue agreement are always included.



(Step 1) continue to provide support for our effects of interest (positive
effect of personal religiosity on integrity and negative effects of pro-blend-
ing). The relative absence of interactions between fundamentalism and our
treatments is not a concern because our original analysis already suggests
that interactions between fundamentalism and our treatments are less prev-
alent in the American than Indonesian sample.
More relevant to our present concerns are potential interactions between

party identification and the experimental treatments. Since the Republican
Party is known as the party of the faithful, Republicans should be more
favorable toward the pro-blending candidate than Democrats. We find
no evidence for this interaction. The interactions that did emerge are actu-
ally in the wrong direction and as such contradict the notion that the par-
adoxical religiosity effect is limited to liberal Democrats in the United
States sample.

Including the Unbelievers

Our last check includes American unbelievers in the analysis (there were
no Indonesian “unbelievers”). Table 6 presents the regression results.
Three similarities with our original results are noteworthy. First, personal
religiosity treatment continues to positively influence perceived integrity.
Second, the negative effect of pro-blending holds up across all four depen-
dent measures. Third, the patterns of two-way interactions between funda-
mentalism and political religiosity treatments and three-way interactions
between country, fundamentalism, and political religiosity treatments all
resemble the interactions in our original analysis. Table 6 also reveals a
new finding involving a positive main effect of pro-separation on all
four dependent variables. These main effects suggest that an explicitly
pro-separation position works its charm primarily among unbelievers.

General Discussion

The present research conceptualizes personal religiosity and political reli-
giosity as distinct candidate characteristics and tests them in a comparative
context, examining a Muslim-majority sample in Indonesia and a
Christian-majority sample in the United States. In accordance with the par-
adoxical religiosity hypothesis, personal religious commitment tended to
increase endorsements, especially on perceived moral integrity, whereas
political religiosity decreased endorsements of a political candidate.
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Table 6. Robustness check: multistep regression predicting endorsement of candidate (full sample, no exclusions)

Voting Attitude Competence Integrity

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Religiosity 0.02 0.42 0.74* 0.06 0.25 0.67** 0.17 0.37 0.74** 0.55*** 0.56** 0.97***
(0.16) (0.32) (0.40) (0.13) (0.26) (0.32) (0.14) (0.28) (0.35) (0.14) (0.27) (0.34)

Blending −1.60*** −1.81*** −2.37*** −1.60*** −1.70*** −2.10*** −1.40*** −1.25*** −1.63*** −0.91*** −0.98*** −1.45***
(0.20) (0.38) (0.46) (0.16) (0.31) (0.38) (0.18) (0.34) (0.41) (0.17) (0.33) (0.40)

Separation 0.71*** 0.49 1.06** 0.28* 0.39 0.83** 0.43** 0.46 0.70 0.47*** 0.47 0.97**
(0.20) (0.40) (0.50) (0.16) (0.33) (0.41) (0.18) (0.35) (0.45) (0.17) (0.35) (0.43)

Fundamentalism 0.34*** 0.27 −0.26 0.29*** 0.16 −0.04 0.11 0.26 0.22 0.04 0.09 −0.06
(0.09) (0.17) (0.38) (0.07) (0.14) (0.31) (0.08) (0.15) (0.34) (0.08) (0.15) (0.32)

Country (U.S.) 0.96*** 1.03*** 0.74* 0.80*** 0.93*** 0.78** 0.95*** 1.16*** 1.07*** 1.24*** 1.17*** 1.03***
(0.21) (0.39) (0.42) (0.17) (0.32) (0.34) (0.18) (0.34) (0.37) (0.18) (0.33) (0.36)

U.S. × Religiosity −0.53 −0.85* −0.25 −0.66* −0.27 −0.62 0.02 −0.38
(0.39) (0.44) (0.32) (0.36) (0.34) (0.39) (0.33) (0.38)

U.S. × Pro-blending 0.31 0.82 0.16 0.53 −0.21 0.13 0.13 0.55
(0.47) (0.52) (0.39) (0.43) (0.42) (0.47) (0.41) (0.45)

U.S. × Pro-separation 0.27 −0.25 −0.16 −0.56 −0.05 −0.26 0.02 −0.43
(0.48) (0.56) (0.40) (0.46) (0.43) (0.50) (0.42) (0.48)

Fundamentalism × Religiosity 0.21 −0.04 0.13 −0.37 −0.10 −0.60* −0.06 −0.57
(0.18) (0.40) (0.14) (0.33) (0.15) (0.36) (0.15) (0.34)

Fundamentalism × Blending 0.50** 1.34*** 0.63*** 1.17*** 0.23 0.80* 0.42** 1.11***
(0.22) (0.47) (0.18) (0.39) (0.19) (0.42) (0.19) (0.40)

Fundamentalism × Separation −0.54** −1.57*** −0.36** −1.20*** −0.49** −0.98** −0.44** −1.38***
(0.21) (0.51) (0.17) (0.42) (0.19) (0.46) (0.18) (0.44)

U.S. × Fundamentalism 0.65 0.23 0.03 0.17
(0.43) (0.35) (0.38) (0.37)

U.S. × Fund × Religiosity 0.26 0.59 0.60 0.60
(0.44) (0.37) (0.40) (0.38)

U.S. × Fund × Blending −1.03* −0.65 −0.70 −0.86*
(0.53) (0.44) (0.47) (0.46)

U.S. × Fund × Separation 1.22** 1.01** 0.60 1.12**
(0.56) (0.46) (0.50) (0.48)

Constant 4.49*** 4.44*** 4.77*** 5.26*** 5.17*** 5.33*** 5.22*** 5.07*** 5.16*** 5.08*** 5.12*** 5.26***
(0.22) (0.31) (0.36) (0.18) (0.25) (0.29) (0.19) (0.27) (0.32) (0.19) (0.26) (0.31)

Observations 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 615 615
R-squared 0.46 0.49 0.52 0.50 0.53 0.55 0.44 0.46 0.47 0.39 0.41 0.44

***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10. Standard errors in parentheses. Controls of education, age, political involvement, and issue agreement are always include



The effect of personal religiosity on integrity ratings was robust and
generalized, suggesting that personal religiosity activates a shared proto-
type of a morally virtuous person (Saroglou, Yzerbyt, and Kaschten
2011). Interestingly, in both countries, personal religiosity did not signifi-
cantly increase competence ratings. This suggests moral virtuosity does
not necessarily imply task-oriented competence. This finding highlights
the distinction between integrity and competence (Kinder 1986; Miller,
Wattenberg, and Malanchuk 1986), and suggests that the personal religi-
osity effect is primarily localized to personality-related dimensions that
are distinct from competence.
In accordance with the paradoxical religiosity hypothesis, the pro-

blending orientation reduced candidate endorsements in both countries.
In addition to offering support for the paradoxical religiosity thesis, this
finding also suggests that Indonesians are not less secular than
Americans. Both Indonesians and Americans find a candidate who explic-
itly endorses a blending of religion and politics to be unacceptable. This
contradicts the assumption that Muslims are incapable of separating reli-
gion and politics (Huntington 1996).
This effect was robust, occurring for all four measures of candidate en-

dorsement. Even among high fundamentalists, the pro-blending candidate
was evaluated more negatively than the control candidate (Figure 1). This
may be, in part, because the pro-blending condition potentially involved
governmental monitoring of religious speech, a practice that erodes the
fundamental right to freedom of speech. Perhaps a more palatable pro-
blending frame (e.g., governmental restriction of blasphemy that promotes
ethnic discrimination) would have increased the favorability of the pro-
blending condition. On the other hand, rejection of the pro-blending can-
didate may simply reflect a core feature of democratic culture. Since both
Indonesia and the United States are democracies, perhaps a simple pro-
blending position is not appealing enough. Perhaps in democracies, dem-
ocratic culture and norms compel even fundamentalists to look for a
reason — a proper frame — to justify their support for mixing politics
with religion. This is especially true if mixing politics with religion is per-
ceived to promote discrimination against minorities (see also the Online
Supplement). The same may not be true of fundamentalists from non-
democratic regimes, where such norms may be weak or non-existent.
Future research can further investigate this possibility.
Because we found no evidence of major differences with regard to the

paradoxical religiosity hypothesis, we are left with a message that empha-
sizes similarities. Our Indonesian participants responded to personal and
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political religious cues in the same way as our American participants.
Importantly, this similarity emerged even when comparing Muslim
Indonesian participants to Christian American participants. This finding
may surprise scholars who are sympathetic to Huntington’s clash of civi-
lization thesis, but will not surprise scholars of Muslim democracies who
already suggest that Muslims, too, can separate the sacred and the secular
(e.g., Mujani and |Liddle 2007; 2009).
Although our paradoxical religiosity effect did not differ when compar-

ing Indonesia to the United States, the moderating role of religious funda-
mentalism did differ when comparing these two countries. That is,
religious fundamentalism moderated the effect of pro-blending and pro-
separation in Indonesia, but not in the United States Future studies
might want to explore this finding further, for example by examining
how people across cultures or religious traditions are different or similar
in their conceptualizations of religious piety and how that may influence
the extent of which fundamentalism affects their political behavior.

CONCLUSIONS AND VALIDITY

To our knowledge, ours is the first experimental study to document that
Muslim Indonesians are just as secular as their Christian American coun-
terparts. When considering these findings, two aspects of the current study
should be highlighted. First, it should be noted that the present experi-
ments did not use nationally representative samples of the Indonesian
and American voting populations. Notably, the Indonesian sample is
better educated than Indonesians in general. This aspect of the sample ac-
tually may be beneficial. Specifically, it enabled us to control for educa-
tion when comparing the two countries, and thereby increased the
internal validity of the experiment.
Other sample characteristics might have actually increased the likeli-

hood of observing a relatively high level of secularism in the United
States. The American sample, drawn from Amazon’s MTurk, is probably
more liberal than the United States population in general (Berinsky,
Huber, and Lenz 2012, see also Table 2). This should lead the
American sample to be more opposed to religion-state blending than the
general United States population. Thus, the present findings suggest that
educated Indonesians and educated Americans are equally secular, even
when comparing the Indonesians to a United States sample that is poten-
tially biased in the direction of secularism. Nevertheless, future research
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should endeavor to test the presently investigated hypotheses using repre-
sentative national samples.
A second concern relates to the ecological validity of the political reli-

giosity treatment. Namely, some might argue that the political religiosity
condition is beyond the purview of American politics. Although this
concern is worth addressing in future research, there are reasons to
believe this was not the major drive behind our findings. First, as previ-
ously noted, a manipulation check confirmed that the political religiosity
treatment produced a meaningful image of the candidate. Second, if our
political religiosity treatment is completely untenable in American poli-
tics, one should observe strong support for the pro-separation candidate
among American respondents or a significant interaction between
country dummy and the treatment. Neither of these effects emerged.
Third, many prominent American politicians have explicitly indicated
that they believe the United States is a Christian nation with a
Constitution rooted in Christian principles. Fourth, blasphemy laws
remain on the books in some states within the United States (e.g.,
Michigan, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania; Freedman 2009). Fifth, in examining
government monitoring and surveillance of minority religious groups in
the United States, Richardson and Robbins (2010) suggest that govern-
ment involvement in religion is becoming less uncommon. Indeed, polit-
ical scholars have argued that the United States possesses only a “partial
separation of church and state” (Richardson and Robbins 2010, 70; Wald
and Calhoun-Brown 2014). Thus, the political religiosity condition
appears to provide a viable description of a political candidate who
might run for office within the Unites States. We agree, however, that
future research will benefit from devising experimental treatments that
are more comparable across countries. In fact, such an endeavor could
be a fruitful research agenda by itself due to variations across countries
on how religion is politicized.

Supplementary materials and methods

To view supplementary material for this article, please visit http://dx.doi.
org/10.1017/S175504831500053X.

NOTES

1. Our questionnaire did not break down this category any further. Thus, this category includes par-
ticipants who were atheists, agnostic, or simply spiritual but not religious.
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2. Ensuring the candidate’s religion to be the same in both studies, although eliminating a confound
between religion and country, would create a new confound based on majority-minority religious
status. If the candidate was described as Christian, he would be a minority religion member in
Indonesia, but a majority religion member in the United States. If he was described as a Muslim,
he would be a majority religion member in Indonesia, but a minority religion member in the
United States. Our assumption that participants would infer that the candidate was part of the majority
religion, therefore, did not control for religious affiliation but did control for the majority status of the
candidate’s religion.
3. Using some questions fielded for another study, we had the opportunity to check for validity of

the treatments in the American study. A manipulation check (see Online Supplement) revealed that the
political religiosity treatment elicited an impression of a candidate who would decrease religious
freedom and increase religious discrimination but failed to produce an impression of a candidate
that was associated with educational policy outcomes that are irrelevant to political religiosity. This
suggests that the political religiosity condition produced a meaningful and relevant image of the can-
didate in the American sample.
4. Since our main analyses included a dummy for religious affiliation (i.e., whether the participant

is a member of the majority or minority religion), the critical reader might wonder why we did not
simply interact this dummy with country. Such an approach is inappropriate in this study because
we had only a small number of minority religion participants, which means that interacting religion
dummy with country dummy would result in a heavily unbalanced design.
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