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Original Article

Militant Extremist Mindset and the
Assessment of Radicalization in the
General Population
Lazar Stankov,1,2 Goran Knežević,3 Gerard Saucier,4 Borislav Radović,3

and Biljana Milovanović3

1School of Psychology, The University of Sydney, Australia
2Department of Psychology, University of Southern Queensland, Toowoomba, Australia
3Department of Psychology, University of Belgrade, Serbia
4Department of Psychology, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR, USA

Abstract: This paper presents new data and reviews the available evidence pointing to the existence of three main ingredients of militant
extremist mindset (MEM). Three different methods of item development identified factors that we have labeled Nastiness, Grudge, and Excuse.
In other words, there are in our midst nasty people who are more prepared than others to accept, approve, or even advocate the use of
violence. When such people feel a grudge, in that they see somebody as threatening to themselves (or to members of the group they belong to)
or think that the world is not a hospitable place in which to live, they may resort to violence. This violence is often accompanied by an excuse or
justification that refers to a higher authority or a “noble” principle such as religiosity or utopianism. Although all three ingredients may be open
to intervention, Grudge might be the most amenable. Social policies related to immigration and procedures for dealing with protest
counterculture may be effective in reducing MEM. The most important, however, is the need to espouse principles of diversity and tolerance.

Keywords: nastiness, grudge, excuse, pro-violence, vile world, utopianism

In our work, the term Militant Extremist Mindset (MEM)
refers to a set of beliefs, feelings, thoughts, and motivations
that tend to be mobilized under facilitating conditions and
may lead to violent behavior (Stankov, Saucier, & Knežević,
2010). In this paper we elaborate on the empirical evidence
which suggests that ingredients of this mindset are, to some
extent, present in all human beings, that they differ from
other well-known psychological constructs, and that they
may lead to violence in certain individuals. What are the
psychological aspects of this negative and socially harmful
behavior?

The answer to this question turns out to be relatively sim-
ple, certainly simpler than we imagined at the beginning of
the work that will be described below (Stankov, Higgins,
Saucier, & Knežević, 2010; Stankov, Saucier, et al., 2010).
We argue that currently available evidence points to the exis-
tence of threemain ingredients of MEM: Nastiness, Grudge,
and Excuse. In other words, there are in our midst nasty
people who aremore prepared thanmost to accept, approve,
or even advocate the use of violence. When such people feel
a grudge – in that they see a person or group as threatening to

themselves (or to members of the group to which they
belong) or think that the world is not a hospitable place in
which to live – they may resort to violence. This violence
tends to be accompanied by an excuse or justification that
references a higher authority or a “noble” principle. The
three terms are deliberately colloquial. They capture the
interpretation of somewhat different but conceptually
related factors that emerge from empirical surveys. Those
scoringhigh on the ingredient constructs ofMEMmay spring
into action under favorable conditions. We do not argue that
these personal characteristics are more important than
situational/social influences in shaping militant extremism,
but we do argue that – all other things being equal – those
scoring high on MEM measures are more prone to use
violence as a means of achieving political goals.

An alternative account that appears to be favored by
some experts focuses on possible vulnerabilities and
propensities to extremist ideologies and terrorism. In a lat-
ter part of this paper, we comment on the relationship
between our findings and the model proposed by Borum
(2011, 2014, 2015).
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Background

Because we believe that ingredients of militant extremism
are present in all of us to varying degrees, our evidence is
based on data mostly from university students, not terror-
ists or fanatics. The MEM items were constructed using
three different methodologies:
(a) Linguistic analyses. Stankov, Higgins, et al. (2010)

describe the procedures of item construction and pre-
sent the data based on a linguistic survey.

(b) Conceptual analyses of terrorist texts. Saucier, Akers,
Miller, Stankov, and Knežević (2009) describe in con-
siderable detail the procedure of item construction
based on this approach.

(c) Conceptual analysis of terrorist texts, similar to the
approach of Saucier et al. (2009), but supplemented
by literary and psychological sources on terrorists’
behavior.

A pilot study was conducted with a group of participants who
responded to some 400 items. Some of its findings – those
based on (a) and (b) – were reported in Stankov, Higgins,
et al. (2010) and Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010). This paper
presents previously unreported findings based on the con-
ceptual analyses of terrorist texts, supplemented with liter-
ary and psychological sources.

Following the pilot work, MEM scales were also used in
studies of conservative syndrome (Stankov, 2016a, 2016b,
2017; Stankov & Lee, 2016a, 2016b). To us, the most
remarkable finding has been the agreement across the
surveys and the three approaches to item construction in
pointing to Nastiness, Grudge, and Excuse as the ingredi-
ents of militant extremism, but with variations that high-
light the essence of MEM. We elaborate this point below.

MEM Items Derived From Terrorist
Texts Supplemented With Literary
and Psychological Sources

Our approach to item development was a combination of
primary sources (texts produced by extremists/terrorist
groups) and secondary sources (psychological, historical,
and literary accounts of extremists’ behavior). The extremist
texts were downloaded directly from Internet websites and
indirectly from documents and reports by journalists and
other sources. In defining the terrorist groups and acquiring
written material, we relied on the same strategy that was
described in Stankov, Higgins, et al. (2010). This was supple-
mented by analysis of historical accounts and documents on
prominent terrorist groups, anarchist literature, literary

sources (e.g., the writings of Dostoyevsky and Marquis de
Sade), Emile Durkheim’s ideas about “altruistic suicide,”
reports on terrorism in scholarly publications, and writings
in forensic psychology related to moral beliefs of incarcer-
ated criminals. Each member of the Belgrade team
(Knežević, Radović, Milovanović) was invited to suggest a
theme based on the sources s/he had explored. A theme
was included in the list if consensus on its importance was
reached. A theme was considered relevant if it was not
idiosyncratic to a single extremist/terrorist group. The fol-
lowing 20 themes were extracted from these sources:
1. Sacral Machiavellianism (belief in the existence of a

paramount goal that justifies the taking of human life);
2. Puritanism (belief that the world is a corrupt, over-

materialistic, and licentious place);
3. Readiness for self-sacrifice (readiness to give one’s life

for a higher goal);
4. Manichaeism (either/or attitude; black and white

worldview; belief in the existence of irreconcilable
conflict between good and evil);

5. Belief in life and reward after death (belief in an after-
life and anticipation of future reward for those dying
for a cause);

6. Anticapitalism, antimodernism, antidemocratism (free
market, human rights movements, political pluralism,
freedom of speech, and other institutions of open soci-
ety seen as a path to chaos, blasphemy, and slavery);

7. Desire to be recognized by others (desire to escape
anonymity and to be recognized by others through
the performance of spectacular acts);

8. The feeling of anomie (a conviction in the decline and
collapse of the social order that is followed by personal
feelings of alienation and inadequacy);

9.Antirationalism and anti-hedonism (rejection of the
worldview based on scientific evidence, rational argu-
ments, and cultivated hedonism);

10. Intolerance of differing views (closed-minded, fanatical
rejection of differing views followed by an overly
aggressive reaction to those holding such views);

11. Feelings of repression and injustice (conviction that one’s
group has suffered severe injustice);

12. Revenge and the need to correct injustice (conviction that
the injustice inflicted on one’s group is so extensive
that it merits redress and an equally extensive and
destructive revenge);

13. The feeling that one’s group is special (uncritical evalua-
tion and idealization of the group towhich one belongs);

14. Propensity for taking action rather than thinking and
deliberating (strong preference for action instead of
deliberation, planning, and thoughtful consideration);

15. Hostility toward moderate people and moderate
means (perception of those advocating moderate and
peaceful means to achieve political goals – including

�2018 Hogrefe Publishing Journal of Individual Differences (2018), 39(2), 88–98
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parliamentarians – as enemies and traitors deserving
of retaliation);

16. Cynicism about traditional ethics (respect for tradi-
tional morality interpreted as a rationalization of cow-
ardice, readiness to accept injustice, and willingness
to submit to manipulative political authorities);

17. Inability to decenter (difficulty putting oneself in other
people’sshoes, i.e., to takeanothergroup’sperspective);

18. Devaluation of the enemy (derogating enemies as
bestial, dangerous, and evil creatures);

19. Chiliasm (millenarianism) (belief in the possibility of
creating utopia or paradise in this world or in the
afterlife);

20. Elimination of the differences between enemies (ten-
dency to minimize differences between enemies, i.e.,
between soldiers and civilians, politicians and ordinary
citizens, adults and children, males and females).

Several statements suitable for use with the Likert scale
were generated to capture each theme. A total of 121 items
was produced using this approach (see Table 1 for example
items). Each statement was accompanied by five alterna-
tives: 1 = Strongly and completely disagree; 2 = Moderately
or mostly disagree; 3 = Neither agree nor disagree; 4 = Moder-
ately or mostly agree; 5 = Strongly and completely agree.

Participants

The participants (N = 452) came from three countries:
Serbia (N = 297), Australia (N = 52), and the US (N = 103).
The survey was translated and back-translated into the
Serbian language prior to its use in that country. The compo-
sition of the three samples differed with respect to gen-
der, with 42% females in the Serbian sample and 58% in
the Australian and US samples. The samples also dif-
fered in age and, consequently, in their educational back-
ground. The Serbian sample consisted of students in the
last year of high school. Their average age was 17.68 years
(SD = 0.58). The Australian sample consisted of entry-
level job applicants who had completed high school and
were seeking employment. The average age of this sample
was 18.53 years (SD = 0.72). The US sample consisted of
University of Oregon students whose average age was
20.19 years (SD = 3.57). Stankov, Higgins, et al. (2010)
reported significant differences between the three sam-
ples, with Serbs having the highest scores on West (or
Grudge) and God (or Excuse) factors and Australians
having the highest scores on War (or Nastiness) ingredient
processes of MEM. We may add that controlling for age
reduced but did not eliminate these differences between
the countries.

Statistical/Psychometric Analyses

In this section, we describe the steps used for scale
development. The aim of these analyses was to examine
the relationships among the items and reduce the total pool
of 121 items to a smaller set that would capture the maxi-
mum amount of common variance. The analyses described
below were carried out on the combined Serbian, US, and
Australian data set involving 452 participants. The steps
were as follows:
a. We carried out maximum likelihood exploratory factor

analyses at the 121-item level. Twenty-two eigenvalues
were greater than 1 and scree test suggested 13 factors.
Communalities based on the 13-factor solution were
examined and two criteria were used to eliminate
items from the subsequent analyses: (1) variables with
low communalities; (2) variables that defined singlet
or doublet factors in the rotated solutions. This pro-
cess left 51 items in the item pool. The procedure
was repeated several times to yield a final pool of
36 items.

b. We carried out exploratory factor analyses on parcels
of items defined by the 20 themes. This produced
an interpretable three-factor solution.

c. We then used both item- and parcel-solutions to
select eight items with the highest loadings on each
of the three factors and form a 24-item MEM scale.
The PROMAX-rotated factor pattern matrix based
on the maximum likelihood extraction, together with
the means and standard deviations for the 24 selected
items, is presented in Table 1.

In the following sections, we compare the pattern of
loadings reported in Table 1 with the findings published
in Stankov, Higgins, et al. (2010) and Stankov, Saucier,
et al. (2010). The factors in Table 1 are labeled Pro-
violence, Vile world, and Utopianism. We elaborate on this
interpretation below.

Broader Interpretation of the
Ingredients of Militant
Extremist Mindset

Nastiness

In Stankov, Higgins, et al. (2010), Nastiness is captured by
the factor labeled “War: Justification of violent acts.” The
eight items that define this factor all contain words related
to violence such as war or armed struggle, terror, and
killing. Participants were asked to indicate the extent to

Journal of Individual Differences (2018), 39(2), 88–98 �2018 Hogrefe Publishing
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which they agreed or disagreed with statements such as
“Killing is justified when it is an act of revenge”;
“We should respond to terror with terror, if the enemies kill
our children we should kill theirs”; “Armed struggle is the
only way for youth to redeem themselves”; and “War is
the beginning of salvation”. Three out of eight state-
ments in Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010)1 that load on the

“Pro-violence” factor are identical to those used in Stankov,
Higgins, et al. (2010) that load on the “War” factor. The
other statements were “If violence does not solve prob-
lems it is because there was not enough of it”; “The only
way to teach a lesson to our enemies is to threaten their
lives and make them suffer”; “Our enemy’s children are
like scorpions and need to be squashed before they grow

Table 1. Item statistics and factor pattern matrix (maximum likelihood followed by PROMAX rotation) of 24 statements measuring nastiness (Pro-
violence), grudge (Vile World), and excuse (Utopianism) based on N = 458

M SD
Pro-

violence
Vile

World Utopianism

1. Our enemy’s children are like scorpions; they need to be squashed before they grow
up.*

1.87 1.23 .760

2. If violence does not solve problems, it is because there was not enough of it.* 1.99 1.20 .758

3. Compromise is just another word for cowardice. 2.17 1.20 .677

4. Our immeasurable sufferings call for merciless revenge. 2.36 1.23 .630

5. Frankly, I feel like chopping the head off of those who disagree with me on
important matters.

1.93 1.26 .620

6. Those who advocate peaceful change are the worst enemy of social change.* 2.62 1.26 .614

7. No sacrifice of human lives is too much if it can lead to a better and a more just life. 2.48 1.24 .546

8. All of our enemies should be treated the same, whether they are men or women,
children or adults, armed or unarmed.

2.47 1.31 .510

9. Today’s society suffers from a crisis of values, greed, and corruption. 3.85 1.04 �.438 .837

10. It is hard to behave in a relaxed and carefree way in this soulless and competitive
world.

3.20 1.33 .684

11. Evil has been reincarnated in the cult of markets and the rule of multinational
companies.*

3.05 1.13 .682

12. Our people are in danger, everybody is trying to divide us and hurt us. 3.09 1.39 .632

13. Those who talk about freedom and democracy are really advocating promiscuity
and sin.

2.94 1.24 .616

14. In reality, political freedom is simply an invitation to cause chaos and social
disturbances.

2.93 1.21 .581

15. Most people are like animals: their only concern is to satisfy their bellies and their
lust.

3.50 1.31 .576

16. Fairytales about moral principles are used by the powerful to tyrannize the weak
and powerless.

3.07 1.18 .514

17. One day all people in this world will be united in truth. 2.89 1.12 .742

18. I believe that a new type of human, free of greed and selfishness, will be created
one day.

2.73 1.27 .681

19. One day, a just world, free of exploitation and dictatorship, will be created. 2.69 1.18 .676

20. There is a group of people whose uncompromised ideas and brave actions make my
own life meaningful and worth living.

3.08 1.15 .463

21. I am in awe of those who sacrifice their lives to the fight for truth and justice. 3.49 1.21 .453

22. The unbreakable bond between the members of my group is sealed by the noble
goals we are trying to achieve.

2.90 1.01 .449

23. My people are destined to accomplish important things. 3.05 1.05 .421

24. Real life begins after one’s life on earth. 2.71 1.25 .420

Factor intercorrelations

Component 1 2 3

1 1.000

2 0.371 1.000

3 0.236 0.023 1.000

Notes. A 5-point Likert scale was used to assess strong agreement (5) and strong disagreement (1) with the statements. Asterisks indicate items that were
also used in Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010) study.

1 This study was based on the items derived from all three approaches to item design.
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up”; and “Those who claim to be against the use of any
form of force are on their way to becoming slaves.”

In relation to the present findings, in Table 1, the first
factor is also labeled “Pro-violence” and it too has three
items (those marked with asterisks) that were present in
Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010). The other five items include
calls for: merciless revenge, violent dealings with those who
disagree with one’s opinions, sacrifice for a better and more
just life, equal treatment of all enemies irrespective of their
gender or age, and the claim that compromise is equivalent
to cowardice. The themes characterizing this factor were:
devaluation of the enemy (e.g., “Our enemy’s children are
like scorpions; they need to be squashed before they grow
up”), Hostility toward moderate people and moderate
means (e.g., “If violence does not solve problems, it is
because there was not enough of it”), Intolerance of
differing views (e.g., “Frankly, I feel like chopping the head
off of those who disagree with me on important matters”),
Sacral Machiavellianism (e.g., “No sacrifice of human lives
is too much if it can lead to a better and a more just life”),
Revenge and the need to correct injustice (e.g., “Our
immeasurable sufferings call for merciless revenge”), and
Elimination of the differences between enemies (e.g., “All
of our enemies should be treated the same, whether they
are men or women, children or adults, armed or unarmed”).

The “War” and “Pro-violence” factors identified in our
studies are conceptually identical in the sense mentioned
above – that is, they both indicate the acceptance, necessity,
justification for and even advocacy of violence in deal-
ing with enemies. We believe that high standing on this
factor is not restricted to those prone to committing
terrorist acts. The subpopulation of crime offenders has
an elevated standing on this factor as well (Međedović &
Knežević, 2018).

In general, people do not endorse statements that
capture Nastiness. This is evident from the means pre-
sented in the first column of Table 1. The means for the first
8 items in Table 1 are around 2, indicating a tendency to
disagree on average.

Grudge

The Grudge factors differ in specificity. In Stankov, Higgins,
et al. (2010), this factor is somewhat narrow and is labeled
“West: Sins of the Western nations.” The items with salient
loadings on this factor all mention the West. Two themes
run through these items. First, the West is seen as an
aggressor who has committed violence against other
countries in the world, implying that revenge against the
West is acceptable. Thus, claims are that: Western coun-
tries came with their fleets and mad dogs and settled in
other people’s homelands; the West aggressively continues

to keep the Islamic world under its control so that it can
extract its wealth and resources and maintain it as a market
for consumer products; terrorism in the form of torture
and execution without trial is carried out daily by many
Western countries; and the West uses advanced science
and technology not for the welfare of humanity but to
develop weapons with the capacity to destroy the earth
ten times over. Second, the West is seen as morally rotten,
and the items can be interpreted as attempts to demonize
the enemy. The statements include claims that: the West
is degraded by the absence of dignified values, its AIDS
epidemic, and its alcohol and drug addiction; the West’s
salvation will only come when it withdraws from other
people’s land and ceases to support corrupt leaders;
Western leaders have forced their people to believe that
Islam is the cancer of the world that must be eliminated
and, therefore, the West has an unspeakable hatred for
Islam.

In Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010) this Grudge factor is not
limited to the West; rather, it reflects general dissatisfaction
with conditions in the world today. It is labeled “Vile
World”. This factor has loadings from six statements, all
of which indicate that there is something seriously wrong
with the world we live in. The highest loading is from the
statement that the present-day world is vile and miserable.
Other statements claim that: The world is heading for
destruction and the human race is facing calamity; modern
governments have overstepped moral bounds and no
longer have a right to rule; evil has been reincarnated in
the cult of markets and the rule of multinational companies;
and, our people are in danger since everybody is trying to
divide us and hurt us.

In relation to the present findings, the second factor in
Table 1 is also labeled “Vile World” and one of its items
(Item 11) is also present in Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010).
In Table 1, however, the vileness of the world is related
to aspects of human nature, not to some general feature
of the world in which we live. Thus, the world is vile
because of competitiveness, crisis of values, greed, and
corruption; because others are trying to divide and hurt
our people; and because people behave like animals in
the sense of being selfish and lustful. There is also another
set of reasons that arises from concerns about the motives
of those in power. These are the claims that powerful
people invent moral principles to tyrannize the population,
and that promoting political freedom is the same as advo-
cating promiscuity and sin and represents an invitation to
cause chaos in society.

Conceptually, the “West” and two “Vile World” factors
are not as close as are the two factors of “Nastiness.”
Although all items reflect a “Grudge,” the “West” is narrow
and specific in apportioning the blame whereas “Vile
World” factors are more general. The factor identified here
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and in Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010) reflects a gloomy out-
look on the future of mankind. The themes representing the
factor were: Puritanism (e.g., “Most people are like animals:
their only concern is to satisfy their bellies and their lust”),
Feelings of anomie (e.g., “Today’s society suffers from a
crisis of values, greed and corruption”), Anticapitalism,
antimodernism, antidemocratism (e.g., “Evil has been
re-incarnated in the cult of markets and the rule of multina-
tional companies”), and Cynicism toward traditional ethics
(“Fairytales about moral principles are used by the powerful
to tyrannize the weak and powerless”). Again, a common
feature of all three factors identified in our studies is a
grudge that may motivate some people to take action.

Although at present we do not have sufficiently strong
supporting data, we conjecture that West’s correlations with
related constructs may vary from country to country. For
example, while West (Grudge) may correlate negatively
with War (Nastiness) and God (Excuse) scales in the
USA, its correlation with these two scales may be positive
in some other, say, non-Western countries. Vile World
(Grudge) factor(s) are likely to be the same across coun-
tries. Consistent with the results from our other studies,
the means of the Grudge items are around 3 on a 5-point
Likert scale. For the eight items in Table 1, the average is
3.20 – that is, close to the neutral point.

Excuse

The Excuse factor also takes different forms in our studies.
All forms of it represent justifications in people’s own minds
of the nasty and violent things they tend to condone.
The items classified under the rubric of Excuse bring into
focus higher moral principles and, therefore, imply noble
motivation behind such acts. In Stankov, Higgins, et al.
(2010), the Excuse factor is labeled “God: In the name of
God.” The examples are statements that: one wishes to
go to war for the sake of God; only one’s own God is the
true God; one should enter the battlefield without fear,
placing complete trust in God; those who believe fight in
the cause of God, and those who reject faith fight in the
cause of evil; our women should encourage their brothers
to fight for the just cause set by God; my people are aware
of our commitment to God and can trust me and my broth-
ers to lead them on the right path; and, the most pressing
duty besides faith in God is repelling the aggressor enemy.

In Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010), the factor is labeled
“Divine Power.” Items that load on this factor include
claims that: those who obey heaven will receive beautiful
rewards; all suffering in this life is small in comparison to
the eternal pleasures one will receive after death; martyr-
dom is an act of a true believer in the cause, not an act
of terrorism; only an idiot would go into a challenging
situation expecting help from a divine power (reverse

coded); and, at a critical moment, a divine power will step
in to help our people.

In relation to the present findings, in Table 1 the third
factor is labeled “Utopianism.” Three out of eight items
reflect a belief that a better life will be created in the future
when people will be united in truth and there will be a new
type of human being, free of greed and selfishness, so that
a just world without exploitation will become a reality.
In addition, there is a belief that real life begins after death
and an appreciation for acts of sacrifice in an uncompro-
mising battle for truth and justice. Finally, there is a belief
in a strong bond between members of one’s group, which is
destined to accomplish important things. Because this fac-
tor is not restricted to religiosity, Utopianism may accom-
modate MEM groups that have an atheistic orientation.
The dominant themes here were: Chiliasm (e.g., “I believe
that a new type of human, free of greed and selfishness, will
be created one day”); the feeling that one’s group is special
(e.g., “There is a group of people whose uncompromised
ideas and brave actions make my own life meaningful
and worth living”); and readiness for self-sacrifice (e.g.,
“I am in awe of those who sacrifice their lives to the fight
for truth and justice”). The theme of belief in life and
reward after death, which was represented by the item
“Real life begins after one’s life on earth,” has the lowest
loading on this factor in Table 1.

The three factors of Excuse are conceptually different,
more so than factors ofNastiness andGrudge. Nevertheless,
even though they invoke different sources ofmoral authority
– such asGodor somekindofDivinePower orUtopian ideals
– the common thread running through all these sources is a
justification or excuse for drastic actions. It does not mean
that the origin of this mental characteristic lies in the need
to justify morally questionable actions, but it seems that
the claim to highermoral principles that derive from spiritual
power or froman idealistic goal of creating a better world has
the potential to make pro-violent actions appear more
acceptable. In any case, the wealth of empirical evidence
we have analyzed suggests that the attraction to utopian
projects based on excessive idealizations forms one of the
central ingredients of the militant extremist mindset.

Again, consistent with the results from our other studies,
the arithmetic means of the Grudge items are around 3 on a
5-point Likert scale. For the eight items in Table 1, the aver-
age is 2.93 – that is, close to the neutral point on the scale.

Correlates of MEM: Validity
Evidence and What Is New?

An important issue in multivariate studies of individual
differences is convergent and discriminant validity of a
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new measure. Do MEM scales have meaningful correla-
tions with conceptually related measures? Do they
measure constructs that are already well-established in psy-
chology? This nomological network of related constructs
includes demographic variables. In the present study we
do not report the correlations with variables that might be
related to the three MEM factors, but this kind of evidence
was provided in previously published studies. Stankov,
Saucier, et al. (2010) reported that there were no gender
differences on the Grudge (Vile World) factor but that
males endorsed Nastiness (Pro-violence) items more
strongly than females, while the opposite was true for the
Excuse (Divine Power) factor. This, of course, is in accor-
dance with expectations.

Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010) also reported correlations
between the ingredient processes of MEM and a host of
other scales, including measures of personality, social atti-
tudes, values, and social norms. The main result was that
the Excuse (Divine Power) scale correlates highly (.75) with
measures of religiosity. Although we do not have empirical
evidence for it at present, we expect that “God” and
“Utopianism” components of Excuse will show similar size
correlations. Međedović and Petrović (2016) reported that a
measure of conservatism had significant correlation with
MEM’s measure of Divine Power.

The other two scales of MEM also have meaningful
significant correlations with related constructs. In particu-
lar, Međedović and Petrović (2016) reported that measures
of the Ethos of Conflict developed by Bar-Tal, Sharvit,
Halperin, and Zafran (2012) had significant correlations
with both Vile World and Pro-violence measures. The Ethos
of Conflict is assessed with eight subscales. An example of
the Serbian version of the “Victimization” subscale of the
Ethos of Conflict reads: “During the conflict between
Serbs and Albanians in Kosovo, Serbs were usually the
victims of Albanian aggression.” A recent study by
Međedović and Knežević (2018) found that the Pro-
violence factor was related to sadism and psychopathy.
They also reported that psychopathy was related to the
Vile World/Grudge, while disintegration/schizotypy was
related to both Vile World/Grudge and Utopianism/Divine
Power.

It should be noted that MEM measures do have mean-
ingful correlations with some of the well-established
psychological constructs, but these correlations are not
high enough to suggest an overlap that would question
MEM’s uniqueness. Thus, in some of our work, the
Nastiness (Pro-violence) factor has the highest correlation
(.45) with Saucier’s (2000) betaism (unmitigated self-
interest and dismissal of political correctness), while the

Grudge (Vile World) scale has the highest correlations with
measures of disintegration/schizotypy (.32) and social
cynicism (.30).

A related issue is the overlap between the three MEM
scales themselves. As can be seen in Table 1, the correla-
tions range between .02 and .37, indicating a small amount
of overlap. A general MEM factor, if it exists, is likely to be
weak. Thus the expression of MEM may depend on high
standings on all three factors.

It is apparent that, among the three ingredient pro-
cesses of MEM, the Grudge (West or Vile World) factor is
the least similar to what other well-established psychologi-
cal instruments capture. This is understandable – psycholo-
gists are trying to identify processes (traits) that underlie
behavior whereas Grudge seems to be more time- and
situation-specific. We believe that Grudge is important,
however, because it provides motivation for holding
militant views. Grudge is also important because it may
be open to societal intervention to a greater extent than
either Nastiness or Excuse. This belief is based on the
evidence that Grudge is more responsive to macro-social
circumstances than the other two. Specifically, Stankov,
Saucier, et al. (2010) showed that Grudge (Vile World) is
the only factor having correlation with the Fragile State
Index2 (both objectively measured and as perceived by
the respondents). Because it is connected to these fluctuat-
ing macro-social characteristics, there is a higher probabil-
ity that Grudge, unlike the other two factors, might be
influenced by changes in these characteristics. Obviously,
more direct experimental evidence is needed to substanti-
ate this claim.

One additional question needs to be addressed here.
Do the MEM factors indicate merely acceptance or belief
that violence is justified (for revenge or defeating an enemy)
or do they imply actual engagement in that kind of violent
behavior? In our view, the MEM factors reflect not only
attitudinal dispositions, but also behavioral tendencies. This
claim is based on meta-analyses reported by Kraus (1995)
and Glasman and Albarracín (2006) showing that measures
of attitudes/values predict behavioral criteria no worse than
personality scales that are known to assess behavioral
tendencies (Conelly & Ones, 2010). In his meta-analysis,
Kraus (1995), for example, reported a correlation of .38
between attitudes (dispositions without any reference to
behavior) and future behavior. Consistent with this under-
standing, the results obtained by Međedović and Knežević
(2018) showed that convicted criminals had significantly
higher scores on the Pro-violence/Nastiness factor than
noncriminals, but did not have elevated scores on the other
two MEM components.

2 Former failed state index, see http://www.fundforpeace.org
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What Version of the Scale Should
One Use?

Needless to say, the answer to this question depends on
one’s aims. If the aim is to have a truly reliable and valid
measure of the three ingredient processes, items from all
three approaches to scale development – that is, items from
Table 1 and from Stankov, Higgins, et al. (2010) and
Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010) – can be used in a single
instrument. For assessment of the Nastiness factor, any
one of the scales from the three approaches can be
employed on its own. To assess the Grudge factor, either
West or the Vile World scales can be used depending on
the focus of the survey. Similarly, measurement of the
Excuse factor can be limited either to religiosity or Divine
Power or Utopianism.

MEM and the Assessment of Risk
for Terrorism Involvement

We see our MEM scales as a possible tool for assessing
aspects of risk for terrorism involvement. Borum (2011,
2014, 2015) provided a comprehensive taxonomy of risk
and protective factors and it may be useful to place the
ingredients of MEM within this framework. It is important
to keep in mind, however, that the starting point for the
present study – as well as the approach of Stankov, Higgins,
et al. (2010) and Stankov, Saucier, et al. (2010) – were long
lists of themes that were used to generate the initial items.
MEM is distilled from these lists, and it can be interpreted
as representing the “core” set of psychological processes
related to radicalization.

Borum (2014) organized his model broadly in terms
of three topics: Vulnerabilities (perceived injustice/
humiliation, need for identity, and need for belonging);
Propensities (motivational, attributional, attitudinal, and
volitional); and World View (authoritarianism, apocalypti-
cism, dogmatism, and fundamentalism).

Vulnerability: Grudge

Vulnerabilities may be viewed as factors that point to
some people having a greater propensity for increased
engagement than others (Horgan, 2005). Rather than
being simple causes tied to psychopathology, these vulner-
abilities may be leveraged as possible sources of motivation
or as mechanisms for acquiring or hardening one’s militant
ideology. Among the three MEM factors identified in our
work, only one –Grudge – captures the vulnerability compo-
nent of perceived injustice/humiliation mentioned above.

Propensity: Pro-Violence

Borum (2014) chose the term propensity to refer to
motives, that is, needs, wants, interests, and desires that
steer people in a certain direction. They are often classified
using the push-pull schema – that is, in terms of the
approach/avoidance framework. The MEM factor in the
present study – Pro-violence – belongs to the category of
attitudinal propensities mentioned above.

World View: Utopianism and Religiosity

World View refers to the way(s) in which we make sense
and meaning of the world and our experience in it. The
third MEM factor, Utopianism, and its complement,
Religiosity, together with the four components listed above,
capture the meaning of World View.

Stankov (2017) used the term Conservative Syndrome
to describe a set of psychological constructs that, together,
characterize social (as opposed to fiscal) conserva-
tivism. The World View components of authoritarianism,
apocalypticism, dogmatism, fundamentalism, religiosity,
and utopianism are parts of the Conservative Syndrome,
implying that the general outlook on life of a potential
terrorist today is socially conservative.

Obviously, our notion of MEM can fit within Borum’s
(2014) taxonomy. Our approach, however, has been
focused on identifying a small number of crucial psycholog-
ical factors. A more recent paper by the same author
identifies eight possible “clusters” of risk and protective
factors for terrorism. In this analysis, Borum (2015) places
Stankov, Saucier, et al.’s (2010) MEM findings and the
findings of Saucier et al. (2009) in the cluster labeled
“Belief/Ideology.” Even though the clusters are presumed
to provide a more individualized and integrated picture of
terrorism-related risk factors, it is crucial to keep in mind
that, at the current stage of development, MEM scales
cannot be used for the purpose of identifying individuals
who may be at risk of radicalization.

Purpose: The Assessment of
Radicalization in the General
Population

Notwithstanding the risk assessment issues mentioned
above, the MEM measures can be used in a similar way
to public opinion surveys and may be a part of such surveys.
Scoring high on MEM can be interpreted to mean support
for terrorism, including violence toward the enemy, and
support for martyrdom and for harsh measures in general.
They can provide information about differences between
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subpopulations in a country and between countries. They
can also be employed longitudinally as a means of assessing
changes in the levels of militancy and, in particular, to
provide insight into the effects of unexpected political and
social events such as terrorist and military attacks or,
indeed, social upheavals of any kind.

Such barometers of social pressure are of particular
importance at the current stage of ascendancy of what
Marc Sageman (2008; personal communication, November
9, 2009) referred to as “leaderless jihad.” The scenario for
the emergence of this form of terrorist violence is as follows.
First, there is moral outrage at local or international events
and disillusionment with the effectiveness of the existing
protest counterculture. This is followed by the formation
of a small, self-selected active core that rejects the existing
protest counterculture and is able to devote time and energy
to pursue commitment to violence (e.g., seeking terrorist
groups that can provide training). The group perseveres
despite obstacles and there is a gradual escalation of suspi-
cious activities. According to Sageman, leaderless jihad
arises from the bottom up, that is, there is no active recruit-
ment by organized terrorist groups, and “lone wolf” terror-
ism predominates. The MEM measures can help gauge the
level of radicalization in the general population and, there-
fore, provide information about the likelihood of an increase
in activities related to each of these stages. Borum (2011)
also describes several “pathways” to radicalization that have
been proposed in the literature.

Ingredients of MEM and Possible
Areas of Intervention

What kinds of intervention are likely to be effective in
dealing with excessive MEM? First of all, it may be useful
to speculate about the likely malleability of the three
ingredients of MEM. The empirical data, of course, are
not available at present.

As pointed out earlier, Nastiness is a social attitude
factor akin to authoritarianism, dogmatism, and Machiavel-
lianism, among others. They are all negative in valence and,
in fact, antisocial in nature. Bouchard, Segal, Tellegen,
McGue, Keyes, and Krueger (2003) report that political con-
servatism has quite a high heritability estimate (h2 = .59),
which is consistent with findings about related constructs
in the literature. For example, in some of our work, social
attitudes are aligned with personality dimensions (see
Stankov & Lee, 2008) that are known to have high heritabil-
ity. The presence of a substantial heritability component
suggests that it will be difficult to modify Nastiness.

Another – probably equally resistant – ingredient of MEM
is Excuse. This is partly because its main component,
Religiosity, is also a social attitude and is therefore difficult
to modify. In addition, MEM would only be problematic
among a very small number of people who score high on
Religiosity (i.e., a low base rate); it would be unreasonable
to invest effort into modifying the Excuse side ofMEM since
the intervention would have to be administered to many but
the effectswould only be expected among a few. In any case,
it is unlikely that efforts to reduce religiosity in the popula-
tion would be positively regarded in most societies today.

As pointed out above, the Grudge ingredient is a reaction
to a perceived threat from the outside. In Stankov, Saucier,
et al. (2010), it was shown that Vile World/Grudge was the
only factor that correlated with the Fragile States index3

(both objectively and as perceived by the respondents).
While the perceived component of Grudge may be seen
as an internal aspect of the individual, the outside threat
is something that is potentially controllable. This is what
makes Grudge special. It seems to be only partly a psycho-
logical internal state of the person; the other part – the out-
side threat that causes unhappiness or fear – may be open
to intervention. Empirical evidence in support of this claim
will need to be collected.

Speculations About Social Policy
Decisions That May Influence the Grudge
Ingredient of the MEM

It is our opinion that both factors of Grudge that were
identified in our studies – West and Vile World that is
due to moral rottenness or general gloom – may be open
to change through media campaigns and policy decisions.
The role of media in creating villains and good guys is
well known, and it would be relatively easy to take steps
to reduce dislike of the West in targeted populations.
Media could also be used to counter doomsday views and
perceptions of prevailing moral rottenness. Vile World
views, however, may border on pathological, and clinical
interventions might also be considered. Given the close
relationship between media and politicians, and the fact
that it is easier to sell bad news than good news, we realize
that this suggestion may be hard to implement. Neverthe-
less, new communication channels that have been provided
by advances in technology and the spread of social media
hold promise for getting this message across. Although
we are somewhat skeptical about the effectiveness of inter-
ventions aimed at Nastiness and Excuse, it may be useful to
employ media and educational means to try to modify
these as well.

3 Please see http://www.fundforpeace.org
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In democracy, of course, one is free to express opinions,
however outrageous they may be; it is the acts of violence
that are punishable by law. Sageman advocates countering
what he calls “protest counter-culture” – the formation of
groups that reject society and promote political activism –

that emerges when people make transitions through migra-
tion or study abroad. This countering may be achieved in
different ways, including directly engaging in discussions
with members of the protest counterculture groups,
monitoring their development and, eventually, using police
methods if the situation gets too heated. Kruglanski and
Fishman (2006) go somewhat further, arguing that this
countering needs to be mapped onto the cultural specifics
of given terrorism activists. For example, Islamic extremists
have argued for the efficacy of terrorism against the West
by invoking the defeat of Crusaders by the Muslim warrior
Saladin; such metaphors may carry little meaning for non-
Islamic (e.g., Marxist or ethno-nationalist) groups.

In our opinion, however, the most effective way of reduc-
ing MEM remains the emphasis on values of diversity and
tolerance. This principle should be basic in every country.
As noted by B. Myors (personal communication, November
26, 2016) in his comments on an earlier version of this
paper, what is really needed is greater promotion and
celebration of the benefits of modernity and enlightenment
values. It needs to be emphasized that, as a result of the
modern world, fewer people have starved, more diseases
have been cured, and standards of living and life expectan-
cies have increased for more people than would otherwise
have been the case. At the same time, we need to do every-
thing possible to end mass atrocity crimes and crimes
against humanity once and for all (Evans, 2008).

Conclusion

The evidence from two surveys and three approaches to
item development identifies three main ingredient pro-
cesses of militant extremist mindset: Nastiness, Grudge,
and Excuse. Although Excuse is related to existing psycho-
logical constructs of religiosity, Nastiness and Grudge in
particular are new and cannot be reduced to what is already
known. They nevertheless have meaningful correlations
with conceptually related constructs.

The scales that emerged from our surveys can be used to
detect the extent of radicalization in the general population,
changes over time, and changes resulting from social dis-
turbances. We do not envision their use for psychological
profiling purposes.

We believe that, among the three ingredient processes,
the most open to intervention is the Grudge component,
particularly the “West.” The intervention may take the

form of policy decisions that would ensure immigrants’
participation in the political process of the adopted country
and their fair treatment by law. Also important would be
the use of media to remediate highly negative images of
the perceived enemy. Intervention can also involve various
ways of engaging protest counterculture groups by listening
to and debating their concerns. Effort should be made to
move away from simplistic and banal explanations and
causal attributions for difficult and unfair social/economic
conditions. Above all, the intervention should stress the
values of diversity and tolerance.

The next steps in this work will involve further validation
of our scales with people detained because of their involve-
ment in terrorist activity, comparisons between a broader
range of countries and world regions, and assessment of
the scales’ sensitivity to future social disturbances. Given
the evolving nature of terrorism in the world today, it is also
likely that new scales will be needed to capture the changes.

Acknowledgment
We are grateful to the reviewers for insightful comments on
an earlier draft of this paper.

References

Bar-Tal, D., Sharvit, K., Halperin, E., & Zafran, A. (2012). Ethos of
conflict: The concept and its measurement. Peace and Conflict:
Journal of Peace Psychology, 18, 40–61. https://doi.org/
10.1037/a0026860

Borum, R. (2011). Understanding terrorist psychology. In A. Silke
(Ed.), The psychology of counter-terrorism (pp. 19–33). Oxon,
UK: Routledge.

Borum, R. (2014). Psychological vulnerabilities and propensities
for involvement in violent extremism. Behavioral Sciences & the
Law, 32, 286–305. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2110

Borum, R. (2015). Assessing risk for terrorism involvement.
Journal of Threat Assessment and Management, 2, 63–87.
https://doi.org/10.1037/tam0000043

Bouchard, T. J., Jr., Segal, N. L., Tellegen, A., McGue, M., Keyes,
M., & Krueger, R. (2003). Evidence for the construct validity and
heritability of the Wilson-Patterson conservatism scale: A
reared-apart twins study of social attitudes. Personality and
Individual Differences, 34, 959–969. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0191-8869(02)00080-6

Conelly, B. S., & Ones, D. S. (2010). Another perspective on
personality: Meta-analytic integration of observers’ accuracy
and predictive validity. Psychological Bulletin, 136, 1092–1122.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021212

Evans, G. (2008). The responsibility to protect. Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution Press.

Glasman, L. R., & Albarracín, D. (2006). Forming attitudes that
predict future behavior: A meta-analysis of the attitude-
behavior relation. Psychological Bulletin, 132, 778–822.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.778

Horgan, J. (2005). The psychology of terrorism. New York, NY:
Routledge.

Kraus, S. J. (1995). Attitudes and the prediction of behavior:
A metaanalysis of the empirical literature. Personality and

�2018 Hogrefe Publishing Journal of Individual Differences (2018), 39(2), 88–98

L. Stankov et al.,Militant Extremist Mindset and the Assessment of Radicalization in the General Population 97

ht
tp

://
ec

on
te

nt
.h

og
re

fe
.c

om
/d

oi
/p

df
/1

0.
10

27
/1

61
4-

00
01

/a
00

02
53

 -
 L

az
ar

 S
ta

nk
ov

 <
la

za
r.

st
an

ko
v@

gm
ai

l.c
om

>
 -

 W
ed

ne
sd

ay
, A

pr
il 

04
, 2

01
8 

11
:2

2:
11

 A
M

 -
 I

P 
A

dd
re

ss
:1

22
.1

50
.2

11
.4

9 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026860
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026860
https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.2110
https://doi.org/10.1037/�tam0000043
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00080-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(02)00080-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021212
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.5.778


Social Psychology Bulletin, 21, 58–75. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167295211007

Kruglanski, A. W., & Fishman, S. (2006). Terrorism between “Syn-
drome” and “Tool”. Current Directions in Psychological Science,
15, 45–48. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2006.00404.x

Međedović, J., & Knežević, G. (2018). Dark and schizotypal
features of militant extremist thinking pattern. Manuscript in
preparation.

Međedović, J., & Petrović, B. (2016). The militant extremist mind-
set as a conservative ideology mediated by ethos of conflict.
Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology, 22, 404–408.
https://doi.org/10.1037/pac0000175

Sageman, M. (2008). Leaderless Jihad: Terror networks in the
twenty-first century. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylva-
nia Press.

Saucier, G. (2000). Isms and the structure of social attitudes.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 366–385.

Saucier, G., Akers, L. G., Miller, S. S., Stankov, L., & Knežević, G.
(2009). Patterns of thinking in militant extremism. Perspectives
on Psychological Science, 4, 256–271. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1745-6924.2009.01123.x

Stankov, L. (2016a). Individual differences within the psychological
atlas of the world. Personality and Individual Differences, 94,
180–188. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.01.027

Stankov, L. (2016b). Major psychological dimensions of cross-
cultural differences: Nastiness, social awareness/morality,
religiosity and broad conservatism/liberalism. Learning and
Individual Differences, 49, 138–150. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.lindif.2016.06.003

Stankov, L. (2017). Conservative syndrome: Individual and cross-
cultural differences. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 48,
1–11. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022117709984

Stankov, L., Higgins, D., Saucier, G., & Knežević, G. (2010).
Contemporary militant extremism: A linguistic approach to
scale development. Psychological Assessment, 22, 246–258.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017372

Stankov, L., & Lee, J. (2008). Culture: Ways of thinking and
believing. In G. J. Boyle, G. Matthews, & D. Saklofske (Eds.), The
handbook of personality theory and testing (pp. 560–575).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Stankov, L., & Lee, J. (2016a). Toward a psychological atlas of the
world with mixture modeling. Journal of Cross-cultural Psychol-
ogy, 47, 249–262. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022115611749

Stankov, L., & Lee, J. (2016b). Nastiness, morality and religiosity in
33 nations. Personality and Individual Differences, 99, 56–66.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.04.069

Stankov, L., Saucier, G., & Knežević, G. (2010). Militant extremist
mindset: Pro-Violence, vile world, and divine power. Psycholog-
ical Assessment, 22, 70–86. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016925

Received December 9, 2016
Revision received June 6, 2017
Accepted July 29, 2017
Published online April 4, 2018

Lazar Stankov
School of Psychology
The University of Sydney
Sydney, NSW 2008
Australia
lazar.stankov@gmail.com

Journal of Individual Differences (2018), 39(2), 88–98 �2018 Hogrefe Publishing

98 L. Stankov et al.,Militant Extremist Mindset and the Assessment of Radicalization in the General Population

ht
tp

://
ec

on
te

nt
.h

og
re

fe
.c

om
/d

oi
/p

df
/1

0.
10

27
/1

61
4-

00
01

/a
00

02
53

 -
 L

az
ar

 S
ta

nk
ov

 <
la

za
r.

st
an

ko
v@

gm
ai

l.c
om

>
 -

 W
ed

ne
sd

ay
, A

pr
il 

04
, 2

01
8 

11
:2

2:
11

 A
M

 -
 I

P 
A

dd
re

ss
:1

22
.1

50
.2

11
.4

9 

View publication statsView publication stats

https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167295211007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167295211007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2006.00404.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/�pac0000175
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01123.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01123.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.�paid.2016.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lin�dif.2016.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lin�dif.2016.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022117709984
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017372
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022115611749
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.�paid.2016.04.069
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016925
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/324240033


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2540 2540]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


