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Abstract

Tim Mdller, Nuffield College, Michaelmas 2012: “On Secularisation - Structural,
Institutional and Cultural Determinants Shaping Individual Secularisation”

This thesis deals with the determinants and meshaniof individual secularisation
processes in a cross-national perspective. In ‘tuected volume’ of six stand-alone
articles, | examine religious beliefs and behawoas well as attitudes towards religion and
politics, whereby the validity of the main theoradsreligious change (classical secularisation
theory, existential security hypothesis, supplyesicexplanations, historical/cultural
approaches and conflict theories) are put to anrezaptest. The main conclusion is that the
fundamental mechanisms suggested by secularistimories are valid and that we can
identify main determinants of religiosity worldwiddowever, only a combination of existing
approaches is capable of explaining a broad rahtfeegphenomena observed.

Chapter 1 (co-authored with Nan Dirk de Graaf aeteP Schmidt) deals with the
fundamental mechanisms that facilitate the soeiiia of religious beliefs. Under conditions
of high inequality, religion acts as a source otigbcapital that benefits the religious
socialisation of individuals outside of the famitpntext. If levels of inequality fall, this
‘social value of religion’ is diminished and relogis socialisation depends more strongly on
parental efforts, thereby gradually leading to rigémerational secularisation. In Chapter 2
(co-authored with Anja Neundorf) we show that theesin Eastern Europe played a crucial
role in de-establishing as well as re-establishialigious plausibility structures, which
explains lower levels of religious belief in ColdaWcohorts as well as the religious revival
after the end of the Cold War. Chapters 3 and 4n@é&the topic of religion and politics and
the mechanisms behind the support for the 9/1kkstan the Muslim world. Levels of
existential security and income inequality havet@rg impact on the preferences for
religious politicians in a cross-sectional as vaadlin a longitudinal perspective. Moreover,
religiosity and altruistic behaviour run the riskl®eing converted into pro-terrorist support
under conditions of high levels of inequality amaldevelopment levels. The final two
chapters show that —in a world-wide comparison kbgveent levels, inequality and the
Socialist history of countries explain 75% of thariation in religiosity between countries.
Furthermore, future developments in religious cleamgll also be subject to changes in
fertility. The main drivers of secularisation preses can be identified, but for the majority of
the world population these conditions are not mgtrasent, nor will they be met in the near
future.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

The recent “resurgence of religion” (Riesebrodt @Q0Riesebrodt 2007) and the dramatic
fashion of its occurrence is remarkable and poseageat challenge to the traditional
secularisation framework. Yet a review of recentpemmal findings reveals that
secularisation cannot be dismissed as “modern nsjthér (Pollack 2003). What the rise of
interest in religious topics seems to show, howeigethat for too long the decline in the
significance of religion has been taken for grantetthout any attempts to thoroughly
examine theoretically and empirically the determisaof this process (de Graaf 2012).

Norris and Inglehart’'s ground-breaking woikacred and SeculafNorris and
Inglehart 2004) laid the foundation for a broadederstanding of processes and phenomena
surrounding the topic of religion and politics aomeduced results that were of interest for
many surprised observers of the re-awakening agioel. However, it also left many
guestions unanswered, from a theoretical as weliethodological point of view. This thesis
seeks to deepen and improve the analyses that e undertaken by these and other
scholars in the field.

In short, this thesis will deal with individualglrigious beliefs and behaviours, their
attitudes towards religion and politics and alddguates towards terrorist attacks. It will pay
closer attention to the idea of secularisation aswdtilevel process (Dobbelaere 2002),
combine data from various large-scale opinion sgg\(8/VS/EVS, ISSP, Gallup World Poll,
Eurobarometer) and take into account socio-econoimstitutional and cultural features of
societies, such as indicators of modernisationquaéty and state-church relations (Fox
2004b). Phenomena are examined in cross-sectienaledl as longitudinal perspective,

whereby | will make extensive use of the statistiroathod of multilevel modelling (Rabe-



Hesketh and Skrondal 2005; Snijders and Bosker )2Q1ill provide new insights into
questions of fundamental processes like religioosiafisation and the intergenerational
transmission of beliefs, explore the role of raigiand the state in Eastern Europe, analyse
the conditions of religio-political attitudes, shewbre light on religion as a potential source
of ‘dark social capital’ in the emergence of radigs extremist attitudes, discuss the
explanatory value of socio-economic explanationshm field of sociology of religion and
examine potential future developments of seculasan the light of fertility changes.

This work should be seen as a ‘collected volumedifferent articles that each deal
with a specific topic rather than a unified ‘gramarrative’ on secularisation. Every chapter
can be read as a stand-alone article that contaseparate literature review and methods
section. However, the common thread of all chapsgetisat they try to answer the question of
whether the mechanisms that have been suggestethssical and modern secularisation
approaches are still applicable to each phenomenguestion.

Proponents of rival theoretical approaches, eslhedlaose working in the ‘supply-
side paradigm’ of religion (Finke 1997; lannaccd®®8; Stark 1999; Stark and Bainbridge
1996) have harshly rebutted the idea that conteanpoeligious phenomena and religious
change can adequately be described by seculanstitemries. Rodney Stark (1999: 270)
even suggested that we should “carry the secutaneaoctrine to the graveyard of failed
theories”. However, just as religion was refusiogrést in its grave, so did the theorising
around secularisation experiencing a ‘re-awakeniBgth chapter, therefore, serves as a test
for the explanatory power of secularisation mecémasiin comparison to rival approaches.

While the concept of ‘existential security’ willggt an important role in my reasoning,
other strands of explanation that have been degdlojp the classical secularisation
framework (Berger 1969; Bruce 2002; Luckmann 19@7@, political economy of religion

(Berman 2009; Hungerman 2005; Solt, Habel, and Gra@11), in conflict and



fundamentalism research (Berman 2009; Marty and lekpp 1991; Mosseau 2011,
Riesebrodt 1990) and through cultural and histbaggroaches (Haller 2002; Martin 1978;
2005) will be incorporated. The goal is to gain endifferentiated insights about the (non-)
secularisation of societies by looking at procestes have received little attention in
previous work: the conditions that make religioosialisation effective, the crucial role of
the state in dis- and re-establishing religiouscttires, and the positive and negative effects
of religion as a source of social capital. Throagbetter understanding of the mechanisms
involved, it might be possible to create a moregnated theoretical framework and show
new pathways for future directions in the fieldsotiology of religion

According to Dobbelaere (2002) secularisation igr@cess(a) that takes place on
threedifferent levels- the societal, the organisational and the indi@idFurthermore, these
levels are thought to be interdependent and toientte each other. Secularisat{bn takes
placeover time whereby cohort-replacement and changing conditioinsocialisation are
deemed to be crucial (Berger 1969; Berger and Lackiml969; Chaves 1989; Firebaugh and
Harley 1991; Voas 2009; Voas and Doebler 2011j)s llocated(c) in different cultural
contextsand therefore is hypothesised to take on diffestatpes (Martin 1978; Norris and
Inglehart 2004; Smith 2008). Lastly, it (g) often a highlyconflictive processwhereby
religion is sometimes used to express politicasacial grievances (Bruce 2003; Fox 2002;
Martin 1978). All of the aforementioned dimensianii be examined in this dissertation.

This work is not restricted to the domains of neligs behaviours, such as religious
attendance or membership in a particular faithloiohg Dobbelaere’s (2002) reasoning, |
define the notion of individual secularisation mader terms: Under which circumstances do
individuals carry out the secularisation “withinethminds™? Which conditions benefit the

worldview that religion and state constitute sefmranstitutions? To what extent do



individuals regard religion as a ‘private affaiNV¥hat lets them evaluate events in secular
rather in religious terms?

Since the classical secularisation paradigm has beavily criticised for its failure in
the explanation of religious renewal, or — in tlase of the US — enduring religiosity, the
supply-side paradigm of sociology of religion haxcdme the main rival explanation in the
field (Bruce 1993; Bruce 2002; de Graaf 2012; lammoae 1998; Smith 2008; Stark 1999;
Stark and Bainbridge 1996). Supply-side theory m&suthat a competitive and unregulated
religious market exists (or should exist), wher@dividuals choose the church that seemingly
offers the best “afterlife reward”. While one mighke the US as a case that is coming close
to this ideal type, | argue, in the line of Steveu& (2002) and to a certain extent David
Martin (1978), that religion rarely fulfils the ®lof providing a compensator for the lack of
an eternal life. On the contrary: religion is andswalways vital, when it served as a vehicle
to reach goals ithis life, especially goals that were related to soaral political conflict.

I will briefly summarise the main mechanisms thassical as well as newer theories
of secularisation propose and give an overviewhef dlaims that are made by supply-side
approaches. Socio-historical and cultural appraachdl be considered as well. All
theoretical considerations will be evaluated inltgkt of recent empirical findings, whereby
| take into account studies that have been caroat from a cross-national and/or
longitudinal perspective. However, please bearimdnthat this part should not be regarded a
comprehensive literature review, since every chriagiseusses the relevant literature for each

research question separately.

1.2 Determinants of secularisation
| will start with a recent definition of the secufation concept and describe the main
mechanisms that are supposed to be the drivinggeddbehind secularisation. According to

Bruce (2002), secularisation can be defined asvali



“(a) the declining importance of religion for thpayation of non-religious roles and institutionstsu
as those of the state and the economy; (b) a @ealirthe social standing of religious roles and
institutions; and (c) a decline in the extent toickhpeople engage in religious practices, display
beliefs of a religious kind, and conduct other atpef their lives in a manner informed of such
beliefs.” (Bruce 2002: 3)

“Religion” is understood here in a substantive wasgy,

“[Bleliefs, actions and institutions predicated the existence of entities with powers of agencat(th
is, gods) or impersonal powers or processes passesnoral purpose (the Hindu notion of Karma,

for example), which can set the conditions of mbeiivene in, human affairs.” (Bruce 2002:2)

In short, classical as well as newer secularisajggroaches assume the following factors to
be beneficial for the secularisation of societidswever, at least in the case of Bruce’s
(2002) interpretation of secularisation, they amant to reflect the evolution of the process
in Europe. The most important factors are:

= Rationalisation / individualisation of religioustlitions,

= structural and social differentiation of societies,

= processes of urbanisation and industrialisation,

= religious pluralism (under democratic conditions),

= an adequate amount of “existential security”, idahg social welfare and equality,

= the absence of violent conflicts or other form$iafdship.

A brief summary of the arguments that lead to thmsats will make the reasoning clearer. |
will at the same time also present empirical stsidieat support or refute the idea of

secularisation.

1.2.1 Classical secularisation framework

According to Weber (2006a; 2006b; 2006c, see alchimank 1996, Bruce 2002)

“rationalisation” is one of the striking featureErnodernisation and one of the main forces
behind the development. The great monotheistiqgicels traditions stress the role of

individual lawful behaviour in accordance with aioaalised ethic. This rationalisation



process (i.e. “disenchantment of the world”, whalko includes advances in science and
technology) provides the foundation for all so@at structural differentiation processes and
leads eventually to the emergence of the ratioapitalist sphere. The process of modernity
renders religionncompatiblewith the operation of the other spheres of socibgcause it
either adheres to the traditional concept of “bedth love” that is in conflict with the
impersonal and rational principles of modern cdigita and bureaucracy, or it becomes
undermined by increasing wealth. Ironically, in m®st rationalised and specialised state,
religion loses its overarching importance.

The processes of structural and social differapmahave several other eroding effects,
which are described by Bruce (2002) and Berger &kinnann (Berger 1969; Berger and
Luckmann 1966; Luckmann 1967). First of all, redigihas to face a loss of function on a
wide array of “this-worldly” activities (e.g. sociwelfare, social control, education, science,
etc.), because secular institutions and specialedte over these spheres (Bruce 2002).
Secondly, religion’s ability to act ashe ultimate overarching legitimating force is
undermined. The transmission of traditional religiovalues to younger birth cohorts
becomes more difficult, because new sets of prablaave to be rationalised within the
traditional framework. Thus religions are eitherckd to modernise or they are threatened by
marginalisation. The result of this process is @ripartmentalisation” of the religious sphere
at the societal level (Bruce 2002; Dobbelaere 2088% redefinition as a “private matter”
(Luckmann 1967%.

Bruce (2002) emphasises the secularising effectlidious pluralism. As “ultimate

truth” can no longer be claimed by any religiousridhiew, the content of religious values

! The implications of this are that religion beconids-institutionalised” and adjusted to individua¢eds,
resulting in new forms of syncretistic religionshieh substitute for traditional religiosity. As shis not my
primary concern, | borrow from the results that ddneen obtained by Bruce (2002) and Pollack (20Di%y
show that “new age” religion or individualised fasrof religiosity are only marginal. A pattern ogligious
indifference” is more often observed (Oevermann Erehzmann 2006). Voas and Crockett (2005) make a
strong case against Davie's “Believing without Bejing” thesis (Davie 1994). A good overview and a
guantification of “alternative spiritualities” inuEope are given by Siegers (2012).



becomes relativised, and churches and sects arefdhe forced to moderate. A general
tolerance towards other faiths becomes a norm, lwhiso, however, leads to indifference
towards the issue of religion. However, Bruce'sdp®on is especially tailored to the
European case, where the political and religiousfliots can be dealt with in a liberal
democratic system.

Many commentators particularly emphasise the “mfskith” in light of the technical
and scientific advances that the enlightenment iaddstrialisation brought with them, so
that the doctrines of the Church became more insiiiéer This is without doubt part of the
process of the disenchantment of the world. Howether classical reasoning, according to
Bruce, Berger and Luckmann, puts a stronger emglwasthe process of differentiation and

religion’s loss of power imll subsystems of society.

1.2.2 Existential security approach

The hypothesis developed by Inglehart (1997), Nog&ilnglehart (2004) and Inglehart &
Welzel (2005) emphasises the role of material amgkigal security for the secularisation
process. They put forward a concept of “existerttiainan security” and argue that religion
fulfills stress-relieving functions by offering segdy and orientation in a deeply insecure
environment. The insecurity itself stems from ecoimunderdevelopment and inequality as
well as from continuing violent conflicts and povessness against diseases and natural
catastrophes. Norris and Inglehart recognise theaatnof different cultural traditions and
belief systems, and argue that the process that éRestential security thesis proposes is
universal, but takes different shapes in differtures (Norris and Inglehart 2004: 17).

The authors’ main hypothesis is stated as folloWa]ll things being equal,the
experience of growing up in less secure societidsheighten the importance of religious

valueswhile converselythe experience of more secure conditions will lesse{Norris and

2 Norris and Inglehart seem to favour this intergiienh (Norris ad Inglehart 2004: 7).



Inglehart 2004: 18; emphasis in original). Insetbesi can arise on a societal (socio-tropic) as
well as individual (ego-tropic) level. But they neaglear that a disappearance of all forms of
religion seems unlikely because “residual and syiol@ements often remain’iid.). The

processes by which secure conditions decrease @@l for religion are described as

follows:

“Virtually all of the world’s major religious cult@s provide reassurance that [...] a higher poviir w
ensure that things work out. Both religion and $acideologies assure people that the universe
follows a plan which guarantees that if you folltke rules, everything will turn out well, in this
world or the nextThis belief reduces stress, enabling people to shtiinxiety and focus on coping
with their immediate problemd...] Individuals experiencing stress have the need fgid,r
predictable rules. They need to be sure what isggto happen because they are in danger - their
margin for error is slender and they need maximuediptability” (Norris and Inglehart 2004: 19;

emphasis added by the author, TM).

Norris and Inglehart’s reasoning is cleaggychological Religion provides comfort
and inner peace, and therefore it flourishes undgsecure circumstances. | will discuss
criticisms that have been raised against theirrtheomore detail in Chapter 6, which also

takes into account my own empirical findings.

1.2.3 Empirical support for secularisation approaches

The European case provides a lot of evidence iouawef the classical secularisation theory
and also Norris and Inglehart's existential seguapproach. Bruce (2002) claims the
secularisation thesis to be validated from a hisabpoint of view, as well as through current
empirical data. He points to the marked declinehonrch membership, church attendance
rates, and the secularisation of individual beliBisice’s view is supported by Pollack (2003,
2006), Halman and Draulans (2006) and Norris agtehrart (2004) who examine European
and worldwide data. A large-scale study of worldsvithta on religious attendance conducted
by Ruiter and van Tubergen (2009) further corrotesr#he secularisation paradigm.
Conventional indicators of modernisation, econogmnawth, higher levels of ‘human

development’, reduction in social inequality, amdprovement in healthcare and literacy



rates lead to lower levels of religious attendarmraying, trust in churches and individual
beliefs (Norris and Inglehart 2002)McCleary and Barro (2006) analysed indicators of
religious beliefs and attendance from a large-stadgitudinal perspective and confirmed
that higher rates of economic development leadetmahsed religiosity. They also showed
that causation is running from economic developmemeligiosity rather than the other way
around. The presence of a state religion was fdartthve positive effects, which is in line
with Berger’s theory of plausibility structures (ger 1969).

Ruiter and van Tubergen‘s (2009) findings yield iaddal support. Instead of using
conventional indicators for the construct of ‘egigtial security’ they used the number of war
casualties in the respondent’s country during tlaitdtl. They confirmed that countries with
higher numbers of war casualties also had highes @f religious attendance. These patterns
can also be found for other dimensions of individsacularisation, for example the
preferences for religious involvement in the poéti sphere (Carlson and Listhaug 2006;
Miuller 2009b).

Voas (2009) examined the content of individualdigreus beliefs in more detail and
found that while many Europeans are neither raligioor completely non-religious, this
state of “fuzzy religious beliefs” seems to be intediate and is followed by non-religiosity.
Voas (2009: 167) concludes clearly: “While there ardeed many interesting variations in
European religion [...] there is a single inescépétreme. Religion is in decline.”

Yet, the classical secularisation framework is d#song problems. The results, which
are obtained for the USA, do not follow the expdcpattern. Despite its high level of
modernisation, unexpected levels of religious ititadre observed, reflected by high church
attendance rates and strong expressions of individdligious belief (Martin 1978; Norris

and Inglehart 2004; Stark and lannaccone 1994).nTd&ie explanations regarding the USA’s

3 The authors also report that these factors explalmted attitude dimensions to a certain extettiteles
toward gender equality, homosexuality and abortiBo} important cultural differences remain (semallorris
and Inglehart 2003).



outlying position either emphasise the decline @finine denominations, or the “religious
renewal” through religious immigrants (Bruce 2002haves and Stephens (2003) point out
methodological concerns (strongly over-reportedchattendance rates). Norris & Inglehart
(2004) emphasise the high levels of social inetyalihich create a source of insecurity.

But there are also European cases that need fuepdanation. For example, Poland
and Ireland still show high levels of religiosignd virtually all Muslim societies are deeply
religious (Esposito and Mogahed 2007). The outlyocage of the US gave rise to the
popularity of the supply-side theory of religiohgtspecial cases of Ireland and Poland and
other cases (for example Malta, Slovenia or Hunghayve been explained by their unique

national histories (Bruce 2003; Martin 1978; Novad997).

1.2.4 The supply-side theory of religion

As we have seen, the evidence for the classicalaggation theory is quite impressive. But,
indeed, it builds on the idea of universal proceskat will lead to a decline of religiosity in
all societies. However, the US in particular, the ¢outhat should be most secularised by
standards of modernisation, is strongly religiddsreover, the proponents of the supply-side
approach directly oppose the view that increasédigas pluralism attacks the ideological
bases of religious belief systems (lannaccone 1986k 1999; Stark and Bainbridge 1996).
Religion is assumed to be a good of consumptionclwis ‘traded’ in religious
markets. As the demand for the religious promisenuhortality is universal, there will
always be producers of religious goods, e.g. clegcind sects. Thus, secularisation, as
described above, would be impossible: while se@dtion theory predicts that belief should

be eroded through greater tolerance, moderatiogligion and its relativisation, supply-side

4 In this brief description | am mainly outliningetbasic assumptions of the supply-side approaith ariginal
version (Stark and Bainbridge 1980). The paradigh$een a number of changes over the years, mtustrof
directed towards explaining empirical irregulastige.g. Smith, Sawkins, and Seaman 1998; Froesdé taifl
2001, 2004a, 2004b, 2005). However, the outlinevides here is meant to reflect the essentials ef th
framework, which basically stayed the same over yhars. InChapter 31 will review changes to the
framework in the Central European context and discal very recent development (the religious clubdgo
hypothesis) irChapter 5

10



theory argues that diversity and religious pluraliead to greater competition of religious
producers and results in\atalisation of religious beliefs and behaviour. Competition is
assumed to be created through a diversified anggubated religious market. Each provider
of religion has to make sure that the goods whloky tprovide — religious edification,
spiritual experiences and a convincing presentaifahe rewards in an afterlife — are of high
quality.

Yet, the empirical evidence seems only to confihm s$ituation in the United States.
Bruce (2002) can show that the paradigm fails irstn@spects for the European case. Norris
and Inglehart find no evidence for the vitalisinffeets of religious competition on a
worldwide scale (Norris & Inglehart 2004). Polla¢k006) reports that there is indeed a
negative effect of religious monopolies but atttésuit to the political proximity of religious
and other public institutions. However, there ayme other recent findings in support of the
supply-side paradigm. McCleary and Barro (2006) &wk and Tabory (2008) report
negative relationships between state regulatiorelafious markets and religious attendance
and beliefs. This observation has also been made by RuitervandTubergen (2009) with
regard to religious attendance. Barro and McClealso find positive effects between
religious pluralism and attendance rates.

A drawback of studies on the supply-side paradigthat the competition in religious
markets has almost exclusively been measured byHedindahl-Index”. An influential
article by Voas, Crockett and Olson (2002) showet the results produced by the use of
this indicator are mere mathematical artefactsnBy there are other indicators available to
measure competition as well as regulation in religimarkets. Jonathan Fox and colleagues
have gathered a wide range of country-level indisathat measure several features of state-

Church relations, religious laws and institutions \&ell as discrimination of religious

5 State regulation was operationalised as whettersthte appointed religious officials or not, wherestate
religion was operationalised as the legal statusr@digion in a country.
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minorities in states (Akbaba and Fox 2011; Fox 20B8x and Sandler 2003; Fox and
Sandler 20055.

Recent work conducted by political economist ElirBan (2009) adds a new
perspective to the supply side paradigm. Borrowirggn lannaccone’s club model of
religious sects (lannaccone 1992; lannaccone 198inaccone and Berman 2006;
lannaccone 1994), he makes a compelling argumeatt rigligious groups, which are
structured as “religious clubs”, produce mutualmup trust and tangible goods, such as
social services. In turn they use religious comraittrand sacrifice as screening mechanisms
to reduce free-riding. The extension of this argoime the production of mutual aid and
tangible goods makes much more sense than lanngsamginal argument, which held that
religious beliefs and experience are the main ggodduced in religious sects. In this way,
the supply-side perspective becomes complement@riartin’s (1978) approach that
stresses the role of political power in seculaiegatprocesses (see below). It is also
compatible with Norris and Inglehart's (2004) idef “existential security”, and it helps
explain the role of religious groups under condisiaf conflict. Berman’s concept will be

applied in Chapter 5.

1.2.5 Cultural and historical approaches

There are many cultural and historical comparatipproaches to the study of secularisation
(for a recent overview see Gorski and Altinordug&)). Huntington (1996) even went as far
as framing the outbreak of conflicts after the Cdldr as a “Clash of Civilizations” and put
them in a history of long-standing historical rivalbetween mostly religiously defined
civilisations. For reasons that | elaborate furthelow, cultural approaches will not feature

prominently in this thesis.

6 As a general rule, these measures were prefeorethé operationalisation of religious competitionthis
thesis. However in Chapter 2 | had to resort toHkefindahl measurement, because | was genuintdyested
in religious diversity rather than state-churctatieins.
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However, for the study of secularisation procesBesjid Martin’s classical historical
comparative work deserves special attention (Ma€ii8). In Martin’s view, religious and
political actors are always bearers of certaintjpali ideologies. The main conflict line runs
between the ideal-typical conservative coalitiorf@hurch and Crown” versus anti-clerical
forces that challenge the traditional order. In Brodparty systems this boils down to the
conflict of Christian conservative parties versogidl Democratic/Marxist parties as carriers
of secularist ideologies. The different historicainfigurations of this conflict in European
countries (and the strength that secularist fom®mdd gain) are hypothesised to explain
different trajectories of secularisation.

From this point of view, high levels of religiousupalism can be beneficial for the
representation of a wide variety of political vieufsthere exists a strong alignment between
the ruling elites and the religious institutionseffgious monopoly”), “Church and state will
be closely identified with one another and socralgst will tend to evolve in an anti-clerical
[...] manner; a high level of religious disengagemsrihe result” (Gorski 2003: 116). In the
case of “religious pluralism”, when church elitese ainstitutionally and politically
independent of the state, opposition to the exgstegime does not automatically translate
into opposition towards religioper se This makes religious disengagement more unlikely,
and it is even possible to channel opposittmoughreligion (Gorski 2003: 116).

In sum, Matrtin’s theory offers a framework thate@gvattention to religion as a source
of mobilisation under modernising conditions. Religloses support if it is connected to the
ruling elites and thus also discredited by negatmedernisation outcomes. Secularist
movements can take advantage of this and gain sufgucsecularist policies. On the other
hand, religion remains vital or even becomes arositipnal force if it is separated from the

state and is able to channel social protest agaisstularist elite (see also Gorski 2003).
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Pluralism and the set of secular alternatives atehe only determining factors. The
organisational constitution of the religions in gtien and the possible existence of an
“external threat” that enables the religious antdomalistic nexus to become entangled are
considered to be equally important. Situations wheationalism and religion are fused
together are displayed in the Irish (Northern mélaonflict) and Polish cases (conservation
of national identity under Soviet hegemony) (Braé@3; Pollack 2006).

Martin ranks the different religious traditions hipheir organic/individualistic
character, with Protestantism as individualised gpldralistic, then Catholicism as
hierarchic/organic and Orthodox Christianity as mosganic! The Islamic tradition is
sometimes seen as still more organic and hierakhespecially because of the explicit role
of religious law in everyday life and the fact thia¢ Quran itself does not define Church and
state as separate institutions (Parsons 1963).

Recent empirical findings support the influencesiag from cultural and institutional
factors? Considering Church-state relations, a lot of fdrimes between the Churches and
states in different countries can be observed, tbwstradicting the predictions from
secularisation theory (Fox 2007). Moreover, Cathald Muslim societies display stronger
state-Church relations (Fox 2006) if compared teeoteligious faiths.

The usual rank order regarding strength of bekid service attendance usually ranks
Muslims, Catholics and Orthodox Christian highesthereas Protestants are usually
considered to be less religious (Hoellinger et2807, Halmans and Draulans 2006, Norris
and Inglehart 2004). A strong favour for religioleaders and rigid moral attitudes is
expressed in Muslim and Orthodox societies (No&igglehart 2003, 2004). Carlson and

Listhaug (2006) as well as Breznaual (2011) confirm the findings regarding preferences

" The ordering is based on the role of the instindiised church in the religious life of the indiuals.

8 Yet it seems more appropriate to stress Islandividualised character, as it is centered on irhliad lawful
behaviour and lacks the hierarchical churched ctaraf Catholicism (Gellner 1995, Bruce 2003).

9 Martin’s framework is rarely tested empiricallyy her 1992 article, Giorgi finds supporting eviderfor
Martin’s hypotheses (Giorgi 1992). However, Halnaama Draulans (2004) cannot support them.
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for religious political leaders. However, it showdtso be noted that respondents in Muslim
societies do not repudiate democratic ideals (Espad Mogahed 2007; Norris and
Inglehart 2004).

In general, this research will take a somewhat stim@pproach towards the exact
influence of religious cultures and doctrines owusarisation. While acknowledging that
important doctrinal, institutional and historicaffdrences between religious faiths exist, it is
hard or even questionable to formulate essentiaigbtheses to explain why one faith or the
other should be more or less prone to secularisgiocesses. Religion offers a manifold of
narratives, symbols and identity markers, which lbarutilised for one goal under a set of
particular circumstances and for a completely @mgtigoal under different circumstances
(Riesebrodt 2007). The following examples are nydstken from Bruce (2003):

Protestants might be generally more individualjstieir institutional structures less
hierarchical and a stronger emphasis might be glacebelief rather than lawful behaviour.
But there have been theocratic Protestant regimésstory (i.e. Calvin’s Geneva), and the
notion of modern religious “fundamentalism” was red in the US Evangelical context
(Marty and Appleby 1991; Riesebrodt 1990). Cathsiic may only acknowledge one true
Church, but there are various sect-like orders difé&tr significantly in their interpretations
from the official teachings of the Vatican (for exale Opus Dei or the Society of St. Pius
X). Catholicism was often found to be aligned wiitle ruling classes and dictatorial regimes
(Franco’s Spain, Mussolini’s Italy), but also ugectriticise established structures and stand
on the side of the non-ruling classes (in the adskiberation theology’). Buddhism might
generally condemn the killing of living creaturésit, as Bruce (2003) recounts, this did not
prevent the Tibetans from having an army. Islam hiigh many cases prescribe a
guestionable subordinate status to women, andhgee tis Islamic feminism (Mojab 2001).

Religion is certainly not endlessly interpretalde ény desired purpose, but it does not lack a
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certain flexibility. 1 will generally work from theassumption that universal social
mechanisms and processes exist that generallythaddfor all societies and then point out
the cases that do not fit this pattern. A longescdssion of the explanatory power of

structural vs. cultural approaches is provided na@er 6.

1.3 Overview of the chapters

The discussion of the various approaches in thestgion has defined the broad theoretical
boundaries from which hypotheses will be derived ampirically tested in this work. In this
section, | will briefly describe the research qugst that will be dealt with in each chapter.
Every chapter can be read as a stand-alone awtititeits own theory, methods and results
sections. Some of the chapters constitute co-aedhaevork, which of course will be
mentioned. Moreover, some of the chapters havadrdéeen published either as working
papers or peer-reviewed articles. This will be catied as well.

The ordering of chapters follows a certain ratienal start with fundamental
processes and general religious phenomena (satiahs effects on religious beliefs,
religiosity in the Eastern European context), warkway up to the more specific question of
attitudes towards religion and politics, and wileh look into the phenomenon of religious
extremism and the support of terrorism. The last thapters deal with broader questions. |
will discuss the trade-off between structuralisd anlturalist strands of explanation and try to
give an outlook on the future of secularisation,iclihentails a brief examination of the
effects of fertility decline and religious changehapter 8 draws the conclusions from this
work.

Chapter 2  Which societies provide a strong religiosi socialisation context? Income

inequality, the social value of religion and religbus beliefs

Previous findings from Kelley and de Graaf (1997Qw that the national religious context of

a nation exerts an independent effect on religlmelgefs: people who were raised in devout
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nations have stronger religious beliefs than peyssho have been raised in more secular
countries. Moreover, the effects of respondentigimis upbringing were much smaller in
devout than secular nations, which indicated thatefforts that parents have to undertake are
reduced if a strong religious context is preseiis Thapter goes one step further and asks
which contextual factors are responsible for suclstrang religious context. Classical
secularisation theory, the existential securityrapph, and supply-side theory make different
predictions about the effectiveness of religiousiasation contexts. Our findings indicate
that religious beliefs are acquired most easilycountries with high levels of social
inequality. However, this cannot be explained wiie comforting effects that religion
provides, but rather with the ‘social value’ ofiggbn: Religion is viewed as a particular
source of social capital under conditions of indigya which calls the particular
psychological mechanism that is suggested by tistesmtial security approach into question.

This chapter has been co-authored with Nan Dirkdaaf and Peter Schmidit.

Chapter 3  The role of the state in the repressionral revival of religiosity in Central

Eastern Europe

The aim of this paper is to present two differenies of the state affecting individuals’
religiosity. First, we provide evidence for theezffiveness of Socialist regimes in influencing
citizens’ opinions by comparing religious beliefmm@ng several generations of Eastern
Europeans. Second, the article explores whetherd#raocratisation process in Eastern
Europe led to a revival of religiosity by applyirtgeo strands of reasoning from the
secularisation framework: Berger’s theory of plaigy structures (Berger 1969) and Norris
and Inglehart's (2004) existential security hypsibe The results show that due to an
increased plausibility structure created by the aenatic states a slight religious revival can

be observed in several post-Communist countries.
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This chapter has been co-authored with Anja Neuindbras been published as:
Muller, T. and A. Neundorf. 2012. "The Role of 8tate in the Repression and Revival of
Religiosity in Central Eastern Europe" Social Fasc®1:1-24. First published online

September 27, 2012, doi:10.1093/sf/sos142.

Chapter 4  Individual religiosity and attitudes towards the involvement of religious

leaders in politics — a multilevel-analysis of 55ogieties

This paper examines the antecedents of preferdacéise involvement of religious leaders
in politics. Hypotheses derived from secularisatibeories as well as from the supply-side
paradigm of religion are tested empirically usiny8/and ISSP data. Multilevel Analysis is
used in order to account for the nested structbitbeodata. Most cross-national differences
can be explained by differences in levels of modation and inequality, with modernisation
showing a strong negative and inequality showingtr@ng positive effect. Moreover,

stronger state-Church relations foster the acceptasf higher involvement of religious

leaders in politics. The hypotheses of the supjlg-framework are not supported by the
evidence. Longitudinal analyses using fixed effeptgiel models point towards robust
influences of religious laws and income inequaltyprevious version has been published in
World Values Research 2009, 2:1-29. The resultthisf version are also included in the

appendix.

Chapter5  The dark side of altruism? Altruistic orientations and approval of the

9/11 attacks in the Muslim world.

This study examines the approval of the 9/11 ataclsamples representative of the Muslim
population in 25 predominantly Muslim societies.eTtiata has been gathered by Gallup in
the years 2005-2008. Hypotheses regarding strucama individual conditions of support

are derived based on the existing literature onlagsation processes and attitudes towards

religion and politics (Norris and Inglehart 200ésearch on public attitudes towards terrorist
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attacks (Mousseau 2011; Esposito and Mogahed Z#i7and Shepherd 2006) and research
from the literature on the structural conditions 6ovic violence (Lia and Skjolberg 2004;
Kitschelt 2004; Paul 2010). General developmenteligvlevels of income inequality,
democratisation, oil abundance and corruption abmeot predict levels of 9/11 approval.
Cultural explanations along the lines of HuntingsofClash of Civilization” hypothesis
(Huntington 1996) are not confirmed. Some evideslcews that young men are slightly
more in favour of the attacks. Individual religitysis not a general predictor. Following
Berman’s concept of religious extremist groups esnemic clubs (Berman 2009), we are
able to identify structural conditions under whidldividual religiosity as well as altruistic
orientations are converted into support for testogigendas. If living conditions are harsh and
levels of inequality high, religious and altruistiacrifices act as signals to gain mutual help
and social support that are provided by religiongesnist groups and therefore predict
support of the 9/11 attacks. The salience of tHesBae conflict in Middle Eastern societies
exerts a strong influence regardless of any otinectsiral factors.

Chapter 6  Simple structures or complicated ‘culture? A defence of socio-economic

explanations of religious change

This chapter discusses three types of criticisnt tizan be brought forward against the
structural explanation of religious change and Nomnd Inglehart's (2004) research
paradigm in particular. The first criticism dealsttwthe psychological process that is
suggested by the authors to explain higher reliyioander conditions of existential
insecurity. My own findings regarding religious &isation effects contradict this
mechanism, which calls for a (slight) refinementtioé¢ existential security approach. The
second set of criticisms has been raised by progsnef some classical comparative
research, which regards Inglehart’'s socio-econamsearch programme as oversimplified

(Haller 2002). A third set of criticism pertains the universal applicability of structural

19



explanations in light of cultural differences. Vi@w the differences that | have found to exist
between religious faiths and conduct two furthepeital analyses. Using Gallup World Poll
data from 127 countries, | show that socio-econamdccators (HDI and income inequality)
as well as a country’s formerly belonging to then@aunist bloc explain roughly 76% of
cross-national differences in country-level relgitg. Including a society’s belonging to a
particular religious tradition does not stronglgrease the explanatory power. Furthermore
an analysis of religiosity levels of religious festin different countries shows that members
of any religious faith are less religious if theiwel under more secure conditions.

Secularisation processes are therefore not redrtotparticular religious cultures.

Chapter 7 Will secularisation sweep across the gle® Some observations on fertility

and religiosity

This chapter explains why we are not going to seease of secularisation’ sweeping across
the planet anytime soon, although we are abledntity the core drivers behind worldwide
levels of religiosity (to a large extent developm&vels and income inequality). A third
important factor might be fertility, which lets theligious population on the planet currently
grow, since most of them experience living condisiaunder which religion constitutes a
‘natural’ resource of mutual help and welfare. Axamination of longitudinal trends in
secularisation in 12 European countries since 874 reveals two interesting results: firstly,
the effects of past levels of fertility still infunce religiosity levels today, and secondly, in
most countries large drops in religiosity only tqalce after levels of replacement fertility

were reached. The future of secularisation is dised in light of these findings.
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2 Which societies provide a strong religious sociakgion
context? Income inequality, the social value of region

and religious beliefs

Tim Muller, Nan Dirk de Graaf and Peter Schmidt

Abstract

Research has shown that the religious context adumtry exerts an independent effect on religioekels.
Parental religious upbringing matters less forgielis belief if one has been raised in a devouiespcKelley
and de Graaf 1997). So far, this effect has beibatied to stronger religious networks, which éxsoverall
more devout societies. We are able to confirm ttevipusly observed cross-level interaction with PS&ata
from 41 countries using multi-level modelling. Hoxee, previous research did not take into accouatt lgwvels
of religious beliefs as well as socialisation effeare largely driven by existing levels of incommequality,
which calls for a more nuanced explanation. Ouintlia that inequality increases the ‘social valaételigion,
which then becomes a source of relational socigit@ia The effects of parental socialisation areréfore lower

in more unequal societies with a widely shareddbefiat religion has a high social (networking)ueal

2.1 Introduction

The study of religion in societies has become aufarfield of study in the social sciences.
This is predominantly triggered by the interestargd controversial debate on whether the
secularisation theory or the supply-side theorgnast successful in predicting religiosity in
societies (Bruce 1993; Bruce 2002; Stark 1999; kStard Bainbridge 1996; Stark and
lannaccone 1994). One point of critique of Ratiddhbice (RC) approaches in the field has
been formulated by Ellison (1995): they often negjlbe social embeddedness of religious
choices and the role that networks and norms haveeligious preferences. Kelley and de
Graaf (1997) addressed this problem and lookechatimpact of the religious national
context on religiosity at the individual level. Bakon network arguments these authors
predicted that people living in religious natiortsosld hold more orthodox beliefs, even
when controlling for family background. Their 15tioa study showed that this contextual

effect indeed exists.
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Kelley and de Graaf’'s network explanation has beely applied since then in
variety of different fields. Lazerwitz and Tabo3002) showed that differences in religiosity
between Jews in the US and Jews in Israel cangiaiegd by the different religious context;
Ruiter and de Graaf (2006; 2010) confirmed thatrib@onal religious context affects the
likelihood of volunteering, even after taking ind@count individual levels of religiosity;
Scheepers, Te Grotenhuis and Van Der Slik (2002yedsas Finke and Adamczyk (2008)
studied the effect of the national religious cohter moral beliefs; Van Tubergest al.
(2005) found that the religious context also matfer the propensity to commit suicide.

One fundamental question that religions (or anynfof cultural practice) face is the
extent to which religious beliefs are transmittednf one generation to the next. This
problem has been treated in classical secularsdih@ory (Berger 1969; Berger and
Luckmann 1969) as well as evolutionary anthropol(®jgin, Topa, and Verdier 2004; Bisin
and Verdier 2000; Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman 198Idas (2003) and Bruce and
Glendinning (2010) have discussed increases igioels diversity and intermarriage rates as
mechanisms behind secularisation processes.

Kelley and de Graaf's 1997 paper contributed t@ ttiscussion by showing that
religious socialisation, the crucial element behthd transmission of religious beliefs, is
conditional upon the religiosity of a nation. Oretbasis of a network mechanism, they
argued that parents of children born into religioatons have to invest less in the religious
upbringing of their children because of the ‘unarsreligious context, which will affect
their children as well. Their results showed a vesakffect of parental religiosity on
children’s religiosity when these were raised ie@out nation compared to being raised in a
secular nation. The authors attribute this findinghe fact that in secular nations, religious
parents have to make more effort in order to creaf@/ourable socialisation context. This

involves “the control of children’s social enviroents”, the “screening of potential friends,
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teachers and marriage partners” or the “enrolmérchiddren in church clubs [or] religious
schools” (Kelley and de Graaf 1997: 641). Conversal very devout societies, these
screening processes are not necessary, sincertfeg Environment is religious anyway. If
religious socialisation does not happen within féuily, it is likely to happen within the
larger society. This is a situation that could bitgdbe described by Berger's famous notion
of a “sacred canopy” (Berger 1969). Apart from k€gland de Graaf's own findings, Ruiter
and Van Tubergen (2009) were able to confirm thisraction effect in their comparative
study on the determinants of religious attendaReeter & De Graaf (2006) also made the
same observation regarding the effects of pareeligious attendance on volunteering.

The review of these findings demonstrates thabtlezall levels of religiosity and the
intergenerational transmission of religious beliafe strongly dependent on the religious
context of a nation. Moreover, the role of religgagncialisation in the family context is not
always the determining factor behind the acquisitod religious beliefs. If it is true that
successful religious socialisation often occursenncbnditions that are not under parental
control, obvious questions follow from this: whisbcieties provide such a strong national
religious context? Under which conditions is indwal religiosity most likely to be
reproduced, independent from the efforts that garendertake in order to socialise their
children into a religious worldview? That is: undehich conditions are the effects of
parental socialisation on individual religious kédi minimised?

A variety of explanations can be brought forwardt@svhy societies differ in the
religious contexts that they provide. In this paperwill examine how the following factors
contribute to the religious context of a nation drav religious socialisation effects are
affected by them: economic development, the dibéstanent of religion in ex-Socialist
societies, religious pluralism, levels of incomeqgnality and the role of religion as a source

of social capital.
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Classical secularisation theory is a good stagioigt from which to predict in which
societies parental socialisation becomes more itapbr(and religious socialisation more
costly): countries’ economic development and tleestablishment of religious organisations
in Eastern Europe during Socialism should incresesocialisation costs of religion, and
hence make secularisation more likely. Accordingéoger’s theory of plausibility structures
(1969), religious pluralism should increase sos&lon costs as well. But one could easily
predict the opposite effect. The effects of parestzialisation might be decreased in
religiously plural societies because they offer apymnities to create religious groups and
organisations that are structured as “religioub€luBerman 2009; lannaccone 1992), in
which religious socialisation takes place much neffieiently.

Previous research has shown that income inequstityngly increases religious
beliefs (Mtller 2009b; Norris and Inglehart 200&h8ve and Stasavage 2006b; Solt, Habel,
and Grant 2011). But so far no one has examinedolbehat income inequality plays in the
socialisation and transmission of religious beli€gplanations for the relationship between
inequality and religion can be categorised eitiéo deprivation theories, which argue that
material and psychological deprivation raise thenaed for religion (i.e. Norris & Inglehart
2004), or theories originating in political econgnwhich hold that religion will alter the
demand for redistribution and social insurancesarsed to legitimise existing inequality (i.e.
Scheve and Stasavage 2006; bkl 2011). We think that both strands of explanatiares
true to a certain extent.

However, as this paper will show, most approachesgely ignore a crucial role that
religion plays in unequal societies: It acts apec#ic form of social capital, which is labeled
as “relational social capital” (Berman 1997; Bru2i@09). It does not generate generalised

trust but still provides access to informal netwgrkvhich can then be used in order to
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facilitate exchanges and gaining access to matexsalurces or information (Berman 1997,
Brunie 2009; Krishna 2000).

While we are certainly not the first authors tormoout that religion has a certain
“social” or “networking value” (cf. Coleman 1988afk and Smith 2000; Putnam 2000;
Wuthnow 2002), our general view on secularisatimcesses might be significantly affected
by this. Our theory is that religious change camarily be understood as a change in the
‘social value’ of religion, which in turn is largedriven by existing inequality. As long as
inequality is high, informal networks (friendshimdafamily ties) play a significant role.
Under these conditions there is a widely sharedvvié religion as an important social
institution that will create and maintain friends$i Religion is also regarded as helpful in
order to meet the “right” people. Moreover, new gations will successfully be socialised
into a religious framework as long as inequalitynagns high. However, as levels of
inequality fall — due to economic development, focdl, or demographic changes —the
importance of informal networks decreases as wehle social value of religion is
diminished, and religious socialisation becomesarawstly as it depends more on parental
efforts. Under this new set of conditions, we witiserve secularisation.

The paper is structured as follows: firstly we widistate Kelley and De Graaf’s
(1997) original hypotheses on the context effedtaational religiosity. After this we will
review the arguments that predict societies’ cdpglio provide a strong “sacred canopy”
(Berger 1969) and derive hypotheses from secutetsdheories, theories in the field of
political economy and social capital research. Ahwodological section will introduce the
data and explain the methods that we are usinge$d dur hypotheses (Multi Group
Confirmatory Factor Analysis and multilevel moded). The presentation of our findings
will show 1) the impact of parental socialisatioffeets on age/cohort differences in

religiosity, 2) test the structural conditions tin@inimise parental socialisation effects and 3)
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explore the mediating effects of group norms altbhatvalue of religion and inequality. We

will conclude with a broader outlook on the ramations of our findings.

2.2 Theory
2.2.1 On the context effect of national religiosity

The idea that religious parents socialise theildedn in a religious family context and
inculcate religious beliefs in their children is iv&nown and well documented (Beit-
Hallahmi and Argyle 1997; Bengtson, Copen, Putnayd Silverstein 2009; Benson,
Donahue, and Erickson 1989; Francis and Brown 188&rs 1996). Children are not only
exposed to the family context: “Children are expmbse religious values [...] in school
curricula, the mass media, and the nation’s cult(ielley and de Graaf 1997: 640). Kelley
and de Graaf make a distinction between the chasdrunchosen context of an individual.
An important unchosen context is the country inclitone is born. People have no influence
on whether they are born in a devout society oulsesociety. Subsequently, Kelley and de
Graaf argue that religious people born in a dewmgiety, all other things being equal, are
more likely to meet religious people, have a higegrosure rate to religious institutions and
a higher probability of meeting religious marrigggrtners. In other words, their network is
more religious than that of people born in a secst&iety. Kelley and de Graaf assume that
a higher exposure rate implies more religious arilce. The implication is that rational
parental actors, while valuing the religious sasalon of their children highly, have to
invest less in the religious socialisation of thehildren. The hypotheses of Kelley and de

Graaf (1997) were:

H1. People born into religious nations will acquir®re orthodox beliefs than otherwise similar

people born into secular nations.

H2. The strength of the association between pdregitgiosity and an individual's religiosity wilhe

weaker in devout societies.
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Hypothesis 2mplies that the context of a nation has a saiaii influence on its own
by creating opportunity structures that will steéedividuals in the direction of higher
religious beliefs. More importantly, though, if $ettees have a socialising influence on their
own, the following hypothesis seems warranted: et@s are very effective in the
reproduction of religiosity if individual religiosi is only weakly dependent on religious
socialisation within the immediate family contextoung people will automatically
encounter a context that will bolster their religgobeliefs — either through the density of
religious networks or a widely shared norm of teaeyal benefits of religion. The efforts of
the parents to raise their children religiously midpe small, and still intergenerational
religious change is unlikely to occur. Young colBocan be expected to be (almost) as

religious as older cohorts. We thus formulate hiygpsisH3:

H3. The lower the effects of religious socialisatihrough the parents in a society, the smaller the

age/cohort differences in religious beliefs willinghat society.

In the next step we focus on the social forcesdresdte (or weaken) the “sacred canopy” that
societies provide. Following the reasoning behigpdthesisH3, we claim that such “sacred
canopy societies” are those societies which are #&bltransmit religious beliefs to their
members with only minimal socialisation effort yetparents. In short, in societies in which
parental socialisation effects are minimised, argjer sacred canopy is created. However,
certain conditions will raise the effects of paegrsocialisation on religious beliefs; hence the
efforts that parents have to undertake are higbeveral approaches offer an explanation for
the conditions under which religious beliefs arghhand likely to stay high. We will point
out which of these approaches pay special attembidhe effects of income inequality, since
this factor plays an important role in our explaomat

Classical secularisation approaches operate uhdeagsumption that modernisation
and educational expansion, differentiation andgrelis pluralisation erode the ideological

power of religious beliefs (Berger 1969; Berger abdckmann 1966; Bruce 2002).
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Moreover, societies that actively de-establisheligiom, such as the former Socialist
societies, effectively destroyed the infrastructarenaintain religious beliefs. Inequality does
not play a significant role in this reasoning.

Relative deprivation theories argue that the demfamdreligion is driven by the
“existential insecurity” that people experience (N and Inglehart 2004). A decrease in
religious beliefs is therefore a function of so@st capability to decrease the risks that
people are facing and therefore the need to tumreltgion as a (psychological) source of
comfort. Inequality is seen as a source of insgcand raises the demand for religion.

Theories in the field of political economy argueatthreligion will decrease
individuals’ need for social insurance (Scheve &talsavage 2006a, 2006b) or divert their
political attitudes in such a way that there issignificant demand for redistribution policies.
Religion becomes a force that legitimises and gagtes inequality (So#t al. 2011).

Lastly, theories of social capital often examine thle of religion in creating social
capital, affecting volunteering or creating gensed trust (Paxton 2007; Putham 1993;
Ruiter and de Graaf 2006). Inequality is often shdw be detrimental to the creation of
social capital — if we define social capital to“generalised trust” (Bjornskov 2007; Uslaner
and Brown 2005). Nonetheless, if one takes a oglati view of social capital — the
opportunity to mobilise contacts in order to obteesources or information (Brunie 2009) —
then there are good reasons to believe that raliggoable to facilitate exchanges along
informal ties.

As we will show, religion’s function is viewed défently in equal and unequal
societies, whereby in the latter the view thatgielh has a social (networking) value
dominates. It is these societies that are ablerd@ate a national religious context that will
ensure the transmission of religious beliefs reddyi independent from parental socialisation

efforts. We will now briefly review these differeapproaches and derive testable hypotheses.
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2.2.2 Modernisation and religious beliefs

From a modernisation perspective, two argumentsbeahrought forward, concerning why
religious beliefs should decrease with higher mogation levels, as well as why the effects
of religious socialisation should become more ingoar The first argument stems from a
classical secularisation perspective (Berger 18&9ger and Luckmann 1966; 1969; Bruce
2002; Weber 2006b). Modernisation will lead to rasgjer division of labour and generally a
stronger functional differentiation in all sub-ssts of society. From this point of view,
“traditional” societies are imagined as having ldewels of functional differentiation,
whereby many societal systems, e.g. law, economalgijcs, science, social welfare are all
strongly intertwined. Religion provides the guidiagd legitimising principles to all sub-
systems of society. As these sub-systems diffatntireligion loses its overarching
legitimising force, and as individual social rotifferentiate as well, no overarching “sacred
canopy” can be upheld anymore. The result is divedation of religion, and ultimately,
secularisation.

The second argument can be derived from a deprivaperspective, most
prominently represented by Norris & Inglehart’s isgntial security hypothesis” (Norris and
Inglehart 2004). The demand for religious valueteys is determined by the levels of
experienced “existential security” in the resportdeformative years or current life situation:
“Individuals experiencing stress have the need rigid, predictable rules” (Norris and
Inglehart 2004: 19). Thus societies that cannovigetheir citizens with a minimal level of
existential security are also societies where temahd for religious values seems to be
highest. Individuals use religious values and belystems as a mean to cope with fear and
uncertainty: “This belief [religious beliethe author§reduces stress, enabling people to shut
out anxiety and focus on coping with their immeeiptoblems” ipid.). Norris & Inglehart

find a wide array of evidence for the seculariseifgcts of improved living conditions on
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several indicators (religious beliefs, behaviounsl aelated attitudes) that they examine. A
respectable amount of studies has found importé#fette of economic development or
welfare spending on religious beliefs (Gill and dsgaarde 2004; Gruber 2004; Hungerman
2005; Scheve and Stasavage 2006Db).

Norris and Inglehart’s reasoning seems to be ¢lgmychological religion provides
comfort and inner peace, and therefore it flourgsineder insecure circumstances. In the field
of political economy, the same argument has begiieapto argue that because of this
“psychological insurance mechanism” the demandstarial insurance programmes is also
lower (cf. Scheve and Stasavage 2006b). A wideganfgvork in the field of psychology has
confirmed these effects experimentally (Ano andcddaselles 2005; Fincher and Thornhill
2012; Pargament, Smith, Koenig, and Perez 1998).wilecome back to this point and
review further work in the field of political ecomy in our discussion about the expected
effects of income inequality on religious beliefeaocialisation effects.

From the classical as well as from the existergedurity framework follows that
religious socialisation will be more costly as stieis modernise. The “sacred canopy” that
provided religious legitimisation and socialisationtside of the family will be eroded
through functional differentiation. Moreover, agiig conditions improve, the psychological
need for religion decreases, and the role of mligisocialisation within the family becomes

stronger. We derive the following hypothesis:

H4. Higher economic development will increase timpact of religious socialisation within the
immediate family context. Therefore we expect aitp@sinteraction effect of GDP per capita and

parental religious attendance on individuals’ rielis beliefs.

Ex-Socialist societies provide a good testing gbfor our hypothesis that the transmission
of religious beliefs outside of the family stronglgpends on the social context. Almost all
Socialist societies experienced policies that airmedhe complete abolition of religion,

following the framework of “scientific atheism”. Aa wide variety of work in various
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disciplines shows, this process of “politically ded secularisation” (Meulemann 2004: 49)
has been fairly successful (Borowik 1997; Milled ateundorf 2012; Nielsen 1991; Tomka
1994). The Churches were forced to give up thesrelbich they traditionally played in

public education and social welfare, and religiotganisations were monitored or prohibited
(Froese 2004b). Moreover, policies of state-supptikildcare and increased female labour
participation eroded traditional family structurdsat are seen as the main vehicles of
religious socialisation (Myers 1996). We therefdrgpothesise that the transmission of
religious beliefs in ex-Socialist societies wasyeostly and depended strongly upon the

effort that parents were willing to undertake:

H5. Ex-Socialist societies suffered from a masgieeestablishment of religious institutions and
religious social capital. Hence we expect an irmedaimpact of parental religious attendance on

individuals’ religious beliefs in ex-Socialist seties.

2.2.3 Religious pluralism. Erosion of sacred canopies or socialisation

through religious clubs?

The effect of religious pluralism on religious le#§ and religious vitality has been debated
strongly within recent years (Bruce 1993; Bruce 208tark 1999; Stark and lannaccone
1994). The classical secularisation framework @a@ve) would predict that an increase in
religious diversity will undermine the plausibilitstructure of religion and hence lead to
secularisation (Berger 1969; Berger and LuckmarG618ruce 2002). However, the supply-
side framework of economics of religion would htiét religious beliefs are stable, and the
supply of religious goods matters. As there is &rghompetition in religiously diverse
societies, the supply and quality of religious gostiould increase and we should observe an
increase in religious vitality (Bruce 1993; Bruc@02; Stark 1999; Stark and Bainbridge
1996; Stark and lannaccone 1994).

However, Kelley and De Graaf’s (1997) findings skeovwan empirical inconsistency

with regard to the supply-side predictions: religidoeliefs of the non-churched in countries
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with highly competitive religious markets (like thiS or Northern Ireland) should be lower
than the religious beliefs of the non-churchedadligious monopolies because the religious
preferences of all groups (and also the non-bai®vare matched to a higher extent in
competitive markets. Yet, Kelley and De Graaf fouhd exact opposite: people who were
not raised religiously in religiously plural socest were more religious than their

(presumably unsatisfied) counterparts in religiomsnopoly societies (Kelley & de Graaf

1997: 646). Their explanation is the stronger dgnsi religious networks in these societies
(see discussion of the network effect above), bey tdid not test the effect of religious

pluralism directly.

We suggest that there are good reasons to behatedligious socialisation outside
of the family context will be more efficient in rglously plural countries. Firstly, Bruce
(2002: 204) has pointed out that religious pluraligsually provides opportunities for the
creation of religious sub-cultures. Another casarafrom the US would be the Netherlands,
were Protestants and Catholics each created systegducation and welfare organised in
separate religious “pillars” (Dobbelaere, Billietnd Creyf 1978). Even though religious
socialisation within the family might be small, iggbus sub-cultures can be effective
socialisation agents for the least religious ofaatipular group. An explanation has been
given by lannaccone and Berman (Berman 2009; laomec1992; lannaccone and Berman
2006), who applied the idea of economic clubs talsmeligious groups and sects. Religious
groups should not only be seen as providers djicels goods, but also as a source of social
capital and providers of social welfare. Howevkg &ccess to the social goods and resources
that religious clubs provide comes with a caveabrder to shut out free-riders and increase
monitoring within the club, would-be members hawventake a sacrifice in the form of
credible religious signals, which could be the adhee to strict religious norms, or particular

customs, such as dress codes or dietary laws. Wgotesly plural societies offer more
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opportunities for religious clubs and subculturiéss not unreasonable to assume that the
costs of religious socialisation might be reduced.

Regarding the effects of religious pluralism on #ffects of religious socialisation,
we can derive two hypotheses. Firstly, accordingckassical secularisation theory, an
increase of religious pluralism will increase tlusts of socialisation for parents because they
have to put more effort into shielding their chddrfrom competing religious worldviews.

Our diversity-erosiorhypothesis therefore reads:

H6. The more diverse the national religious contbe stronger the impact of parental religious

attendance on an individual’s religiosity.

However, as the discussion of economic clubs atidioes sub-cultures shows, higher
pluralism societies are expected to create spaceefigious groups that are organised as
clubs. Within these clubs, religious socialisatautside of the family is expected to be very

effective. Hence we formulaté7, thereligious club goodypothesis:

H7. The more diverse the national religious contéxe smaller the impact of parental religious

attendance on an individual's religiosity.

2.2.4 Inequality and religious beliefs - deprivation or the ‘social value of
religion’?

The last part of our theoretical discussion willdesoted to income inequality, the value of
social capital under these conditions, and the tiode religion might play as a source of
social capital. As mentioned above, we can dividereasoning about the effects of income
inequality on religious beliefs broadly into twaastds: the deprivation approach or various
frameworks in the field of political economy. Thegter mostly rest on the assumption that
religion fulfills a function that is complementairy the rational political interests of particular

groups in a society. We think that both approadies their appeal. But we would like to

suggest an explanation that is complementary tother perspectives: the role that religion

plays as a form of social capital.
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From the perspective of Norris and Inglehart’'s &semtial security” hypothesis,
income inequality in a society can be seen as amsaurce of material and psychological
insecurity (Norris and Inglehart 2004: 14, 19). 8ese unequal societies are, most of the
time, also societies where social welfare systeefisaet only rudimentary services and where
individual risks are not universally covered byadesy net, the individual responsibility to
insure oneself against risk is high. This indudesss and — if we allow religion to act mainly
as a psychological coping mechanism — religiousieslhelp people to deal with their life
situation, by making it possible to focus on thduaion of risk. Scheve and Stasavage
(2006b) argue in a similar manner by theorising tiefigion psychologically decreases the
need for social insurance policies.

Recent work in the field of political economy sugtgethat being religious can be
worthwhile even if the main gain is not spirituat psychological) but monetary. Huber and
Stanig (2007) have developed a theoretical moaslghows that the religious poor and the
richer strata of society can have monetary incestito make sure that welfare spending is
allocated via religious channels so that the sequi@r are excluded from further welfare
gains. Gill and Lundsgaarde (2004) find that welfapending reduces religiosity, because
religious groups become less important as welfeogigers. Glaeseet al. (2005) show that
there can also be other strategic incentives fdigsato polarise along religious lines. A very
recent paper by Soét al. (2011) has cast particular doubt on the depriwagéipproach. The
authors show that in unequal societdisstrata of society are more religious. If deprivati
theory would be true, then we would expect thathéigincome strata in more unequal
societies should be less religious than pooretastvacause they should be relatively less
deprived.

Based on these findings, we are able to formulgpetmeses about the general effects

of income inequality on religious beliefs. Highaequality firstly will lead to higher levels of
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deprivation and hence increase the demand forigaliNorris and Inglehart 2004). But as
our review shows, there are multiple other explianatfor why inequality should increase
demand. It could be that religion becomes a soofegelfare (Gill and Lundsgarde 2004), or
political actors act strategically and manipulagdigious sentiments for personal welfare
gains (Glaeseet al 2005; Soltet al 2011). In any case, we predict that inequalitgas the
demand for religion. Moreover, as long as inequaliersists, new generations will
experience insecurity and develop a need for mligndependently from the religiosity of
their parents.

H8.1. The higher the income inequality in a sogittg stronger religious beliefs will be.

H8.2. The higher the income inequality in a sogighe smaller the effect of parents’ religious

attendance on religious beliefs will be.

If religious belief mainly acts as a form of psytdgical coping mechanism, as Norris and
Inglehart (2004) claim, then we should find thatunequal societies there should be a
widespread belief that religion serves as a meagsin inner peace and comfort (‘individual

value of religion’). Insofar as this is a widelyasad norm, we would expect that it would be
transmitted to everyone, also outside of the famdgtext. It could therefore act as a vehicle

to reduce parental socialisation effects:

H9.1. Contextual socialisation will be particulatffective in societies with a shared norm of
religion reflectingthat religion provides comfort and inner peaeghich we label as the ‘individual
value of religion’. Hence in societies in whichghiiew on religion dominates we will observe a

decreased effect of parental religious attendancanandividual’s religious beliefs.

And, secondly, if the psychological coping motigghe dominant value that is transmitted to
individuals outside of the family context, we sthbéihd that the effect of national religiosity
should be explained by this. It should turn outb® non-significant after controlling for

aggregated beliefs about the individual value bdien:
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H9.2. The negative interaction effect of natiorgligious context and parental religious attendance
on individuals’ religious beliefs is explained bylared norm of religion as a means to gain comfort

and inner peace (individual value of religion).

But one could very well imagine that the main reatm be religious is not because
religion provides peace and comfort in the facexiétential insecurity, but rather because
religion acts as a form of social capital, or aslkefacilitates informal exchanges. In the view
of Putnam (Putnam 1993: 107) “Organised religion] [is an alternative to the civic
community, not a part of it.” This is certainly &uif one defines social capital in Putnam’s
terms: “features of social organisation such awoeds, norms, and social trust that facilitate
coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit'utflxm 1995: 67). Religion is not
necessarily a source of generalised trust, ratteopposite. We think that religion helps to
foster cooperation not among strangers, but amartcplar others — members of the
extended family, friends and colleagues (Rose 2089)1°

Our idea is that unequal societies rely heavilyttoa access to material resources or
information via informal network&: Thus we would categorise it as a form of “relagion
social capital”, as this has been done before hynBe (1997), Krishna (2000) and Brunie
(2009)*? According to Brunie (2009: 253) “[Relational] saticapital is fundamentally the
ability of actors to mobilise their social contagtsorder to obtain valued resources. In this
sense, relational social capital is tied to netwook actors, whether they are individuals,
groups or organisations.” Membership of religiougamisations will often allow access to
co-religionists with desirable information or resmes, as has been shown by Wuthnow

(2002) for the case of America. Other work hassstd this networking value of religion as

10 Rose’s definition of a social network that is inf@l in nature is: “face-to-face relationships begw a
limited number of individuals who know each othe&daare bound together by friendship, or propinquity
(Rose 2000: 149).

11 This hypothesis needs empirical verification andtvn. We will formulate it as a hypothesis furtielow
and present empirical evidence in the last paouofpaper.

2 You and Khagram (2005) report that higher leveldnequality are robustly related to higher levels
corruption and various forms of “petty corrupticare generally viewed as legitimate. This observasigpports
the idea that informal ties become more importamhore unequal societies.
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well (Maselko, Hughes, and Cheney 2011; Sacerdotk Glaeser 2001; Stroope 2011,
Traunmuller 2009).

From all these findings it follows that in coungienith very small parental
socialisation effects a particular group norm asmitted to everyone in the larger societal
context: the norm that religion has an importardiaovalue and that it is useful in order to
make friends and meet “the right people”. Thereforesocieties in which most people think
of religion as having a particular networking valueligious beliefs should be easily

socialised outside of the family context:

H10.1. Contextual socialisation will be particljaeffective in societies with a shared norm of
religion reflecting that religion serves agaans to meet the right people and make friewtitch we
label as the ‘social value of religion’. Hence ot®ties in which this view on religion dominates w

will observe a decreased effect of parental religiattendance on an individual’s religious beliefs.

Moreover, the effect of national religiosity on eafral socialisation effects should be

explained by the existence of this norm of a ‘sloeadue of religion’

H10.2. The negative interaction-effect of natioreigious context and parental religious attendance
on individuals’ religious beliefs is explained blaared norm of religion as a source of socialtaapi

(social value of religion).

We suggested above that social networks and infotisgplay a significant role in
societies with non-functioning institutions and anadonditions of poverty (Narayan 2002;
Rose, Mishler, and Haerpfer 1997; Rose 2000). laktyuaises the value of relational social
capital because it can be used in order to gaiesscto resources that are not available
otherwise'® Moreover, because religion serves as a deviceaélscontrol, monitoring and
the signalling of trustworthiness (Berman 2009; é&tmayan and Shariff 2008; Stroope
2011), there is a possibility that under conditiaishigh inequality and a shared norm of
religion as a social value, the adoption of religideliefs reflects reputational concerns. In

their encompassing review on religion and pro-digidlorenzayan and Shariff (2008) find

13 Please note that we are not testing this hypahesthe main part of this paper. Additional analygsee
Appendices A1.6 and A1.7) show that this positisgr&lation indeed exists.
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that religious pro-social behaviour is rarely drivby purely altruistic motives: “Studies
repeatedly indicate that the association betweewertional religiosity and pro-sociality
occurs primarily when a reputation-related egoistiotivation has been activated.”
(Norenzayan and Shariff 2008: 59). Moreover, religi persons are evaluated to be more
trustworthy {bid.: 60), especially if they engage in costly religgosignalling (see also
Berman 2009).

One might infer from this that it pays to be rabigs, or at least display religiousness,
especially if one is dependent on the goodwillpueses and information of other people,
which is the case under insecure or very unequadlitons. We suggest that socialisation
effects in religious beliefs are caused by levélmequality andnediatedthrough the group

norm of the social value of religion.

H10.3. The value of informal ties and relationatiabcapital is increased under high levels of abci
inequality. The group norm of religion as a sosialue serves as a mediator between inequality and

socialisation effects.

While our paper is mainly concerned with the prgessthat influence religious beliefs, our
larger explanatory narrative regards religion asoarce or facilitator of social capital. It is

reasonable to assume that the hypothesised effiectdd also hold if one looks at religious

attendance as a behavioural outcome. Ultimatelyedple want to make use of social ties or
send signals of religious commitment, they haveddéoso in real interactions. We have
conducted the same analyses with weekly religiotisndance as outcome variable.
However, an in-depth discussion of these modelsi@abe included, mainly due to space
restrictions and because this paper is focusedh@mexplanation of religious beliefs. Where
necessary, we will compare the results from botdyeses. The full results of the analyses of

religious attendance can be founddippendix Al.5where they are also discussed further.
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2.3 Data and operationalisation

Similar to Kelley and De Graaf (1997) we use th@Ilflata from the "Religion” module of
the International Social Survey Programme (ISSR) extend it with the 1998 and 2008
surveys (ISSP Research Group 1991; 1998; 2008)thi&y we increase the number of
countries from 15 to 41 and for 27 countries weehmore than one cross-sectional wave.
However, we limit our sample to countries with ageminantly monotheistic religious
culture as our belief measurement is clearly biasegrds classical monotheistic beliefs (see
below). Every module contains exactly the same tiues answer categories, and
sequencing for all countries surveyed. The samplesall large, representative national
samples of adults. In total we have 105,087 indigidcases with non-missing data on all
relevant variable&’ The hypotheses regarding the individual and saeihle of religion will
only be tested in the 2008 sample because theblesiare only included there (N = 44,968).
The information about the individual or social \althat people ascribe to religion has not
been asked in all countries of the 2008 samplerefbiee our 2008 sample is restricted to 37

countries.

Religious belief

Except for minor changes, we use the same religialief scale which was used in Kelley
and De Graaf's 1997 paper and which conceptually empirically resembles standard
religious orthodoxy scales used in previous rese@van der Slik, de Graaf, and Peters
1994). It measures belief in a supernatural beimg & concerned with each individual
human personallyT@ble 2.).1° We are aware that this conception of religiousefis built

on a very monotheistic (or even Christian) undeditag. While most adherents of Eastern

religions (such as Hinduism, Buddhism or Taocismulaeadily locate themselves on this

14 SeeTable A-1.2.1in the appendix for the included countries.
15 aAdditional analyses have been performed with weegligious attendance as the binary outcome viariab
Please seAppendix Al.%or further description and discussion.
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scale, we were not certain that our measurementdmgeld valid results. Therefore we

decided to only include those countries in our gsial which are easily identifiable as
belonging to traditional monotheistic religiousdittons (Roman Catholicism, Protestantism,
Orthodox Christianity, Islam, and Judaism). Withimose societies we did not exclude
believers of other faiths, but statistically cotigd for their religious identification using

dummy variables. The only item which had to be teditin this study but which had been
included before is the question on the respondde&€bng of closeness to God. It was not
asked in the ISSP 1998 and 2008.

The distribution of respondents in the differenliddecategories in our pooled sample
resembles very much the distribution which had beeserved in the 1997 paper. 11 percent
do not believe in God, 9 percent are agnostic,elSgnt believe not in a personal God but in
a higher power of some kind, 9 percent believe ad Gome of the time but not at other
times, 17 percent believe but have some doubts3amkercent believe in God and have no
doubts Table 2.1item 1).

We score these answers conveniently in equal ialenfrom a low of 0 (‘do not
believe in God’) to a high of 100 ("believe and @éano doubts"). Using our scoring, belief in
God averages 66 points out of 100, with a standendation of 35. The answers to the
guestion which focuses on stability of belief owiene average 73 points (question 2) and
degrees of belief in a God who concerns himselhwitery person (question 4) average 55
points. These three items are highly correlate@dlildl nations, suggesting that they all
measure a single underlying factor. In the pookede, inter-item correlations average .73
with a scale reliability (alpha) of .89. We have nsed any of the corrected values of alpha

(see Hancock 2006), as we perform a multi-grouplyaisaas a stronger tet.Factor

16 SeeAppendix Al.1
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loadings’ average .91 in the pooled analysis, with equalthy Higures in separate analyses
for each country. However, in order to ensure caaipaty over all 41 countries, we have
performed a Multiple Group Confirmatory Factor Ayt (MGCFA, see Appendix Al.1).
The results confirm that all factor loadings of tbeale items achievpartial invariance
across countries and time points. This is suffictenestablish equal meaning over time and

countries (Byrne, Shavelson, and Muthén 1989).

7 We used Principal Component Factor Analysis, Vaxnmotation. All respondents with non-missing value
on the scale items were included; the analysispgaf®rmed with Stata, version 11.
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Table 2.1 Percentage Distribution of Responses to Questabwut Religious Beliefs: Pooled Data for 41

Nations; ISSP 1991, 1998, 2008.

Questionnaire Item

Percent Scoring
Please indicate which statement below comes closést expressing what you
believe about God. (Degree of Belief)
| don’t believe in God. 11 0
| don't know whether there is a God and | don'tevel there is any way to find 9 20
out.
| don't believe in a personal God, but | do beligva higher power of some kind 15 40
| find myself believing in God some of the time oot at others. 9 60
While | have doubts, | feel that | do believe ind50 17 80
I know God really exists and | have no doubts alitout 39 100
Number of cases 104,133
Mean 65.63
Standardised Loading on factor 1 .90
Which best describes your beliefs about God? (Befi@iming)
| don’t believe in God now and | never have 17 0
| don’t believe in God now, but | used to 11 33
| believe in God now, but | didn’t used to 8 67
| believe in God now and | always have 64 100
Number of cases 85, 104
Mean 73.25
Standardised Loading on factor 1 .87
There is a God who concerns Himself with every hunmabeing, personally. (God Cares)
Strongly agree 23 100
Agree 26 75
Neither agree nor disagree 17 50
Disagree 17 25
Strongly disagree 17 0
Number of cases 85, 104
Mean 55.00
Standardised Loading on factor 1 77

Our religious orthodoxy scale is the average ofnens to the three questionsTable 2.1

Respondents who answered some but not all questimnsassigned the average of the

guestions they did answer. Those who failed to ansmy of the questions (1 percent) are

omitted from the analysis.
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Figure 2.1provides an overview of the cross-national distiitm of religious beliefs
in our sample. It will make the interpretation afranodel predictions a lot easier, by giving
some context on whether a certain level of religibaliefs can be considered unusually high

or low.

Avg. belief

Average religious belief
40 60

20

Figure 2.1: Distribution of religious beliefs across countries

As the figure shows, Canada (belief-score = ca.c@h)be considered an averagely religious
country. In this middle part of the distribution ve#so find Spain, Australia and West
Germany. The top of the distribution (belief-scores5) is dominated by countries like
Turkey, the Philippines and various Latin Americsotieties. However, we also find the
USA, Ireland and Poland among the highly religisasieties. The weakly religious countries
in our sample are the Eastern European societeesyefl as the Scandinavian countries
(belief scores in the range of 40-50). East Gernsagds out as the least religious country in
our sample, only scoring 26 points on our religibaief scale.

Parents’ religious attendance
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We measure the religious socialisation that evespondent has received by a proxy, due to
lack of any better measurements. Our proxy is #®paondent’'s mother's and father’s
religious attendance when the respondent was 12 gears old. The underlying idea is that
persons that show a high public observance ofioelgyrites will also teach their children
about the contents of their religious beliefs arakensure that children grow up in a religious
framework (cf. Kelley and de Graaf 1997: 640). Ehare at least two valid criticisms against
the use of this measure.

Firstly, we include persons in our analysis whoenbgen raised in religious traditions
where the attendance of religious services hasanstgnificant meaning as it does in
(Catholic) Christianity. However, in most religiousaditions considered in our sample,
public observance of religious rites is common aondld be considered a measurement of
strength of religious identification (such as fesls or shrine visits in Buddhism and
Shintoism in Japan and Korea or Buddhism and Tamshaiwan). Please bear in mind that
after the exclusion of Japan, South Korea and Tgiwaly 1% of respondents in our sample
belong to these Eastern religious traditions. Werefore assume the potential bias to be
small.

The second valid criticism is that even within mthaastic religious traditions the
attendance of religious services has fundamentdifierent meanings. As such, mass
attendance in Roman Catholicism was obligatory mmttattendance considered a grave sin
up to the second Vatican Council. Since then, theotlon to the Eucharist has been
emphasised more strongly (Martin 2005: 119). Religi attendance is considered less
important in Protestantism, and the observancehefsalat (five daily prayers) in Islam
would be more indicative of the religiosity of a Mum believer. We answer this criticism by
pointing out that, in an earlier version of thisppa we considered all the effects for

Catholics and Protestants separately. While thex@lifferences in the effects between those
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two groups, it became clear that there is a strnaangance within the group of Catholic
countries that are not explainable by doctrinal tather structural differencé®.Secondly,
with regard to a bias that could occur regardinigeptreligious traditions, we resort to
empirical observation: in all our countries in osmmple we find that higher religious
attendance of the parents is associated with stramgjgious beliefs of the respondents — this
also holds for the only Muslim country in our samlurkey).

Because we are interested in the overall effeth®family, we average mother’s and
father’s religious attendance. If data were avédator only one parent, we used that.
Mother's and father’s religious attendance are lyigtorrelated (r = .78 in the pooled
sample), and have similar correlations with othariables (results available on request).
Parents’ religious attendance is recoded accoraditige following scale:

Secular  (l) Parents never attend church, or have no religio
(2) Parents attend about once a year;
(3) Parents attend several times a year up to ameenth;
(4) Parents attend several times a month up tostlenery week; and
Devout (5) Parents attend every week or more often.
Denomination that the respondent was raised in
In order to account for the differences in religiobeliefs that exist between different
religious traditions, we include a measure of thkgious tradition that the respondent has
been raised in. This information is available fomast every country in the sample, with the
exception of Ireland and Poland 1991. We followeditB et al’s example (Smith, Sawkins,
and Seaman 1998) and imputed this variable fromirtf@mation that we had about the
mother’s denomination.
As Table A-1.1(see appendix) shows, the set of countries in aunpée is quite

diverse. However, most of the countries includedeh&hristian majority populations.

B We are happy to make these results available ks we
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Exceptions are Israel and Turk&yThe MGCFA performed il\ppendix Al.lonfirms that
our religious belief measure, although formulateaif a rather Christian point of view,
seems to be comparable even in non-Christian segiéd/e therefore decided to keep these
countries in our dataset.

We used a simplified categorisation of the respatigeeligious denomination that
comprises 6 categories: 1 — Catholic, 2 — ProtesBan Orthodox Christian, 4 — Muslim, 5 —
other, 6 — none. The exact coding of the variousodenations can be obtained from the
authors upon request. The denomination informaigomcluded as a dummy variable for

each category.

Individual and social value of religion

We measure the function that individuals and s@sedscribe to religion, or whether a more
individual or social value is attached to it by tleowing items. Unfortunately, this was

only asked in the 2008 wave of the ISSP, and naflinountries that would theoretically be

included in the sample. Two questions gauge thaividual value of religion”:
1. “Do you agree or disagree that practising a refigielps people to find inner peace and
happiness?”

2. “Do you agree or disagree that practising a refidielps people to gain comfort in times of

trouble or sorrow?”

Two further questions were asked, which can bepne¢ed as the “social value” that people
attach to religion:

3. “Do you agree or disagree that practising a retidielps people to make friends?”

4. “Do you agree or disagree that practising a refigielps people to meet the right kind of

people?”
The response scales for all items ranged from 1refi§ly agree” to 5 — “Strongly disagree”.

The answers have been recoded so that higher vialdieate support of the respective item.

9 1n the survey waves 1991 and 1998, Israel was omhgidered one country case, while in the 2008&am
Israeli Jews and Israeli Arabs were counted agrdifft regional cases. We regarded both groupsrasfpane
country in line with the previous two waves.
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A factor analysis (Principle Component Factor As@yVarimax rotation) gives a two-factor
solution, with items 1 and 2 loading on factor ame items 3 and 4 loading on facto?®aVe
created two scales that measure the constructsimspée average of the answers given for
each item. The scale “individual value of religidrds a Cronbach's of .81, the scale ‘social
value of religion’ has an of .79.

To clarify the use of these two scales, please Iearfollowing in mind: the
“individual value of religion” is meant to reflethe idea that people regard religion as an
importantpsychologicafresource that helps individuals to cope in ditfidife situations. The
“social value of religion” reflects the idea thatigion serves as a means to bring like-minded
people together and create a community. The “soehle” of religion does not serve as a
direct measurement of relational social capital, buait be considered@oxy measurement
for the strong reliance on relational social cdpi¥de performed additional correlational
analyses (see appendicA$.6 and Al.7) that confirm a positive relationship between the
group norm of a “social value of religion” and thetual utilisation of relational social
capital??

We are interested in the effects of #mared nornthat people hold about the function
of religion — relational social capital only existsa network of people. Therefore we took

the country averages of each scale, which will lneidependent variables of interést.

National religiosity
We measure the religious environment at the timth@frespondent’s upbringing in the same
fashion as Kelley and de Graaf (1997). Thus we thkereligiosity of other people in a

nation as an indicator for the density of religioustworks that determines individuals’

20 Results are available on request.

2! These analyses also show the expected positivelation of inequality and indicators of relatiorsacial
capital.

22 Additional analyses also include the variablesstasistical controls on the individual level (sA@ppendix
Al.4. The reasoning behind this is that individual imexd to hold strong religious beliefs might be eliéint
from the country-level effect of the shared norm.
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chances to meet religious or secular friends, ®acland spouses. Our measure is an
unweighted average of the parental religious atiecd in the nation as a whole. The scale
can therefore be interpreted analogously to thevitchdal level measurement of parental

religious attendance.

Religious pluralism

Religious pluralism is measured by tiReligious Fractionalisation Indexl-Herfindahl
Index) and is taken from Alesire al. (2003). It ranges from 0 to 1, whereby valueselt
0 characterise low and values close to 1 charaetéigh religious diversit$?

The use of the Herfindahl Index has been criticisgdngly (Voas, Crockett, and
Olson 2002). However, we think that the condititmst VVoaset al. give in order for a purely
mathematical correlation to occur do not hold hdiee artificial correlations of the index
occur if the outcome variable of interest (i.e.igi@us attendance or membership) is
measured relative to the total population, suclisaglly found when analysing attendance
rates on a macro-level. However, in those casesenifie outcome measure does not have
the total population as its base, the index doégase a problem: “We emphasise that the
methodological problems identified below do notlggp a small number of investigations in
which the dependent variable, participation, is snead relative to some base other than the
total population” (Voaset al 2002: 215). In this study we are concerned watvels of
religious beliefs, and our dependent variable tsmeasured as fraction or population shares.

We therefore think that the use of the Herfindatulex is permissiblé

23 Please note that Alesim al. also include the non-religious as a group fordakeulation of their index (in
some countries these make up an enormous share qfdpulation, i.e. 72% in Russia at beginninghaf t
1990s).

24 The authors considered an alternative measurenfeatigious diversity: the standard deviation lo¢ thelief
measurement in every country. This would refleactiinal diversity”. However, it was not clear whet this
operationalisation would just reflect a “ceilingfeft” of variation in countries with high religiouseliefs.
Therefore we kept the Herfindahl measure. The tesofl the models using the alternative measure were
supportive of the “diversity erosion hypothesistiare available upon request.
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Income inequality

Another crucial contextual variable is the levelrfome inequality in a country as measured
by theGini Index It is an indicator of “existential security” amgeasures also the incentive
that exists for people to make use of differentrferof relational social capital. Scores range
from O (absolute equality) to 1 (absolute ineqyift A drawback is that the Gini Index is
not as widely available as the GDP, and differemome definitions make comparisons
between or over time difficult. A solution to thoblem has been suggested by Solt
(2009b). Based on information from the UN World dnee Inequality Database (UNU
WIDER 2008) he created measurements for gross enicthcome inequality for a wide range
of countries and time points using missing datatigms. The information on net income
inequality (after taxes and benefits) is used irs ttudy to account for welfare state
redistribution (Solt 2009a). We entered the respectiegree of income inequality for a

country in a given survey year (1991, 1998, 2008).

Other contextual characteristics of nations

Modernisation theory suggests that religious behdf decline as nations become more
prosperous, educated, and modern (Bruce 2002; Namdl Inglehart 2004). To take these
factors into account, we measure a nation’s leJetleavelopment by its gross domestic
product per capita (GDP p.c.) in 1987 (for the 19@i/e), 1994 and 2004 (for the 1998 and
2008 waves respectively), at parity purchasing poiw¢orld Bank 2007). We divided the

raw measurement by 1000 in order to make the irg&apon of the models easier.

In order to take the anti-religious policies thdt af the ex-Socialist countries have

experienced into account, we include a dummy véiabded 1 for formerly Communist

nations and 0 otherwise.

25 The Gini Index has also been rescaled here togeraf 0-100.
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Individual characteristics

As individual level controls we include respondendige, to control for differences in age
composition (Firebaugh and Harley 1991; Schwadel020 A well-known empirical
observation is that women tend to be more religithem men (Benson, Donahue, and
Erickson 1989) therefore we include respondents(seded 1 for women and O for men) in
order to account for differences in sex compositioastly we control for education levels
since higher education has been found to erodgioal beliefs (Benson, Donahue, and
Erickson 1989: 166-67; Sacerdote and Glaeser 2@dycation is measured in years of
schooling as supplied in the ISSP d&td@he descriptive statistics of the variables used a
shown inTable 2.2 Note that all continuous variables have beenredrround their grand
mean in order to facilitate interpretation (Snigland Bosker 2011).

We use multilevel analysis for all the tests of twpotheses (Rabe-Hesketh and
Skrondal 2005; Snijders and Bosker 2011). The nmageantage of multilevel analysis in this
case is the ability to model the unexplained vangaim levels of religious beliefs as well in
the effect of parents’ religious attendance acsumsseties. We are therefore able to estimate
why populations in different countries differ inetlstrength of their beliefs (i.e. because of
structural country characteristics or because fémint compositions of countries regarding
individual characteristics). Likewise, the introtioa of cross-level interactions allows us to
explain why in some countries socialisation througk parents matters more in some
countries than in others. Since the data were @elleover a range of 17 years, we specified
our models as “cross-classified” multilevel modalsd included a third level for survey
waves (Snijders and Bosker 2011). We are therefongrolling for possible period effects

and explicitly model unexplained variance betweawey waves.

26 Unfortunately the education variable was not adéd for Northern Ireland in 1998 and 2008. The NIR
sample from these survey waves is therefore naided.
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Table 2.2 Descriptive statistics of variables in the sample

Variable N Mean  Std. Dev. Min. Max.
Country level
GDP per capita/1000 105,087 17.48 9.40 1.42 42.24
Ex-Socialist country (no = ref.) 105,087 0.28 0.45 0.00 1.00
National devoutness 105,087 3.08 0.77 1.46 4.70
Religious fractionalisation 105,087 0.47 0.22 0.00 0.86
Gini Index 105,087 32.46 7.94 22.28 60.61
Individual value of religion
(avg.) 44,968 4.05 0.22 3.59 4.65
Social value of religion (avg.) 44,968 3.48 0.36 2.88 4.41
Year of survey
1991 105,087 0.22 0.42 0.00 1.00
1998 105,087 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00
2008 105,087 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00
Individual level
Religious belief 105,087 63.81 33.34 0.00 100.00
Parents’ rel. attendance at resp.
age 12 105,087 3.09 1.50 1.00 5.00
Sex (female) 105,087 0.54 0.50 0.00 1.00
Age 105,087  46.08 16.74 16.00 98.00
Education (years) 105,087 11.53 3.81 0.00 19.00
Religion resp. was raised in
Catholic 105,087 0.47 0.50 0.00 1.00
Protestant 105,087 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00
Orthodox 105,087 0.04 0.21 0.00 1.00
Muslim 105,087 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00
Other 105,087 0.05 0.23 0.00 1.00
None 105,087 0.47 0.50 0.00 1.00

Note: The variables “individual value of religiordnd “social value of religion” are only
included in the 2008 sample. The descriptive gstesisfor the 2008 sample are listed
separately in the appendix (Table A-1.4.1).
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2.4 Results

2.4.1 Socialisation effects and cohort/age changes in religiosity

Research conducted so far has satisfactorily shbainthe national religious context plays a
crucial role in shaping religious beliefs and rethmoral attitudes. Someone’s membership
of a certain religion and the strength of religidngdiefs are therefore only rarely outcomes of
free individual choice, but depend strongly ongbeialisation received within the family and
the larger social context. While this is an impottéinding on its own, we would like to
justify our motivation of the examination of thefegfts of parental socialisation on religious
beliefs further.

As explained above, our interpretation of the défe socialisation effects observed is
that they indicate societies’ ability to provideantext which provides socialisation outside
of the family or structures individuals’ opportugag in such a way that being religious (or at
least conforming to religious norms) becomes aurat choice. There exist conditions
under which individuals will hold strong religiousliefs — no matter whether their own
parents were strong church attenders or investetimtheir religious upbringing.

The implications of this phenomenon are far-reaghihindividuals’ religious beliefs
are strongly dependent on the socialisation that een received within the family, the
transmission of beliefs to the next generation bexomore fragile and harder to implement.
It fails if parents are not able or willing to p#ye costs that are related to this. If, however,
the whole society provides a context that is fablwato religion, the intergenerational
transmission of religious beliefs becomes relayivedsy. Parents do not have to invest a lot
in order to ensure that their children become i&lig — society will do the job. Therefore, we
can expect that societies in which we observe enigll effects of parental socialisation on
religious beliefs are least likely to seculariseit B we observe strong socialisation effects,

this can be taken as an indicator that a societyréady strongly secularised or in the process
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of secularisation. To make this point even strongewe are able to explain why parental
socialisation effects in certain societies are §mad are also able to explain to a large extent
why secularisation takes place or not. We therefteet by testing hypothesi$3, which
predicts that societies in which the socialisatidmeligious beliefs depends strongly on the
religiosity of the parents (large socialisationeetf) will also show large cohort differences
in religiosity.

In order to test this hypothesis, we first haveetermine the variation in socialisation
effects across countries. We therefore estimateaultilevel model that only includes the
individual level variables sex, education, the demation that the respondent has been
raised in, the respondent’s birth year and lasttydttendance of religious services on the part
of the parents. For the attendance variable weaidsdl a random slope, so that the effect is
allowed to vary across societies. Because we paidea from different waves of the ISSP
(1991, 1998, 2008), we specified a crossed randtestdor survey years (cf. Snijders and
Bosker 2011). Thus we assumed the countries toebted in survey waves, whereby each
country is allowed to be present in different syrveaves. The results are shownTiable

2.3, Model A
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Table 2.3:Multilevel models of religious beliefs. Effectgalfgious socialisation and birth year interaction

Model A Model B Model C

Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.
Country level
Country effect P. rel. att. -3.14%** 0.46 -2.59*** 0.41
Cross-level interactions
C.eff. P. rel. att. X Birth year -0.03*** -0.01 -0.02*** 0.01
C.eff. P. rel. att. X B.year 0.00%** 0.00 0.00%** 0.00
Individual level
Parents’ rel. att. att. 6.35%** 0.48 6.56*** 0.07
Birth year -0.08*** 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.04
Birth year 0.00*** 0.00 0.00*** 0.00
Constant 63.63*** 1.78 85.54*** 3.29 78.93*** 2.91
Var. random intercept (countries) 136.78*** 76.09** 58.46***
Var. random intercept (years) 10.46*** 9.78*** 884
Residual variance 645.79*+* 711.73%* 653.99***
Var. random slope P. rel. att. 9.72%**
Slope-Intercept covar. P. rel. att. -27.06%**
Var. random slope birth year .01 .01
Slope-Intercept cov. birth year .06 .00
N countries 41 41 41
N individuals 105,087 105,087 105,087
Deviance 978707.64 988860.16 979962.78

Notes: Model A includes a random slope for P. aél. Models B and C include a random slope fortbyrear. All
models include additional controls for sex, edumatind rel. denomination (not shown here). Therkgllts can
be found in the appendix (Table A-1.3.1). ‘Coumtifect P. Church’ is the fixed effect for P. ChunciModel A +
the predicted country residual of P. Church for le@ountry. The higher the value, the strongeigrets beliefs

depend on parental socialisation?™-p <.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001

We observe that there is a negative effect of kyghr on religious beliefg3 (= -0.08, p<

.001), indicating that younger birth cohorts arerall less religious than older birth cohorts.

The average effect of parents’ religious attendas&35 (p< .001). Therefore, on average,

each category of parents’ higher religious attendaadds roughly 6 points to the religious

beliefs of an individual. The variance componenttfee parents’ religious attendance effect

is estimated to be 9.72 (1 S.D. = 3.12) across tc@sn This means that 95% of countries

will have an effect of parents’ religious attendartbat is in the range of 6.35+6.24 (2

standard deviations). Thus the effect of religi@egialisation varies considerably across

countries. In some countries, religious beliefs me&eased by almost nothing for each
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additional step in parents’ religious attendanog(tountry-specific socialisation effects); in
some countries religious beliefs are increasedzpdints for each additional category (high
country-specific socialisation effects). Figurelllistrates this cross-country variation of the
socialisation effect on religious beliefs for theuatries in our sample (averaged over all
three survey waves). We predicted the country-legsiduals (Empirical Bayes estimates)
from Model A and added them to the fixed effecpafents’ religious attendance. These are

the ‘country-specific socialisation effects’.
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Figure 2.2: Effects of religious upbringing on religious betiéf different societies.

Countries in which we actually observe socialisatafects that are close to the predicted
fixed effect of our model are the United KingdomdaAustralia, but also, somewhat
surprisingly, countries like Italy and Poland. Weul expect socialisation effects to be
considerably lower here, given the large and styorgligious parental generations in these

countries. In the lower range of socialisation efewve find most Latin American societies,
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but also Portugal and the USA. Religious sociabsatin these societies could be
characterised as fairly easy to implement, becaudigiduals are religious independent of
the amount of socialisation received from theirepés. And, finally, the countries that show
the highest parental socialisation effects areSt@ndinavian and former Socialist countries
(Finland, Norway, Slovakia, Sweden). Religious absation in these societies can be
considered to be fairly costly, because it depestdsngly on parental efforts. To our big
surprise, we also find Ireland among the top-ragkoountries. This is a very surprising
outcome, because Ireland could be considered asobitlee most religious societies in
Western Europe. But the effect shown here pointgatds the fact that Ireland has
experienced a strong and ongoing secularisatiotegrosince the 1970s (Norris and Inglehart
2004: 87}

The empirical test dfi3 is conducted iModels BandC. In order to confirmH3, we
need to find anegativeinteraction between country-specific socialisateffects and birth
year. We run these models without a random effacpérents’ religious attendance, because
this effect is introduced as a country-level exptany variable. However, we do include a
random slope for respondent’s birth year, and tbeseallow different birth year effects in
each country. In order to model a non-linear bylar belief relationship, we also included a
quadratic term for birth year iModels Band C.28 All explanatory variables are centred
around their grand mean, except for the variablasmeng the country specific socialisation
effects — this takes the range of values showniguré 1, whereby a value of O can be
considered to represent a society in which paresgiakalisation does not have any effect on

religious beliefs.

27 Also, please keep in mind that the effects showenazeraged over all three survey waves. In tist $uurvey
wave, 1991, Ireland still shows a considerably snalocialisation effect.

28 This specification is often chosen in the analysfesge, period, cohort models using multilevellgsia. The
guadratic term ensures that the APC effects ar¢h@naatically) not linear dependent (Schwadel 20k0hur
case, we have too few time periods to conductiaiseanalysis. But the specification would be cotrre
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We are aware that we are not able to disentangepyiod and cohort effects using
this method, since these variables are linearlyddent on each other (Firebaugh and Harley
1991; Schwadel 2010). However, we believe that wWeaimeasure here are actually cohort
effects. Any periodic shocks are controlled forthg inclusion of a random component for
survey years. And if the effects found would redlly age effects, surely it would still be
surprising to find that in some countries therd pses not seem to be any age effect at all
(i.e. individuals becoming more religious as thgg)a

Model Breveals the following. Firstly, those countrieghwery high socialisation
effects have much lower levels of religious beligfaain effect of country-specific
socialisation effect = -3.14). But secondly, andrencrucially, we do find that the negative
effect of birth year is increased as the countsedfir socialisation effect is increased
(interaction of birth year and country-specific isdisation effect = -.03, p< .001). The
youngest birth cohorts in societies where religi@asialisation is costly are much less
religious than the older cohorts. But, in countudtere religious socialisation is less costly,
the younger and older birth cohorts do not differauch.

The main effect of birth year iModel Bis 0 and not significant. This means that, for
a country with a socialisation effect of O (no impaf parental socialisation), there is also no
decline in religious beliefs over birth cohorts. &1east it is safe to say that people in all age
groups report the same levels of religious beliéfsese effects hold true while controlling
for respondents’ sex, educational level or religiodgénomination. To add more credibility to
our claim, we also controlled for parents’ religsoattendance iModel C We still observe a
negative birth year X socialisation interactioneevor persons that received the same levels
of religious socialisation. To illustrate theseules we plotted the conditional effect of
country-specific socialisation effects on religidueiefs inFigure 2.3 All other explanatory

variables are held at their mean. Thin dotted lindgate the 95% confidence interval.
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Figure 2.3: Conditional effect plots of the country-socialisatiX birth year interaction.

The left graph ofigure 2.3shows the effects that are predictedNadel B(no control for
individual religious socialisation). The right-haménel shows the results froModel C
(effects for persons with the same level of religicocialisation). The top line represents a
country with a country-specific socialisation effet 0 (a situation that is similar to most
Latin American countries), the middle line is aeagere the effect is set to 6 (the average
socialisation effect, similar to a country likelftg the bottom line shows a case with a very
high socialisation effect of 12 (similar to mos&8dinavian countries).

We can see that those societies in which pareothlssation does not matter for
religious beliefs also do not show any declineedigiosity over birth cohorts. However, the
more religiosity depends on parental efforts, tihergjer is the observed decline over cohorts.
The effects are smaller if we look at persons with same (average) level of religious
socialisation. However, it is evident in both caffest countries in which society does not
have a socialising effect on its own, we will olv&ea strong decline over birth cohorts.

H3 can therefore be confirmed. We are confident tmaintry-specific socialisation

effects can be interpreted as indicators for smdetcapacity to socialise people into a
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religious worldview independent from the effortatttparents undertake themselves. It is
therefore important to explain which structuraltéas are responsible for this phenomenon.
Kelley and de Graaf (1997) confirmed that the gahlkavel of religious beliefs in a society
will create conditions under which persons will dhgkrong religious beliefs. The aim of the
next section is to replicate their findings, butrewver to identify the structural conditions

that are responsible for such a strong religious/oe.

2.4.2 The role of the national religious context in explaining levels of

religious beliefs and socialisation effects
As we established in the last section, in ordemumaerstand secularisation processes in
general, it is necessary to understand under wdoaklitions religious beliefs are transmitted
to the next generation, independent from any imibgethat parents exert on their children via
religious socialisation. We will now try to replieaKelley and de Graaf's 1997 findings,
which have been stated in hypothestts and H2. Firstly, we would like to know if the
aggregated level of religiosity in the parental gyation exerts an independent effect on
individual levels of beliefsH1, significant main effect of national religiositygecondly, we
are interested whether this density of religiousmoeks decreases the effect of religious
socialisation within the familyH2, interaction of national religiosity and parentsligious
attendance). For this purpose we estimatéadel 1 in Table 2.4 which includes the
following country-level controls: ex-Socialist setyy, GDP per capita, degree of religious
pluralism. Our independent variables are the levalational religiosity as well as the Nat.
Rel. X P. Church interaction. On the individual dewve include statistical controls for
respondent’s sex, education, age and religiousrderaion. Of course we also include the

individual-level measurement for parents’ religicatsendance. In all models that we will
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discuss, all metric variables have been centrednardheir grand meail. The reported
standard errors of the estimates are correctetthéoclustering within countries (Huber-White
Sandwich estimatorsy. As before, we include a random slope for paremédigious
attendance and treat countries as cross-clasdifiesurvey yearsTable 2.5shows the
variance components and measures of fit.

We find that respondents in ex-Socialist societege not less religious than
respondents in other countries, after controllingegconomic development and the degree of
religiosity in the parental generation, as well fas the individual amount of religious
socialisation that a person has received. Neitleewvd find a significant main effect for
religious pluralism § = -5.83, n.s.). However the sign of the effectneggative, which
indicates that religious pluralism comes with ardase of religious beliefs rather than with
an increase, as would be predicted by the supdb/-paradigm. But we do observe that
higher economic development is negatively relatedetigious beliefs (effect of -.14,
.05).

Regarding our individual level controls we obseeffects that more or less stay the
same during all our modelling exercises: Women Istddnger religious beliefs than meh (
= 8.27, p< .001), higher levels of education reduce religibebefs § = -.74, p<.001), older
persons are more religious than younger pergdrs.09, p< .001). Additionally we hardly
find any significant differences between membersddferent religious denominations.
Muslims report significantly higher religious bdiethan Catholicsf( = 14.06, p< .001),
whereas those who have been raised in no religaitts report around 18 points lower

religious beliefs. The average effect of parengdigious attendance on religious beliefs is

29 We can therefore interpret the regression constarthe level of religious beliefs for a male persdth
average age and educational level in an averagexrBocialist society that has been raised aslaola

30 without the correction, we would be overconfidefithe standard errors of individual level variahlas the
size of the clusters and the sampling errors ar¢aken into account otherwise.
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estimated to be 6.42 .001). Again, this effect stays relatively constdaring the whole
modelling exercise.

Crucial for the test oH1 andH2 are the main effect of national religiosity as vee
the Nat. Rel. X P. rel. att. interaction. We dodad find that there is a strong and significant
main effect of national religiosity. Each increask national religiosity in the parental
generation increases religious beliefs for all meralof a society by 4.64 points. However,
this effect is estimated for a person with avenaigious socialisatiod! More important is
that we can also confirrH2: there is a negative and significant interactifieat of national
religiosity and the effect of individual religiousocialisation. Each increase of national
religiosity in the parental generation decreasesetffiect of parents’ religious attendance by
1.82 points.

A look at Table 2.5shows that we are able to decrease the unexplasréahce on
country and individual level substantially, comghr® the empty modelModel Q. A
comparison of the variance component that had bakeulated inModel Aabove shows that
we reduce the unexplained variance of the P. tElndance effect from 9.72 to 7.89 in this
model. We can therefore show that Kelley and deafZrdypotheses about the role of the
national religious context still have explanatooyyer. But do they tell the whole story?

We plotted the country-specific effects of parentdigious attendance as they are
predicted fromModel A against the level of national religiosity Figure 2.4 (only data
points from the 2008 survey wave are labelled wuce cluttering). The regression line

shows the effect that would be expected from tkedfipart of our model for a country with a

31 We did estimate a model without the Nat. Rel. XCRurch interaction, yet failed to find a signifitamain
effect. We think that this is partly due to a awdlieffect existing for persons in highly religiosscieties that
also received a strong religious socialisation wwitheir family. Therefore the effect is not sigoént along the
whole range of levels of individual religious sdiation. But for our argument it is more importahat
national religiosity raises the level of religiobsliefs for the lower end of individual religiouscsalisation.
This is indeed the case.
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given level of national religiosity. And indeed, filed some remarkable outliers that demand
further explanation.

As expected, those countries with a low level ofiamal religiosity exhibit high
effects of religious socialisation (i.e. the Scaradian countries). But we also see that Russia,
with its history of strong anti-religious policieuring Communism does have relatively

small effects of parental socialisation.
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Figure 2.4: Effect of national religiosity on country-speci§iocialisation effects.

Even more surprising, we find that Poland and he)ahe two European countries with the
most religious parental generations, exhibit vaghlsocialisation effects. What makes these
cases so different from the Latin American socset@sad the US, where strong national
religiosity comes with small socialisation effectd” think that we are able to solve this
puzzle in the next section, which will examine ot&uctural determinants that might be

responsible for the creation of a strong “sacretpy’.
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2.4.3 The determinants of a “perfect sacred canopy”

We now turn to the empirical test of the effectadfistory of Socialism, religious pluralism,
economic development and inequality on the efféatebgious socialisation and therefore
test hypothesebl4 — H8.2 For this purpose we ran four additional modé&odels 2-5,
Table 2.4. The set-up is not different frorvlodel 1, but in each step we include the
respective interaction effect of the country-levatiable of interest and the individual level
of parents’ religious attendance. We then obsefvéhe interaction effect of national

religiosity can be explained away by any of thesottountry-level factor®

32 Please note that we include the explanatory viesaim a different order from which the hypothebese
been derived above. The reason is that in the muoaikling exercise we expected the strongest effaxtbe
exerted from socio-economic variables, which is wig include them in the last steps. The result$ bl
discussed in the following order: Ex-Socialist stgi(H5), GDP {H4), rel. pluralism {6, H7), inequality {8).
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Table 2.4:Country-level and individual-level determinantgefgious belief. Results of multilevel-analy$8SP 1991-2008).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.

Country-level main effects

Ex-Socialist -3.54 3.08 -5.98 3.44 -6.19 3.47 -6.17 3.46 -4.97 2.66 -4.20 3.35
GDP p.c./1000 -0.14* 0.06 -0.14* 0.06 -0.14* 0.06 -0.14* 0.06 -0.23*** 0.06 -0.41* 0.17
National religiosity 4.64* 227 4.18 220 4.47* 2.17 4.47* 2.18 1.54 1.55 -3.29* 1.62
Religious pluralism -5.83 5.26 -5.81 5.61 -0.91 6.93 -0.91 6.94 -3.16 5.41

Gini Index 0.81*** 0.10

Social value (avg.) 15.68** 5.56
Individual value (avg.) 20.53** 6.38
Cross-level interactions

Nat. Rel. X P. rel. att. -1.82* 0.74 -1.62* 0.81 -1.75** 0.63 -1.77* 0.81 -0.71 0.43 0.03 0.77
Ex-Soc. X P. rel. att. 1.05 1.04 1.13 1.04 1.05 1.07 0.53 0.63

Rel. PI. X P. rel. att. -2.08 1.92 -2.08 1.94 -1.13 1.30

GDP X P. rel. att. -0.01 0.03 0.0 0.03

Gini X P. rel. att. -0.28*** 0.05

Soc. val. X P. rel. att. -6.67*** 1.57
Ind. val. X P. rel. att. -1.35 2.69

Notes:” p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001, robust SEs, corrected for clustering in does. Model 6 has been estimated on 2008 data only

Table continued on next page.
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Table 2.4(continued): Country-level and individual-leveltelaninants of religious belief. Results of mulikesnalysis, ISSP 1991-2008.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.

Individual level effects
Parents’ church attendance 6.42*** 0.46 6.13*** 0.53 6.05*** 0.49 6.07** 0.49 6.36*** 0.31 6.41*** 0.39

Female 8.27*** 0.66 8.27*** 0.66 8.27*** 0.66 8.27*** 0.66 8.27*** 0.66 8.01*** 0.71
Education years -0.74%*x 0.10 -0.74***  0.10 -0.74***  0.10 -0.74** 0.10 -0.74***  0.10 -0.69***  0.12
Age 0.09*** 0.02 0.09*** 0.02 0.09***  0.02 0.09*** 0.02 0.09***  0.02 0.08*** 0.02
Rel. denomination (ref. Cath.)

Protestant -1.30 1.70 -1.29 1.70 -1.30 1.70 -1.29 1.70 -1.28 1.70 -2.74 1.66
Orthodox 1.78 150 1.78 150 1.77 150 1.78 150 2.02 1.50 2.85 1.82
Muslim 14.06*** 2.94 14.06*** 294 14.06*** 294 14.07*** 2.94 14.18** 294 10.55* 3.33
Other 1.20 1.62 1.20 1.62 1.20 1.62 1.20 1.62 1.08 1.60 0.22 1.64
None -17.92%* 212 -17.91** 212 -17.92** 212 -17.91*** 212 -17.92** 212 -16.93*** 2.38
Constant 64.11%** 1.98 64.78** 2.06 64.97*** 2.08 64.96*** 2.08 64.15*** 154 66.12*** 1.70

Notes:” p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.00; robust SEs, corrected for clustering in coies Model 6 has been estimated on 2008 data only.
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Table 2.5 Variance components and measures of fit.

Model 0 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Moel 6
Var(uo) — Random intercept countries 253.43*** 99.17*** 8.971*** 97.03*** 97.31*** 43.33%** 33.93***
Var(uo) — Random intercept years 18.60*** 9.57*** 9.57*** 9.57*** 9.57*** 8.38** n.a.
Var(eix) — Residual variance 843.46%*** 645.79%** 644.79*** 645.79*** 645.78*** 645.64*** 614.90***
Var(ui) — Random slope P. rel. att. 7.89%** 7.69*** 749 7.71%* 2.13%** 4.76%+*
Cov(y, uy) P. church, 118,944+ 11851+ 118.02%% 118,43+ -0.90 1.87
intercept countries
NxT 85 85 85 85 85 85 37
N countries 41 41 41 41 41 41 37
105,087 105,087 105,087 105,087 105,087 105,087 523,
N individuals
Log likelihood -503331.0 -489345.0 -489344.5 -48834 -489343.7 -489299.9 -224760.9
Deviance 1006662.0 978690.0 978689.0 978687.8 97868 978599.8 449521.76
ICC(countries) .23 A4 A4 14 14 .06 .06
ICC(years) .02 .01 .01 .01 .01 .01 n.a.
BIC 1006708 978921.2 978931.8 978942.2 978953.4 978888. 449759.1
Number of parameters 4 20 21 22 23 25 22
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Let us first examine whether the effect of paremttigious attendance is significantly higher
in ex-Socialist societies, as had been hypothesisdd5. Model 2 shows that individual
religiosity depends more strongly on parents’ éffon ex-Socialist societies, but the effect
fails to reach statistical significancg € 1.05, n.s.). A comparison of the changes in the
variance components reveals that the inclusiomefinteraction effectTiable 2.5 does not
increase the explanatory power comparedModel 1 (Deviance Model 1 = 97869.0,
DevianceModel 2= 97689.0). Also, the BIC increases, rather thacrehses, which tells us
that the model fit is not improved. We thereforedade thaH5 cannot be confirmed.

In the next stepModel 3, we add the interaction effect of religious plism and
parents’ religious attendance to the model. In kypsisH6 we stated that according to
classical secularisation theory, an increase ingioels pluralism should make the
transmission of religious beliefs more difficult. Mtherefore expected to find stronger
effect of parental religious attendance in moregllsocieties. The direct counter hypothesis
H7 was derived from lannaccone and Berman’s religidub good model (Berman 2009;
lannaccone 1992). Effects of parental socialisasioould bedecreasedn religiously plural
societies because they make more likely the exasten religious subcultures that can act as
effective socialisation instances outside of thmaifa

The results show that both hypotheses cannot biermoaal, when controlling for the
effects of national religiosity and Socialist hage. The Pluralism X P. rel. attendance
interaction is negative, but not significait£ -2.08, n.s.). Thus we find a small indication
that religious pluralism does not erode religioaidis, but rather gives opportunities for
religious clubs to provide socialisation instanoesside of the family context. The effect of
national religiosity is neither affected Model 2nor inModel 3 The unexplained variance of
the parents’ religious attendance effect is shgindlduced, but the overall model fit is not

improved viz.Model 1(DevianceModel 1= 97869.0, Deviancklodel 3= 978687.8).
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In the next step we examine whether economic dpwabmt leads to an increase in
religious socialisation effects. We baddd on Norris and Inglehart’s “existential security”
framework as well as on classical secularisati@omp Economic development should lead
to higher levels of functional differentiation amdproved living conditions and therefore
make religious socialisation more costModel 4 shows us that we cannot confirm this
hypothesis. Under control of national religiosityye ex-Socialist dummy and religious
pluralism, we find a slightnegative interaction effect of GDP and parents’ religious
attendance. But this effect is not significant le¢ 5%-level either (-.01, n.s.). Model §
when taking levels of inequality into account, weserve the expected positive interaction
effect (however, only significant on the 10%-leveB\n inspection of the variance
components reveals that the inclusion of this éftees not help to decrease unexplained
variance substantially (Deviané&odel 1= 97869.0, Devianc®lodel 4= 978687.4). On the
contrary: the variance component for the paremigjious attendance effect becomes bigger,
rather than smalleModel 3 7.49 vs. 7.71 iModel 4. Thus, while economic development
seems to substantially decrease levels of religmmliefs Models 1-3, it does not lead to an
increase in socialisation effects.

Finally, in Model 5 we introduce the Gini coefficient as an explanateariable.
There is a drastic effect of inequality on the Isvef religious beliefs as well as on
socialisation effects. The main effect of inequaist .81 (p< .001). Therefore, the difference
for an average religiously socialised person betwaesociety like Sweden (Gini = 23) and
Chile (Gini =47) is predicted to be 20 points om balief scale. This is an effect size that is
roughly equivalent to not being raised in any nelig faith. Note, however, that the Gini
effect is taking parental socialisation into acdoamd thus the 20-point difference holds for

persons that have been raised in an average claoimghigamily.
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Moreover, we find that the effect of GDP is becoghstronger{f = -.23, p< .001).
Also the GDP X P. rel. att. effect points to thepested direction and reaches marginal
statistical significancef(= .02, p< .10). The effects of national religiosity are eapked by
income inequality, as the coefficient drops from74to0 1.54 and becomes statistically
insignificant. Additionally we find that the effeof parental socialisation is reduced by .28
points per a one point increase on the Gini inddrere is also no significant effect of the
Nat. Rel. X P. Rel. att. interaction effect any moAbove all other societal factors that have
been examined, income inequality is the only onexigain the effect of density of religious
networks. Hypothesd48.1 andH8.2 are strongly supported by our results.

An inspection of the change in variance componeatdgirms the strong explanatory
power of income inequality. We find that after tiiroduction of income inequality the
variance of the random intercept (that is in theveen country variation of religious beliefs)
drops from 97.31 to 43.33. The differences in ayerkevels of religious beliefs between
countries are therefore in large part attributaioledifferences in income inequality. The
variation in the random slope for parents’ religicattendance drops from 7.71 to 2.13,
telling us that the majority of observed differesmice the socialisation effects can be
explained by variations in inequality levels. I@stingly, while we observed a fairly strong
covariance between the country residuals in raligiioeliefs and the unexplained variation in
socialisation effects (effect size of ca. 18 inta# previous models), we now find that there
is no longer any significant covariance. This metfwas the omitted variable that was driving
levels of religious beliefs as well as socialisatedfects simultaneously is income inequality.
Lastly, the conditional intra-class correlation ffieegent (ICC) drops from .225 in the null-
model to .064 irModel 5 Therefore, after controlling for all our explao@at variables — and
especially income inequality — we can explain themfactors of why persons in the same

country hold fairly similar religious beliefs. TIEC of 978888.9 is smaller than in any other
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of the previous models, thereby indicating tNaidel 5has more explanatory power and is
more parsimonious then the other models.

Since our main argument is based on the effectse¢hgion exerts as a form of social
capital, we also conducted analyses with ‘weeklygieus attendance’ as a dependent
variable. At the end of the day, social capitalbigilt and cultivated in face-to-face
interactions. Moreover, any form of religious sitling should include a behavioural
dimension. Therefore we should find the same eff@dth regard to individuals’ religious
attendance. This is indeed the case. A full disonss the main part of this paper is not
possible due to space restrictions, but we woldd to refer the reader tappendix Al.p
where all results are presented and discussed.nTdst important results regarding our
arguments are that a) inequality levels increasectiances of people attending religious
services, even though they have not been sociaisedgly by their parents and b) the same
effect is observed with regard to group norms aleeitsocial value of religion. Item b) will
be discussed further along with the mediationalysmaof group norms, socialisation effects

and religious beliefs.

Rel. belief Rel. attendance
o
S 3 <4
— C
Q g
= o |
328 g
o T
= O —_
5 2
© e
5 Q
8 ¥ 2
= 8
8 - o
T T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 b
Parents' rel. attendance Parents' rel. attendance
— Ginilow —- Ginimedium — Gini high

Figure 2.5: Religious beliefs and religious attendance asretion of individual socialisation and

income inequality.
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To illustrate the effect of income inequality onig®us beliefs and religious attendance, we
provide conditional effect plots of the Gini X Pat& religious attendance interaction in
Figure 2.5 The plots show predicted levels of religious &fsli(left graph) and religious
attendance (right graph) for a male person, ragsed Catholic of average age and education
level in a non ex-Socialist society.We allow for different levels of individual religis
socialisation and predict religious beliefs forstiperson living in a low (Gini = 25), average
(Gini =35) and high inequality society (Gini = 50)/hile we find a fairly strong impact of
religious socialisation in the low and average dbmal, it does not matter for religious
beliefs in the high-inequality condition. Personghwparents that rarely or never attended
religious services are equally as religious asgrerdrom highly religious backgrounds. We
observe similar effects with regard to religiougatlance (right-hand graph). Although in all
three conditions we find that the individual retigs socialisation background matters for
individuals’ propensity to attend religious sergcthemselves, the effects are markedly
different as levels of inequality rise. Even pessavhose parents never or rarely attended
religious services are much more likely to attendrch themselves when they live in a high-
inequality society.

We conclude that differences in income inequalitgre a strong effect on individual
religious beliefs and help reducing the effectgafental socialisation on religious beliefs.
The same observation holds with respect to relgattendance. Unequal societies are able to
provide the “perfect sacred canopy”. Not only would predict that persons from weakly
religious backgrounds are as religious as thoserdtzived a strong religious socialisation
within the family; also, based on our results frdimble 2.3above, we would expect that
there is no significant difference in religiositgtiveen people of different ages if inequality is

high.

33 The predictions for the strength of religious éfsli have been made froModel 5 (Table 2.3. The
predictions for respondents’ religious attendareestbeen made from mod&ttendance Swhich can be found
in Appendix A1.5, Table A-1.5.1
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2.4.4 The effects of group norms on religious beliefs

The last part of our paper will deal with the medbm behind the strong effects of
inequality. Two different explanations are suggestae is that income inequality is a major
threat to the security that people experience. &ibeg religion becomes psychological
resource that helps people to cope with stressorlarg to our deprivation hypothedi.1,
we should find that, in societies in which everydkaows” that religion is a source of
comfort and inner peace, the effect of parentaladisation should be decreased accordingly.
The high value that religion has for the individusltaught in the “hidden curriculum” of
society. Moreover, we hypothesisedHS.2 that the interaction effect of national religigsit
on socialisation effects should be explained bystered norm that religion helps individuals
to gain inner peace and comfort. The religious exinéffect becomes a ‘religious comfort’
effect.

But we formulated a rival explanation in hypothe$¢k0.1 and H10.2 In fact,
another norm or piece of tacit knowledge becomeshnmaore important and is just as easily
transmitted outside of the family context. Religisnregarded as a very good vehicle for
making friends and meeting the ‘right’ people. they words, the shared norm of religion as
a source of relational social capital is what isibd the effect of national religiosity. We
should find that societies with such a norm ofgieln as a social value (in the sense of
networking value) are those in which religiositytransmitted best outside of the family
context. Thereford410.1 predicted a negative Social value X Parents’ ialig attendance
interaction, and, furthermore, the effect of nagiloreligiosity should be explained by this
norm existing in societies. In any case, becausalmwady established that income inequality
is the structural main driver behind levels ofgalsity and socialisation effects, the effects of

either the shared norm of religion as an individealie or religion as a social value should
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lastly be explained by levels of inequality. In @tlwords: we are suggesting that the effects
of income inequality aremediatedby the group norms existing in a socigtiQ.3.

In order to test these hypotheses, we first estdsliodel 6 (seeTable 2.4, which
leaves out the Gini X P. rel. att. interaction, hes to explain the effect of national
religiosity with the two postulated group normsai®s on the social value and individual
value scale, averaged for each country). In ordéintd a confirmation oH9.1 or H10.1, we
expect a negative, significant Soc. Val. X P. et. or Ind. Val. X P. rel. att. interaction.
Moreover, in order to confirril9.2 or H10.2 the effect for the national religiosity interamti
term should become insignificant. In order to elsshbthat the effect of group norms is
mediating the effect of inequality, we will preseminumber of different models later (see
further below). Please note that this model hag bekn estimated on the basis of the 2008
wave of the ISSP because the crucial independemdbles that measure the ‘individual
value’ and ‘social value of religion’ have only Imeasked in this survey wave. We included
all country-level explanatory variables exceptreligious pluralism, as this had been shown
to have no significant effect on religious belidfsfore and we want to run a relatively
parsimonious model.

Taking into account the group norms of religioraaurce of comfort and religion as
a source of relational social capital simultaneguske find confirmatory evidence f¢110.1
andH10.2 There is a negative and significant effect of 8oe. Val X rel. att. interactior (
= -6.67, p< .001), indicating that the group norm of religias social capital reduces
socialisation effects in a similar manner to indigyaln contrast, we do not find that parental
socialisation effects are reduced in societies #mphasise religion’s capacity to act as a
source of peace and comfort. The respective casftias not significantf{ = -1.35, n.s.).
However, both main effects for the group normseaigious beliefs are fairly strong, positive

and significant (Social value = 15.68<p01; Individual value = 20.53, $ .01). Therefore,
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the levels of religious beliefs are generally higiiesocieties ascribe positive individual and
social effects to religioff* As predicted by110.2 the interaction effect of national religiosity
vanishesff = .03, n.s.). Therefore the decrease in soci@is&ffects can be explained by the
stronger group norms regarding the social valueladion in societies with a high density of
religious networks. In this model formulation, wbserve that the main effect of national
religiosity becomes negati@ = -3.29, p< .05) after controlling for the group norms. We
think that this is due to the fact that the maileek now have to be evaluated in light of the
other interaction effects: the national religioséffect is now interpreted as the effect for
persons with average religious socialisation, mgdyroup norms at their mean. As national
religiosity, social and individual value of religiare fairly strongly correlated to each other,
this could also be a multicollinearity isstrdVe will take this into account in the next set of
models when evaluating the mediation effect ofshaal value of religion.

Lastly, we inspect the change in variance compandnshould be noted thitodels
1-5 andModel 6are not directly comparable because the latterveageonly fit on the 2008
data. But we can take some information from theéav@e components nonetheless. We find
that the variance components and measures ofefitlaanging in the same way as they did
before after the introduction of income inequality an explanatory variable. Significant
amounts of variance can be explained in regard veratl levels of religious beliefs,
socialisation effects and also the individual levesidual variance of religious beliefs.
However, the effects are not as strong asladel 5 and the variance component of the P.
rel. att. effect is not as strongly reduced. Itamarkable that the introduction of the social
value of religion as a group norm will also redube covariance between the levels of

religious beliefs and the residuals of the paremgdigious attendance effect. This is an

34 Because the independent variables are measutbd abuntry level, their standard deviations areeiothan
if they were measured on the individual level. Anstard deviation increase of the social value dividual
value variable would indicate roughly a 5 pointreese in religious beliefs.

35We discuss the relationship between both groumadurther inAppendix A1.6
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indicator that income inequality and the group noomreligion as a social value are

simultaneously affecting levels of religious bedieihd socialisation effects.

2.4.5 Inequality and religion as a source of relational social capital

In order to establish that the social value ofgiel acts as a mediator between levels of
inequality and religious socialisation effectl(.4), we ran a series of further models on the
ISSP 2008 data. The establishment of mediatiorctsfim multilevel analysis is a complex
topic with various issues being debated in theditee currently (Bauer, Preacher, and Gil
2006; Kenny, Korchmaros, and Bolger 2003; Krull &nacKinnon 2001; Muller, Judd, and
Yzerbyt 2005; Preacher, Zyphur, and Zhang 2010y). &alysis is complicated by the fact
that we are technically interested in the explamatf variance in a random component (the
random slope of parents’ religious attendance).ddeer, we are interested in establishing a
mediation effect between two level-two variablase@uality and group norms) on a cross-
level interaction (the interaction terms Gini XrBL att. and Soc. val. X P. rel. att.), which is
technically already a moderator effect itself (#fect of religious socialisation on religious
beliefs is moderated by inequality and group norriig) our best knowledge, this problem
has not yet been examined in the methodologicatalitire at handl. We are therefore
evaluating the findings in a simplified manner, Yumo from mediation analysis in the
conventional OLS-case.

We are following the steps that have been suggdstddhron and Kenny (1986). While
the overall outcome variable in our case is “indinal religious beliefs” we are more

interested in explaining the variance in the paemeligious attendance effect across

3¢ The changes in variance components for the religastendance models (s&gpendix Al.pexhibit a pattern
that is similar to the religious belief models, aiwe regard as evidence for the fact that the gapresses are
at work here.

37 Baueret al. (2006) discuss the case of “mediated moderation& imultilevel setting. While this could
arguably be a case of interest, their discussidy @kes into account one moderating level 2 vaeiab an
experimental setting. We however have two (posyibipderating level 2 variables. It is not clear hiheir
framework could be adopted for our problem witheuatbarking on a more complicated structural equation
approach.
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countries. One could therefore regard the courigciic socialisation effects as an outcome
of interest®® Establishing a mediation effect therefore involtrage steps:

1. Regress the dependent variable (varying parentalalsation effect) on the
independent variable (Gini X P. rel. att. interanji As already confirmed, inequality
is a significant predictor of the parental socetiisn effect.

2. Regress the mediator (group norms regarding thélsaad individual value of
religion) on the independent variable (Gini IndeXye performed two separate
country-level OLS regressions between the ‘socédlier of religion’ and inequality
and the ‘individual value of religion’ and inequli controlling for the ex-Socialist
dummy and GDP. Inequality is a significant prediaibthe ‘social value of religion’
(B = 0.02, p< .01). But it is not a significant predictor of thadividual value of
religion’ (B = 0.01, n.s.). Therefore, the group norm ‘indiatiwalue of religion’
cannot be a mediator of the inequality effect.

3. Regress the dependent variable (varying sociadisaéiffect) on the independent
variable (Gini X P. rel. att. interaction) and theediator variable (group norms
regarding the social and individual value of raigiX P. rel. att. interactions). The
effect of the independent variable (Gini X P. iat. interaction) should be reduced
compared to the effect observed in step one. M@rdkie mediating variable (Soc.
Val. X P. rel. att. interaction) should show thepegted negative effect and be
significant. We performed this step in the modk& aare shown ifable 2.6.

The table only includes the selection of resultsctvlare necessary to establish the mediation
effect that had been hypothesisedH@0.4 All models include sex, education, age and
religious denomination as individual level controle also estimated additional models,
which included ‘social value of religion’ and ‘inddual value of religion’ as individual level

controls. The full results can be foundAppendix Al.4

38 If we were using a two-step procedure, we woulst fiun individual level OLS regressions and ireaad
step regress the country-specific betas of parettaiblisation on country level determinants (Acl2896).
Income inequality and group norms would then be predictor variables for the variation in socialisa
effects. We are basically doing the same hereweubhave to enter cross-level interactions intoeeation to
explain the variation in the slopes.
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Table 2.7:Mediation effects of group norms on religious shis@ion of religious beliefs

1A Gini IA Soc. Val. IA Ind. Val.
Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.

Country-level main effects

Ex-Socialist -6.23 466 -5.17 430 -2.02 4.11
GDP p.c./1000 -0.43 0.29 -0.37* 0.26 -0.32 0.23
Gini Index 0.81* 0.35 0.45 0.30 0.61* 0.29
Social value (avg.) 14.01** 5.30

Individual value (avg.) 22.39** 6.74
Cross-level interactions

Gini X P. rel. att. -0.34%+** 0.05 -0.26*** 0.06 -0.31*** 0.05
Soc. val. X P. rel. att. -2.50** 0.97

Ind. val. X P. rel. att. -2.24 1.33

Individual level effects
Parents' rel. attendance 6.82*** 0.34 6.73*=* 0.32 6.80*** 0.33
Constant 65.51%** 2.79 65.37*** 2.52 63.93*** 2.46

Notes:” p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.00; robust SEs, corrected for clustering
in countries. Models are using ISSP 2008 data onhe full models include also sex,
education, age and denomination as individual lesaitrols. Furthermore, additional
models have been estimated that also control fmlividual value of religion’ and ‘social
value of religion’ on the individual level. Full selts as well as additional models can be
found in the appendix (Al1.4).

Model ‘IA Gini’ shows the effect of the Gini X P. rel. att. int#if@n without any other cross-
level interaction terms. This model can be regar@edtep 1 of the mediation analysis. We
can hereby confirm that inequality significantlyduees the effect of parents’ religious
attendance on religious beliefs. The effect ofititeraction term is -.34, g .001. There is
also a significant main effect of income inequadbtyreligious beliefsf(= .81, p<.05).

The second mod€llA Soc. Val.) includes the Soc. Val. X P. rel. att. interactitinthe
shared norm ‘Social value of religion’ acts as am®r for levels of inequality, we should
find a negative significant interaction effect fure social value variable, and the Gini
interaction should be reduced. This is indeed @mecThe effect of the Gini X P. rel. att.

interaction drops from -0.34 to -0.26. But it i8I ®trong and significant after controlling for
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‘social value’. The effect of inequality is not miated fully, but only partially via the ‘social
value’ norm.

The other condition of the mediation effect is aiset: the effect of the Soc. Val. X P.
rel. att. interaction exerts a negative and higingyificant effect§ = -2.50, p< .01). Another
noteworthy observation is that the main effectled Gini index becomes much weaker (a
drop from 0.81 to 0.45) and non-significant aftentcolling for ‘social value’. We infer from
this that general levels of religious beliefs amesed by levels of inequality and mediated by
the group norm of the ‘social value of religionhét latter showing a strong positive main
effect on religious belief§} = 14.01, p< .01). In order to double check our results, we als
ran the same model for the ‘individual value ofgein’ variable. The results are shown in
the modellA Ind. Val. I'.

It becomes apparent that the Gini interaction éfteops only slightly after taking
into account the ‘individual value’ interaction ¢ -0.34 to -0.31). As we would expect
from step 2 (non-significant country-level regressiof ‘individual value of religion’ on
inequality), the Ind. Val. X P. rel. att. interamti has no significant effect. This means that the
group norm stating that religion is a source of fmtand peace does not decrease
socialisation effects in a society. The effectre#quality is not mediated by this group norm.
We also find that the main effect of the Gini caméint is only moderately affected by the
introduction of the ‘individual value’ variable. €main effect of Gini drops from .81 to .61,
but stays significant. Nonetheless, societies inclwhhe idea of religion as a source of
comfort is valued are also strongly believing sbege

An inspection of the variance componerialfle 2.§ shows that the ‘social value’
model performs better in explaining the variancesagialisation effects than the Gini-only
model and the ‘individual value’ model. The randaomponent for the random slope is

smallest in this case (effect of 2.56). Yet, theividual value model’ is better in explaining
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overall belief differences between countries, @&wariance in the random intercepts shows
(only 36.74 in the ‘individual value’ model).

Table 2.8:Variance components of mediation models (religimelgefs)

'\?gggg IA Gini IASoc. Val.1 IAInd. Val. |
Var(uo) —Random Intercept 55 5 g 51,17+ 41.52%+ 36.74%+
countries
Var(@) . 764.70%* 598.39%*  589.39** 598.39%+*
— Residual variance
Var(ui) — Random slope P. rel. 2.89*** 2.56*** 2.70***
Cov(yo, uz) P. Church, Random -1.40 0.14 a1
intercept countries
N countries 37 37 37 37
N individuals 44968 44968 44968 44968
Log likelihood -213202.1 -207701.8 -207696.4 -2(689
Deviance 426404.2 415403.6 415392.8 415390.2
ICC(countries) .29 0.08 0.07 0.06
BIC 426436.2 415596.5 415607.0 415604.5
Number of parameters 3 18 20 20

We also conducted the mediation analysis with ‘ieekligious attendance’ as outcome
variable. The full results and a discussion theoawf be found iM\ppendix Al1.5In short, the
evidence confirms the same mechanisms that we peopfor the explanation of religious
beliefs®:

* Levels of inequality explain variation in parentacialisation effects on religious
attendanceModel Attendance 5, Table A-1.5appendix).

* When testing for the effect of both group normsudtameously, only the group norm
‘social value of religion’ shows the expected negatinteraction effect Nlodel
Attendance 6, Table A-1.5.4ppendix).

* When testing the effects of group norms separatedbth group norms show a
negative interaction effect with parents’ religioagendanceModels ‘Att. IA Soc.
Val. I’ and ‘Att. 1A Ind. Val. |, Table A-1.5,&ppendix). But only the inclusion of the
social value interaction reduces the Gini effedte Gini effect remains stable after
the inclusion of the individual value interactiowhich is an argument against a

mediation via this group norm.

3% In the mediation analysis of religious attendamee encountered problems with one outlying case, the
Dominican Republic. The socialisation effects aighlr than expected. We had to model the effegpiaoénts’
religious attendance separately for this case. éfber our social capital explanation holds forcabes in our
sample. Please sé@pendix Al.5or a more detailed discussion.
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» Taken together, the evidence is more in favour ahediation of inequality and

religious socialisation effects via the group nosacial value’.
By establishing a mediation effect between inedquéivels, the ‘social value of religion’ and
socialisation effects on religious beliefs, we h&wend evidence that underlines religion’s
capacity to act as a source of social capital ahetlwtherefore determines the costs of
religious socialisation. We are now able to explhai@ puzzle of the outlying observations of
Russia (effects were too small), Poland and Ireléeftects were too high), which we
encountered in our cross-national comparison ofbsation effects and national religiosity.
We are also able to shed more light on the questiavhy the US has high and stable levels
of religious beliefs. The first graph iRigure 2.6 shows the country-specific effects of
religious socialisation, as we had predicted themMidel A plotted against levels of
inequality. We also added the prediction of thaamsation effect based on the fixed part of
Model 5 (regression line). In the second graph we plotieel relationship of income
inequality and the shared norm of religion as aao@lue (an additional OLS regression

line is added to the graph).

4.5

Parental socialization effect
5
1
Social value of religion

20 30 40 50 60 20 30 40 50 60
Gini Index Gini Index

Figure 2.6:Income inequality, socialisation effects and theiaovalue of religion.

As Figure 2.6shows, these effects are less unexpected if wettak levels of inequality in

these societies into account. For all countriesotheerved socialisation effects are very much

80



in the range that would be expected given the $eoEincome inequality. Ireland and Poland
have relatively low levels of inequality and thenmef fairly strong socialisation effects,
whereas Russia and the US exhibit smaller soci@isaffects, in line with their higher
levels of inequality. The explanation is not petfémough: Ireland and Russia still have
higher socialisation effects than would be predidtem their levels of inequality alone. To
set the results into context, we also highlightezl éxtreme cases of Sweden (low inequality,
strong socialisation effects) and South Africa Ywkigh inequality, very small socialisation
effects). In the second graphkifure 6we find evidence that the effect of income inedyal
is mediated by the shared norm of religion as aase@lue?® In Sweden, religion is not
widely perceived to serve as a source of sociatalagvhereas persons in South Africa very
much subscribe to this notion. Respondents’ pei@epif the role of religion in Ireland,
Poland, the US or Russia seems to be pretty mudmenwith their levels of income
inequality*

Our results corroborate the idea that in societigh high levels of inequality,
religion will, on average, be viewed as a vehiclareet people, make ‘appropriate’ friends
and therefore as a means to facilitate social exggm This also clarifies the relationship that
had been found by Kelley and de Graaf previouslgtrAng “national religious context” will
mean a context in which religion is not a meangdividual comfort, but rather a source of
useful social ties, conditioned by mutual depenglghat grows from levels of inequality.
Our additional analyses (se&ppendix Al.b confirmed the same mechanisms regarding

individuals’ religious attendance, which can be arelgd as strong evidence that our

40 Further analyses show that parental socialisagffects are not only decreased if we use the grmmm
‘social value’ as an indicator. Alternative measucé relational social capital, such as the shdrmformal
borrowing or receiving job information via informahannels are negatively related to parental geat&in
effects as well. Please sappendix Al.6or additional analyses and a short discussion.

41 For the case of Russia one should note the retlarkading that inequality rose strongly during th990s in

the wake of vast structural changes to the econmystem. At the same time, the Russian government
embraced the Russian Orthodox Church in order ¥eldp a stronger connection between national itleatid

the doctrines of the Orthodox Church — a remarkedbléval of religion took place (Miller and Neuné@&012).
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suggested social capital mechanism is at work Wieewould not go as far as stating that
deprivation theories, i.e. along the lines of Norand Inglehart's ‘existential security
hypothesis’, are wrong. Additional analyses (tofdxend in Appendix Al.Xhave shown that
the individual attitude that religion is a sourcecomfort is strongly related to religious
beliefs. (The same holds true with regard to religiattendance.) Yet the determining factors
in facilitating religious socialisation and the rismission of religious beliefs seem to be

inequality and the usefulness of religion as as®of relational social capital.

2.5 Conclusion
The aim of this paper was to examine which so@edi® able to provide a strong context of
religious socialisation outside of the family. Téfare we started from Kelley and de Graaf’s
(1997) original argument that levels of religiousliéfs in the parental generation exert a
significant and independent effect on individualstigious beliefs and help to reduce the
effect of parental socialisation. We were able dafecm this original finding but developed
the argument further in order to find the strudtwanditions that are responsible for this
effect. Building on Berger’'s (1969) notion of theatred canopy” we asked, under which
conditions societies provide the “perfect sacrewbpg”’. That is, under which conditions the
effects of parental socialisation on religious é&ksliare minimised, whereby societies exert a
socializing effect on their own in such a way teaen weakly socialised individuals would
hold strong religious beliefs.

Based on classical secularisation theory (Bergé®18erger and Luckmann 1966;
Bruce 2002), Norris & Inglehart’s existential satuhypothesis, contemporary research on
social capital (Brunie 2009; Narayan 2002; Roseshlérr, and Haerpfer 1997; Rose 2000)
and recent findings from the political economyrhteire (Gruber 2004; Hungerman 2005;
Scheve and Stasavage 2006b; Solt, Habel, and @&f@ii), we developed a chain of

arguments with the following elements:

82



Effects of religious socialisation on religious ibé& are crucial for understanding
secularisation processes in general because betwbent changes in religiosity are less
likely to occur in societies with small parentalcedisation effects. Societies exert a
socializing effect on their own. However the mole tsocialisation of religious beliefs
depends on parental efforts, the more fragile taesimission of beliefs will become and we
observe a gradual decline in religiosity. Our asasyconfirmed that in countries in which the
effects of parental socialisation are small, wendb observe any significant differences in
beliefs for different age groups.

We then hypothesised that there must be othertstaldactors that facilitate dense
religious networks in societies. According to clesksecularisation theory, we expected to
find that the following factors would be erosiverefigious beliefs and generally would lead
to increased costs of socialisation (and henceeasad socialisation effects): levels of
economic development and functional differentiatisocieties’ experiences of being subject
to anti-religious policies during Socialism and ttegree of religious pluralism. According to
the religious club good model of Berman and lanaaedBerman 2009; lannaccone 1992),
religious pluralism should decrease socialisatiostx because religiously diverse societies
provide better opportunities for religious sub-atds, which are more efficient in providing
religious socialisation. While some of these fastarere able to explain overall levels of
religious beliefs (negative effect of GDP, sliglggative effect for ex-Socialist countries),
none of them was able to explain the variance memgal socialisation effects better than
aggregated religiosity in the parental generation.

The best predictor of levels of religious belietsveell as the socialisation effects on
religious beliefs proved to be income inequalityvery unequal societies those with weakly
religious parents are as religious as those withngty religious parents and the young are as

religious as the old. Moreover, the chances ofmditey religious services are significantly
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increased even for those persons that only grewn apweakly religious family context. We
identified two explanations for why inequality ithgse strong effects.

According to the deprivation approach, inequalgyaimajor threat to individuals’ perceived
levels of security. Therefore, as inequality rideglings of insecurity and stress rise as well,
whereby religion provides the psychological researt¢o cope with stress and anxiety.
Societies in which a group norm of religion as adividual value that serves to find peace
and comfort exists should then provide a contextvinch religion is easily passed to all
members of society.

According to the social capital approach, in saegetn which resources and power
are distributed very unequally, the incentive tadl the right people” is much stronger. The
value of relational social capital — that is gagtimelp and information from particular others,
is increased. Religion then acts as a source dtioekl social capital and religious
conformity will be a signal of trustworthiness tarpcular others that increases the chances to
get access to relevant information and resourcesoingly, societies in which a group
norm exists that religion serves to make friends ‘aneet the right people” (social value of
religion) should provide the necessary incentivesfeeryone to be religious.

Our results show that while persons that indivijulabld the attitude that religion is a
means of peace and comfort are stronger believalg,those societies in which religion is
viewed as a source of social capital provide theesgary strong “sacred canopy”. We found
strong evidence that this group norm (‘social vabfereligion’) mediates the effect of
inequality on religious beliefs and socialisatidfeets. Additional analyses using religious
attendance as a dependent variable confirmed dectgf which further corroborates our
suggested social capital explanation.

We think that our results add a new spin to theatiebbout religious change and the

“resurgence of religion”. The finding that religiysis strongly related to levels of income
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inequality is not new. However what we show isfillowing: As long as inequality is high,
people have an incentive to invest in relationadiaocapital. Moreover, even if societies
develop economically, it is not certain that thail also secularise. Religion will continue to
play a major role as long as it is able to be us®@ signalling device for trustworthiness
towards others and act as a source of relatior@aslscapital. However, as the incentive to
invest in relational social capital is diminishdlgg rationale to signal trustworthiness through
religion is diminished as well. Akin to the famoostion of “the value of children” (Fawcett
1978) we would think that there exists somethikg & “value of religion” as well — and it is
driven by structural conditions such as inequality.

It should be noted however that a certain parhefihequality might be induced by
purely demographic effects, such as fertility redad the resulting share of young people in
the labour force. According to the Kuznets hypothekmrge young cohorts will increase
income inequality due to stronger wage competitiange older cohorts will decrease
inequality (“effect of mature cohorts”) (Higgins caWilliamson 1999; You and Khagram
2005). As many countries are still progressing ulgtothe demographic transition process, it
seems likely that levels of inequality will risecacdingly (Firebaugh 2003). Under these
conditions, our results predict that religion wathntinue to have a high ‘social value’ and
younger birth cohorts will most likely stay as gatius as older birth cohorts in these

countries.
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3 The role of the state in the repression and revivabf

religiosity in Central Eastern Europe

Tim Muller & Anja Neundorf
Abstract

The aim of this article is to present two differgates of the state affecting individuals’ religitys First, we
provide evidence for the effectiveness of Socialesgimes in influencing citizens’ opinions by cormipg
religious beliefs among several generations of é&éasEuropeans. Second, the article explores whetieer
democratisation process in Eastern Europe ledreviaal of religiosity by applying two strands afasoning
from the secularisation framework: Berger's theofyplausibility structures (Berger 1969) and Noraisd
Inglehart’s (2004) existential security hypothe3ike results show that due to an increased plditgisiructure

created by the democratic states a slight religieusval can be observed in several post-Commuoishtries.

3.1 Introduction
Religion is a classical topic in the field of sdogy and other disciplines. It has been
hypothesised to be the main integrating force ofied®s, by uniting self-interested
individuals into a moral community (Durkheim 1978[2]). It is therefore not surprising
that its role as a political instrument and a mebkaxertion and legitimisation of power has
been evident throughout history (Bruce 2003; Mat®78). Religion consequently continues
to play an important role in the political domabBefger 1999; Norris and Inglehart 2004).
The state oppression of Communist countries andsdleeetal liberalisation of these
countries after the end of the Cold War offer tvasdinating perspectives to illustrate the
impact that the political domain can exert on indii’als’ religiosity. Firstly, the state driven
secularisation of the Socialist societies provideswith an example to study the expected
decline of religious beliefs. Secondly, the follogyidemocratisation raises the question of a
‘religious revival’ (Froese 2004a; Greeley 1994)Hastern Europe, which can be explained

by a re-establishment of stronger ties between tasrand the state — which is in line with
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Berger's theory of plausibility structures (Berge969), and thus classical secularisation
theory.

Using religious socialisation and the consequeggalerational differences in believing
as a proxy for state oppression, this research adtise literature on religiosity in Eastern
Europe by including generations and comparing thesess timé? Based on the intensity of
forced secularisation in a cross-national perspecthe article further speaks to the research
community working on sociological theories of rehig by testing rival models in the context
of post-Communism. The article is divided in twatpaln the first part, we establish whether
Socialism was effective in its attempt to securits societies through state enforced
marginalisation of religions. First the relevam¢dature on the relationship between the states
and Churches is discussed, before empirical evele&@resented to measure the effect of
this process on individuals’ religiosity. The sedgart is dedicated to the time after the end
of these authoritarian regimes and the democratrsgeriod. Different sociological theories
of religion that make different predictions abdu tevelopment of religiosity are discussed
and hypotheses regarding the expected dynamicenmtr& Eastern Europe are derived. The
empirical analysis uses latent class analysis teragne the latent construct of religious
beliefs among three different generations (pre-G@hkt, Cold War and post-Cold War), and
compare the development of belief in God sincecthiilapse of state Socialism over a period

of 17 years in a sample of five East European sesie

3.2 State-enforced secularisation in Socialist societie

Based on the ideology of ‘scientific materialismdadisdain for religion as the ‘opium of the
masses’, Socialist regimes imposed measures thigelgcmeant to undermine religion’s
traditional sources of socialisation and transroissif religious beliefé3 The ideological aim

behind this process was a “politidalcedsecularization” (Meulemann 2004: 49; emphasis in

42 Another perspective on cohort differences is detd by Zrinscak (2004).
43 See Bochenski (1975) on a theoretical discussitineorelation between Communism and religion.
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original) of Socialist societies with the creatioh‘pure atheists’, who no longer believe in
the existence of God. Research on religion dutg also after, the collapse of Communism
generally describes this state-controlled procestiave been successful (Nielsen 1991;
Tomka 1994). Borowik (1997a: 12-13), for examplegtas that the “widely spread
secularisation was undoubtedly one of the mostisgifeatures in countries of the former
Soviet bloc,” as “Communist Parties asserted cotapt®ntrol of religious affairs” (Stan
2009: 90).

The state-Church relationship during Socialism wasa consequence characterised
by a weak and anomic society, in which the role aoder of religion was diminished
(Tomka 1995: 95). The means to successfully achtbie goal were numerod$.Most
importantly, Churches were not able to play a rwmlepublic education and religious
organisations were monitored or prohibited (Fro2604b). Moreover, policies of state-
supplied childcare and increased female labouriggaation are deemed to have eroded
traditional family structures that are seen as nmastances of religious socialisation (Myers
1996). As direct means, rebellious pastors wereigoped and often tortured, especially in
the 1950s during Stalin’s reign (Burgess 1997; ®al997; Ramet 1987). Church properties
were confiscated, and some places of worship weesformed into warehouses and
restaurants (Michel 1992; Ramet 1987, 1990; St@i9RBut also after Stalin’s death, the
situation remained perilous for religious citizeRsr example, it was difficult for children of
churchgoing families to get one of the few placetha university or to find an adequate job
(Burgess 1997). Ramet (1987: 5) summarises theeqomesices of this suppression as

follows: “believers were treated as second-clagseris — excluded from membership in the

44 Mostly, Communist Parties suppressed the roleelifion in society. There are, however, also exasjuif
how they tried to use the Churches for their puggod-or example, the Russian Orthodox Church’'s most
important and largest internal department was a®tyne might think, the one responsible for trgjrétergy,

but the Department of External Church Affairs (€1i986). Employees of this department paid loweorime

tax, as their work was important for the state. Ba(t987: 6) describes the often subtle role ofstiate as the
‘Trojan horse’ within the Churches. The TKKS senadimilar role in Poland, which was however maiaty
instrument within the Communist Party itself (PomBrzednicki 1982: 67).
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party, from the officer corps in the military, arfdom upper-level positions in the
government, industrial management, sociopoliticedaaisations, and the media”. This
suppression was somewhat relaxed in the late 18@0sserved as an important vehicle of
religious and national identity in the wake of Coomist opposition — especially in Poland
and Hungary (Borowik 2002; Bruce 2003) — which kelpo cause the peaceful downfall of
Socialism ten years later (Pollack 2002; Swato<1199

The observed effects of this institutional suppresson individuals’ religiosity
(usually measured by belonging to a denominatiam) lle summarised as initially a relative
stability in the early period of state Socialismhigh was followed by significant decline
especially in the 1960s and 1970s. Ppleeestroikaof the 1980ded to an opening of socialist
societies and consequently also helped religiosityblossom (Pollack, Borowik, and
Jagodzinski 1998; Tomka 1991). However, countriegied in their intensity and
consequently their success in achieving the aspisedularisation “(...) from the
marginalization of religion in some countries, swshin the former Soviet Union, through
almost total destruction in Albania, and to thestthening of religion in Poland” (Borowik
1997: 13). Growing numbers of non-believers wergeobed, especially in the Soviet Union,
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and Hungary, whicte &éso characterised by “Churches
within Socialism” (Froese 20015.In other countries such as Poland, the Church irerdaa
relatively strong societal force, as it was coneddb national identity (Nowicka 1997) and
the Communist regime failed to entirely collectevisgriculture and hence control rural areas
(Tomka 2010). But even in a religious strongholdhsas Poland, Roman Catholicism was
generally portrayed as “an alien anti-Polish for¢Bbrowski 1985: 394) and the Polish
United Workers’ Party also politically followed therogramme of “planned (directed or

programmed) secularization” (Pomian-Srzednicki 198285).

45 See various chapters in Borowik and Babinski's9{)9edited volume for country-specific evidence and
discussions.
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In sum, despite country differences in the extewt success of Church suppression, the
ruling Communist Parties in all Eastern Europeanntiies at least attempted to force an
ideologically driven secularisation process. Thedion that arises from this discussion is
whether the Socialist regimes were successful amgimg individuals’ religious beliefs. As a
first step, we attempt to answer this questiondnus$ing on the time period right at the end

of state Socialism.

3.3 Socialist socialisation and its effects on religiayg
Before 1945, “religion had been one of the maitagsl of the societal order and the state, but
under the Communist era it was persecuted and dushime private sphere” (Tomka 2010:
1). As time passed, even the influence of religioar private life declined. Previous research
so far has focused on overt religiosity to investiggthe effect that this state oppression had
on individuals’ beliefs by comparingelongingto a Church over time and across space.
However, this might not tell the whole truth oftstéorced secularisation, as “it is possible
that in the case of many people the abandonmem¢ligion was simply a behaviour by
which they conformed themselves to the official eptptions” (Tomka 2010: 3). The
difficulty in measuring the extent dklievingis the scarcity of survey data during Socialism.
In order to investigate the degree to which th&auitarian regimes affected religious
beliefs in socialist societies, generational ddgferes serve as a proxy for forced
secularisation. Three different generations arengjsished — those socialiseéfore during
andafter the introduction of Communism in Eastern Europa. this argument socialisation
processes are assumed to strongly influence anidio@il’s beliefs and values. The classical
definition of socialisation was established by Hyn{a959: 25) as an individual’s “learning
of social patterns corresponding to his societaltpm as mediated through various agencies
of society.” It is further assumed that what isrfesl earliest in life is most important, as it

serves as an unchanging value basis (Alwin andri{ckd991).
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In the context of state-enforced secularisatiogudised above, we can formulate the
following expectations. On the one hand, thoseviddials who were socialised during the
Communist suppression of religion should be lesgiogis also in later life, as these anti-
Church attitudes should have manifested themselwegheir belief system through
socialisation processes during Socialism. Mulledif®t 2009a: 80) ascribes a reduced and
continuing low level of religiosity to the fact thiéne “Communist rule interrupted the steady
transmission of religious ideas from generatiogeoeration”, as the here defined Cold War
generation “received no religious upbringing” (Taaik010: 2). On the other hand, the older
generation that grew up before the state oppressioGhurches already developed their
religious beliefs before Socialism was installedheir countries. As socialisation research
has demonstrated, once beliefs have been establislyeung adulthood, these are less prone
to change. The socialist impact on religiosity dddwence affect the older generation less.

The challenge to test these expectations is thecli®n of different generations. In
most Christian denominations typically the age 4fid particularly important for religious
self-identification (Argue, Johnson, and White 19%@lley and de Graaf 1997; Myers
1996). Young adolescents need to ‘confirm’ theifidiein the traditional confirmation
ceremonies, which also mark the coming of age. &ibeg the distinction of generations for
this research is deducted from this age. As 1946uslly considered as the starting point of
the Cold War period in Europe, those born 1932 latet religiously came of age during the
socialist regimes and are therefore classifiechas@old War generation’. They are assumed
to have been socialised during a time when Chunchraligion was largely suppressed. The
citizens born before 1932, on the other hand, etiierienced freedom of religion. They are
therefore classified as the ‘pre-Cold War cohotf@90 marks the end of the Socialist
regimes. Hence those born later than 1976 belorthedpost-Cold War cohort’, which is

only included in later analyses below.
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As a first step, we calculate the difference betw#®se reporting to be religious for
the pre-Cold War cohort and those socialised duBngialism (Cold War cohort) for ten
different Central and Eastern European countrtas.dssumed that the bigger the difference
between those two generations, the stronger thadatgd the Socialist regime on individuals’
religious socialisation. Using the first wave ok tktudy“Consolidation of Democracy in
Central and Eastern Europe 1990-2000 is possible to get a baseline of religious dfsli
just after the demise of state Socialism. The dats collected between 1990 and 1992 and
yields a total of 10,213 observatiotisRespondents were asked to state the degree of thei
religiosity*® Those indicating to be religious and follow thadieings of the Church (1) or to
be religious in their own way (2) were classifiedkeelievers.

Figure 3.1 plots the proportion of religious respondents foe two different
generations — socialised before and during the Gll. As can be clearly seen, the
countries vary quite considerably in the extent stete doctrine of atheism affected their
citizens. It appears that the generational diffeeeis biggest in the Ukraine and the Czech
Republic. The two generations hardly show any dbffee in religiosity in Slovenia and

Poland, where overall levels of belief in God ds®mdhe highest.

46 Data from the 1990-92 Post-Communist Publics Sindgleven countries coordinated by Edeltraud Rpller
Dieter Fuchs, Hans-Dieter Klingemann, Bernhard Wiss&Social Science Research Center Berlin, WZBd, a
Janos Simon (Hungarian Academy of Sciences, Butlap@be data can be freely downloaded from
http://zacat.gesis.ordidentification number: ZA4054). Unfortunately,vitas not possible to include Romania
and Lithuania, as respondents’ birth year was natilable. The data for Russia was only collected in
Krasnoyarsk. The sample for Czechoslovakia wasidivinto the later Czech Republic (N=679) and Stiava
(N=324).

47 Field work period: Bulgaria: June 1990 Czechosliwactober-November 1990 Estonia: June 1991 East
Germany: November 1992 Hungary: November 1990 Ruskinuary 1991 Lithuania: July 1991 Poland:
January 1991 Romania: December 1990 Slovenia: Mag-1991 Ukraine: January 1991.

48 The question wording is as follows: “Of the followj statements which do you think applies to youtmos
closely: 1 - | am religious and follow the teactsraf the Church. 2 - | am religious in my own way. | cannot
say if | am religious or not. 4 - | am not religgoand am not interested in such things. 5 - | atrrel@ious
because the teachings of the Churches are wrong.”
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Figure 3.1 Cohort differences in religiosity (1990-1992).

The question now is whether the country differerine€hurch repression mentioned above
can account for the generational differences iigiais beliefs observed in Figure 1. For this,
we use a classification of the state-Church retaitin1 980 developed by Madeley (2003: 13)
based on Barrett's (1988hristian World Encyclopediaviadeley distinguishes ten different
categories ranging from (1) “state exists solelptomote Christianity” (e.g. the Vatican) to
(10) “state suppression of religion” (e.g. Albanid)/estern European countries range
between (1) and (5), while the former socialistrdoes in Central and Eastern Europe are
mostly classified as (8) “state obstructs all Ches’ or (9) “active state hostility to
religion”.
Figure 3.2plots the score of each country on the Madelegsdiaation against the

generational differences in religiosity plotted kigure 3.1 The ten cases illustrated here
show a trend: the more repressive the state-Clretation, the stronger the observed effects

on religious beliefs, measured through generatialiféérences’® However, Figure 2 also

4 This finding has to be qualified insofar as Slde&n outlying position is one of the drivers of ghi
relationship. The variance in the group of coustri¢hich experienced the strongest anti-Church meass
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reveals some interesting cases. First of all, EasBermany — one of the countries that
included the Protestant Church into the state, ‘@harch within Socialism’ — shows higher
effects than anticipated. It is well above the expigon line. On the other hand, Polish
citizens appear to have resisted the state infrreh€hurch suppression much better. On the
contrary Hungary, which was characterised by astdturch relation comparable to Poland,
exhibits much larger differences between the géioeis socialised before and during the
Cold War. The former Soviet Union was one of thestremppressive regimes. It also appears
that the Church suppression was indeed successftihe Cold War generation in Russia and
the Ukraine (as a former part of the Soviet Uniarg far less religious than the older pre-

Cold War cohort.
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Figure 3.2 Cohort differences (1990-1992) and state-Churelation (1980).

In sum, this section clearly confirmed that theestanforced secularisation was successful
beyond overt behaviour such as church attendanbelonging to a specific denomination.

Using generational differences in reported religyoss a proxy, the empirical analysis

still considerable. Yet we do think that the cohdifferences in the cases of Hungary, Ukraine dnedGzech
Republic are considerable and justify our integien of the observed trend.
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reveals that those socialised under the Sociagitme are indeed less religious. Moreover,
the extent of Church suppression that was exedoyethe state can account for observed
national differences? The next step is now to investigate the develogrotreligious beliefs
once the Socialist regimes had collapsed and tlee abreligion and the Churches often
drastically changed. Data availabilities restridtietr countries can be analysed over time.
The remainder of the article therefore only focusesPoland, East Germany, Hungary,
Slovenia and Russia. ABigures 3.1and 3.2 show, these five cases are characterised by
different levels of state suppression, but also/émying secularisation effects. We therefore
believe that a reduced set of cases is still usefudrawing conclusions about a general
phenomenon, namely the role of the state in thereggon and revival of individuals’

religious beliefs.

3.4 Theories about the development of religiosity afte1 990

There is a widespread agreement in the literatureetigion in Eastern Europe that the
process of forced secularisation that took plagendithe Communist era differs widely from
a ‘natural’ process of secularisation as it is hyosbserved Western Europe (Froese 2004b;
Need and Evans 2001; Tomka 1991). The state’s alrucle in the de-establishment of
religion has been pointed out above. Despite tinsthink that two particular components of
the secularisation paradigm still offer considegadstplanatory power in explaining religious
changeafter the end of state Socialism in Central Eastern jgird hese are Berger’s theory
of plausibility structures (Berger 1969) and Nomisd Inglehart's framework of ‘existential

security’ (Norris and Inglehart 2004). It seemst tthee alternative supply-side approach to

50 It should be noted that our results are not coittiag) the well-known fact that the ethnic-religionexus is
crucial in understanding overall levels of religigsn Eastern Europe. The particular role thaigieh played in
the construction of the national (ethnic) identitycountries like Poland or Slovenia finds its esgsion in the
results that are shown Figure 3.2(i.e. the outlying cases of Poland or Sloveniais lheyond the scope of this
paper to discuss how state-Cchurch relations wegetrated and enacted “on the ground”. Poland earesas
a notable example: the Polish Catholic Church wasessful in reaching relaxations on questionelbfious
teaching and jurisdiction over Church property,pitesthe harshest repression measures of the Psiligh, by
adopting a policy of avoiding direct confrontati@specially during the early post-war period (Gui992).
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religion (Froese and Pfaff 2001, 2005; Froese 20P@84b; Stark and lannaccone 1994) has
failed to explain the developments in Eastern Eerdp its current form the supply-side
theory has lost its former appeal, because it di@axplain too many anomalies in an ad hoc
fashion. The following section discusses the pnoislethat arise with the supply-side
framework in the context of post-Socialist soceetfarther, and justifies why we will be
concentrating on mechanisms that have been sudgéstdahe field of secularisation

approaches.

3.4.1 A critique of supply-side theory in the context of post-Socialist
societies
The core of the supply-side reasoning is that i@l goods are sold in more or less
competitive religious markets, where individual®abe the Church that seemingly offers the
best ‘afterlife reward® Where religion is suppressed, or the state holasoaopoly on
religious goods, we will observe a low religiousality (Finke 1997). However, if religious
markets are liberalised, religious freedom guaexhtend a broad range of competing
religious firms in the market, religion will be aitand thriving (Stark and lannaccone 1994).
Demand for religion is thereby seen as stable.h&tdore of supply-side reasoning is the
competition of religious firms in a pluralistic iglous marketplace that offer high quality
religious products to their customers.
However, Froese and Pfaff, the authors that havst mxtensively applied supply-

side reasoning to the situation in Eastern Eurd® to make several changes to this

51 The notion of ‘afterlife reward’ can more clealg attributed to Azzi and Ehrenberg (1975) tha8tark and
Bainbridge (1980). Stark and Bainbridge use theonoof ‘religious compensator’ in their early wo(k980)
and later refer to ‘otherworldly rewards’ (cf. dea@f 2012). In my view the supply-side paradignrigioal
interpretation of religion as a compensator forttaiaable rewards in this life distinguishes it molgarly from
other approaches in the field. As | am trying towhn this discussion and at a later point in thizrk (see
Chapter 5, the more recent changes to the supply-side @gamadnake it more similar to conventional
secularisation or social capital approaches atfieiefore loses some of its former appeal, whigdus be its
parsimony.
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framework in order to fit the empirical observasoffFroese and Pfaff 2001, 2004a, 2004b,
2005). The following anomalies were encounterethieyauthors:

a) Catholic monopolies all over Europe are unexggtstrong despite their expected
inefficiency. The following solution is suggestdatle switching costs to other religions are
higher as the acquisition of alternative humangrelis capital (i.e. knowledge about
doctrines, rituals and practices) is very costlynionopolies (lannaccone 1995; Smith and
Sawkins 2003). Yet this reasoning sounds fairlyilsimto Berger's idea of a “sacred
canopy*.

b) Many former Soviet countries experience a religi revival, but it is almost
entirely driven by a growth of the already existingjority religions (Froese 2004a: 62,
Table 1). The idea of an increase in religious gllsm, market competition and hence a
supply of innovative religious goods is not confaunby these findings. There is no increase
in pluralism through new religious groups or ‘staps’, and moreover religious growth is
strongest in the most homogeneous, monopolisticeses (Froese 2004a: 60-61). The
increase of religiosity in the Russian case is @xgld by the establishment of a religious
state monopoly, whereby other competitors are deatxess to the religious marketplace
(Froese 2004b). However, if the role of religiowsnpetition is so minimal in explaining
recent changes in religious beliefs and behavibat is the value added by the supply-side
approach?

c) While the ‘classic’ supply-side theory of rebgi (Stark and Bainbridge 1987)
exclusively built on the idea that the consumpbbreligion serves as a compensation for the
lack of an afterlife, this basic idea has been dbaad since. Through the examination of the
two most remarkable outliers in Eastern Europet Basmany and Poland, Froese and Pfaff
(2001, 2005) suggested allowing for the idea thatividuals have many this-worldly

motivations and incentives to join religions. Faample, churches can serve as “centers of
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political or social opposition” (Froese and Pfaff02: 486). Moreover, and crucially, they do
not insist on the idea of a stable demand for ialigf goods anymore (Froese and Pfaff 2005:
402). East Germany is characterised as such atgedih a high percentage of atheists that
are not available for a religious market. Ultimgtelie have to ask critically which original
supply-side ideas still remain intact after theilggested changes. If monopolies play a
crucial role in the maintenance of religiosity,imicreases in religiosity are not related to
increases in religious competition, if religioustdnd is not necessarily stable and individual
motivations to support or consume religion are metessarily driven by the need for an
afterlife, what does the supply-side paradigm arfla

We therefore focus on two other approaches to expiee development of religious
beliefs after the Cold War era. The first componentBerger's theory of plausibility
structures: societies create and maintain sociaditons that are either benevolent or erosive
to the maintenance of religious beliefs and theiengenerational transfer. Human actions
and interactions are put in a religious context tiraates a “sacred canopy” in which the
most relevant social interactions gain plausibibtyd legitimisation in a religious sense.
Modernisation undermines these plausibility streeguthrough processes of structural and
social differentiation (Berger and Luckmann 1966G6¢ckmann 1967; Berger 1969). The more
firmly religious beliefs are embedded in peopledlylives, the more plausibility they gain.
The more religion is oppressed and persecuted,ntbee will religious plausibility be
undermined. This reasoning is not deterministicti-#eligious propaganda and legislation
were not able to eradicate religion in Eastern gerbecause it provided “free spaces [...] as

refuges from surveillance and control” (Froese Bfaff 2001: 48452

52 The establishment of the Communist ideology oiestific Atheism’ could be seen as an attempt {oaee
religion with an alternative belief system, re-enfa in official ceremonies, taught in schools andsersities
and thus established as a new plausibility strectdis Froese and Pfaff (2005) point out, the enaisrguccess
of forced secularisation policies in the former GBiR partly explainable by the introduction of Sdist youth
organisations and secular rites de passage thdtlweplace Christian rituals of Communion and Canétion.
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However, there are numerous examples in EastermpBuwhere the state re-
established the standing of the Church, or the €tas themselves tried to impose a stronger
influence on wider parts of society (see Tomka 1883Hungary, Borowik 2002 on Poland,
or Madeley 2003 on a more general account of uigiital changes in Eastern Europe). As
Titarenko points out in a commentary on Borowik(2)) “a turn to religion’ becomes a
‘return to the national roots™ (Titarenko 2008:1)5nd political leaders sometimes embrace
the spread of conservative moral principles thaipsu the idea of strong political power
(Titarenko 2008: 252). Thus there is an intimatek lbetween the (re-) construction of
national identity and the support for establishatiamal Churches.

The second strand of secularisation reasoningntingiit explain religious change in
Eastern Europe is Norris and Inglehart’s ‘existdrdecurity’ approach, which puts the socio-
economic development of societies at the centiatehtion. The demand for religious value
systems is determined by the levels of experiereeastential security in the respondents’
formative years or current life situation: “Indiudls experiencing stress have the need for
rigid, predictable rules” (Norris and Inglehart 200.9). Individuals use religious values and
belief systems as a means of coping with fear aoertainty.

Their chapter on Eastern Europe (Norris and Ingteb@04: 111-132) supports the
idea that secularisation takes place when the gkeheing conditions improve. Therefore,
levels of religious beliefs in Eastern Europe caneliplained by levels of socio-economic
development, whereby the state’s anti-religiouscgd might have exacerbated the process
of secularisation (Norris and Inglehart 2004: 13Ralso follows that younger birth cohorts
should consistently be less religious than oldethliohorts, given that they grow up under
constantly improving living conditions. This relatiship is confirmed in their analysis.

However, we are not entirely satisfied with theiplanation, because it misses the role

of the state that introduces new religious streguGreeley (1994) does report a U-shaped
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pattern of religiosity over birth cohorts: Tthosemlised before the Communist era, as well
as those after, show the highest rates of religimelgefs and activity. The middle cohort
suffered the strongest experience of anti-religipo$icies, and therefore is still the least
religious. While Norris and Inglehart attribute i@ases in religiosity in Eastern Europe to
increased economic insecurities following from mha&ssive restructuring of formerly planned

economies, we argue that these increases mightriimitable to pro-religious state policies.

3.4.2 Hypotheses

Based on the theories portrayed and the researdin@s outlined above, we formulate the
following hypotheses. Firstly, the fact that we cdow the tendency that changes between
pre- and Cold War cohorts have been strongestuntdes where oppression policies have
been stronger counts as a partial confirmation @fgBr's theory of plausibility structures.
However, we also maintained the idea that the asmef religious beliefs in Eastern Europe
during the 1990s can be explained through a stnengig of religious institutions by

political actors. Therefore we formulate:

State-Church Hypothesis (H1.1)fhe more Churches and the state are entangletligher

should religious beliefs be.

However, Norris and Inglehart’'s existential seguritypothesis states that changes in
economic development and experienced (in-)secargythe main drive behind changes in

religiosity. This should be true in Western Eur@pel Eastern Europe alike:

Existential Security Hypothesis (H2.1)fhe higher the economic development of a society,

the lower the level of religious beliefs in Westamd Eastern Europe.

But one could also argue that changes in religiosite based on different
mechanisms in Eastern Europe. While the proceseailarisation in Western Europe took

place gradually, driven by changes in economic kbgwveent, structural differentiation and a
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slow decrease of the role of religion, the progedsastern Europe was politically forced and
fairly abrupt. The institutional changes in stateu€h relations in Western Europe were
fairly modest (Madeley 2003). Yet in the newly fagdhdemocracies of Eastern Europe
institutions only slowly consolidated, which gavelipcal actors more freedom to establish
religious structures advantageous to them or a yndarmed ‘national ethos’. Thus the
changes after 1990 could be driven by politicaéimentions rather than economic change.
We hypothesise:

Differential change hypothesis West (H3.1Lhanges in religiosity in Western Europe are
driven by economic changes rather than institutiohanges.

Differential change hypothesis East (H3.2Changes in religiosity in Eastern Europe are

driven by institutional changes rather than ecomochanges.

3.5 Testing religiosity: data and method
Religious beliefs are difficult to measure (Kellayd de Graaf 1997). Research interested in
religion and its effects often only relies on theestion of church attendance, as done, for
example, in Gautier (1997) or Need and Evans (20Bdj if we want to get at the heart of
religion — believing — it is difficult to achievéis by simple observed survey responses. This
is particularly difficult if we ask citizens of forer authoritarian regimes about their religious
beliefs, as they may not be willing to reveal theiligiosity. Two problems arise from this:
first, measurement error and second, data meastgliggous beliefs is often only categorical
or at most ordered. To address these issues vigedtikent class analysis to measure ‘true’
religiosity.

Latent class analysis (LCA) is used as a catedadlai@ reduction method analogous
to factor analysis. Its original approach was idtreed by Lazarsfeld (1959).A main

feature of LCA is the ability to investigate thelatonship among several categorical

53 For an excellent introduction to latent class ni®dea social science context see McCutcheon (1884 for
a more advanced discussion see Skrondal and Radletig2004).
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variables assuming local independence between thégators. Imagine we have two items,
an ‘individual’s vision of God’ (A) and ‘how closa respondent feels to God’ (B), which
both are only proxies of what we are really integdsn — ‘true’ religiosity. The fact that a
clear image of God and feeling close to God fretjyemccur together is assumed to be
caused by the same type of belief. Hence, in antlattass model if we know whether
somebody has an image of God, we have no additpredictive power to explain closeness
to God. There is consequently no covariation betwese two anymore. Any observed
relationship between (A) and (B) is simply becaat@ common ‘underlying’ unobserved
trait — religiosity. The aim of LCA in this contex$ to classify respondents into ‘true’
believers or ‘true’ atheists. Ségpendix A2.Xor a detailed account of this method and the
models estimated.

Data are taken from the East and West Europeanlsarmpthe ‘Religion’ module of
the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP)clvwas repeated in 1991, 1998, and
2008>* The first time point of the study in 1991 repredsethe baseline of regime
suppression, as it was surveyed right after thiapgse of the Soviet Union. Unfortunately
only five former socialist countries were includedall three waves of the study and hence
allow us to investigate the dynamics of individuaddigiosity over time after state Socialism.
The Western European countries thereby functioa esference point to which the former
socialist countries are compared. “The fact thastém European democracies have a long
history of religious tolerance, human rights, andccliberties during the twentieth century
means that the comparison of these regions proadesxceptionally well-designed ‘natural
experiment” (Norris and Inglehart 2004: 131) tsttéhe influence of the state on individuals’

religious beliefs.

54 The ISSP project compiles large, representativiomal samples of adults taken on a regular b3sie.data
is collected based on stratified random samplescanducted by face-to-face interviews, followedableave-
behind self-completion questionnaire containing IB&P religion module. The data is available onlate
http://zacat.gesis.ordidentification numbers: ZA2150, ZA3190, ZA4950).
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The ISSP data is suitable for exploring religiofigcause of its rich pool of questions
on religious beliefs. Three different indicator iades are used to measure the latent
construct of ‘religiosity®°® These items tap the question of belief in God cWlis assumed to
be a personal, and moreover private, trait. TheaBstcsystems might have affected overt
religious behaviour, such as church going. But itheresting question is whether the
authoritarian regimes altered the personal betiebod and whether this could be retrieved
thereafter.

The three indicators were recoded into variablesirdjuishing between three different
types of religiosity: 1) those absolutely not beilng in God — atheists, 2) those being
agnostic, and 3) those that at least to some eXtelve in God. The idea behind this
approach is to quantify the ‘true’ atheists anddwelrs and compare these numbers across
several East and West European countries across tfowever, as some citizens are
agnostic about their belief in God, it is importémtallow for this by including an additional

latent class. In sum, the model presented bel@stimated using three latent clasges.

3.6 Results: explaining trends in religiosity in post-8cialist societies

This section is divided into two parts. Firstly, w@mpare the proportion of religious citizens
in Eastern and Western Europe across three gemesdtiom the downfall of Socialism in
1991 to 2008 descriptively. Secondly, we are tryiagexplain this variation in religiosity
across time and cohorts by taking into account musation and the state-Church

relationship.

5 Please find the question wording of these item#&ppendix 2.2 See Kelley and de Graaf (1997) for a
discussion of these indicators also used here.

%6 The model was estimated based on 25 start setsfiftél set of parameters was estimated after 5d0 E
iterations using the Newton’s methods. A modelssumed as converged if the absolute likelihoodeifice
between two iterations was smaller than le-0g&endix A2.5eports the model fit of all three latent class
models.
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Trends of Religiosity in Post-Socialist Europe

The first step is to investigate the overall tremids€Eastern Europe and compare these to
Western EuropeFigure 3.3 plots the proportion of believers across all cthaver time
which is based on three items measuring beliefad.®lost important for this research is the
proportion or size of each latent class. In ordesdve space, only the aggregated ‘mixing’
probabilities of respondents that are ‘truly’ beiigy in the existence of God are presented.
The LCA confirms the well documented secularisati@md in Western Europe. However,
religiosity seems to slowly increase in the fornsercialist countries. Nevertheless, the
included Eastern European countries vary quite iderably in their level and direction of
trends in religiosity. The fraction of believers some — mostly Catholic countries — in
Eastern Europe remains at a high level. In Polamstantly around 95% were classified as
‘true’ believers — despite their socialisation ex@ece. In comparative terms, East Germans

are absolutely least religious.
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Figure 3.3: Proportion of believers over time (in %).

Overall,Figure 3.3is not entirely conclusive regarding the time trer religiosity in former

socialist countries. Eastern Catholic countriesrsaeither to become more nor less religious,
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while believing in God is declining in East Germanythe only Eastern predominately
Protestant country. Interesting is the developnref@irthodox Russia, which observes a clear
revival of religiosity. The mechanisms leading ihege time trends are explored in the next

section.
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Figure 3.4: Cohort differences in religiosity over time.

Turning to the generational compariséigure 3.4plots the proportions of those believing in
God for each cohort over three time points (repreesk by three bars, or two for the post-
Cold War cohort). Firstly, it becomes apparent thatlevel of religiosity differs for the three
cohorts in East and West Europe. The pre-Cold Véaort is most religious. Over time,
Western European countries exhibit a clear intrad anter-generational decrease in
religiosity. This supports the clear overall dowmnevirend observed iRigure 3.3

Even if the cross-country trend in religiosity oviene in Eastern Europe was not very
conclusive, the distinction of different generasioyields a clearer picture. Among the pre-
Cold War generation no trend is observable. Thayaie on a rather high level over the last

20 years. Interestingly, among the generation ¢gihestv up during Socialism and was hence
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socialised in a Church-hostile environment, a ctefigious revival is visible. One could of
course argue that this is a simple aging effecthesgeneration also grew older. However,
the same aging effect should hold for the Cold \W@meration in Western Europe, which
shows decreasing religiosity.

Turning to the Eastern post-Cold War generation,expected them to show the
highest revival of religiosity over time, as thegmn not socialised into the secular socialist
societies such as their parents and grandparemstiret impression when looking at Figure
3 might suggest that this proposition has to bectef. However, if we compare this cohort
to the Cold War generation in the West and Eastptbture looks very different. First of all,
in Western Europe the level of religiosity among thost-Cold War generation is declining
and, secondly, is constantly about 15% lower tha&nptrevious cohort. In Eastern Europe, we
observe a slight increase of belief in God betw#888 and 2008. Further, the difference
between the two cohorts is very similar in bothrgedespite very different ages — members
of the Cold War generation being up to 68 years(aeklthey are born between 1932 and
1976) and the post-Cold War generation being a muaxi of 21 years old in 1998
Considering that life-cycle effects play a rolergtigious beliefs, the post-Cold War cohort
appears rather religious. It is however still strik that religiosity among the Cold War
generation saw such a clear increase. The nexbsqutsents an approach to explain these

trends in religion in post-Socialist societies anthpares these to Western Europe.

3.6.1 Explaining trends in religiosity

The aim of this section is to explain the trendsretigiosity by taking into account two
different aspects of modernisation theory — ecorotkevelopment as well as change in the
state-Church relationship. Firstly, it is expecthdt the levels of religious beliefs decrease

over time as countries develop economically. Selgpride modernisation of a country is
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thought to lead to a decline in the plausibiliusture of religion, which leads to a decline in

the role of the Church in public life.
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Figure 3.5: Religiosity by GDP (both centred by country).

We first explore the relationship between aggregjdteliefs and economic development in
more detail.Figure 3.5plots the effect of economic development — meakibethe gross
domestic product (GDP, in 1000s) — for each couainy the proportion of those believing in
God for three cohorts in East and West Europe.rdieroto account for the changes (rather
than levels) it is necessary to centre the vargablecountry. As the lower panel of the figure
illustrates, positive economic development leads atodecrease in religiosity in the
consolidated societies of Western Europe. Howehes typical modernisation expectation is
less clear for the newly transformed societies @astérn Europe. Changing levels of GDP
seem not to affect the religiosity of the pre- gudt-Cold War cohort. But those socialised
during Socialism appear to become more religiow®dheir countries economically develop.
In order to explore the trend in religiosity furthéhe next step is to look at the state-

Church relationship. Based on modernisation thaoxythe role of functional differentiation,
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we formulated the expectation that the more Chwemel the state are entangled, the higher
should religious beliefs be. For the measurementBefger's concept of plausibility
structures, we are using data from the ‘Religiod te State Project’ (Fox 2006; Fox 2008;
Fox 2004b). The data has been gathered in 2004jaadtifies the most important aspects
regarding the separation of Church and state incbtitries in the period from 1990-2002.
The codings are based on human rights reportseatadesources, as well as news media
sources. We decided to use the variable ‘extenteligious legislation’. For various law
domains the coders recorded whether governmensdegreligion into law. The range of
law domains is broad, examples of domains that hmeen coded are: whether religious
education in state schools exists, and whetherighisnded by the state; whether dietary or
dress restrictions exist; whether the clergy isdka from public sources; whether minority
religions are monitored by the state, etc. The messent used in this paper is an additive
index of the number of different laws that existicountry. A high number of religious laws
indicate strong state-Church relations and hengoad condition to create and uphold
religious plausibility structures in a society. Aaverview of the law domains that are
empirically found in the countries of our sampla t& found iPAppendix A2.5which shows
the development of religious legislation in eachrdoy over time. It further reports religious
status scores that are based on the evaluatidreafaders of how the state-Church relations

in a country can be described overall.
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Figure 3.6: Belief in God by religious legislation over time.

First of all, it is interesting to note that thesEan European countries are more active in
introducing new legislation than Western Europejctwhs of course a counter-reaction to
state forced secularisation during state Sociallsgure 3.6plots the changes in legislation
over time. The figure further illustrates again ttenges in religiosity over time, as these
two are assumed to correlate (both variables anérexk by year). As expected, the state-
Church relationship, which is measured here usiatg degislation, is more or less constant
in the established democracies in the West. Thesetges have an established relationship
between Church and state, which had been settldeidecades of democratic consolidation
in the past. Only Norway, which was and still iscdcterised by a strong state-Church link,
reduced this close relation by abolishing religiedsication in school. Howevefijgure 3.6
suggests that the former socialist countries gletighten the state-Church relationship by
introducing new religious legislation. Further dietéh accounts of this, however, also reveal
that considerable national differences exist. EsfigcRussia, but also Slovenia, increased

the role of the Churches in the state. Accordingvideley’s (2003) classification (which
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was already used for Figure 2), the change intdite-<hurch relation was highest in Russia.
It was still classified as (9) (“state hostility prohibition”) in 1980, but was one of the most
Church-integrating countries in 2000, reaching@eof (3), as the state is even subsidising
Churches today. For comparison, the unified Gerstate is following a policy of complete
non-interference, which does not mean a huge iser@atighter state-Church relations for

citizens of former East Germany.
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Figure 3.7: Religiosity by religious legislation by country

If we disaggregate these distributions again fehemuntry and plot religiosity and religious
legislation for each cohort in each country ovenetj we getFigure 3.7 Obviously the
variation in legislation is much bigger for the Eas European countries. As modernisation
theory predicts, countries that introduce moregrelis legislation and hence tighten the state-
Church link obtain higher rates of believers. Thsitive relationship is most visible in
Eastern Europe among the Cold War cohort and thegast generation. The pre-Cold War
cohort in Western Europe also exhibits a strongtipeslink. However, this relationship is

driven by Norway, which reduced the state-Churok between 1991 and 1998.
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As a final test, we estimated a fixed-effects regi@ model using cohorts as quasi-
panel units. Each cohort in every country representase, which we observe at three (or
two) different points in time. We use this modadlistrategy controlling for cohort specific
effects. In contrast to standard pooled ordinaastiesquare (OLS) regression this method
allows us to account for the time-ordering. Furtihés possible to control for the individual
inter-generational unobserved heterogeneity, asafjggegated religiosity might be affected
by time-invariant factors, which we cannot accofortin our model. Such a fixed-effects
estimation hence dissects the error term of theessgn prediction into a time-constant
within cohort specific componenti and a stochastic error across all cohorts andstiy).

This model can be expressed as:
yit = a + 1 GDP + p2 Legislation + ui + &it

whereyi is the level of belief in God for each cohort atleapecific time pointf1 andf:
measure the effects that the changing economicla@went and religious legislation have
on religiosity. Table 3.1reports the results of this model separately fastérn and Western
Europe. Because we used centred variables, tkd fittes inFigure 3.5and3.7 represent the

same effect, now measured statistically.
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Table 3.1 Fixed Effects Regression Model on ReligiosityGohorts
WESTERNEUROPE EASTERNEUROPE

GDP (in 1000s) -0.21* 0.08
[-0.41; -0.02] [-0.39; 0.54]

Legislation 6.32 6.76**
[-7.07; 19.71] [1.47; 12.06]

Intercept 24.48 14.99
Cu 23.63 29.79
o: 7.05 7.35
R? (within) 0.207 0.359
R? (between) 0.015 0.186
N (obs 56 40

N (cohorts 21 15

Significance levelss .05, **.01. Data: ISSP (1991, 1998 and 2008)

The results of the fixed effects model presentedahle 3.1appear to be quite different for
Eastern and Western European countries. Note th#te established democracies in the
West, GDP negatively affects religiosity. The higlilee economic development in these
countries, the lower the level of religious belidhis finding is in line with classical
modernisation theory and Norris and Inglehart’seeqtial security hypothesibi2.1). It also
supports our differential change hypothes$#3.(0). In former socialist countries, however,
improved living standards do not seem to matter wlgplaining variations in religious
beliefs. On the other hand, religious legislatimhjch measures the connection between the
state and Church, appears to positively affectdtel of belief in God in the East. However,
it should be made clear that a reverse causatlenet of belief affects religious legislation —

cannot be ruled out entirely with the data at h&ribhis result is also in line with the theory

57 Establishing the causal direction between religidagislation and levels of religious beliefs ist no
straightforward. Though our models are able to antéor time-invariant sources of unobserved hejeneity
(i.e. cultural factors within societies that do mbinge over time), the same does not hold truénf@-variant
endogeneity or reverse causation. It is possibdd ithcreased religious beliefs led to an adoptibrmore
religious legislation. A more detailed test, i.sing lagged variables, is not possible. Even aecldsok at
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of plausibility structures, as a tighter state-Giurelation increases levels of religiosity
(compareHl1.1). Moreover hypothesid3.2is therefore confirmed.

Overall the model seems to do a pretty good joéxplaining the variation in support
among each cohort, especially in Eastern Europt 8bthe within cohort variance can be
accounted for by the model. However, only 20% ef\tariation within cohorts over time can
be explained by GDP and religious legislation ia West. The model explaining religiosity
in the former socialist countries is also bettepiadicting the differences between cohorts
(R? = 0.186 compared t& = 0.015 in the West). Summing up these results,ntioeel
presented ifMable 1 but also illustrated ifigure 3.5and3.7 confirm modernisation theory,
which predicts a lower level of religiosity based @conomic development in the West and
predicts higher proportions of believers in the tE&gcause of a tightening relationship

between the state and the Church.

3.7 Conclusion and discussion

The aim of this paper was to explore religious dfein former socialist countries, where

religious freedom was heavily suppressed during4ibeyear authoritarian regime. To put

religiosity into context, we compared Eastern aneSWrn European countries. A latent class
analysis of belief in God confirmed the expectebrsj effect of religious oppression in

authoritarian regimes on individuals’ religious ib&d. The proportion of believers is much

lower in the former socialist countries compared dstablished democracies, which

detailed descriptions of the development of religibeliefs, the state and the Orthodox Church issRuKnox
2005, 2012, Burgess 2009) does not help to idettidycause unambiguously. However, Burgess’ degmmip
in particular, of the Church fulfilling many socidunctions (i.e. in education, health care and tari
chaplaincy) and cultural functions (i.e. museunmyth clubs and summer camps) speaks for a ‘pldingibi
structure’ explanation (Burgess 2009: 13-14). Tdle of the state is one of favouring the Orthoddwich and
restricting opportunities of minority religious gnas and missions but not necessarily a consciogsofishe
Church as a means of power (Knox 2005, 2012).
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guaranteed freedom of religion for a long time, abhwas further measured by comparing
the level of religiosity among those socialiseddbefand during the Cold War perigfl.

As time progressed after the collapse of state éism and introduction of
democracy and liberal rights in these countriefigiom took different paths in different
countries. Catholic countries remained on a reddifi\nigh level, but did not observe any
increase in religiosity. Eastern Germany — the anbinly Protestant country in the former
Soviet influenced sphere — even experienced atslggrease in belief in God, with more and
more people being classified as atheists. On ther dtand, Orthodox Russia truly observed a
revival of religiosity in the aftermath of Sociatis Among all generations, religion seems to
become more important again. Overall, differencesvben generations socialised before,
during or after the religious suppression is ratraall. The Cold War and post-Cold War
cohort show somewhat more movement than the oleleergtion, which was still socialised
before Socialism.

In the next step, we used modernisation theoryxfa@ trends in religiosity over
time. The results presented here are supportiievofdifferent facets of the secularisation
paradigm, Berger's theory of plausibility structsirand Norris and Inglehart’'s existential
security hypothesis. Not only did we find that thate played a crucial role in the dis-
establishment of religion in Eastern Europe; ibals one of the driving forces of its re-
establishment after 1990.

A first look at the impact of anti-religious poks on differences in religiosity

between pre- and Cold War cohorts in ten Eastemog&an countries revealed that these

58 We would like to note that repressive state peficaire one of many possible mechanisms that caird b
about the observed cohort differences in religioelgefs. Many Socialist states implemented policiesapidly
forced modernisation (i.e. strong efforts to fostetustrialisation and urbanisation and policiesnrease the
work participation of women), which means that stete enforced secularisation has to be understobdnly

as a state repression of religion, but also asa stnforced modernisation that might have alrdaity the
ground for a religious revival from the early 198@swards. Some authors have referred to this psoass
“deviant modernisation” (Zrinscak 2004). The praced increasing anomy through forced modernisation
policies is discussed in further detail in Tomka9q1).
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tend to be stronger in countries with harsher regimaf religious oppression. Yet the state
seems to have been fairly effective in the re-édistafment of a religious plausibility structure

as well. We find clear evidence that the religioegval in Eastern Europe is strongly linked

to the implementation of policies that favoured élséablished Churches.

However, we also found evidence for the seculagisole of economic development
and structural differentiation. The smooth overdirdecrease in the Western European
countries in our sample is explained by increase&GDP rather than institutional changes.
We attribute the differences between East and Wedhe fact that Western European
democracies are already largely consolidated, valsetbe transitioning East European
democracies still had to struggle with a re-invemtof their national identities, whereby
religion played a crucial role (Titarenko 2008).

In the exemplary case of Russia, the political wation of using the Russian Orthodox
identity to legitimise political power is a viabkexplanation for the positive association
between legislation and increase in religious lelidot only did Boris Yeltsin have himself
blessed by the Patriarch of the Russian Orthodax&@hwhen he was sworn in as president
in 1991 (Bruce 2003), but also the 1997 FreedonCofhscience and Association Law
granted Orthodoxy a “special place in Russian hystand in the development of the
spirituality of the Russian nation” (Bruce 2003:)53hus establishing new plausibility
structures for an ethno-religious identity.

Regarding the future development of religiosityHastern Europe, we expect that the
role of economic development and increasing existlesecurity (Norris and Inglehart 2004)
will become more important as an explanatory factbereby mirroring the process of
gradual secularisation in Western Europe. As deaudes consolidate, the questions of
national identity and the state-Church relation gradually be settled and the demand for

religion will gradually decline with further increas in living conditions.
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4 Individual religiosity and attitudes towards the
involvement of religious leaders in politics — multevel

and longitudinal evidence from 55 countries

Abstract:

This paper examines the antecedents of preferefmethe involvement of religious leaders in pobtic
Hypotheses derived from secularisation theorieselsas from the supply-side paradigm are testefiecally
using WVS and ISSP data. Multilevel analysis isduseorder to account for the nested structurehefdata.
Most cross-national differences can be explainediffgrences in levels of modernisation and ineiqualvith
modernisation showing a strong negative and inégusthowing a strong positive effect. Moreover,oster
state-Church relations foster the acceptance ohenignvolvement of religious leaders in politicsher
hypotheses of the supply-side framework are nopetpd by the evidence. Longitudinal analyses usixep

effects panel models point towards robust influsrafereligious laws and income inequality.

4.1 Introduction

It had been long-standing conventional wisdom ie field of sociology of religion that
modernisation reduces religion’s role in societgl an an individual level. The classical view
on this relationship can be found in Weber's acteayeber 2006a; Weber 2006b), was
prominent during the 1960s (Berger 1969; Berger &mdkmann 1966; Berger and
Luckmann 1969), and is also discussed in contermpditerature, although in a more
relativised form (Bruce 2002; Inglehart and Wel26D5; Norris and Inglehart 2004). Yet
recent developments have cast doubt on classicallasesation theory. Widely known
examples can be cited: the seizing of power byt&Hhiindamentalists in Iran (Riesebrodt
1990), the rising influence of Christian fundamésta in the US (Sterr 1999), the growth of
Pentecostal sects in Latin America and Africa (Ma2005). Some European societies do not
seem to fit the explanations of classical secudina theory, e.g. Poland and Romania

(Martin 1978). And apparently it has never beeradiqularly fruitful explanatory model for
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the US (Greeley 1989; Stark 1991). Casanova (19pgtates that “Religion is reclaiming the
public sphere”.

Probably most surprising for observers is the higlrconnection of religion and
politics in the aforementioned examples. But ams¢hexamples representative on a large
scale of the religiosity and attitudes that peoptdd towards the relationship between
religion and politics? How accurate are classicgad aewer secularisation frameworks in
explaining individual secularisation? This papemsito test hypotheses derived from
secularisation theories as well as hypotheses fitmenmain rival theory, the supply-side
approach to religion. Individual religiosity andtiatdes towards the relationship between
religious leaders in politics are considered topbe of the process, which has been called
“secularisation in mind” by Dobbelaere (2002).

In contrast to other work that has been conductedhis area (Breznau, Lykes,
Kelley, and Evans 2011; Carlson and Listhaug 200&htman-Yaar and Alkalay 2007),
possible cultural differences are not a particiteus of this paper. Instead the “existential
security framework”, suggested by Inglehart and ri8oi(2004), shall receive greater
attention, especially the role of social inequadihd its effects on individual secularisation.

While similar work in this area already exists (Bmau, Lykes, Kelley, and Evans
2011; Mdller 2009b; Rughinis 2010, forthcoming)e thaper presented here adds value in
several dimensions. It includes information fromrencountries than most other studies have
done before by pooling datasets from the 1991 &98 vaves of the International Social
Survey Programme (ISSP Research Group 1991; ISSBaR# Group 1998) and the two
recent waves of the World Values/European Valuaseys, conducted from 1995 to 2008
(European Values Study Group and Association 20@6)eover, the data at hand allows for
an examination of longitudinal changes in religmHgcal attitudes. This enables us to make

stronger causal inferences about the hypothesifedt® of modernisation and inequality.
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The methods of multilevel analysis and fixed efeptinel regression will be used for this
purpose (Snijders and Bosker 2011; Wooldridge 2002)

The paper will proceed along the following linesstf | will give an overview of
classical secularisation theories, the supply-thdery of religion and Norris’ and Inglehart’s
framework. Secondly, a review of existing work dw ttopic will be given. The empirical
analysis is split into two parts. First, a multéévanalysis with crossed random factors
(Snijders and Bosker 2011) is applied to a poodadde of up to 62 societies. This statistical
technique allows taking into account explanatootdes at individual level, country level and
changes over time. In the second step, fixed effpahel regressions are applied in order to
control for unobserved heterogeneity (i.e. non-mesdde cultural factors) that can exist

between countries and bias results (Wooldridge 002

4.2 The causes of secularisation

The classical secularisation framework states sloaietal modernisation erodes religion’s
significance by processes operating on at leastettdifferent levels: the societal, the
organisational and the individual (Dobbelaere 200)e main forces that facilitate the
secularisation process have been theorised torimtidnal differentiation and specialisation
of the subspheres of society (Bruce 2002; Schini®36).

On the macro-level, religion is thought to be fusegether with the other subsystems
in traditional societies, thereby fulfilling funotis such as political legitimisation as well as
provision of education and welfare (the famous fesd@canopy”; Berger 1969). In the course
of modernisation religion gets separated from fadise subsystems and becomes more and
more incompatible with the imperatives that drivaitpcs, rationalised economy and science
(Weber 2006b). The pluralisation of “life worldsgdds to differing religious worldviews,
which make the persistence of one single legitimgsieligious worldview impossible to

maintain: the “plausibility structure” of religionbecomes severely undermined (Berger and
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Luckmann 1966). A relativisation of religious bé&ieand decrease of societal importance of
religion takes place. With religion’s separatioonfr other parts of the society and the
increased demand for scientific and technical keogg, it becomes increasingly difficult to
socialise younger cohorts into traditional beligétems. Yet with the loss of its former all-
embracing functions for society, religion is forcedretreat from the public into the private
sphere, losing its influence and significance ftreo parts of the society. On an individual
level, decreasing individual religious beliefs andisengagement from religious rites follow.
Finally, individuals stop evaluating large partssotiety or their lives in a religious fashion.
Dobbelaere has coined the tesmcularisation-in-mind(also: compartmentalisation
for this: “Do people think in terms of the sepavatbf religion and the juridical, educational,
the economic, the family, the scientific, the matliand the political systems?” (Dobbelaere
2002: 169). The present paper tries to answergiestion in regard to attitudes towards the

relationship between religion and politics.

4.3 Secularisation and “existential security”

Norris and Inglehart’s approach to secularisatmruges on the socio-economic development
of societies. The demand for religious (or autlaoi@n) value systems is determined by the
levels of experienced “existential security” in tlespondents’ formative years or current life
situation: “Individuals experiencing stress have tieed for rigid, predictable rules” (Norris
and Inglehart 2004: 19). Thus societies that caprmtide their citizens with a minimal level
of existential security are also societies wheee dbmand for religious values seems to be
highest. Individuals use religious values and lhelystems as a means to cope with fear and
uncertainty: “This belief [religious belief, TM] deices stress, enabling people to shut out
anxiety and focus on coping with their immediateljpdems” (bid.). The study conducted by
the authors seems to validate the claim that sesaten takes place when general living

conditions improve. They find a wide array of ewide for the secularising effects of
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improved living conditions on several indicatorsligious beliefs, behaviours and related
attitudes) they examine.

While Norris and Inglehart propose psychologicahsans to explain why people
develop a higher demand for religious values andjioes leaders in politics, other
explanations can be given as well. Recent workénfield of political economy has pointed
out that being religious can be worthwhile eventhé main gain is not spiritual (or
psychological) but monetary. Huber and Stanig (20@&e developed a theoretical model
that shows that the religious poor and the richeatas of society can have monetary
incentives to make sure that welfare spendinglecatied via religious channels so that the
secular poor are excluded from further welfare g2iiGill and Lundsgaarde (2004) find that
welfare spending reduces religiosity, because icelgy groups become less important as
welfare providers. Davis and Robinson (2007) finditdeast in Muslim societies — that
poorer strata of society prefer religious valueteryss because they are often egalitarian and
promote the redistribution of incomes. Glaesal (2005) show that there can also be other

strategic incentives for parties to polarise alogiggious lines.

4.4 The supply-side paradigm

The supply-side paradigm in the study of religienthe main rival theory in regard to
classical and newer secularisation approachesadt developed in the 1980s by Stark and
Bainbridge (1980) to give an answer on the outlyéage of the U&? In this framework, it is
assumed that religion constitutes a good whichradéd” in religious markets. The demand
for religious goods is stable — every person intigydongs for an afterlife. Thus the variance
in religious vitality must be generated from di#fat supplies of religious goods that

consumers can choose from. Competitive religiouskata (with many producers and low

%% Some authors suggest that religiosity can be ahmggical compensator, as religious persons terithte
lower preferences for social insurance (ScheveSiagdavage 2006a, 2006b).

60 The paradigm has been extended and further elmobley several other authors (lannaccone 1991,;1998
Stark and Bainbridge 1987).
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state intervention) are therefore hypothesisedetbdnevolent for the quality of the religious
goods offered, because religious actors have tstpager efforts into their work to survive.
On the opposite, highly regulated markets or suehkets that are marked by a religious
monopoly (i.e. state religions) will lead to goaalgh inferior quality, as religious suppliers
have no incentive to improve their efforts. Thussiamers’ demands are not met, decreased
religious activity and decreasing membership levellow. How should the preferences
regarding the role of religious leaders in politios affected by this? Martin (1978) has
hypothesised that in such high-plurality/low regwa situations, political demands can
easily be articulated in religious terms, becauseety political demand finds the proper
religious mask”. Halman and Petersson make a similgument (Halman and Petersson

2004).

4.5 Cultural differences

Several other approaches have been suggested lmnedjferent secularisation outcomes,
regarding individual religiosity as well as the ferences for the relationship between
religion and politics. Probably the best known (amdst often debated) explanation of
cultural differences is Huntington’s Clash of Cisdtions thesis, which states that religion
will be one of the main sources of future conflibetween states (Huntington 1996). Also
Norris and Inglehart (2004) and classical secudéins theorists (Bruce 2002) emphasise the
importance of cultural factors. Religion can fulfihany different functions other than
“relating individuals to the supernatural” (Bruc®02: 30). It can serve as a vehicle to
express social or political grievances (Martin 19t as a mean to protect group identity
against certain external threatsilfural defencg or can be used as a special form of cultural
capital to facilitate the transfer into guest steg after a migration processu(tural
transition cf. Bruce 2002). Research shows many of the slailmde by Huntington to be

wrong. Muslims are just as favourable towards deatacvalues as persons from Western
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societies (Esposito and Mogahed 2007; Norris agtelart 2004), and Muslim societies do
not have as “bloody borders” as had been claimes g©04a).

Yet we also know that great differences exist betwBrotestant, Catholic, Orthodox
and Muslim societies regarding levels of religipaand, more importantly, regarding moral
values (Norris and Inglehart 2003). Clearly, cudtufactors and differing religious value
systems have to be taken into account when anglybm attitudes towards the relationship
between religion and politics. The present analysi therefore pay attention to the
differences that possibly exist between differatigious denominations, although this is not
its main goal. A similar study that focuses on éhefferences has been undertaken by

Carlson and Listhaug (2006) and Brezeaal. (2011).

4.6 Previous findings
There are several recent studies which have téiseedalidity of secularisation theories and
the supply-side framework, as well as the role thdtural differences play in regard to
individual levels of religiosity and attitudes towla religious leaders in religion and politics.
Halman and Draulans (2006) can validate some hgseth of the classical secularisation
paradigm. Looking at individual religiosity in Eyre, they do not find an overall significant
effect of economic development. However, they damwsthat the degree of globalisation of
a society shows a negative relationship with irdinal religiosity. Moreover they report a
negative effect of religious pluralism, which caurcts the supply-side theory. Regarding
cultural effects, the authors find that Catholid @rthodox societies as well as individuals
show higher levels of religiosity, even after cotitng for other relevant factors.

In their analysis of religiosity in a worldwide spla of countries Hollingeet al.
(2007) report no significant effect of societal reaasation on religiosity. But, similar to Gill
and Lundsgaarde (2004), the authors report a egefiect of welfare spending. Moreover,

they find important effects of historical and orgational features of the religious systems in
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the examined countries, showing that national pmprdligions and denominational types of
religious regimes exert a stronger influence tisapbiserved in countries with state religions.

Apart from Norris and Inglehart (2004), who findastg evidence for their existential
security hypothesis, several other authors havenma the attitudes that people hold
regarding the role of religious leaders in politias their analysis of 1999/2000 EVS and
WVS data Halman and Petersson (2004) find hardly effect of GDP per capita on
attitudes. But, more in line with the supply-sidguanent, positive effects of religious and
political pluralism on the acceptance of religidaaders in politics are found. Moreover,
individual “civic attitudes” show a negative effem the acceptance of religious leaders, but
this effect is decreased under conditions of hilyligtism. Societal levels of secularisation
exert a strong negative influence.

Carlson and Listhaug (2006) find a negative modation effect, yet only for one of
two attitude dimensions in question. The level emdcratisation in a country has no effect,
but higher ethnic fractionalisation is shown totéwsthe acceptance of religious leaders in
politics. On an individual level, younger age, hegheducation and income levels exert
negative effects, individual religiosity strong pn®e effects. Somewhat unexpectedly, the
authors find that Catholic respondents are morknied to speak against a stronger role of
religious leaders in politics, whereas Muslim rewspents are more in favour of this.
Nonetheless, the authors report that higher educdecreases these attitudes for members of
all denominations, clearly showing that Muslims aret immune to the effects of
secularisation.

Recent work conducted by Breznatial (2011) confirms that differences between
the Muslim world and Christian societies can laygéle accounted for by structural
determinants. They state: “Devoutness, educatiegres of government corruption, and

status as a formerly Communist state account fer dliference [between Muslim and

123



Christian societies; TM]” (Breznaet al 2011: 1). On an individual level, the bulk of
explanatory power regarding the religio-politicdtitades is in differences in individual

levels of devoutnes§!

4.7 Hypotheses, data and measurement

The data to be used in this paper comes from t®d Bd 1998 Religion modules of the
International Social Survey Programme (ISSP Reke@&mwup 1991) and the®3and 4th
wave of the World Values/European Values Surveyrg¢peian Values Study Group and
World Values Survey Association 2006; World Valisvey Association 2009), collected
between 1995 and 2008. In total, three differedicators of individual secularisation will be
examined: individual religiosity, attitudes towartie role of religious leaders in the political
sphere (“Religious Leadership”) and attitudes taisahe influence that religious leaders can
exert on the political process (“Religious Influeilc By examining all three dimensions it
becomes possible to compare the different effelstg tontextual and individual-level
variables exert on the constructs.

The roles of existential security and social indifp@eserve special attention. One
particular question that arises is whether findifrgsn simple cross-sectional analyses will
also hold if we apply a longitudinal analysis ofaoges in the explanatory variables. | will
now present the dependent and independent varitidesvill be part of the examination and

derive hypotheses which are based on the thedretinaiderations laid out before.

Dependent variables
The first construct under considerationndividual religiosity The effects which we observe

here can serve as a baseline for how well the stigdieheoretical frameworks also explain

61 Breznauet al!s work is highly appreciated and was submittedgliy earlier than this article. A main
difference of this paper is that it takes into ag@dongitudinal differences in structural conditsoand therefore
makes a stronger case about the causal impactsé ttonditions.
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religious leadership and religious influence atlgs. Religiosity is measured by the
respondent’s religious attendance, converted tgs'dzer year. This choice largely stems
from practical concerns. Measuring religiosity ermis of religious attendance (church or
mosque attendance) is problematic in various whyanly captures a public expression of
religiosity, which can be evaluated differently ifgr example, Christian and Muslim
societies (Moaddel 2007). Moreover, it potentiaiyerestimates the effects of secularisation,
as it does not capture individual notions or bsliehich can exist independently from its
public expression (Davie 1994) And, lastly, it dam viewed as a form of general social
activity, which is only marginally related to thepeession of religiosity but rather serves as a
form of social capital (McCleary and Barro 2006).

However, being aware of these problems, churcn@dtece is still one of the most
widely available measurements of religiosity, ane only measurement of religiosity that is
comparable between the ISSP and WVS data. Sincenaim interest is focused on the
explanation of attitudes regarding religion anditms and not on individual religiositger
se this concession is made. It therefore becomesilgesto gather enough cases in order to
compare developments over time. This variable &db serve as an independent variable for
the analysis of the other attitude items. A tahkt shows how each of the different response
categories were recoded into ‘days in church par yan be found il\ppendix A3.1.

Please note that an earlier version of this pagedwa different measurement for
individual religiosity (Muller 2009b) — the subjéat importance of God in someone’s life. In
many ways this measurement is preferable to thgioak attendance measure because it
captures an individual preference that is probdédg driven by reputational concerns and

better comparable across nations. Yet, since #pgmpalso takes a longitudinal focus and has
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to integrate ISSP and WVS data to gather more fooimts, religious attendance was
preferred??

In order to assess respondents’ attitudes towdelsale and influence of religious
leaders in politics, | will analyse items which lealseen widely used in previous research
(Carlson and Listhaug 2006; Halman and Peterss64;20orris and Inglehart 2004). In the
ISSP/WVS respondents are questioned using fouerdift items to assess the relationship
that they deem appropriate between religion antigsl These are:

a) “Politicians who do not believe in God are unfit faublic office.”

b) “Religious leaders should not influence how peote in elections.”

c) “It would be better for this country, if more peephith strong religious beliefs held public

office.”

d) “Religious leaders should not influence governmastdisions.”

Respondents could indicate their preferences owaée §rom 1 (“Agree strongly”) to 5
(“Strongly disagree”). In fact, these items tapoimtifferent dimensions of the relationship
between religious leaders and the political sph&vhile items a and ¢ ask about the
(religious) criteria for the selection of politicis, items b and d ask about the influence that
religious leaders should exert on the politicalgess (Carlson and Listhaug 2006). Another
interpretation would also be possible: the twotfinsentioned items represent attitudes
towards degitimaterepresentation of religious interests, whereadastetwo items represent
a moreillegitimate form of exerting influence in the political spheide order to reduce
complexity and validate the claim of two differedimensions, a factor analy&ishas been
undertaken (results not shown). The two hypothdsismensions clearly emerge, so that two
different indices have been constructed by avetadire respondent’s answers for the

respective items. The first index (items a andieldg a reliability of Cronbach’e=0.73 and

52 The differences in the results are predictablenfithe literature (i.e. where it concerns the infice of
education), but the large picture does not chakigelernisation and inequality levels are still idéetl as main
drivers behind the effects. The differences willdigcussed in the results section of the paper.

63 Principal Component Factor Analysis (PCF), Varimatation.
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will be referred to as “Religious Leadership IndeXhe second index has a reliability of
a=0.72 and will be referred to as “Religious Infleerindex”. Item scores have been reversed
so that higher scores on each index indicate dégun favour of religious leadership and

influence.

Independent macro-level variables

According to classical secularisation accounts, enodation is expected to have negative
effects on individual religiosity and should alsectease preference for religious leaders in
politics. Higher levels of modernisation will albe related to improved living conditions and

therefore reflect levels of existential security.

The construct will be measured by tHeman Development IndékDI), a compound
indicator that takes into account societies’ ecowomevelopment (GDP per capita),
education and literacy levels, and life expectafidyited Nations Development Programme
2009). The HDI ranges from 0 to 1, whereby 1 ingisathe highest level of human
development. For this paper all values have beescaled to the range 1-100 to ease
interpretation of the models. Countries are assighe HDI value of each respective survey
year (or where not possible, the year closest ¢ostirvey year). The data comes from the
HDI latest Human Development Report (HDR 2009) dmas been calculated by a
generalised method to allow for over-time comparssgbid.).

The second contextual variable taken into accauttie level of income inequality in
a country as measured by the Gini Index. Scoregerdrom 0 (absolute equality) to 1
(absolute inequalityj* This variable is intended to give a more accunaieasure of
existential security in a country. Although the H&l$0 captures this dimension, it neglects
the fact that welfare can be spread unequallysnaety. A drawback is that the Gini Index

is not as widely available as the HDI, and différelcome definitions make comparisons

64 The Gini Index has also been rescaled here togeraf 0-100.
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between or over time difficult. A solution to thoblem has been suggested by Solt
(2009b). Based on information from the UN World dne Inequality Database (UNU
WIDER 2008) he created measurements for gross enithcome inequality for a wide range
of countries and time points using missing datadtigms. The information on net income
inequality (after taxes and benefits) is used irs ttudy to account for welfare state
redistribution (Solt 2009a). Higher levels of inc®mequality are considered to create higher
levels of insecurity for the individuals in a cognttherefore higher inequality should show
positive effects on individual religiosity and peegnces for religious leaders in politics
(Norris and Inglehart 2004). As laid out above,iwidlials in higher-inequality societies can
have a rationale to use religious doctrines toease their welfare gains from religious
providers or state benefits that are distributexd religious channels (Gill and Lundsgaarde
2004; Huber and Stanig 2007).

The classical secularisation framework/theory afuplbility structures (Berger 1969;
Berger and Luckmann 1966) hypothesises strongememtions between religion and other
spheres of society (especially politics and edocitio be helpful in keeping up religious
identities and a more integrated view of religiord ather parts of the society (Dobbelaere
2002). However, one can argue that a general meagunodernisation, such as the HDI,
does not really capture the interrelatedness betwekgion and other spheres of society.
Therefore | will use a more direct measurement, elgithe number of religious lawthat
exist in each society. The data comes from FRelgion and the State Proje@ox 2006)°°
No special weights are given for specific law damsaithus every law, be it dietary laws,
restrictions on public dress, or blasphemy laws,caunted as one additional point.

The number of religious laws in a country is alsedito test the counter hypothesis

posed by the supply-side paradigm: less religiagulation (smaller number of religious

65 A list of the religious laws that have been takao account for this variable can be found in dppendix,
further documentation see Fox, Jonathan 2004b.igieel and the State Dataset (RAS). Round 1."
http://www.biu.ac.il/soc/po/ras/Religion%20and%2&8%620Codebook.pdf
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laws) should foster competition on the religiouskefand religious vitality should increase.
Moreover, the fewer checks and balances are putlagions in a society, the better they
should be suited to cover religious demands andéter they should be able to transport
religious contents into the political arena. Tl@asoning is somewhat similar to Martin’s idea
of various “religious masks on offer [which] allofJwach new social face to find a religious
Persona” (Martin 1978: 62). We would therefore exmmnegativeeffect of religious market
regulation on attitudes towards the representat@hinfluence of religious political leaders.
While other studies (Carlson and Listhaug 2006 el and Petersson 2004; Muller
2009b) have used the constructreligious pluralism mostly represented by the Herfindahl
Index of religious fractionalisation to test forfexfts of competition, this practice is not
applied here. On the one hand, the use of the itlatfil Index has been strongly criticised
before: a lot of correlations that have been fobetiveen the index and church attendance
rates have shown to be statistical artefacts (VGasckett, and Olson 2002). On the other
hand, the mix of religions in a given society rensaielatively stable over time, which makes

this measurement unsuited to longitudinal compas&d

Independent micro-level variables

Several individual-level variables should affectliindual religiosity as well as attitudes
towards religious leaders in politics. First of, &lighereducationlevels are expected to show
a negative correlation with the two attitude comstts. However, previous research has shown
education to be positively correlated with churdteradance (McCleary and Barro 2006;
Sacerdote and Glaeser 2001). In this case we egppostitive relationship. Respondents’
education is measured as a simplified variableclwhias been constructed from the country-

specific education levels. It measures the higleelsication level attained, distinguishing

66 The results of Muller (2009) using the Herfindaidex are available in the appendix.

129



between ‘lower education’, ‘middle education’ atdgher education’. The variable is taken
directly from the survey data with no other recggdimade’’

In order to assess cultural effects of differenigieus belief systems, respondents’
self-reported religious denomination was taken adoount. The answers given were recoded
into a simplified schen& Protestant, Catholic, Muslim, Orthodox, otherneoFor the
multivariate analysis the information was inclu@sddummy variables.

For the analysis of the two attitude dimensi&®digious Leadershignd Religious
Influence individual religiosity (church attendance) wagluded as a control variable.
Previous research has shown that the strongestt effeall individual level variables is
exerted by this variable (Carlson and Listhaug 20E&Iman and Petersson 2004). In
addition, respondentgjenderandage will be included as control variables, with higlsagye

expected to show a positive effect on religiositgd @references for religion’s role in politics.

57 In a previous version of this paper, individualdme levels were also included as a control vagidincome
has not been included in this version, becauseptwing of the ISSP and WVS datasets did not inelud
comparable income measures. However, the 2009sesaban be found in the appendix.

68 Detailed information about the recoding of eachaeination can be obtained upon request.
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Religious attendance

4.8 Results

4.8.1 Bivariate analysis

To get a first impression of how well the suggestedstructs explain individual religiosity
and attitudes towards the relationship betweemicgliand politics, a look at some simple

bivariate relationships seems to be helfful.
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Figure 4.1: Relationships between religious attendance, deveémt levels, income inequality and
religious laws. Pooled sample, country-level caatiglns. Regression line based on simple OLS.

Figures 4.1to 4.3 show the relationships that exist on the coungyel between
modernisation levels, income inequality, the amooiteligious laws and the dependent
variables. Only selected country examples have Weghlighted. The symbols indicate
Norris and Inglehart's simplified classification abuntries into predominant religious
cultures (Norris and Inglehart 2004 46f.).

With regard to religious attendanc&igure 4.) and preferences for religious
politicians (‘Religious LeadershipFigure 4.9 clearly the hypotheses of existential security
and plausibility structures seem to be confirmed. nAgative relationship between

modernisation levels and those two dependent Masaxists.

69 Descriptive statistics for the dependent and ieddpnt variables as well as a list of countriesiclviare
included in the different steps of analysis, carfidumd in the Appendix.
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But there are interesting outliers. With regarddhgiosity levels, the Muslim as well as the
Latin American societies are clearly above the |evbhat would be expected from their
degrees of modernisation alone. Among the high-e@lntries Malta, Ireland and Poland
stand out (all Catholic, and all cases of a stramgrconnection between national and
religious identity, see Martin 1978, 2005, BruceO20 The exceptional status of US
religiosity is confirmed. Former Socialist socistigenerally show lower levels of religiosity,
presumably because of strong forced secularisgodicies during the Soviet era (see also
Muller and Neundorf 2012).

We also find the expected effects of income inatuah religiosity, as shown in the
second plot ofFigure 4.1 Inequality exerts a strong positive effect onelsvof religious
attendance, which has also been confirmed in alfee&ersion of this paper, using ‘the
importance of God’ as a measure (Muller 2009). Wihéligiosity levels of most Catholic
(European and Latin American) societies are verghma line with their levels of income
inequality, aggregated Muslim religiosity is notlivexplained by it. The US do not show
exceptional levels of religiosity if inequality @&counted for.

Lastly we find that the bivariate correlations beén religious attendance and
religious laws are not straightforward. The pradictof classical secularisation theory seems
to be true: societies with stronger state—Churdatioms have higher levels of religious
attendance. However, the effect is clearly drivgrthe Muslim societies. If these countries
were to be deleted from the sample, we would rdihdra negative effect, as predicted by
the supply-side theor¥’. It is noteworthy that Jordan and Iran, the two Muossocieties in
our sample that have the most religious legislatiexhibit religious attendance levels

comparable to the USA. Because this pattern otteffef religious legislation on levels of

0 1f one were to insist on a straight supply-sidelaration, a good point to make would be that anbdern
societies effectively constitute ‘free’ religiousarkets, in which a choice between different religiocan
actually be made. Yet, this is not the point of siply-side framework, as it aims to explain rielig vitality
in all societies at any given point in time. Foistpurpose, however, Berger’'s theory of plausipifitructures
seems to be a better fit.
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religiosity is not clear-cut, a longitudinal anat/ef the data seems warranted. It will show

whether the effect holds for changes of religiawd over time.

Religious Leadership Index
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Figure 4.2: Relationships between attitudes towards religi@aglership, development levels, income
inequality and religious laws. Pooled sample, cogstevel correlations. Regression line based on
simple OLS.

Fairly similar effect patterns emerge if we looktla¢ attitudes that people hold towards the
role of religious politicians (sekigure 4.2. Higher modernisation levels predict a weaker
preference, but in countries with high inequalitpfic opinion shifts remarkably in favour of
more religious politicians. Regarding the HDI-effen preferences for religious politicians,
it is noteworthy that the outlying cases with rebao religiosity (European and Latin
American Catholic societies) are not as exceptiamahis respect. Yet we do find that in
Malta and the US religious politicians are valueathigh extent despite their modernisation
levels. Being religious seems to be a largely resmgscondition in most Muslim countries,
i.e. Indonesia or Jordan. Nonetheless, Pakistaarismuch in line with the prediction of the
HDI, and Bangladeshi respondents report lower peefees for religious leaders than would
be expected from their low HDI levels.
Inequality is a good predictor for the preferenderadigious politicians, which is

confirmed by the positions of Latin American soi@stas well as the US. But again we find
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that Muslim societies with low or moderate inequyalevels exhibit high preferences for
religious leaders. In regard to the role of religidaws we must again conclude that the
positive correlation is largely due to the outlyipgsitions of the Muslim societies. In these
cases, the political and religious spheres cldagditimise each other, and thus respondents in

societies with strong religious legislation seenextpect their politicians to be religious.
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Figure 4.3: Relationships between attitudes towards religimfisience, development levels, income
inequality and religious laws. Pooled sample, cogtteevel correlations. Regression line based on
simple OLS.

Finally, the attitudes that people hold regarding influence of religious leaders on
the political process are rather we&kglre 4.3. Modernisation levels do not play a strong
role in reducing the preference for religiouslylulginced politics. The best predictor seems to
be income inequality, which exerts a moderate peséffect. This could be an indicator that
religious political groups can benefit somewhatrirexisting inequalities and therefore gain
support. Hardly any effect of religious laws is ebh®d. While Muslim societies prefer
religious politicians, they do not differ from West societies in their opinion about the

(possibly illegitimate) influence of religious lezrd on the political process.
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4.8.2 Multivariate analysis

A clearer picture of the determinants that undenrigividual religiosity and the attitudes
towards the role of religious leaders in politiesde drawn after the multivariate analysis of
the data. Due to the nested structure of the daspg@ndents are nested in countries), | will
conduct a multilevel regression, which makes pdssé decomposition of unexplained
variances on the micro- as well as on the macretleMoreover, contextual effects of
countries can be taken into account. As the suryeyse been conducted at roughly 4
different points in time (1991, 1998, 2005, 200@)ther complexity is added to the data.
Therefore important time varying effects could éxar influence on the results. We take this
possibility into account by estimating crossed mandffects models. Countries are treated as
entities that are also nested in different timenfgiHowever, each country may be nested in
several time points, leading to a three-level $tmec (individuals nested in countries,
countries nested in various time points, cf. Raleskéth and Skrondal 2005; Snijders and
Bosker 2011). To facilitate interpretation, all &xpatory variables, except the dummy

variables, have been centred around the grand M@ results are presentedTiable 4.2

"> Thus the constant in each model can be interprasethe score for a middle-aged Protestant male wit
average education in an average non-ex-Sociali#tyo
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Table 4.2: Multilevel regression of macro- and mitevel variables on individual religiosity, attdes
towards Religious Leadership and Religious Inflesfic

Religious attendance Religious leadership Religiousfluence
Coeff. beta Sign. Coeff. beta Sign. Coeff. beta $ig
Macro-level
HDI -0.828 -0.286 **  -0.015 -0.157 **  0.003 0.032
Gini-Index 0.354 0.097 * 0.037  0.250 **  0.010 0.1112 *
Religious Laws -0.098 -0.014 0.042 0.163 ** -0.005 -0.020

Ex-Socialist Society  -6.619 -0.086  ** 0.316 0.116 ** -0.011 -0.005
Micro-level

Education 0.733 0.017 **  -0.152 -0.094 ** -0.033 -0.025 ***
Age 0.236 0.122  *** 0.005 0.065 *** -0.000 -0.005 +
Female 2.521 0.039 ¥ 0.077 0.032 ***  0.016 0.008 **

Rel. Denomination
(Ref.: Protestant)

Catholic -5.336 -0.078 *>*  -0.042 -0.016 *** -0.011 -0.005
Muslim 1.754 0.018 *** 0.083 0.025 ** -0.005 -0.002
Orthodox -12.105 -0.098 **  -0.046 -0.011 * -0.078  -0.020 ***
other 8.080 0.047 ** 0.057 0.009 * -0.010 -0.002
none -19.084 -0.214 ***  -0.495 -0.152 ** -0.232 -0.085 ***
Church attendance 0.006 0.185** 0.004 0.133 ***
Constant 73.744 ok 2.469 ¥ 1.627 ok
Var(Years) 28.526 0.017 0.021
Var(Countries) 55.548 0.089 0.024
Var(Ind.) 768.166 0.835 0.980

R3? (Years) -0.652 0.288 0.112

R.? (Countries) 0.781 0.790 0.236

R:? (Individuals) 0.065 0.115 0.024
R7otal 0.220 0.324 0.032

N

Individ./Countries 154301/62 101457/55 128032/56
Log likelihood -731816.69 -135020.78 -180643.34

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

2 Note:R1?and RZ2 indicate the amount of variance explained at tisividual (R®) and the macro-level (R1L
in comparison to an empty model. Calculations amsed on Snijders and Boskers (1999). The intraclass
correlations (ICC) for the empty models are 0.393Gnd 0.06.
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How well do the secularisation framework, the exisial security approach, and the supply-
side explanations work in regard to individualgalus attendance? We find that most results
of the bivariate analysis are confirmed. Individual countries with higher modernisation
levels and higher levels of existential securitg &ss religious. This is confirmed by the
negative HDI-effect (-0.828, $.001), as well as by the positive effect for ineomequality
(0.354, p< .05). The effects for HDI and the Gini Index ext strongest influence among
all the contextual variables, which is revealeatigh the standardised regression coefficients
(“beta”; HDI, beta = -0.286; Gini, beta = 0.09%7)

The predictions of the supply-side paradigm (negaéffect of state regulation) are
partly confirmed. We indeed find a negative effetcteligious laws on religious attendance,
but it fails to reach statistical significance 098, p > .05Y* Persons in ex-Socialist societies
show a significant lower level of religiosity (omexage 6.6 days less religious attendance per
year, p< .01), which points to the lasting effect of amligious state policies during the
Soviet era.

In which direction do the effects of the micro-lewariables point? We see that
younger persons are less religious (positive atpetef0.236, p< 0.01), thereby validating
secularisation accounts. However, we find a pasiteffect of education on religious
attendance (0.733,9.001). This result has been reported before andually explained by
the fact that religious attendance can be seensasial activity, which is usually positively
correlated with education (McCleary and Barro 2006yreover, women are more likely to
attend religious services than men (2.5 @01). The individual level predictors are all

strong, with age having the largest relative ef{beta = 0.122).

™ The standardised coefficients show by how manydsted deviations the dependent variable incredgés i
explanatory variable is increased by 1 sd.

7 The analysis using ‘importance of God’ as dependaniable (Muller 2009) showed a strong significan
negative effect of religious pluralism on religidusliefs, thus corroborating the theory of plaugipstructures.
The results are also included in Appendix 3.
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Regarding the different denominations, we findtthrespondents in the ‘other’
category as well as Muslim respondents show thadsiglevels of religiosity (other: 8.08;
Muslim: 1.75), followed by Protestants (referen@eéd0), Catholic (-5.366, g 0.001) and
Orthodox respondents (-12.105<p001). Not surprisingly, persons that indicaterel@mious
denomination are also the least religious (-19.(G84,.001). These results are surprising,
because Catholics have so far been shown to havaighest levels of church attendance
among the Christian religions (Hollinger, Hallendavalle-Hollinger 2007; Jagodzinski and
Dobbelaere 1995; Martin 1978; Martin 2005; McClearyd Barro 2006} Nonetheless,
when controlling for a number of structural comaliig, the differences between religious
denominations are not as large as expected froom@arison of country-level averages.

How well do the explanatory variables fare in thsecof the preferences for religious
leaders in politics? The models for the Religiousadlership Index and the Religious
Influence Index have both been calculated includilgyious attendance as an explanatory
variable, whereby it is assumed that this effecy mary across countries. Thus a random
slope has been included. In fact, the explanatanakbles which are deemed to be important
by the classical secularisation theory and Nornd #glehart’'s framework of existential
security have a significant explanatory power marel to religious leadership.

Again we find that the level of human developmemd encome inequality show the
expected signs and exert the strongest effects:(bi& = -.157, g .001; Gini: beta = .250,

p <.001). The effects have to be interpreted asrtbase in support for religious politicians
for averagely religious persons. Thus it followattinodernisation and inequality influence
this preference independently from raising levelsraigiosity. The Gini effect can be

considered to be large, as a rise in 1 standarititav of inequality (8.9 points, roughly the

> The analysis of ‘importance of God' as dependemtiable showed that there were more pronounced
differences between different confessions. Alsotmdimg for individual-level income and other sttural
characteristics, the ranking order (high to low)swaher religions, Muslim, Catholic, Orthodox, Fstant,
none. See appendix for results.
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difference between Ireland and Sweden) accounta tprarter standard deviation increase in
preferences for religious politicians (1 sd = 1p2ints; mean = 2.85§.

Moreover, the societal level of secularisatiomresented by the amount of religious
laws, is an important explanatory factor for thefprences that persons hold regarding
religious leaders in politics. In line with the trg of plausibility structures and Dobbelaere’s
accounts on “secularisation-in-mind”, the strontiex relationship between religion and the
state, the more strongly people regard this ralah@ to be appropriate (beta = .1635<p
.001). The effect is not stronger than the efféahocome inequality, however, and we might
be suspicious about the outlying position of MusBorieties, which generally show high
levels of religious legislation. Rather than preésgna model that excludes Muslim societies,
we will investigate whether changes in religiougidéation over time are related to changes
in the support for religious politicians in the pickl arena at a later point.

Paradoxically, respondents in the ex-Socialistet®s express stronger preferences
for religious leaders, despite the impact thatddrsecularisation should have had here (Ex-
Soc.-effect =.116, g .01). It is possible that nationalistic or ethmtigious conflicts (i.e. the
Balkan War) have left their imprints through a nliglation along religious lines, at the same
time leaving individual religiosity more or lesstanched.

The effects for the individual level resemble tlfileas that we observed in regard to
religiosity, whereby religious attendance exerte #trongest effect on preferences for
religious leaders in politics (standardised eff#fc.185, p< .001). Especially interesting are
the effects of individuals’ religious denominatioddey do not differ remarkably from the
former model. But the puzzle of stronger prefersrfce religious leaders in the ex-Socialist
societies becomes stronger when we take into atdbennegative effects for Orthodox

Christians and non-believers, both groups thatvarg strong in those societies. We also

6 To set these effect sizes in context, the coumgrage preferences for religious politicians betwthe US
and the UK differ by .78 points, which amounts@b standard deviations.
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observe that, apart from Muslims (+0.083) and belig in the ‘other’ category (+0.057), all
denominations aréesslikely to prefer religious leaders in politics th&rotestants. These
results are also different from Carlson and Listfsf2006) findings, which reported only
Catholics to be less in favour of a stronger refehip between religion and politics, and
Muslims to be more in favour, than Protestants.

With regard to the explanatory power of the modets,find satisfactory results. For
religious attendance and the Religious LeadershgeX the models explain almost 80% of
variance between countries. The explanatory powethe individual level is much lower.
Only 6.5% of variance in religious attendance iplaxed and 11.5% of variances in
individual attitudes. The coefficients regarding thver-time effects seem puzzling: the
model for religious attendance explaiessvariation over time than the null model. These
effects are, however, not unexpected in multilewetlels (Snijders and Bosker 2011). What
the coefficient seems to indicate is that at lesshe countries show levels of religious
attendance at certain time points that are notn@ Wwith the development of explanatory
variables at those time points, leading to lowgnaxed variancé’

It seems that the attitudes towards the influeheg iteligious leaders should have on
the political system cannot be explained to theesartent by the theoretical frameworks laid
out before. Regarding the effects of the contextaalkables, only the Gini coefficient shows
a significant positive effect (coeff. = 0.010, betalll, p< .05). This confirms the claims
made by Norris and Inglehart: higher social inetyainakes the influence of religious
leaders on politics more acceptable. It also sugg#mt political groups with religious
agendas benefit from higher levels of inequalityt Bhe effect is not as strong as in the other
models. A higher development level as well as gvim one of the ex-Socialist countries does

not influence respondents’ perceptions of religimilsience.

7 For example, the USA seem to have rising levelshoirch attendance in the first few waves, in ataoce
with rising inequality. In later waves, howeveructh attendance levels does not rise anymore,neafuility
does. The explanatory power regarding that timedtie therefore reduced.
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The explanatory power of the micro-level variabkealso only very low. Only gender
(coeff. female = .016, g .01) and higher education levels play a role (caafucation = -
0.033, p<.001). Women are more in favour of an influenceddigious leaders, more highly
educated persons less in favour. Both effects emnengler control of individual religiosity.
Unexpectedly, the coefficient for age shows a riegatign, meaning that younger persons
seem to be more in favour of the influence of ielig leaders. It might be possible that
younger and older respondents interpret this infteein different ways, and that the
influence that religious leaders exert on polincsvadays is not as strict or conservative as it
used to be. Individual religiosity shows the expdcpositive effect, but has less predictive
power than in regard to attitudes towards religiresdership (a beta of .133 compared to
.185).

Once more we can observe that members of all direominations arkesslikely to
be in favour of the influence of religious lead#ran Protestants, which raises serious doubts
of Huntington’s clash of civilisation thesi$.However, only the effect for Orthodox
respondents reaches statistical significance. Wietloerefore conclude that there are almost
no significant differences between different cosiess regarding the evaluation of the
influence of religious leaders on the political ggses. The overall explanatory power of the
model is very low, only 2% of variance between wilials and 23% of variance between
countries is explained. The low figures might belaiable by the fact that the variance of
this dependent variable is not very large — thedilimate) influence of religious leaders is

widely rejected?®

8 Albeit the effects only reach statistical sigrdfice for Orthodox and ‘other’ denominations and -non
denominational respondents.

7 Carlson and Listhaug (2006) note that the ovéoall acceptance of religious leaders’ influence rhigé an
artefact of question wording (“Religious leadersugl not influence people’s vote/government decisin
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4.8.3 Longitudinal evidence

The analysis conducted above — that is, an anadygsieoled individual data taking clustering
within countries and survey years into accouns-elatively robust. However, several issues
regarding the causality of effects can still besedi It is very possible to predict the overall
level of religiosity and the preferences for a sgrer impact of religion on politics by looking
at the overall levels of modernisation, income uwaddy and the strength of religious
institutions. But we are effectively looking at psaots of societies, without being able to
explain whether these factors actuallguse changes in the dependent variables. Very
religious societies might actually develop moreryjocreate stronger income inequality, and
the strength of religious institutions merely echg®pular demarffl In the end we can
never be sure whether or not some unmeasured té@stic of societies is actually driving
the observed correlations. In other words, we theeclassic problem of endogeneity.

There is no cardinal way to solve this problem. ldegr, one possibility is the
exploitation of long term variations in the expltorg and dependent variables and only to
base our inferences on the changes that occumwatigiven country over time (fixed effects
panel regression). Since unobserved characterisfiasountries (i.e. cultural factors) are
assumed to be time constant, the effects of thegthg variables are assumed to yield
unbiased estimators (Wooldridge 2002). The dathaatd is not optimally suited for this
purpose, since the timeline of observations isaerasimall. In consequence, we are not able to
include any time-lagged variables that would peramt explanation of changes in the
dependent variablesfter the change of the independent variables. But \geaate to test
whether our measurements of religiosity and thateel attitudes vary systematically with

changes in modernisation, inequality and religiewss for a country over time.

80 This seems to be the case for the strong outlgames of Muslim societies regarding the involvenant
religious leaders and the strength of their religitnstitutions.
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For this purpose we calculated fixed effects pamgtessions, treating countries as
the units of observation. The dependent variableshnaw the country averages of religious
attendance, the Religious Leadership Index andRiblegious Influence Index at different
points in time between 1991 and 2008. As explagatariables we only include the HDI, the
Gini coefficient and the number of religious lawsdditionally we control for levels of
religious attendance with respect to the attitudmeasures. The panels are unbalanced. For
the analysis of religious attendance data from @rmtries on average observed at 2.1 time
points is available (102 observations in total)a@dpes in the Religious Leadership Index are
tracked for 54 countries, with approximately 1.8@tvations per country (85 observations in
total). The Religious Influence Index is analysed %4 countries, at 2.0 time points each,
yielding 108 observations in total. Robust sandwestimators for the standard errors have
been applied in all analyses to correct for hetexdasticity. The independent variables are
introduced successively to show the change in &ffiec each independent variable. Results

are presented ihables 4.304.5.
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Table 4.3: Fixed Effects Panel Regression — Religisttendance.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Coef. SE beta Sign. Coef. SE beta Sign. Coef. SE beta Sign.
HDI -0.14 0.26 -0.09 -0.15 0.32 -0.09 -0.15 0.32 -0.09
Gini 0.03 0.36 0.01 0.03 0.36 0.01
Religious Laws 0.15 0.18 0.02
Constant 30.12 22.77 29.66 19.42 29.11 19.17
n 37 37 37
nXT 102 102 102
R? (within) 0.01 0.01 0.01
Prob > F 0.58 0.78 0.80
Table 4.4: Fixed Effects Panel Regression — Relgleeadership Index.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Coef. SE Dbeta Sign. Coef. SE beta Sign. Coef. SE beta Sign. Coef. SE beta Sign.
HDI 0.00 0.01 0.10 -0.00 0.01 -0.07 -0.00 0.01 -0.59 0.01 0.01 0.13
Gini 0.02 001 037 * 0.02 001 037 * 0.01 0.02 0.12
Relig. Laws 0.03 0.01 % 0.03 0.01 0.15 ***
Church att. 0.02 0.01 045 **
Constant 2.32 0.66 ¥ 219 0.58 *¥* 2,07 0.58 #* 135 0.55 *
n 54 54 54 54
nXT 85 85 85 85
R? (within) 0.01 0.12 0.14 0.28
Prob > F 0.53 0.10 0.00 0.00
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Table 4.5: Fixed Effects Panel Regression — Relgjiafluence Index

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Coef. SE  beta Sign. Coef. SE  beta Sign. Coef. SE beta Sign. Coef. SE  beta Sign.

HDI -0.01 0.01 -0.16 -0.01 0.01 -0.15 -0.01 0.01 -0.17 -0.01 0.01 -0.10
Gini -0.00 0.01 -0.04 -0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.07
Relig. Laws 0.07 0.02 054 *=* 0.06 0.02 0.20 ***
Church att. 0.01 0.00 019 *
Constant 3.21 091 #»* 325 0.95 k297 1.00 ko247 1.18 *
n 55 55 55 55
nXxXT 111 111 111 111
R? (within) 0.03 0.03 0.10 0.15
Prob > F 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.00
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The results for religious attendance show only waadt insignificant effectsT@ble
4.3). None of the explanatory variables reaches $talssignificance, and the overall F-Test
of the explanatory power for each model fails adl. wdowever, all signs are pointing in the
expected direction. Increases in HDI decrease ioelig attendance, increases in income
inequality and the introduction of more religioasvk tend to increase®t.While differences
in religious attendance between countries in a qubalross-section sample can be well
explained, the predictions based on the framewbeistential security do not withstand an
examination of over-time chang®s.

The results regarding the question of a strongsireldor religious politicians as
measured by the Religious Leadership Index lookenpoomising Table 4.3. In none of the
models do increases in human development show mmfisant effect on this attitude
dimension. However, we find significant effectsiréquality and religious laws. Increases in
both will lead to a stronger approval of religiquditicians (coeff. Gini = .02, g .05; coeff.
Rel. Laws = .03, £ .001). The effects of inequality and religious $a&re independent from
each other. However, when controlling for increaiseseligious attendance, the inequality
effect vanishes, suggesting that it is mediatedabyincrease in religiosityModel 4 also
shows that the strongest effect is in fact exelbedising religiosity (see the standardised
effect of beta = .4%). But, independent of that, we find that a tiglmegnof state-Church
relations will be accompanied by stronger publiprapal of religiously inspired politics. The
endogeneity issue regarding this variable is yet fnly solved. We cannot determine

whether the stronger approval is caused by theclzamges (a stronger “sacred canopy”) or

81 Technically it would be possible to estimate ramdeffects models to make up for the lack of efficig of
the estimators. A Hausman specification test irtditahat a random effects specification would ®suit in a
significant bias. Indeed, in a random effects dpEtion the effects point in the predicted direatiare stronger
and all statistically significant. However we chedbe FE formulation to remain consistent with rdga the
other models presented.

82 pPlease note however that Miller and Neundorf (2@plied fixed effects panel regression to a sanpl
East European countries and found strong effectshahges in religious legislation on the level eligious
beliefs.

83 The standardized coefficients express the effedsd change in the independent variables on sdgesain
the dependent variables, whereby the standardtd®viaithin countries over time is used.
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whether these changes occur because politiciangsdri®llowing the flow of public opinion,
thereby introducing changes when a favourable ¢érfar these changes exists.

The last set of analyses deals with the attituseedsion of religious influence. As
Table 4.5shows, changes in modernisation levels and inggusave no significant impact
on the attitudes regarding the influence of pditiy religious leaders. We do however find a
relatively strong impact of changes in religiougdacoeff.Model 4= .06, p< .001), which

is partly moderated by increases in religiosityef€dModel 4= .01, p< .05).

4.9 Conclusion

The present study tried to explain individual levef religiosity and the attitudes that large
populations all over the world hold towards thatieinship between religion and politics. For
this purpose survey data from 62 countries has heafysed, thereby taking into account a
wide array of contextual and individual explanatagriables. Hypotheses derived from
classical secularisation theory (Berger 1969; Br2@62; Dobbelaere 2002), the existential
security framework (Norris and Inglehart 2004), supply-side theory of religion (Stark and

Bainbridge 1980), as well as cultural explanatighgintington 1996) were put to the

empirical test.

It was found that many claims that are made bylaesation approaches are not only
able to explain individual religiosity (religioustt@ndance), but also possess significant
explanatory power in regard to religious select@ma evaluation criteria that persons apply
to politicians (“Religious Leadership”). To a lesgxtent these explanations are also valid
for the second attitude dimension under review,aim®unt of influence that persons deem
appropriate to be exerted on voting and governnmaetisions by religious leaders
(“Religious Influence”).

Not only does the evidence gathered from this sgidyw that higher modernisation

levels seem to erode individual religiosity and pineferences for religious leadership; in line
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with Norris and Inglehart’'s claims for an importamie of existential security it can be
shown that higher levels of income inequality iras® individual religiosity and the
preferences for a stronger connection of religiod politics®*

Some of the results from the pooled data analyaistd be relativised when put to the
test regarding changes over time. Changes in oelsgattendance could not be predicted with
the proposed contextual variables. But the effetiacome inequality and religious laws on
the attitude variables were validated. Strongeraupibility structures”, represented by the
extent of religious laws, support individuals’ vigwhat politicians should be religious. While
we could not confirm this effect regarding the galus influence variable in our pooled
sample, we found support for it in the fixed effedgressions.

The hypotheses derived from the supply-side theonld thus not be validated. No
significant negative effect of the extent of rebigs laws on any of the three examined
constructs could be established as would have pesficted®® An interesting finding could
be observed regarding the former Socialist coustAdthough respondents in these countries
are not especially religious, they are relativelyrenin favour of the role of religious leaders
in politics. A possible explanation for this findimight be the imprint which has been left by
nationalistic/ethno-religious conflicts in the foem Soviet republics with religious
mobilisation as a political instrument which laftlividual notions of religiosity more or less
untouched.

The examination of individual-level variables ldsgeonfirmed the effects expected
from secularisation approaches. The positive caticel of education with levels of religious

attendance has been observed before and attriltatede social character of religious

8 In a different set of analyses, the effect of semionomic indicators on religious beliefs couldoabe
confirmed: individuals with higher income show lawevels of religious beliefs and support the mixiof
politics and religion to a lesser extent (see agpgn

85 Additional analyses from a previous version of pager (Mller 2009) treating the ‘importance ofdGas
dependent variable showed negative effects of ldnnaon religious beliefs. Moreover, religious m@lism did
not exert any significant influence on the two otatitude dimensions.
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attendance (McCleary and Barro 2006). Higher lewaseducation are more likely to
decrease the preferences for a stronger relatipnséiween religion and politics, while
higher age shows a positive effect. Yet these figslionly partly hold regarding the religious
influence dimension, where only few explanatoryiatales had sufficient explanatory power
(income inequality — positive, women — positived &aucation — negative).

Although differences in religious belief systeme aften deemed to be important for
the explanation of religiosity and especially thews that persons hold regarding religion
and politics, surprisingly few effects were fouMuslims might have stronger preferences
for religious politicians, but they are not morkely to promote a stronger influence of
religious leaders on the political process. Thessults contradict previous findings that
showed significant positive effects for Muslims evafter statistical controls (Carlson and
Listhaug 2006; Norris and Inglehart 2004). Cathahd Orthodox respondents are even more
unfavourable towards a stronger connection betwebkgion and politics than Protestants,
possibly because the role that religious leadexgeanl in these societies has been more severe
or strict than in Protestant societies.

The future development of the relationship betwesigion and politics depends on
three important factors: increases in living coiodis, the distribution of wealth within
societies, and lastly, the secularisation of prditinstitutions. As our bivariate analyses have
shown, levels of human development and inequalgynat perfect predictors for preferences
of religious politicians with regard to Muslim seties. These societies often show strong
preferences for religious political leaders thatesed our predictions. We have to factor in the
strength of religious legislation in the Muslim wWebr

Classical secularisation theory would predict thatreasing religious plurality and
democratisation undermine the standing of estaddislkand homogenous religious

organisations (Bruce 2002; Bruce 2003). Indeed wmd fthat overall levels of
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democratisation and religious pluralism are botlyatigely correlated to the extent of
religious legislation (Muller 2009, ségpendix 3 Fox and Sandler (2005) have confirmed
this negative relationship also with regard to MiédHastern societies.

Nonetheless, the experiences from the state-bgildincesses in Eastern Europe after
the end of the Cold War teach us that state néytralterms of religious legislation does not
follow automatically. Madeley (2003: 15) reportsitla number of post-Communist societies
adopted religious state legislation that would moftavour the existing majority religion and
thus tighten the connections between religion duedstate. The recent events in the Middle
East therefore constitute a watershed moment ®futther development of the religion and

state nexus that will prove significant for theuitg of religiously legitimised politics.
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5 The dark side of altruism? Altruistic orientations and

approval of the 9/11 attacks in the Muslim world

Abstract

This study examines the approval of the 9/11 aftéwlsamples representative of the Muslim poputaitin25
predominantly Muslim societies. The data has besthaged by Gallup in the years 2005-2008. Hypothese
regarding structural and individual conditions afpport are derived based on the existing literatume
secularisation processes and attitudes towardgiorliand politics (Norris and Inglehart 2004), wsé on
public attitudes towards terrorist attacks (Moussg2@11; Esposito and Mogahed 2007; Fair and Shdpher
2006), and research from the literature on thectiral conditions for civic violence (Lia and SKiekg 2004;
Kitschelt 2004; Paul 2010). General developmentligvlevels of income inequality, democratisatio,
abundance and corruption alone do not predict $eo9/11 approval. Cultural explanations alonglihes of
Huntington’s “Clash of Civilization” hypothesis (lHtington 1996) are not confirmed. Some evidencavsho
that young men are slightly more in favour of thtaeks. Individual religiosity is not a general gictor.
Following Berman’s concept of religious extremisbgps as economic clubs (Berman 2009), we aretable
identify structural conditions under which indivalureligiosity as well as altruistic orientations aonverted
into support for terrorist agendas. If living cothmiis are harsh and levels of inequality high,gielis and
altruistic sacrifices act as signals to gain muhedp and social support that are provided by ialig extremist
groups and therefore predict support of the 9/acks. The salience of the Palestine conflict irddife
Eastern societies exerts a strong influence regssdif any other structural factors.

5.1 Introduction

The rise of religious fundamentalism, especialllartic fundamentalism, and the terror
attacks of 9/11 have spurred an enormous amoun¢sgfarch (Atran 2003; Esposito and
Mogahed 2007; Fair and Shepherd 2006; Ginges, Haasel Norenzayan 2009; Kepel and
Roberts 2002; Kitschelt 2004; Mosseau 2011; Padl02Qurk 2004). This paper is not

concerned with the explanation of the occurrenceteoforist attacks or the individual

dispositions for committing them. However, it exaes one underlying factor that is deemed
crucial in the facilitation of such acts: the masgpport or approval of terrorism. More

specifically, it tries to identify the societal andividual factors that benefit the view in the

Muslim world that the 9/11 attacks were morallytifisd. On the one hand, the larger public
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can be seen as a target audience, on whose befalfidts claim to be acting and whose
grievances are allegedly addressed. On the othnat, harrorist organisations need a pool of
volunteers and supporters for their cause, botiwto€h can be recruited from populations
that deem their actions justifiable (Paul 2010).

So far, research on the mass approval of terronssnbeen hampered by the fact that
large scale individual level datasets, represematational samples from a diverse range of
Muslim societies, were not available. The datagetithered by thé®ew Research Centre
(Pew Research Centre 2011b) as well as recent wdviee World Values Survey (World
Values Survey Association 2009) are positive exoapt Nonetheless, the pool of countries
included in these collections is still limited. tlms paper | will make use of the Gallup World
Poll (2005-2008) (Gallup Inc. 2011) that is not ialge in the public domain, and which
contains an enormous sample of Muslim countriesc@mntries with significant Muslim
populations). Moreover, it covers a wide range afie-demographic and other information
that can be used in the explanation of 9/11 a#guch the Muslim world. So far, only
Esposito and Mogahed (2007) seem to have analysedidta. Yet their analysis is mainly
descriptive and does not make full use of the envosmichness of the data at hand.

The data gathered and examined so far is not vamnglasive about the sources of
support for terrorist agendas (Lia and Skjolberg0&20Paul 2010; Mosseau 2011).
Commentators agree to a large extent that it igheteligious doctrines of Islam that make
individuals become supporters or perpetrators wbtist violence (Esposito and Mogahed
2007). The idea that we are facing a “Clash of I2&dions” (Huntington 1996) has been
successfully countered in a number of exampleamdoes not have “bloody borders” (Fox
2004a) and conflicts between civilisations have betome more common than conflicts

within civilisations (Fox 2005). As previous resgahas shown (Norris and Inglehart 2004;

152



Tessler 2002a; Tessler 2002b) and the recent dawelots in the Arab world prove, Islam
itself does not suppress the striving for democracy

The overwhelming majority of Muslims worldwide vieand practice their religion in
peaceful ways: only 7% of Muslims think of the 9Atiacks as being justified, while having
an unfavourable opinion of the US (Esposito and &gl 2007). Some observers might find
it even questionable thany link between religion and terrorism really exist®rrorists
make use of a religiously toned ideology to justifgir goals and actions. Any other ideology
— communism, nationalism or ethnicity — might jast well be used for that purpose at
different times and in different places (Fox 2002yt at this particular time terrorists from
the Middle East have used religion to justify theaims.

This thesis deals with the topic of secularisatitime (hypothesised) declining
significance of religion on the societal, organmadl and individual level in the course of
modernisation (Bruce 2002). Clearly, the use oifgr@h to justify violence comes as a
surprise in the light of conventional secularisat@pproaches. One would be tempted to
declare the topic of Islamist terrorism to belowgthe realm of political scientists (“it's
politics, not religion”), theorists of social movents (“it's the radical expression of a social
movement”) or strategic analysts (“it’'s a securigk and a strategic challenge”) — not a topic
to be necessarily dealt with by sociologists ofgieh. As this chapter is trying to show,
Islamic terrorism might indeed have a link to redig This link, however, isot the religious
doctrines that are used for its justification.

It is suggested that the way that sect-like religigroups are organised, and the
resources that they provide to their members -+, tnugtual help and social services — play an
important role in converting structural deficierscend inequalities into support for terrorism.
The “core competencies” that most observers chémisaligious organisations, altruism and

sacrifice for the greater good, might prove to hawark side to them. According to Berman
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(2009) these are in fact the reasons why religiexisemist terror organisations are so
effective and lethal in their attacks. Religiousremist organisations do provide basic social
security, schooling, care for the elderly and healire. They use the networks and social
capital that are created in this way to gather stdpfor their political goals and as a way to
recruit new and very loyal members to their calBman’s reasoning isot that religious
charity leads to terrorism. But terror organisasi@ne particularly successful if they apply an
organisational framework that is used by religieasts: the club model of goods provision.
But the very specific political and social conditsothat exist in the Muslim world

today, especially the Middle Eastern countries ghtavbe taken into account. Individuals will
be tempted to support the agenda of Islamist osgéions under the condition of a failure of
states to serve their basic needs for social ®syiwelfare and basic security. Kitschelt
(2004) developed a theoretical framework that fesusn the idea of “predatory regimes”
(see also: Collier and Hoeffler 2004). Accordingthes approach, Middle Eastern countries
all suffer from dictatorial regimes that seek rdmggaxing market participants highly without
re-investing, thereby depressing economic growthaddition, the oil-richness of many
countries fosters a distribution of the revenuesegated according to clientelism and
patronage rather than meritocracy. The resultshmmte levels of corruption, oversized state
bureaucracies and high levels of dissatisfactioorajrmany sectors of society. Basic needs
and demands are not met, leading to grievancesatieaexpressed as support of Islamist
organisations in lieu of opportunities of demoaratarticipation.

Another strand of theorising comes from Moussed032 He hypothesises that the
transition from clientelist regimes to open mardlemocracies triggers “intense anti-market
resentment directed primarily against the epitorhenarket civilisation: the United States”

(Mosseau 2003 as cited by Lia & Skjolberg 2004:. 28pusseau (2011) points out that
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support of Islamist terrorism is not related todksvof religiosity, lack of education, poverty

or income dissatisfaction. The only predictor thatffinds is urban poverty.

5.2 Structural approaches in the explanation of terrorst support

The idea that structural inequalities, poverty dack of legitimate channels to express
existing grievances (i.e. through democratic pguditton) lead to civil violence is a well-
known argument in research on terrorism (Lia & 8igog 2004). Religious groups deliver a
framework in which existing grievances are put iategitimising context, and they are able
to provide resources for the expression of theswgnces (Fox 2002; Gurr 1972).

However, there is also a more psychological reagpbased on recent research in the
field of sociology of religion. Norris and Inglehg2004) state: “Individuals experiencing
stress have the need for rigid, predictable ru(@krris and Inglehart 2004: 19). Societies
that cannot provide their citizens with a minimalél of existential security are also societies
where the demand for religious values seems toiddeest. Individuals use religious values
and belief-systems as a mean to cope with feauandrtainty: “This belief [religious belief,
TM] reduces stress, enabling people to shut outegand focus on coping with their
immediate problems”il§id.). Indeed, previous research has shown that thergkliving
conditions as well as income inequality in soceetae strong predictors for individual
religiosity and the preference that religion shopldy a greater role in politics (Muller
2009b; Norris and Inglehart 2004).

Either structural inequalities in Muslim societiage created through the “resource
curse” of oil or mineral richness and go hand inchavith corrupt, autocratic and clientelist
“predatory regimes”, so that support for terrorisan be regarded as a form of grievance
expression (Kitschelt 2004); or support for tesoriis a by-product of transition processes
from parochial societies (personal clientelisttielaships, collectivism, in-group favouritism)

to market economies, finding its expression in opestility towards values and practices

155



that are part of the “market economy package” (emttial anonymous relationships,
individualism, openness towards out-group exchamgeysseau 2003, 2011). Or, thirdly,
existing inequalities and insecurities lead to @atgr psychological “need for structure” that
is delivered by religious extremist groups (No&ignglehart 2004).

However, | want to introduce a new line of reasgnimat incorporates the structural
explanations outlined above for the support ofgrelis terrorism and further clarifies the
individual mechanisms behind them. So far, researcdividual factors for the support of
religious extremist agendas has not been very oeiv&. While we can describe wider
structural conditions that might be conducive t® é&volution of religious extremist groups or
terrorism, it is more difficult to predict the inddual dispositions, incentives and motivations
for agreement with religious fundamentalist agendas

In a very recent study on support for suicide &gam 14 Muslim countries,
Mousseau (2011) did not find any evidence thatviddial religious practice would increase
approval. Education levels were found to be indigant, although other studies have shown
more highly educated individuals to be more likieybe involved in terrorist acts (Gambetta
2005; Gambetta and Hertog 2007). Individual incalssatisfaction and reported poverty did
not contribute to the explanation. The only sigraft finding that Mosseau reports is that
poor individuals in urban areas are more likelypéoin favour of suicide terrorist attacks. His
explanation is the rapid urbanisation of Middle téas societies within the last 30 years. This
led to increased migration of rural workers intbes, whose expectations for increased living
conditions however were not fulfilled, thus becogiia new disadvantaged class of urban
poor. This segment of the population is said t@$fgecially receptive to mobilisation efforts
through Islamist organisations, owing to their amative and religious socialisation in rural

areas.
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It often seems that the structural factors hypoatleelsto foster the approval of religious
fundamentalist agendas do not seem to exert thecegh effects on the individual level. |
want to argue that current research has not ygepiodescribed the individual mechanisms
behind the transformation of structural inequaditiato support for terrorism and suggest
applying Berman’s (2009) idea of religious extrengsoups as economic clubs. Through
this, | want to shift the attention to the factttihaither conditions of corruption, oppression
and inequality in themselves, nor individual piety other individual factors alone will
explain why people approve of religious extremggeradas. It is only thecombinedeffects
that will provide further explanation. Berman’'s nebds capable of linking the structural
macro conditions to individual incentives and lats predict why religiosity and altruism

under very specific conditions can lead to the sutpf terrorist acts.

5.3 Religious extremist groups as economic clubs
Political Economist Eli Berman (2009) has used &mmone’s model of sects as economic
clubs (lannaccone 1992; lannaccone 1997; lannacaotdéBerman 2006; lannaccone 1994)
to explain, why small (often extreme) religious @oe are so effective in creating mutual
trust and co-operation and how this increases tdapabilities to launch very effective and
lethal attacks.

In Berman’s perspective the core of religious cubat is religious sects, is charity.
The good that clubs provide to their members aceabsupport and mutual help. Economic
clubs are able to solve free-rider problems throthigdir small size and the use of religious
sacrifice as a screening device. Under conditidnsw@reased insecurity, religious groups
become important providers of social services, @aflg when the state fails to provide these
goods to the larger population. However, memberghete associations have to make
credible sacrifices in terms of religious adherencehe support of a particular political

agenda in order to get access to these goods.
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Ultimately, Berman finds religious terrorist orgsaiions to be so effective and lethal
in their attacks because of the high levels ofttarsl cooperation that is created between
their members. Terrorist organisations like Hamagied the sect idea and started out as a
charitable organisation for hardship relief in fRalestinian refugee camps (Berman 2009:
121).

It is not unreasonable to assume that the mechasuggested by Berman does also
hold for the explanation of public support of teisb agendas. Two factors have to come
together in order to produce approval for terroaisacks. Firstly: material insecurity caused
by the lack of accessible welfare services or Vvegh levels of income inequality that create
a sense of relative deprivation. And secondly: ¢éRestence of groups that provide these
services. However, they must be organised as edonectubs and demand religious
commitment as well as agreement with their religidundamentalist agenda. Under these
conditions, individual religiosity might actuallyelzonverted into support for terrorist attacks.
But a second, quite counterintuitive, idea follofn@m this reasoning as well. The action of
committing a terrorist attack as well as the suppbsuch actions can be described as a form
of altruism. Berman states: “Altruism seems straaig@ even insulting to us when combined
with a callous lack of empathy for the basic hurhaaf the victims. [...] [A]ltruistic acts on
behalf of a cause are quite common, especiallijgfdause is the safety of their family or
community, or perhaps the liberation of their coyih{Berman 2009: 11). Furthermore, in
order to be accepted as a member of a religiousosaiz club, one has to subscribe to this
notion of (in-group) altruism. Clubs demand a doézlsacrifice in order to be able to gain the
benefits that are created in these clubs. Bermacritbes various examples of such sacrifices:
In the case of Orthodox Judaism it might be theustiipn of religious teachings in religious
schools, for Muslims the same holds regarding thecation in Madrassas (Berman 2009:

95-119).
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But also other forms of “costly” religious behaviotnat are in line with the goals of the
religious economic club could serve as such sigties one is willing to contribute to the
club good. In Islam, charitable givingaka) is considered one of the five pillars of the Hait
Those who are willing to give their money for ctartan be seen as especially pious and
therefore trustworthy enough to join the club. Thkingness to help other people, especially
if they belong to the same religious group, cavesas signal too. And any general form of
voluntary work to achieve religiously defined goaigyht be a form of signalling that one is
accepting the rules of the economic club and vgllia sacrifice personal gains in favour of
the group. In other words: Since charity is at¢bhee of economic religious clubs, and it can
be created optimally if free-riders can be shut anty form of altruism that is beneficial to
the creation of a religious club good can serva aestly signal to gain membership. In line
with our general argument, the acceptance of radicaven violent religious doctrines, such
as terrorist acts, might be a form of signallingedl.

The general hypothesis that follows from the argu@bove is that under conditions
of material insecurity or income inequality indivls have a rational incentive to join
religious economic clubs because they are providerautual help and social services. But
religious economic clubs do not give their supgortfree: they demand a credible sacrifice
that is in line with their religious or politicalogls. Thus the signalling of religious
commitment, either through the strict adherenceeligious beliefs and practices (attending
religious services, prayer, inclusion of religian their daily lives) or through actions that
serve the creation of the club good (donation oheyp helping people of their own faith,
volunteering for a religious cause) becomes immortender these conditions. The “dark
side” becomes apparent, when these religious chtbthe same time hold a religious

fundamentalist agenda. They might then use thairiteble impulse to gain support for their
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political goals. And those people who hold the rsfpest altruistic beliefs might at the same

time become the most ardent supporters of terracist

5.4 Hypotheses and operationalisation

Based on the theoretical outline above, | propostedt the hypotheses stated further below
on individual level attitude data gathered by thall@ organisation in 2005/2006 and
2007/2008 (Gallup World Poll) which contains relewvaquestion items from 30
predominantly Muslim societies all over the worl@aflup Inc. 2011). | also include
countries that do not have a majority Muslim popala as long as a significant Muslim
minority (>10%) exists. Only the Muslim respondeit® included in the analysis. The
guality of the data is good. Gallup made sure ® namdom sampling procedures, not only
restricting its sampling to urban areas. Moreoheytemployed local interviewers and made
sure that female respondents were interviewed imalie interviewers. The question item for

thedependent variablesads:

“There are many acts some people may do in lifelllread out to you a number of these acts. |
would like you to indicate to which extent it caa morally justified. Events of Sept 11th in USA,
that is, the attack on the World Trade Center &iedRentagon.” Answer categories (5 point scale): 1.

Cannot be justified at all — 5. Completely justifia.
The item inquiring about the opinion on the 9/11aeks is embedded in a battery of
guestions regarding various forms of morally acablet or inacceptable behaviour. These
guestions vary from world region to world regiorr Ehe countries under examination, the
item was embedded in a battery that asked resptsmdéout issues such as “forcing one’s
own opinion on children”, “not living in harmony thi those who do not share your values”,
“divorce”, “sacrificing one’s life for what one kbeles in”, “the ousting of Saddam Hussein’s

government in Iraq by US and British forces” andh&r attacks in which civilians are

targeted”.
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Structural inequalities and predatory regimes

Following structural approaches in the field ofrdeism research (Lia and Skjolberg 2004)
and especially taking into account Kitschelt's@2Pnotion of predatory regimes and Norris
and Inglehart’s (2004) idea of existential securttye following hypotheses regarding the

effect of structural variables on approval of thil9attacks can be derived:

H1.1: Higher levels of economic development and an ire@da general living conditions will

have a negative effect on support for the 9/11cksta

This hypothesis is based on Norris and Inglehad&a that conditions of material and
psychological insecurity increase the need for drigoredictable rules. Religious
fundamentalist agendas tend to emphasise this dbrmthoritarian values, therefore support
for religious extremist policies is more likely werdinsecure conditions. From Kitschelt’s
point of view this hypothesis makes sense in sasagrievances are higher in less developed
societies, and terrorism might be seen as a legiitinform of grievance expression.
Moreover, a large scale study by MacCulloch (20843 found that increases in GDP per
capita predict lesser support for the overturnihgxisting structures by revolutionary action.
| will operationalise the concept of economic depehent and living conditions via the

Human Development Index (HDIp composite measure that takes into account life
expectancy, education and literacy levels as welthe GDP per capita of societies. Data
comes from the Quality of Government Dataset (Tlgd@harron, Samanni, Holmberg, and

Rothstein 2011). The year of measurement is 2002.
H1.2: Higher levels of social inequality will increasepport for the 9/11 attacks.

The reasoning is similar to hypotheki%.1.In this case income inequality in societies create
grievances and insecurity that gives an incentiveuipport terrorist agendas that announce a

desire to abolish the existing inequalities throughir actions. MacCulloch (2005) also
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reports that higher levels of income inequalitydice a preference for revolutionary action
against existing structures.

In order to measure the income inequality levelsamfieties, | use the Gini Index as it is
provided by theUnited Nations Development ProgramridNDP). It is taken from the
Quality of Government dataset (Teoretlal. 2011); the reference year is 2002. One problem
regarding the measurement arises: some countriesotlaeport their levels of income
inequality (i.e. Saudi Arabia or Kuwait). Rathearhjust excluding those countries from the
analysis | decided to impute the missing infornratibased on predictions from OLS

regressions of all other macro-variables includethe analysis.

H2.1: Indicators of a “predatory regime status” of a doyir these are oil or mineral abundance,

lack of democracy and corruption — should fostepsut for the 9/11 attacks.

This hypothesis constitutes Kitschelt's “predatetgte” hypothesis. In societies in which the
state can seek rent from oil resources, the digtab of wealth follows clientelistic
structures, which is amplified through an understreent in other sectors of economy. The
state can use its oil revenues to bribe rivals asel autocratic measures to suppress anti-
regime sentiments. Thus terrorism can become devi@easure to challenge the existing
order. This should lead to stronger support fordtid attacks in this type of country. Ideally,
we would expect that oil richness, lack of demogrand corruption occur together to
constitute a “predatory regime”. However, this @ necessarily the case, as further analysis
will show. | therefore decided to introduce the sweaments separately.

In order to assess the predatory regime status stata, | used country level data on
democratic and civil rights as measured byRheedom House IndgSource: QOG Dataset
2011¥%, measurements of perceived corruption as askethénGallup World Poll and

information on exploitable oil resources (Centnatelligence Agency 2011) as well as the

8 The measure used is actually a composite indestaated from the Freedom House Index and theyPolit
Index. The two indices are highly correlated armmbreed to have a higher reliability if used comisine
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percentage of oil revenues of total merchandise#sgWorld Bank 2007, data taken from
the QOG dataset 2011). The items about perceivwagslef corruption asked respondents
(two separate questions): “Is corruption widespnedhin businesses/the government located
in [country], or not? (Yes/No)” Only respondentsttigave an answer to both questions were
included. The index score is calculated as theageeof both responses. It was then averaged
for each country to give a measurement of overattuption perceptions. Higher scores
indicate higher levels of corruptidh.For the measurement of oil abundance | decided to
combine two different sources, as the preferredof%merchandise exports” was missing for

a number of countries. | ranked countries in tluaegories from none/low to high.

H3.1: Support for the 9/11 attacks will be higher in owies with a strong interconnection of

religious and political institutions.

This hypothesis has been added because previcemrchshas shown that preferences for a
stronger role of religion in politics are highergaocieties that have a strong entanglement of
religious and political institutions (Muller 2009bMoreover, while individual religiosity
might not predict support for Islamist terrorisme Wnow that the strong role of religious
laws in the Muslim world has been implemented imt @ an answer to the threat of
Islamism (as seen in the case of Saudi Arabia).stiemgth of religion’s influence on politics
has been measured by the number of religious |hatsexist in a society. The data comes

from theReligion and the State Proje@tox 2004b). The reference year is 1992.

87 This construction is almost identical to the ammio taken by Gallup itself. The only differencethst
Gallup’s corruption measurement is standardisednoindex with range 0-100. The correlation with the
Transparency International Corruption Perceptiomsléxis .-.69.
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Hypotheses about individual level factors
H4.1: Individual religiosity will lead to stronger suppaf the 9/11 attacks.

This hypothesis can be regarded as a classicallmggie derived from the view that we are
facing a “Clash of Civilizations” (Huntington 199@&luntington’s general hypothesis is that
“[tihe great divisions among humankind and the dwating source of conflict will be
cultural” and that “[t]he fault lines between cizétions will be the battle lines of the future”
(Huntington 1993: 22). However, Huntington seemsassume that Islamic civilisation is
more conflict prone than other civilisations. Iis 1996 book he claims: “Wherever one looks
along the perimeter of Islam, Muslims have probléiniag peaceably with their neighbors”
(Huntington 1996: 256). Huntington asserts: “Islanfiordersare bloody and so are its
innards” (bid.: 258 italics in original). While he allows that someustiural explanations of
this conflict proneness might play a role (i.e. theuth bulge’ in many Muslim countries;
ibid.: 265), he seems to prefer a cultural explanatidhe underlying problem for the West
is not Islamic fundamentalism. It is Islam, a diéfiet civilization whose people are convinced
of the superiority of their culture and are obsdsséh the inferiority of their power”ilid.:
217).

If this cultural tendency for Muslim violence werele, a stronger individual adherence
to the norms, values and practices of Islam shthedefore predict the approval of the 9/11
attacks. So far, most evidence has disconfirmesl higpothesis. Mousseau (2011) did not
find any relationship between individual Islamicagtice and the endorsement of suicide
attacks. Ginges, Hansen & Norenzayan (2009) foummes support for the claim that
religiosity increases the support for suicide tesra. However, personal prayers and an
index of personal religious devotion had no predécpower. Only public practice of religion

was found to have a positive effect. These findiwgsild be in line with the hypothesis of
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religious signalling as a means to get accessdialsservices produced in religious economic
clubs, formulated further below.

Individual religiosity is measured by two indicatorThe first is a measure of the
subjective importance of religiofis religion an important part of your daily I?g(Yes/No)”
The second item asked respondents about #tieindance of religious serviceé$dave you
attended a place of worship or religious servidimwithe last seven days? (Yes/No)”.

Both measurements are very crude, and ideallywanéd like to have scales on which
respondents could rate the importance of religionreport the frequency of mosque
attendance. Moreover, a measurement of daily psayeother indicators to gauge the extent
of belief in certain religious concepts would besidgble. At the end of the day, however,
these are the only indicators that have consistéen asked in all countries included in the

dataset.

H5.1: Indicators of altruistic orientation — that is,viveg donated money, having helped a
stranger, having volunteered time for a cause— wdit show any general relationship to 9/11

attitudes.

H5.2: Indicators of altruistic orientation — that is hagidonated money, having helped a stranger,

having volunteered time for a cause — will shovegative relationship to 9/11 attitudes.

In order to test Berman’'s hypothesis regardinggmalis groups as economic clubs, |
introduce indicators of individual altruistic ortations/behaviours. However, as pointed out
above, neither individual religiosity nor altruisims generally expected to show any
significant relationship with 9/11 attitudes. Irder to be converted into such support, living
conditions have to be bad, so that individuals hameincentive to join religious groups
(which may be sects or charitable organisation$ itstrict/extremist agenda) in order to
benefit from mutual help and social services. Unithes condition altruism will act as a
signal. This particular hypothesis will be formeldtfurther below. But | still pose an

alternative hypothesis about how indicators ofuadtn could be related to support for
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terrorism. Based on the common sense idea thaisatrentails sacrificing their own needs
on behalf of others, this could be seen as exmnessi a generally pro-social orientation.
Therefore any violent or terrorist acts should lgated. We would expect that more
altruistic people are less in favour of the 9/11tacks. Individual altruistic
orientations/behaviours are measured in the follgwvay. Respondents were asked:
“Have you done any of the following in the past i
“How about Donated money to an organization? (Me¥/ (Donation)

“How about Volunteered your time to an organiza®iqYes/No)” (Volunteering)

“How about Helped a stranger or someone you dighttv who needed help? (Yes/No)” (Help)

H6.1: Men will be more in favour of the 9/11 attacksrtiveomen.
H6.2: Younger persons will be more in favour then olderspns.

H6.3: Higher educated persons will be more in favouhefattacks than less educated persons.

The hypotheses regarding socio-demographic chaistate come from research that has
been undertaken on the profile of suicide attackBesnbetta 2005; Merari 2010) as well as
other research using public opinion polls on thesfjon of support for suicide attacks (Fair
and Shepherd 2006; Mosseau 2011). While the rdsesrsuicide attackers generally finds
young, educated men to have a higher chance ofnbiegoan attacker, public opinion data
does not find consistent effects. Mosseau (201Bsdwt find any significant effects of
socio-demographic variables. Fair and Shepherd 6208port inconsistent and varying
effects for different countries. In 5 out of 14 otries, younger persons were more likely to
support suicide terrorism; in 3 countries femalexevmore likely to be supportive, in 1

country males. The effect of education was noetest their study.
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Hypotheses about cross-level interactions

H7.1: Effects of individual religiosity will be moderatday levels of development and inequality
in societies. Religious persons in more developmzieties will be less likely to support the 9/11

attacks than religious persons in lesser develspetkties. (negative HDIXReligion interaction)

H7.2: Effects of individual religiosity will be moderatday levels of development and inequality
in societies. Religious persons in more unequalesies will be more likely to support the 9/11

attacks than religious persons in more equal sesigfpositive GiniXReligion interaction)

H7.3: Effects of individual altruistic orientations witle moderated by levels of development and
inequality in societies. Altruistic persons in maleveloped societies will be less likely to suppbet

9/11 attacks than altruistic persons in lesser ldpee societies. (negative HDIXAltruism interacfion

H7.4: Effects of individual altruistic orientations witle moderated by levels of development and
inequality in societies. Altruistic persons in manmgequal societies will be more likely to suppbe t

9/11 attacks than altruistic persons in less unesp@eties. (positive GiniXAltruism interaction)

Hypothese$17.1 — H7.4are directly derived from Berman'’s theory aboligreus groups as
providers of club goods. As outlined above, we assthat there must be a general incentive
for people to join groups that distribute socialve®es and support. This is more probable
under conditions of material insecurity, in lesskveloped or more unequal societies.
Secondly, we assume that religious extremist gréolpmy Berman’s/lannaccone’s model of
an economic club. In order to produce the goodttayt are offering- mutual help and trust

— more efficiently, and in order to avoid peoplesed-riding on the club, they use
religious/and or political commitment as a scregnigevice. Those persons who are
particularly devout or willing to sacrifice theinm needs for the cause of the group (in-group
altruists), will be more likely to reap the bengfof the club good. Thus religiosity and
altruistic behaviour must be seen as a way of #iggan order to be accepted as a member
of the group. The increased support for 9/11 i theduced either because it is a signal
itself (following the rules of the group), or peephho benefit from religious extremists are
socialised through the group. In any case, we déxpefind a positive relationship between
religiosity/altruism and 9/11 support in less depeld/more unequal societies, but no or a

negative relationship in more developed/more egoeieties.
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The operationalisation of all the variables that ithteraction terms are constituted of
are described above. We might argue that in fagtesof the indicators are more likely to
show an effect than others because in this hypisthes take them to be signals that should
be displayed publicly. As such, we should find #ected interactions with a greater
chance for mosque attendance, donation of money@lodteering.

Another problem is that the measurements of attcuiehaviour are not formulated
in terms of in-group altruism, but in rather gemeéeams. They also do not aim at particular
behaviours that happen in a religious context. Bonaof money, helping strangers and
volunteering for a cause can all happen outsideskigious organisations. In this case the
measurements just serve as proxies.

Finally, another point of critique might be that de not directly measure the presence
of religious economic clubs in a society (sucheamgious charities, or organisations that act
as covers for terrorist organisations). This igtridowever, there is no easy way to establish
the actual presence of these clubs because datiaggng. We just have to assume that these

organisations exist in a given society where hapdahd poverty prevails.

5.5 Empirical analysis

5.5.1 Bivariate analysis

As a first step, it seems helpful to get an ovewa# the distribution of 9/11 attitudes across
the Muslim world. Figure 5.1 shows how the Muslim populations in various soeteti
evaluated the 9/11 attacks from a moral perspediiventries are listed by the percentage of
respondents that regarded the attacks as “somewhatompletely” morally justifiable (the

data was gathered in the years 2005-2008).
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Figure 5.1: Percentage of Muslim respondents evaluating thé 8ftacks as “somewhat” or
“completely” morally justifiable. Source: Gallup Wid Poll 2005-2008.

The first notable finding is that any cultural exipation that ascribes the occurrence of
terrorist acts and support thereof to Islam’s atedrigher susceptibility to violence is
mistaken. The variance regarding 9/11 attitudesénMuslim world is so high that it would
be grossly negligent to regard Islam as a “vioketigion” in itself. It cannot be denied that
the moral justification that the 9/11 attacks reediin some countries (more than 30% in
favour, i.e. in Djibouti, Palestine, Yemen, UAE,yBY) is daunting and surprising. However,
one should bear in mind that the population in sahéhese societies bears direct and
indirect consequences from the long-lasting Midgéest conflict, which finds its expression
in anti-US attitudes.

But there are further surprises. In the CentralaAsiurkic states of Uzbekistan,
Kazakhstan, Azerbaijan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstaly@ tiny minority of respondents found

the 9/11 attacks morally justifiable. Moreover, gag for the attacks was fairly low as well
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in Iran and among Arab Muslims in Israel, despite bften fierce anti-US rhetoric that is
used in the political arena. The question is: carexplain the cross-national variation in 9/11
attitudes by structural conditions such as levdlgl@emocracy, oil-richness, corruption or
inequality? Figure 5.2 shows the bivariate correlations between struttcwaditions and
country averages of 9/11 attitudes.

The explanatory potential of structural conditi@ssformulated in hypothesed.1 &
H1.2 (existential security hypothesis) and2.1 (predatory regime hypothesis) looks
unpromising. Neither general levels of human dgwalent nor levels of income inequality
predict the general level of 9/11 attitudes. In tase of HDI-levels, the Middle Eastern
societies in Palestine, UAE, Yemen, Egypt, Jordath Saudi Arabia prove to be outliers,
with levels of general living conditions being thigh to corroborate the existential security
hypothesis. In the case of levels of income indguéBGini Index) these societies do not fit
the picture, because they have relatively low kewal inequality, compared to the other
societies under review. Moreover, Sierra Leone, ¢bantry with the highest levels of
inequality, shows only a moderate support for tHd @ttacks.

When it comes to explanations along the line ofiptery regimes, we do not find
consistent patterns either. It is true that the dVedEastern societies are dictatorial regimes,
and they exhibit high support for the 9/11 attadkst counter examples are given with the
authoritarian Turkic regimes that only show margswpport. Moreover, Muslim populations
in Mali, Senegal and Israel show fairly strong suppfor the attacks, despite their
comparatively high levels of democracy. Levels ofraption and resource richness, two
other factors that should be present in predategymes, do not help to explain the general
levels of the outcome variable. The United Arab fateis, Kuwait and Saudi Arabia are
dictatorships and possess enormous amounts okesdurces; alas they are not the most

corrupt societies in our sample, rather the oppo§ibrruption is ubiquitous in all societies
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under scrutiny, and it does not contribute to tkglanation of terrorist support. The Middle
Eastern societies might be considered predatonmesg although the levels of corruption
reported are fairly low. But why do other Muslimuetdries, e.g. the Turkic states, not fall
into the pattern? They are oil-rich, non-democratid highly corrupt, but anti-Israel or anti-

US sentiments do not fall on fertile soil.
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As a last step, levels of religiosity and the pnoity of religious and political institutions are
examined. Supporters of the “Clash of Civilisatidrypothesis should not rejoice though. It
is true that the only structural factors that seéemxplain cross-national differences in 9/11

attitudes are the extent of religious laws and kfbsdevels of mosque attendance. Both show
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a positive correlation with 9/11 attitudes. Yetiag#he relationship is driven by the societies

that are in direct proximity to the Palestine cmtflIThe picture becomes clearer if we also

take into account the evidence that is present&iure 5.3
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Figure 5.3: Percentage of population paying “some” or “a gredal” of attention to news about
Palestine and aggregate levels of 9/11 attitudesir&: Gallup World Poll, 2007/08 sample only.

We find a positive relationship between the sakeatthe Palestine issue (expressed

in the percentage of respondents that regularlipviothe news on Palestine) and higher

moral justification for the 9/11 attacks. Unfortbelg, this indicator has only been included

in the 2007/08 wave of the Gallup World Poll andhisrefore only available for a restricted

set of countries. It becomes clear though thahosé societies where the Palestine issue is

not dominating the political agenda (i.e. NigerkiB&an, Burkina Faso), only very few people

are convinced that the 9/11 attacks were morakjifijable. This corroborates an analysis

performed by Gallup (Gallup Inc. 2002), which shavikat there is a clear divide between

Arab and non-Arab societies when it comes to thiersze of the Palestine issue. While we

were so far assuming that the geographic proxitaitthe Palestine conflict might have an

impact on 9/11 attitudes, these Gallup results sugmother interpretation: anti-US attitudes
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and attitudes towards the 9/11 attacks might beedriby shared feelings of solidarity
between predominantly Arab countries rather thanraal negative externalities experienced
through the Palestine conflict.

Still, the findings that we have observed so fgiarding the role of religion demand
further explanation. In hypothesad7.1 — H7.4 1 argue that altruistic and religious
orientations might be converted into pro-terrosispport, however only under conditions of
existential insecurity. The bivariate correlatiggresented here tell only a limited part of the
story. How individual characteristics and structwanditions work together to produce pro-
terrorist support can only be determined in a mattate analysis of the data, to which we

turn now.

5.5.2 Multivariate analysis

| will use the method of multilevel modelling fdrd multivariate analysis of the data (Rabe-
Hesketh and Skrondal 2005; Snijders and Bosker )20tiis method yields the following
advantages compared to a conventional pooled Obfsas of the data: It allows us to take
into account the effects that are generated threlgldifferent compositions of the different
countries by individuals with certain individual asfacteristics. Therefore we avoid the risk
that is posed by ecological fallacies or “Simpsqguesadox” (cf. Snijders and Bosker 2011).
We model the general level of 9/11 attitudes agralom factor (unexplained variance) for
each country and explain it through individual ambuntry-level characteristics
simultaneously. The technique accounts for the tlaat observations are not independent
within the countries under examination, the statidarors are corrected accordingly. As
some countries have only small sample sizes, vlecath use the information from these

cases by borrowing information from other countries
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Table 5.1:Descriptive statistics of variables used in the lgsia

Std.
n Mean Dev. Min. Max.

9/11 attacks justifiable? 23453 2.07 1.46 1 5
Country level variables
HDI 23453 0.56 0.18 0.27 0.82
Gini index 23453 39.24 9.05 26.80 62.90
Oil abundance (Ref.: low)

medium 23453 0.32 0.47 0 1

high 23453 0.20 0.40 0 1
Rel. laws 22639 10.73 8.00 0 27
Democracy 23453 3.91 2.45 0 8.25
Corruption 23453 0.78 0.15 0.21 0.95
Middle East 23453 0.15 0.36 0 1
Survey wave 07/08 (Ref.:
05/06) 23453 0.81 0.39 0 1
Individual level variables
Female 23453 0.48 0.50 0 1
Age 23453 34.82 14.47 15 99
Education level (Ref.: low)

medium 23453 0.48 0.50 0 1

high 23453 0.10 0.29 0 1
Attended mosque 23453 0.59 0.49 0 1
Religion important 23453 0.90 0.30 0 1
Donated money 23453 0.25 0.43 0 1
Helped a stranger 23453 0.44 0.50 0 1
Volunteered time 23453 0.21 0.41 0 1

However, some caveats of the chosen approach e thighlighted. A preliminary
analysis (results not reported) has shown thatistebution of 9/11 attitudes is often highly
polarised within societies. We can therefore nadiuase that the dependent variable is
normally distributed. Moreover, since the attitudeasurement runs on a scale from 1-5, it is
not a metric variable. Therefore a later versiorthad paper will use a multilevel ordered
logit analysis of the data. At this stage, notcallintries for which the relevant information
was available are included in the analysis. Alke,levels of income inequality are imputed,
but the technique of multiple imputation has noérbeised so far (King, Honaker, Joseph,

and Scheve 2001). These shortcomings will alsatided in a later version of this paper.
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In total, the data contains non-missing informatfoom 23,453 individuals in 25
societies so far. Only Muslim respondents have beelnded. The descriptive statistics are
given inTable 5.1 All metric variables have been centred around tij@nd mean in order
to facilitate interpretation and the accurate cotagon of interaction effects.

The multivariate analysis is split into two parbs.the first step, | computed five
models, whereby the explanatory variables wereuded step-wiseModel 1 contains the
country-level variables only (plus a control vat@alfor the survey wave). IModel 2 |
introduced a dummy for the following countries: téwi Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Saudi
Arabia, Egypt, Yemen, Djibouti and Palestine. Thesentries are either part of the Middle
East and therefore the Palestine conflict mightehavdirect or indirect impact on the
populations in these countries, or they have aifssgnt Arab cultural heritage. For example
Djibouti cannot be regarded a Middle Eastern cquimrthe narrow sense. However, the
results of the Gallup analysis on the saliencéefRalestine issue showed that there is a clear
divide between Arab and non-Arab societies (Galhup 2002). The bivariate analysis has
shown that these societies on average hold stram@/p1 views regardless of all the other
structural variables. The one thing that unitesé¢heountries is the salience of the Palestine
conflict (as measured by percent of people follgvhe news about Palestine, where this
measure was available). | will refer to the incldd®untry dummy as “Middle East dummy”
although not all countries in this group are péthe Middle East in the strict sense.

Model 3 adds socio-demographic controls on the individlalel (sex, age,
education)Model 4 also includes the measurements for religiosity $lee attendance and
subjective importance of religion). The findibdel 5also contains the indicators of altruism
that are used to test Berman’'s economic club gogmbthesis. All models only contain
random intercepts and the influences of the indiaidlevel variables at this stage are

assumed to be uniform across societies.
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In the second step | ran a number of models tohtgsdthesesl7.1-H7.4(cross-level
interactions between HDI/Gini levels and indicatofseligiosity and altruistic orientations).
However, only the models that yielded significapsults are reported (séleable 5.3.
Moreover, the results were biased through two @aer outlying country cases (Sierra
Leone and Burkina Faso). Therefore the models wereagain with these cases omitted from
the sample. Since the hypotheses state that indivigligiosity and altruism show different
effects under different structural conditions, thesodels were calculated with a random
slope for each individual variable of interest. Bese the models would have become too
complex (and non-converging) if a random slope watuded for all the variables at the
same time, only the variable that is part of thessflevel interaction of interest received a
random slope. | will discuss step one of the amalysst and then turn to the further
explanation of the cross-level interactions. Gragl@pictions will facilitate the interpretation

of the observed effects.

5.5.3 Multivariate results - main effects

Models 1and?2 serve the test of hypothesdd.1 — H3.1 They state that higher levels of
Human development will decrease the approval ofL,94ut higher levels of income
inequality, oil-richness, lack of democracy, cotrop and a stronger entanglement of
religious and political institutions will yield imeased support. We find that none of these
hypotheses is confirmed, except 1#dB.1 (role of religious institutions). FroriModel 1 it
seems that we find a higher level of pro 9/11 wd#ts in such countries where religious
institutions have a strong grip on politics (pagtieffect of religious laws, 0.04<p01). But
the effect vanishes if we introduce the Middle EEAshmy inModel 2

Respondents in the Middle East on average rank (p.¥9.001) scale points higher
than respondents in all the other Muslim societidss effect cannot be explained by the

living conditions, levels of inequality or the pegdry regime variables in our model. The
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best explanation so far seems the unique role tti@tPalestine conflict plays in these
societies. We also find that respondents in theemecent survey wave (2007/08) show
lesser approval of the 9/11 attacks. But this ¢f@mnot easily be interpreted as a decline

over time, since the country sample varies betviees-points.
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Table 5.2:Determinants of 9/11 attitudes in the Muslim Wontdiltilevel regression of 25 countries.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Coeff. S.E. Sign. Coeff. S.E. Sign. Coeff. S.E. Sign. Coeff. S.E. Sign. Coeff. S.E. Sign.

Country level variables:

HDI (0-1) -0.20  0.62 -0.45 042 -0.42 041 -0.39 041 -0.43 041
Gini (0-100) 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Oil abundance (Ref.: low)

medium -0.15 0.21 -0.18 0.14 -0.18 0.14 -0.18 0.14 -0.18 0.14

high -0.26 0.31 -0.14 0.21 -0.14 0.20 -0.13 0.20 -0.13 0.20
Rel. laws (0-27) 0.04 001 *= 001 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Democracy (0-10) 0.04 0.05 007 003 * 007 003 * 007 003 * 0.07 0.038 *
Corruption (0-1) -0.36  0.65 0.46  0.46 048 0.46 049 045 051 045
Survey wave 07/08 -0.22 0.04 ** -021 004 * A 0.04 ** -022 004 ** -0.23 0.04 *=*
Middle East 119 021 *» 118 021 ** 118 021 ** 120 0.21 ***

Individual level variables:

Female -0.03 002 + -0.03 0.02 -0.03 0.02
Age (15-99) -0.00 0.00 ** -0.00 0.00 ** -0.00 0.00 ***
Education level (Ref. low)

medium 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02

high -0.06 0.04 -0.06 0.04 -0.06 0.04 +
Attended mosque 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02
Religion important 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04
Donated money 0.13 0.02 ***
Helped a stranger -0.06 0.02 **
Volunteered time 0.01 0.02
Constant 2.57 016 ** 233 013 ** 243 0.13 *** 239 0.13 ** 240 0.13  ***

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; p<.001
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Table 5.3:Variance components and fit indices of multilewedels.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Coef. S.E. Sign. Coef. S.E. Sign. Coef. S.E. Sign. Coef. S.E. Sign. Coef. S.E. Sign.

Var(Country) 0.16 005 *= 007 002 * 007 002 *007 002 * 0.07 0.02  **
Var(Ind.) 1.90 002 ** 190 002 ** 190 0.02 ** 190 0.02 ** 190 0.02 ***
ICC 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
R22 0.92 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97
R12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
N Individuals/countries 23453/25 23453/25 23453/25 23453/25 23453/25

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; p<.001
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Model 2 also yields another puzzling result. Under contblall other factors we find a
significant positive effect of democratic institutions on 9/11 appro(@D7, p<.05). Rather
than decreasing support for terrorist agendas ¢firodemocratic means of grievance
expression, we findhore people expressing favourable opinions regardiad.9rhis finding
might be explained through the actual improved dares for free speech in these societies.
While autocratic regimes suppress non-conformingpiops by force, they are tolerated in
more democratic societies. Whether the expressfosuoh opinions goes along with an
actual support of terrorist agendas remains quesbie. It is possible that the 9/11 attitude is
viewed as a form of populism rather than serioygpett of terrorist ideas. It is possible,
however, that other explanations for the positigktronship exist. Volpi (2004) discusses
several issues that are specific to the democtatmsgr non-democratisation) processes in
Muslim societies using the notion of “pseudo-demaogt. A detailed treatment of this
concept is not possible due to space restrictiBasthe main points of the approach are that
a number of liberal (Western) democratic values @mtepts are not matched by the social
and cultural conditions of Muslim societies. Fomamwple collective, communal or kinship
identification seems to overrule demands for irdlnal liberty rights (Volpi 2004: 1065).
Moreover, in various Muslim societies Islamist mments seem to be the best organised
groups among the oppositional parties. Volpi themefalso highlights the possibility that
non-democratic movements might seize power thrahghballot-box (Volpi 2004: 1067).
The results obtained from this analysis are famfrconclusive, but certainly the positive
correlation between democratisation and 9/11 di#gudemands a more detailed analysis at a
later point.

While the other country-level variables do nedigh statistical significance at the 5%-level,

some of them show the expected signs. Higher Hidlerather point to lower levels of

180



approval, and the corruption effect shows the etgueositive sign. The effect of oil-
abundance has the wrong (negative) sign.

Models 3and4 introduce individual level explanatory variabl€gur first observation
is that none of the country-level effects is chahff@ough this. Therefore we can assume
that differences between countries are not gereerate the different composition of
individuals with certain risk factors. Women aram&what less likely than men to show
approval of the 9/11 attacks, thereby lending ssapmport to hypothesid6.1 The effect is
only significant at the 10% level and vanishesratte control of individual religiosity. Age
has a small but highly significant effect. Youngersons are indeed are more likely to think
of the 9/11 attacks as justifiable than older pessdhis is in line wittH6.2 and the research
that has been conducted on samples of terroristfaso However, contrary to our
expectations, higher education levels do not shpesitive effect on 9/11 attitudes. We find
small and insignificant negative effeck#5.3is therefore not supported.

Lastly, we do not find any evidence that individueligiosity is related to stronger
approval of the 9/11 attacks. Mosque attendancetadubjective importance of religion do
show positive signs, but both effects remain indicgnt. These effects will be examined
more thoroughly in part two of the multivariate bsés though.

Finally, Model 5 includes also indicators of individual altruisticientations. A
number of changes occur. First of all, we find tregpondents that report having donated
money to a cause will be more in favour of the Satthcks (0.13, g .001). InH5.1 we
formulated that there should be no general efféetltouistic orientations on 9/11 attitudes.
Yet we do find a general positive effect for thendtoon variable. However, looking at the
indicator for having helped a stranger, we findgaidicant negative effect. Respondents with
a generalised altruistic orientation are less vota of violence, and therefore do not support

terrorist attackstH5.2 can be confirmed for this variable. We observeigaificant effect for
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persons that have volunteered time to a causer thigeintroduction of the altruism variables
the effect for higher education becomes significanthe 10%level. This is some slight
evidence that in the general public more educagesioms denounce terrorist violence.

Before dealing with a more detailed test of thee@8 of the individual level
variables, we examine the explanatory power ofroadels (sed@able 5.3. The results from
the null model (model without any explanatory vakes) indicated that the clustering of the
data is fairly small. The intra-level-correlatios only .10. An application of multilevel
analysis is still justified because we are intexgsin a decomposition of structural and
individual effects and want to test for cross-lemégractions.

Only a small fraction of the variance exists betweeuntries (ca. 8%); the largest
variance is between individuals (ca. 92%). As thedmess of fit indices iable 5.3show,
our models are able to explain up to 97% of thadlswrariance between countries. But a
significant part is explained by the introductiohtiee Middle East dummy iModel 2.The
R2? rises from .92 to .97. Regarding the explanatibrindividual level variance we find
disappointing results. None of our individual levekasurements increases the fraction of
explained variance between individuals by a sigaiit part. The explained variance is close
to 0%. The opinions that people hold regarding YfEeLhardly explicable through individual
characteristics. This finding is in line with othresearch conducted so far (Fair and Shepherd

2006; Mosseau 2011).

5.5.4 Multivariate results - cross-level interactions

Following Berman'’s idea of religious extremist gosuas providers of mutual help and social
services, we introduced hypotheddg.1-H7.4 These hypotheses state that the effects of
individual religiosity and altruistic orientationsre moderated by levels of human
development and income inequality. In this perspeateligious practices and altruistic in-

group behaviour can be interpreted as a form @jicels signalling and a credible sacrifice in
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order to gain access to the goods provided byioelggextremist groups. We hypothesised
that the incentive to show such signalling is higineder conditions of existential insecurity.
Therefore we expect to find negative effects fag tieligion/altruism X HDI interaction
(religion/altruism increases 9/11 support in lessaloped societies) and positive effects for
the religion/altruism X Gini interaction (religicatruism increases 9/11 support in more
unequal societies).

The respective interaction models have been caémléor all religiosity/altruism
indicators. However, only the models containing ititeractions of subjective importance of
religion, donation of money and helping strangeeddgd significant results. In addition,
these results are largely only marginally significéhat is on a 10% level). Upon closer
examination it was found that many of the expeetielcts were diminished by the presence
of two outlying country cases: Sierra Leone andkBwar Faso. Both cases would actually be
prime examples of countries where there is a langentive to gain benefits from mutual
support that is produced in religious extremistug The levels of human development are
at the lower bound of the sample range and levelmexuality are high. Yet for both
countries no positive effect of religiosity or iedtors of altruism could be established. |
assume that the explanation is in the violent pésihese conflict-ridden societies. Both
suffered from long periods of civil war and theadished warring parties are not operating
within any even slightly religiously toned framewoi herefore one condition that we tacitly
assume for every other country in the sample, tBAgious extremist entrepreneurs as
providers of club goods exist, might not hold foedse two cases. Also a lookFagure 3
shows that the issue of Palestine is not salief@urkina Faso, which leads to overall low
levels of support regarding the 9/11 question. Nugless, this situation is not satisfyingly
solved at this moment. An updated version of tlapgy will include more detailed research

on the cases of Burkina Faso and Sierra Leone.
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Table 5.4therefore contains two sets of models for eachraesten. The first set
shows the results that have been obtained usingvhitde set of countries (including the
problematic cases). The second set shows the s¢battwere obtained after the omission of
the two cases. | will interpret the latter set e$ults. The interaction effects of interest are
highlighted in bold. As mentioned above, the models contain randorpesidor each
individual variable that is part of the interactieffiect. Apart from that, all models contain all
other control variables that have been includedaadel 4

Regarding the interaction effects with the HDI abie we observe the following.
There is indeed a negative HDI X Rel.imp. effec?&; p< .01), as predicted biA7.1
Religious persons in societies with higher levdlfiuman development are less likely to be
in favour of the 9/11 attacks. However, religiowsgmns in societies with low development
levels are more in favour. No other significantenaictions with religious attendance or

indicators of altruism and HDI are found.
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Table 5.4:Cross-level interaction effects, full and reducesbedls.

HDI full HDI reduced Gini full Gini reduced

Coeff. S.E. Sign. Coeff. S.E. Sign. Coeff. S.E. 8ig Coeff. S.E. Sign.
Religion important
HDI -0.15 043 -0.01 0.40
HDIXRel. -0.40 0.25 + -0.78 0.25 o
Gini -0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
GiniXRel. 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 i
Religion important 0.07 0.04 + 0.10 0.04 *»*  §.0 0.01 0.08 0.04 **
Donated money
HDI -0.35 0.42 -0.71  0.35 * -1.03 0.30 ok
HDIXDon. -0.30 0.24 -0.42 0.27
Gini 0.02 0.01 ** 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
GiniXDon. 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 +
Donated money 0.12 0.04 ¥ 0.13 0.05 ** 0.13 0.04 * *0.14 0.05 *
Helped a stranger
HDI -0.42 0.40 -0.67 0.34 * -0.74 0.33 *
HDIXHelp -0.02 0.19 -0.17 0.20
Gini 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01
GiniXHelp 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 +
Helped a stranger -0.05 0.04 -0.04 0.04 -0.05 0.04 -0.00 0.03
N Individuals/countries 23453/25 22483/23 23453/25 22483/23

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; ps.001
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This effect is also significant at the 10% levelhe full model. We can take this as a partial
confirmation of the economic club model explanatiBat in fact, the finding would make
more sense if it were also to hold regarding thaicetor of mosque attendance. Mosque
attendance is a publicly observable signal andlditberefore show just the same effect.

We find more evidence in support of Berman’s clubdel explanation when taking
into account the interaction effects with inequaliEirstly, there is a significant positive
interaction effect of the importance of religiondamcome inequality (.01, < .01).
Furthermore, we also find positive interaction ef$ewith the donation and the help variables
and the Gini coefficient (donation: .01,.10; help: .01, < .10). Yet they only reach
marginal significance. Thus we can conclude thaioklyesedH7.2 and H7.4 are partially
confirmed: religiosity and altruism might be corteer into support for terrorist agendas
under conditions of high inequality. The mechantsghind it is the provision of mutual help
and social support that allows people to accepicaacagendas, whereby religiosity and
altruism serve as signals. It should also be noed the main effects of HDI become

statistically significant in the interaction modéts donation and help, which is evidence for

H1.1
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Figure 5.4: Conditional effect plots of HDI X Rel. interactidgleft) and Gini X Don. interaction
(right). Based on reduced sample models (Sierraneemd Burkina Faso omitted).
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Figure 5.4shows a graphical depiction of two of the obsemveraction effects. The graph
on the left depicts the HDI X Rel.imp. interactiaimne graph on the right the Gini X
Donation interaction. Technically these are predicteffects for middle-aged, male
respondents living in otherwise average Muslim (Middle Eastern) societies. It can be
seen that those respondents that do not regagiorelas important in their lives show very
little support for the 9/11 attacks regardless ltd tevel of development of their society.
However, religious respondents hold very differemtws regarding the 9/11 question
dependent on the living conditions in their socigdnly religious respondents in societies
with low HDI levels are in favour of the 9/11 atkac Their support decreases as the HDI
increases.

A similar effect is found regarding persons thatiral to have donated money to a
cause. We generally find a small positive effeanebme inequality for persons that are non-
donors. But persons that have practised charitgblang are much more likely to be

supportive of 9/11 in those societies with highquality (see graph on the right).

5.6 Discussion and conclusion
The study presented here comprises so far oneeoimtbst comprehensive analyses of the
attitudes that respondents in the Muslim world hoddarding the 9/11 attacks. Several
hypotheses derived from the existing literature secularisation processes and attitudes
towards religion and politics (Norris and Ingleh2004) research on public attitudes towards
terrorist attacks (Mousseau 2011; Esposito and Med&007; Fair and Shepherd 2006) and
research from the literature on the structural dovds for civil violence (Lia and Skjolberg
2004; Kitschelt 2004; Paul 2010) were tested omrapte of public opinion data from 25
predominantly Muslim societies.

One main finding is that cultural explanations thaherally attribute a higher violent

potential to Islam along the lines of Huntingtot&ash of Civilization” thesis (Huntington

187



1996), are mistaken. There is a high variance withe Muslim world on the topic of the
9/11 attacks, with a majority of the populationaih societies in strong disfavour of them.
Only few of the hypotheses regarding structuraldttoons for civil violence were supported.
Living conditions and levels of inequality did nshow any general effect regarding the
approval of the 9/11 attacks. Under the specifindtiion that modernisation levels affect
different parts of societies differently, we fouadegative effect of the HDI.

Unlike Kitschelt’s theory of “predatory regimes” being more conducive of terrorist
violence argues, neither oil-abundance, nor lac#eshocracy, nor levels of corruption have
any effect on the approval of 9/11 in the geneuddlis. On the contrary we found that higher
levels of democracy seem to be positively correlatéh pro-terrorist attitudes. Yet we are
reluctant to interpret this effect as “real” sugpai terrorism. It is more likely that the 9/11
guestion is the expression of a populist sentinteait can be expressed more freely in more
democratic state¥.

There is some evidence that is in line with presibodings from research on profiles
of suicide attackers (Gambetta 2005; Merari 20M@pmen are marginally less likely to
approve of the 9/11 attacks. There is strong ewvédhat support is higher among younger
persons. But no positive effect of higher educaterels was found. Individual religiosity,
measured by mosque attendance and subjective amgertof religion, did not have any
significant correlation with the outcome variabWhile there seemed to be some evidence
that stronger entanglement of religious and pdalitinstitutions and higher levels of
religiosity predict higher levels of 9/11 justifican, these effects vanished when controlling
for the general proximity of countries to the Middtast conflict and the overall salience of
the Palestine issue in a country. Generally, thddl@é Eastern societies (or these with an

Arabic heritage) United Arab Emirates, Kuwait, Safdabia, Egypt, Yemen, Djibouti and

88 As the discussion of Volpi (2004) shows, the pmenon of democratisation in Muslim societies milgat
driven by other forces than commonly assumed ibexdl democratic framework. Hence other explametiof
the correlation reported here, might be possible.
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Palestine show much higher levels of 9/11 appréivah all other societies in our sample.
The “Middle Eastern Effect” cannot be explaineddmy of the other country-level variables.
As a new theoretical concept we introduced Bermaés of religious extremist
groups as economic clubs and providers of mutuigl &ied social services under conditions
of existential insecurity (lannaccone and Berma@62Berman 2009). From this concept we
derived the counterintuitive hypothesis that indual religiosity and altruistic orientations
can be converted into support for religious extsgnaigendas when living conditions are
harsh and inequality in societies high. Under thesaditions, religious and altruistic
sacrifices serve as signals that provide acceseeligious economic clubs. With some
gualifications we can confirm this hypothesis. Hoam® two country cases that should fit
perfectly were not in line with this explanationuiBina Faso and Sierra Leone. An updated
version of this paper will include further reseaimh these cases and confirm whether the
conditions for the economic club hypothesis araiabt valid. These outliers aside, we can
confirm that religious persons in the Muslim woalet more likely to support the 9/11 attacks
if they live in less developed societies. We alsanfd that the donation of money and having
helped a stranger predict stronger approval of #1lmhore unequal societies. But we should
also note that these results at the present stgee analysis have a somewhat tentative
character. Firstly, the results are relativisedtliy mentioned outlying cases that do not fit
our explanation; secondly, we cannot provide ewdetat would strongly prove the point
that the observed effects are due to the influesfceeligious extremist clubs as a direct
measure of this involvement is lacking; thirdly,etlexplanatory power of the models
presented is quite low. Nonetheless we have disedvateresting new evidence that might
help us understand the phenomenon of religiousainahtalism and terrorist violence from a
new angle: religious extremists possibly use thakmess of regimes to provide welfare

resources to their population. They build clubsuacbthe welfare sources in demand, but
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restrict access to them by using religious signgllas a screening device. While further
research has to provide stronger evidence for ase,cthe implications of these findings
might be far-reaching. Neither the mere formal eneg of a democratic regime, nor the
levels of oil-abundance, nor corruption in socetere the key determinants to explain
support for terrorism in Muslim countries. A peadefolution to the Middle East conflict and

institutions that distribute wealth more equallythin societies would drain the mass support
base of terrorist organisations. These two trutles varitten easily, yet hard to put into

practice. The changes underway in the Arab worlkeha be measured according to this

yardstick.
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6 Simple structures or complicated ‘culture’? A deferce

of socio-economic explanations of religious change

Abstract

This chapter discusses three types of criticisrh ¢ba be brought against the structural explanaiforligious
change and Norris and Inglehart’'s (2004) reseaariadigm in particular. The first criticism dealsthwithe
psychological process that is suggested by theoasufior the explanation of higher religiosity unaenditions
of existential insecurity. My own findings regardimeligious socialisation effects contradict thigahanism,
which calls for a (slight) refinement of the exigial security approach. The second set of criticlkas been
raised by proponents of some classical comparagisearch, which regards Inglehart’s socio-econagagearch
programme as oversimplified (Haller 2002). A thget of criticism pertains to the universal appligbof
structural explanations in light of cultural diféarces. | review the differences that | have foundxist between
religious faiths and conduct two further empiriaaklyses. Using Gallup World Poll data from 127rddas, |
can show that socio-economic indicators (HDI armbime inequality) as well as a country’s formerlyolnging
to the Communist bloc explain roughly 76% of crossional differences in country-level religiosityhe
belonging of a society to a particular religiouadition does not strongly increase the explanafmwwer.
Furthermore an analysis of religiosity levels dfgieus faiths in different countries shows thatmieers of any
religious faith are less religious if they live wrdnore secure conditions. Secularisation processetherefore

not restricted to particular religious cultures.

6.1 Introduction

In this thesis, Norris and Inglehart’'s (2004) veisnple idea that an increase in existential
security will lead to a decrease in religious deli@nd behaviours has been adopted more or
less uncritically so far. The reason for this imgle: the data at hand has so far fairly
unambiguously confirmed this hypothesis. Howevevesal criticisms can be raised against
the existential security hypothesis. | want to exenthree sorts of criticism in this paper.

The first criticism is that Norris and Ingleharsaggested mechanism behind the idea
of existential security is not fully supported by rawn findings. | suggest refining their
mechanism with regard to how religion gains valugew living conditions are poor. The
second set of criticism has been formulated by qmepts of a classical historical

comparative school of thought, which regards singoleio-economic ideas of social change
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as oversimplified. | will review Haller's (2002)ifey comprehensive criticism as an example
of this strand of argument. However, as his crigiges more broadly directed against
Inglehart's complete research programme, | willyotilscuss the criticisms that are relevant
to the analysis of secularisation. Another objettio structural explanations might be raised
from scholars that seek to explain differenceseligious beliefs and related attitudes with
reference to ‘culture’. The best example of thisdkof explanation is Huntington’s ‘Clash of
Civilisation’ thesis (Huntington 19965. Also Norris and Inglehart include a ‘Cultural
Traditions Axiom’ in their framework to explain ‘¢thpath dependence of cultural change”
(Norris and Inglehart 2004: 220). It obviously malsense to pay attention to the content of
different religious belief systems, as they haviedknt sanctions relating to beliefs and
behaviour. Following a Weberian explanation, défar religious beliefs systems will
(sometimes unintentionally) create different stunes and institutions, which will leave a
lasting imprint for any person that is raised ipaaticular society. Yet the question remains
how strongly structural and cultural elements hevde taken into account if we want to
explain the strength of religious beliefs and bétias in a very general sense. | will review
my own findings with regard to cultural effects k@ligious beliefs and the relation between
religion and politics. But | will also provide ewadce that cultural explanations might not add
as much predictive power compared to strictly stmat explanations, although this depends

strongly on the scope and level of explanation tim&t is interested in.

6.2 What does religion provide? Psychological assurancer social

support?
Norris and Inglehart’'s main hypothesis is statedadlews: “[A]ll things being equalthe

experience of growing up in less secure societidsheighten the importance of religious

8 The classical main proponent of this reasonirgf iourse Max Weber. However, several other schdlave
invoked cultural explanations to explain the ecoimosuccess of Western societies (Fukuyama 1995 with
reference to Weber), the creation of trust andccdacial capital (Putnam 1993), or the ‘Conditiofid.iberty’
(Gellner 1995).
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valueswhile converselyexperience of more secure conditions will lessén(Morris and

Inglehart 2004: 18; emphasis in original). But thragke clear that a disappearance of all
forms of religion seems unlikely because “residaatl symbolic elements often remain”
(ibid.). The processes by which secure conditions dser¢lae demand for religion are

described as follows:

“Virtually all of the world’s major religious cultes provide reassurance that, even though the
individual alone can’t understand or predict whes lahead, a higher power will assure people who
the universe follows a plan which guarantees thgbu follow the rules, everything will turn out
well, in this world or the nexiThis belief reduces stress, enabling people to shutanxiety and
focus on coping with their immediate problems. Wlitrsuch a belief system, extreme stress tends to
produce withdrawal reaction$...] Individuals experiencing stress have thednfee rigid, predictable
rules. They need to be sure what is going to happeause they are in danger - their margin forrerro
is slender and they need maximum predictabil@pnversely, people raised under conditions of
relative security can tolerate more ambiguity andvé less need for the absolute and rigidly
predictable rules that religious sanctions providgiorris and Inglehart 2004: 19; emphasis added by
the author, TM).

Therefore it follows that societies that are ablétprove living conditions will also decrease
immediate risks, which in turn will decrease petgplpsychological need for the clear
predictions that religious values and sanctionige They emphasise that their theory is
only making probabilistic predictions, not determiit ones. Societies can fall back into a
state of insecurity through political or economigses or natural disasters (Norris and
Inglehart 2004: 16f.).

Norris and Inglehart’s reasoning seems to be clg@mychological religion provides
comfort and inner peace, and therefore it flousshader insecure circumstances. Their
description comes very close to Marx’s notion & thpium of the people” (“Without such a
belief system, extreme stress tends to producedveitial symptoms”, see above). There is
indeed some support for Norris and Inglehart’s aggion. Scheve and Stasavage (2006b)
argue that religion acts as a “psychological insceamechanism”, which decreases the

demand for social welfare. A wide range of workthe field of clinical psychology has
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confirmed the stress-reducing effects of religiéimg@ and Vasconcelles 2005; Fincher and
Thornhill 2012; Pargament, Smith, Koenig, and P&i@28). Nonetheless, the evidence is far
from conclusive: a meta-study by Ano and Vascomree(R005) confirmed that “positive
religious coping” is correlated with positive pswibgical adjustment. Positive religious
coping included “religious reappraisals, collabwetreligious coping, seeking spiritual
support, etc.” (Ano and Vasconcelles 2005: 473}.tie authors also found evidence for the
negative effects of “negative religious coping”. ighform of coping involves the
psychological attribution of stressful events aitteeoneself — because people feel that they
are punished for their sins — or to “the work o¢ tthevil”. In any case, negative religious
coping was found toncreasestress for the subjects under stubyd(: 14). Therefore, while
religious coping might exist, it is questionable atlrer it helps just through providing a
“belief that everything will turn out well in thisorld or the next”.

It might make more sense to view religion as a @®wf social support and, more
crucially, as a source of social welfare. Previoesearch has confirmed that welfare state
spending and changes in religious welfare subsidies closely related to religious
behaviours as well as welfare attitudes (Gill andndsgaarde 2004; Gruber 2004;
Hungerman 2005; Scheve and Stasavage 2006b). Myfiodimgs in Chapter 4 were that
over-time changes in income inequality are strongliated to religiosity and attitudes
towards religion and politics. If we leave aside gsychological mechanism that is proposed
by Norris and Inglehart, their idea that the ladkpmvision of welfare is one main driver
behind the demand for religion is supported byst vady of empirical evidence.

As my examination of the determinants of pro 9/ttituales showed, there was some
evidence in support for Berman’s (2009) idea tlegious extremist groups act as providers
of mutual help and social services under conditiohexistential insecurity (Berman 2009;

lannaccone and Berman 2006). Individual religiosatyd altruistic orientations can be
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converted into support for religious extremist atgsiwhen living conditions are harsh and
inequality in societies high.

Our examination of the contextual factors that wetee religious socialisation in
different societies indicated that high income umdy proved to be most effective in
creating an environment in which religious beliafe transmitted most successfully from one
generation to the next (see Chapter 2). Therefeligion is easily transmitted to younger
generations because the individual efforts thaemar have to undertake are weaker. This
observation is in line with Norris and Inglehartigpothesis because one could argue that
people who are raised under insecure living comattiwill have an increased psychological
need for predictable rules and hence more easoptaeligious values and beliefs. Yet we
also observed contradictory results. Societies hclwv people expressed more strongly
overall that religion has a strong ‘social valueg, religion serves to make friends and meet
the right people, were very effective in decreasp@rental socialisation effects. In
comparison, societies in which people only favoutetlidea that religion provides peace and
comfort (‘individual value of religion’) without sbngly expressing the social dimension,
were not as effective in reducing parental so@sibs effects. Therefore we were able to
show that inequality will generally raise the sbaialue of religion and people will take
advantage of the social capital and mutual helpridagious communities provide. Religion
therefore really is a crucial resource under comast of insecurity. Norris and Inglehart’s
intuition was right, but their suggested mechanispsychological need for structure — seems
to be too simple.

Further research should look more closely at theraninechanisms of how religion
creates social welfare under insecure conditionsimple deprivation approach does not
seem too promising because Sett al. (2011) found that there are no differences in

religiosity between relatively deprived and non4algd groups in unequal societies. If
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religion served as a simple source of alleviatitrgss, we would expect the deprived, poor
income groups in more unequal societies to beivelgtmore religious. It seems likely that
in societies with rudimentary or non-existing wedfaystems religion serves as a vehicle to
create and maintain informal social ties that hipprovide basic social services. This
arrangement is also beneficial to high income atiratunequal societies because it minimises

the tax burden of these groups (Huber and Star0@;28olt, Habel, and Grant 2011).

6.3 The existential security hypothesis — “Materialist, unilinear and

comparatively static’?

In his 2002 article Max Haller formulated a genertique of Inglehart's research
programme on value change (Inglehart 1977; Ingtehad Baker 2000; Inglehart 1997,
Inglehart and Welzel 2005). Haller’s critique isetited at Inglehart and Baker’'s 2000 paper.
Haller addresses theoretical, conceptual and metbgital concerns. However, | will
mainly focus on the broad theoretical and methaglo& concerns, since the critique of
Inglehart’s concept of values and their measureraenof no direct concern to this work.

Haller evaluates Inglehart's research programméhénfollowing terms: “Inglehart
misinterprets the theory and prognoses of Marx.] [pets forward only rather crude,
sociologically weak general theses; and [he] isblen@o prove empirically the validity of
these theses” (Haller 2002: 140). Haller's critigtidee monocausality and unilinearity of

Inglehart’s explanation, is then summed up in thmeén points:

“1. The values of any society are complex; valuangfe therefore cannot be conceived of as

occurring only on one quantitative-linear axis.”

2. His theory does not include the possibility ofexverse effect, namely of values on economic

development and even on technological progresstamdilization [...];

3. His theory does not take into considerationrtiation of values to the situation and the context

within which they become relevant.”
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When it comes to the simplifying use of Marxian cepts, Haller has a point. But it
does not look as if this simplification has drastiplications. (Or, at least, Haller fails to
demonstrate them.) Obviously Inglehart is not usthg complete Marxian concept of
‘production forces’, production relations’ and ‘tuial superstructure’ — because his analysis
is not intended to be a Marxist analysis. Ingl€bairitention is to suggest a structuralist
theory that assumes that a structural cause (liemditions/economic scarcity/existential
security) will lead to changes in values/beliefiggiesity. While this process might have
different cultural aspects, it is a prediction tlgt and large holds for all societies. The
important feature of this theory is that causati®running from economic conditions to
values and beliefs, not vice versa. Not taking icoosideration ‘production relations’ and
elite interests (i.e. the creation of ideologieat flustify existing conditions in order to cover
up the dominating classes interests (Haller 20020))1 might not be decisive when
examining differences in religiosity in terms ofoeomic development. However, when it
comes to explaining differences in religiosity beém equal and unequal societies,
controlling for economic development, this aspeahnplay a role as Solt and colleagues’
findings show (Soltet al. 2011). Inequality raises the religiosity for atraga of society,
although it should raise it mostly for the most &g (poor income groups). Sadt al’s
explanation is indeed that religion is used asd@molbgy by the higher classes to divert the
poor’'s preferences away from redistributive pokcié&ret this relationship needs further
examination.

Let us examine Haller's three other points of gug with regard to our analysis of
religious change. The first point deals with Ingldls conceptualisation and measurement of
values, which is discussed by Haller with regardniglehart’s construction of “survival vs.
self-expression” values and the correlations wakiamal pride. Haller criticises the mixing

of various very different concepts in the creatdrthis measurement scale and evaluates the
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conception of “national pride” as too simple (Halk®02: 147f.). Since we are not concerned
with this measurement concept in the analysis cllseisation, | will not discuss this
criticism further.

Haller's second point is that Inglehart does ndbvalfor a reverse causation from
values to economic conditions, as it is suggested@/eber’s Protestant ethic thesis (Haller
2002: 141). Indeed, there is a possibility thainot that economic conditions determine
religiosity, but that religiosity determines ecoriorperformance. This reverse causation has
been tested by Barro and McCleary (2003) and (20@6jeir 2003 paper the authors found
effects of two specific types of religious beligfs economic growth: belief in heaven and
belief in hell were associated with positive ecomomrowth, whereas higher levels of
religious attendance were related negatively tonesoc growth. However, in their 2006
paper the authors used a similar instrumental biriapproach and found evidence in favour
of a negativecausal effect of GDP per capita on religious liglend behaviours. My own
research also found mixed effects regarding owvee-tvariations in development levels and
religious attendance and attitudes towards religuod politics (see Chapter 4). Using mixed-
effects models that take over-time and cross-seaitigariation into account, | found strong
negative effects of levels of human developmentabigious attendance and strong positive
effects of inequality. When assessed in a fixedetff panel approach, only over-time
changes in inequality and religious institutionered an effect on one of the attitude
dimensions. It should be noted that Barro and Mafyle analyses do not take into account
changes in inequality. Yet this is an importantictural variable that is potentially related to
religious beliefs and economic growth alike. Seftal. (2011) found negative effects of
economic growth and positive effects of income uraiy on religiosity and also established
that causation was running from the structural aldes to religiosity. It seems that the

evidence regarding the causal impact of socio-evaneariables on religiosity points more
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in a direction that would suggest that socio-ecacaunditions cause religiosity rather than
the opposite.

Haller’s final concern is with the specific histwal or cultural context in which values
become relevant. For this purpose he reviews lrgteind Baker’s analysis of traditional vs.
secular-rational values. His main criticism is tle@bnomic development obviously is not
very well suited to explain the traditional vs. sl dimension of societies, as the US,
Poland and Ireland are as traditional as developemgladesh (Haller 2002: 45). Moreover,
among the very secular societies, there is a stvan@nce in terms of development levels
(Estonia vs. Sweden). Haller proposes to analysditional-secular values for what they
really are — indicators of religiosity. An analysisreligiosity should start with an assessment
of the “situational-institutional context”, namelliye “relationship between state and society
on the one hand and religion and the church orother” (Haller 2002: 145). He regards
three factors as important: whether the churchesbeaconsidered “people’s churches” in
which laity and priests have been in close coniéstiorically (strong religiosity), whether
religion was imposed from above (such “state chesthvould lead to low religiosity, see
also Hoellinger 1996), and lastly whether the stalils functions which have been in the
domain of churches previously. An indicator forsthlwould be the strength of the welfare
state. But other aspects could also be subsumeel gech as providing political expression,
or conserving a cultural or ethnic identity (HalR802: 145). Haller then suggests a threefold
scheme according to which all of Inglehart and Baké5 cases could be classified “more or
less unambiguously” (Haller 2002: 145, Table 1)e Btheme comprises “Comprehensive
welfare states or strongly integrated societiesaf@mavia, Japan, Ex-communist Eastern
Europe and European welfare states]”, “Weak welfstages with ‘liberal’ welfare state
regimes [Poland, Ireland, USA, India]’ and “Wealates and civil societies [developing

countries]”.
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Haller's scheme indeed provides a good analysithefinstitutional, historic and
cultural determinants that are determining religyosn every country. Yet there is one
problem: his main explanatory variable is ‘strengih the welfare state’. All other
classifications are effectivelsgd hocexplanations of historic special cases (Japarariéol
Ireland, India). It might be true that InglehardaBaker’'s main explanatory variable, socio-
economic development, was not sufficient to describe whole variety of religious
outcomes at that time. (Norris and Inglehart hameesthen included income inequality as a
further indicator for existential security.) StilHaller's main explanatory variable is the
extent of the welfare state, and Inglehart ceryavduld have wholeheartedly agreed.

| agree with Haller that we cannot explain certeases without further situational
knowledge about the specific case. This is esggdrale for countries like Ireland, Poland or
Japan. Neither will we be able to explain the ieBgy in ex-Communist societies without
taking into account the anti-religious policiestlitose societies (see also Chapter 2). Despite
valid criticisms against Inglehart’'s materialistpapach, it seems right to assume that the
“backbone” of religiosity is provided by structurictors like economic development and
income inequality because these are conditions lthaadly define the range of social,
political or cultural functions that churches (dher religious groups) can fulfil except for
spiritual or ritual functions. However, especialere religion fulfils an important function
by preserving an ethnic or national identity agamperceived external threat, we will not be
able to describe religiosity in terms of socio-emmic factors, as Haller and others have
correctly pointed out (Haller 2002; Bruce 2002, 200lartin 1978, 2005).

In order to demonstrate that socio-economic facoesresponsible for a large part of
the variation in religiosity around the world, IliMpresent a simple analysis of patterns of
subjective importance of religion and religiousvéss attendance below, using a large

international sample (Gallup World Poll 2007/08f@e we turn to this analysis, another
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point, closely related to Haller’'s criticism, haslie taken into consideration: what role does

culture play in an explanation of religiosity?

6.4 What role does ‘culture’ play?

The question of culture’s role in the explanatidrradigiosity is not easy to solve. From a
strictly “materialist” point of view, one would Hikely to say that structural conditions (such
as socio-economic development) can be treated agearus factors that determine
religiosity. From a historical or cultural point sfew, one has to focus on the doctrines of
religious belief systems, i.e. whether churchessasn as the sole mediator between believers
and God. This in turn will define the institutionafanding of religious bodies and also
defines the Church-state relations that then defirgpathways of secularisation that certain
societies will take (Martin 1978).

In this approach, socio-economic factors cannatréeted as exogenous any longer:
Weber's Protestant Ethic thesis regards the Pmaotestulture as determinant of
modernisation, because only a Protestant ethosablasto shape individuals’ behaviours in
such a way that capital accumulation was possivtach then led to the emergence of
modern capitalism (Weber 2006a). Other authors tagd to apply Weber’s reasoning to
the creation of trust in societies and explain entrreconomic performance by cultural
dispositions (Fukuyama 1995). Putnam (1993) hasposed civic culture in Northern and
Southern ltaly and identified Catholic clericalisms a barrier to the creation of a civic
culture. Not only economic performance, but als® é¢imergence of welfare states is seen as
dependent on the cleavage structure between neligiate and the working class (Esping-
Andersen 1990; Martin 1978; Rokkan 2000).

It is not unreasonable to expect that certain caltand historical conditions define
limits or path-dependencies according to which aeltpment takes place. And yet, one

should be careful in denying that there are no ggrmEocesses that apply to all societies
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independent from their respective culture. HalB002) seems to be split about this point.
One the one hand, he asserts that “the rather éoel lof religiosity in the Scandinavian
countries cannot be seen as representing the nrdgérn’ pattern, sooner or later followed
by all countries of the world” (Haller 2002: 14&n the other hand he apparently does not
exclude the possibility that countries might depeleelfare state systems: “Today, most of
these [European] countries also have quite welelbped welfare states, leading to a
considerable decline in religiosity” (Haller 200246). Norris and Inglehart (2004) define
their theory of existential security as a cultyrafiath-dependent process and define a

“Cultural Traditions Axiom™:

“[D]istinctive worldviews that were originally lirdd with religious traditions have shaped the
cultures of each tradition in an enduring fashimatay these distinctive values are transmittechéo t
citizens even if they never set a foot in the chutemple or mosque” (Norris and Inglehart 2004:
17).

When taking a cultural perspective one could asstimaecertain individuals, populations of
countries or even whole “civilisations” share featithat make them alike by virtue of the
religious belief systems that they adhere to. Adicgly, sometimes sweeping
generalisations about the influence of cultureraaele, whereby Huntington (1996) seems to
provide the best (or worst) example. Although eaohld religion draws from one particular
source (Protestantism emphasising individual bediefi connection to God, Catholicism
defining the church as the sole legitimate medidietween believers and God, Islam
focusing on the writings and teaching of the Propl®nfucianism rather operating on a
vague ethical level without clearly sanctioned suletc.; Riesebrodt 2007) the individual
interpretations and behaviours vary immensely witieligious traditions and sub-traditions.
It seems to be rather an empirical question hoangty different religious belief systems
actually shape secularisation (or non-secularisatierom a structural point of view, there is

nothing inherent to any particular religious bebgstem that should make a liberalisation of
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theological doctrines more unlikely or prevent galsity from declining, given that socio-
economic circumstances change.

| will briefly review the evidence for persistentltural effects that | have found in the
analyses for this thesis. | define ‘cultural’ eteas those results which showed that religious
beliefs, behaviours or attitudes were still sigrafitly different between adherents of different
faiths, even while controlling for other explanataharacteristics. An overview is given in

Table 6.1
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Table 6.1:Differences between religious faiths.

Chapter Dep. Var. Indep. Var. Effects
. GDP Faith Beliefs Attendance
e Ex- Catholic 0 0
Socialist
: - * Religious  protestant 0 0
Which Societies Religious pluralism
Provide a beliefs * Gini-Index
Strong Orthodox 0 )
2. - Group
Religious Religious norms
Socialisation , Muslim ++ ++
Context? attendance e Parents
rel. att.
.  Sex Other o] 0
* Age
« Education None -- -
: Rel. Rel. Rel.
Faith Att. Lead. Infl.
+ HDI Catholic 0 0 0
Individual Religious * Gini-Index
Religiosity and ~ Attendance * Ex Protestant + o o
Attitudes Socialist
4. Towards the Rellglous_ * Religious Orthodox i o i
Involvement of Leadership Laws
Religious +  Sex _
Leaders in Religious . Age Muslim + tt 0
Politics. Influence « Education
« (Rel.att) Other R 0
None -- -- -

Notes: Symbols indicate strength of differencesno/small difference; -/+ negative/positive eféect

Differences between faiths were only examined imgér 2 (“Which Societies Provide a
Strong Religious Socialisation Context?”) and Chap# (“Individual Religiosity and
Attitudes Towards the Involvement of Religious Leexdin Politics.”). Chapter 3 (“The Role
of the State in the Repression and Revival of Ridity in Central Eastern Europe”) only
examined institutional and socio-economic condgiomhereas Chapter 5 (“The Dark Side of
Altruism? Altruistic Orientations and Approval dig 9/11 Attacks in the Muslim World.”)

only examined Muslims.
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However, when differences between faiths were tak#o account, significant effects
emerged. The analysis of religious beliefs andyi@lis attendance (Chapter 2) showed that
after controlling for a wide range of country-lewaid individual-level variables, Muslims
reported significantly higher beliefs and higherdls of religious attendance. This effect is
interesting, because we explicitly controlled feligious socialisation through the parents,
after which the differences for all other groupscggpt for non-denominational respondents)
vanished. The strength of the belief effect for Mus was on average ca. 15 points higher
than for all other groups (measured on a 0-10G%cal

With regard to religious attendance, significaritedences for all groups were found;
however, this is partly due to the fact that a ection of standard errors in the multilevel
logistic regression was not possible. Expresseddds-ratios, Protestants were 9% more
likely to report weekly religious service attendarthan Catholics, Orthodox Christians 28%
less likely, Muslims almost 3 times more likely,hets 43% more likely and non-
denominationals 50% less likely. A prediction ot thbsolute probabilities with all other
explanatory factors held at their mean showedtti@bnly meaningful differences remained
for Muslims and persons with no religious affil@ti However, in comparison with the
structural effects in the model, the cultural effewere smaller and did not provide a large
share of the overall explanatory power. Yet we @amclude that there seem to be meaningful
cultural effects between Muslims and members ofothiths?®

The other analysis that examined differences betwaéhs was concerned with
levels of religious attendance (average numberagt égpent at religious services per year),
attitudes towards religious political leaders andeaternal influence of religious leaders on

politics (Chapter 4). This analysis revealed megtuindifferences between faiths as well.

% Further analyses showed that Muslims, holdingyimlis beliefs and socialisation at their mean, repaich
stronger agreement with the ‘social value’ dimensdb religion than members of the other faiths. Bigy do
not differ in regard to the ‘individual value’ dimsion. This might be a possible explanation forabserved
differences.
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Protestants, Muslims and members of the ‘otheregaty (which included only few
members of Eastern faiths, since East Asian camtwere excluded from the analysis)
reported higher levels of religious service attemdathan Catholics. While statistically
significant, the differences were only meaningfaf fothers’ (more religious), Orthodox
Christians (moderately less religious) and peoptaoumt religious denomination (much less
religious). In this analysis the differences betwa&&uslims and the other groups was not as
pronounced.

The most striking differences between faiths wenentl with regard to the attitudes
towards religious politicians (“Religious leadeshi Even after controlling for individual
religiosity, it was found that Protestants, Muslimad others overall showed greater
preference for religious leaders, whereas Cathalias Orthodox Christians expressed less
preference. But the effects were strongest for Mhsshnd small denominations. The analysis
of the second attitude dimension (‘Religious inflae’) did not reveal any meaningful effects
between faiths. The only small significant effd@ttwas found showed Orthodox Christians
and un-churched respondents to have slightly lopreferences than the other groups.
Members of all faiths expressed a negative attitiodeard the idea that religious leaders
would influence the political process from outsadehe system.

How surprising are these results in comparison wvather findings? They are
somewhat surprising insofar as the usual rankirdgroregarding strength of beliefs and
service attendance usually ranks Muslims, Cathofiosl Orthodox Christians highest,
whereas Protestants are usually considered to ¢® ridigious (Hoéllingeret al 2007,
Halmans and Draulans 2006, Norris and InglehardOdowever, either these effects are
usually explained by institutional or national daeristics of churches (Hollinget al
2007) or only restricted to a European context ifidad and Draulans 2006). If these results

are compared to McCleary and Barro’s large-scakdyais (2006), the effects are fairly
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similar. One has to keep in mind that we controlfed a broad range of country- and

individual-level characteristics. Especially takimgo account religious socialisation effects
(Chapter 2) explains a great deal of variation leetwdifferent faiths. In the other analysis
we included controls for the extensity of religidasvs in a country and thereby captured a
great deal of the institutional characteristicyafious nations.

The results regarding the political attitudes agyvmuch in line with previous work:
Carlson and Listhaug (2006) report the same pattéreffects. Breznawet al (2011)
concentrated more on Christian/Muslim differencegolitical attitudes. They also found
Muslims to be more in favour of religious politing but a closer inspection of the effect
sizes revealed that the differences in attituddsvdmn religious and secular Muslims are
much higher than the differences between Muslincs@nristians (Breznaet al. 2011: 681).
We clearly find that there are differences betwkts that cannot be explained. The most
pronounced effects in regard to religious beliefsivice attendance and preferences for
religious politicians are found for Muslims. Bug bwill show below, this does not mean that

Muslim believers are immune to the effects of sagshtion.

6.5 Structure vs. culture: an empirical assessment usg Gallup World
Poll data

| have made two claims in the above sections, whim deserve empirical validation. The
first claim was that structural/socio-economic exyitions of religiosity fare much better

than many of their critics often claim. If this itais true, then we should find the following:

H1.1: Patterns of religiosity worldwide can to a larggeat be predicted by modernisation levels and

income inequality.

H1.2: The explanatory power of modernisation levels modme inequality is larger than the share

of cultural indicators.
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The second claim was that no religious culturensiune to secularisation processes, despite
the effects that we have found regarding Muslingresity. If this claim is true, we should

find the following:

H2.1: On average, members of any religious faith whe lir more developed countries are less

religious than members of the same faith in leseld@ed countries.

The counter hypothesis is:

H2.2: Religiosity is a cultural trait that is largelydependent of modernisation levels. Members of
the same faith, who live in countries with differenodernisation levels, do not differ in their l&ve

of religiosity.

| will conduct an analysis of subjective religiousportance and religious service
attendance on a sample of 128 societies, wherebyil lonly focus on cross-national
differences. This means that | will explain vaoatiin the country-level averages. Data
comes from the 2007/2008 wave of the Gallup Word &allup Inc. 2011), a large-scale,
worldwide opinion survey that was conducted in h3@ions. This is the largest sample of
countries examined so far in a cross-national coatiya context.

The analysis strategy is simple: | will predict therldwide variation in importance
of religion and religious attendance by using ambp structural factors — levels of Human
Development (HDI) and income inequality (Gini Inglekwill then assess how strongly the
explanatory power increases if we take into accdhet ex-Communiét status and the
dominant religious tradition of a country. In a @ed analysis | will show that respondents
from all religious faiths have something in commadimey are less religious if they live in

countries with higher development levels.

% In our data we find Vietnam as a current Commuadintry. Unfortunately, Cuba is not included insth
wave, and China lacks the religiosity items.
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Dependent Variables

Unfortunately, the survey instruments in the GalWorld Poll are designed in a fairly
simple fashion, in order to include items on as ynaarious topics as possible. Therefore
most items are only implemented as ‘yes/no’ quastio

The first dependent variable asked respondentst db@importance of religion:
“Is religion an important part of your daily life?Yes (1), No (2), DK (3), Refused (4)”

The second variable asked respondents whetherhthgyattended religious services in the

last week or not:

“Have you attended a place of worship or religisasvice within the last seven days? — Yes (1), No
(2), DK (3), Refused (4)”

We code the variables as dummies and analyse tpelgtimn share of respondents that
answered ‘Yes’, treating ‘DK’ and ‘Refused’ as nigs Only 1.7% of respondents did not
know or refused the answer with regard to ‘impartaaf religion’; only 0.73% in the case of
religious services. This item is problematic in gomways. We cannot know whether people
are regularly attending religious services or whethey only attended for special reasons. It
is likely that this question overestimates religicattendance. Nonetheless, it serves as a
sufficient indicator for our question. There is dinether caveat with this indicator: Islam
considers the attendance of the Friday prayer agpuatsory for men, but not for women
(Smits, Ruiter, van Tubergen 2010; Breuilly, O’Brjeand Palmer 1997). Therefore the
analyses for religious attendance will be condutdeanen and women separately.
Independent variables

Human Development

One of the main explanatory variables that | wdkeare is the Human Development Index
(HDI). This compound measure takes into accounheeic development (GDP per capita,

ppp), life expectancy and school enrolment ratelse Tndicator ranges from 0 (low
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development) to 1 (high development). | use tha dieam the 2009 Human Development
Report (United Nations Development Programme 2009).

Income inequality

The second dimension of existential security isme inequality as measured by the Gini
Index. It ranges from O (total equality) to 100té@anequality). For the multivariate analyses
it has been rescaled to a range from 0 to 1. | &ats (2009b) SWIDD database and
assigned the inequality estimate for 2005 for eamimtry. Where information for particular
countries was lacking, | used the information thas available from the World Bank (World
Bank 2007). In this sample there were two countngsere no information on income
inequality was available: Lebanon and Saudi Arabimputed the average income inequality
for the Muslim country group in these cases. Bathiables are centred around the grand
mean to make interpretation of the coefficientseras

Predominant religious tradition

In order to assess cultural differences, | groupedntries by their historical or current
predominant religion. Thereby, | mostly applied N®and Inglehart’'s country classification
(Norris and Inglehart 2004: 46f.), which uses infation about population shares for
different faiths (Alesinaet al. 2003). However, my classification scheme is mataited.
Instead of five groups, | used nine different gru@atholic, Protestant, Orthodox Christian,
Muslim, Jewish, Eastern (Confucian), Hindu, Buddhasher. The classification of Christian
countries was relatively straightforward, but olusly it is debatable how religiously mixed
societies should be treated. In most cases a deoas made based on population shares.
Where all religious groups roughly held the samareshand no decision could be made
according to the historic influence or colonisatioistory, | coded countries in the ‘other’
category. This category is comprised of develo@agieties only (i.e. Tanzania, Cameroon,

Togo). Obviously, the ‘Jewish’ group only includesael, but a categorisation into the
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‘other’ category did not seem justified for this nebreligion. The same holds true for the
‘Hindu’ category. There are only two Hindu socistiéndia and Nepal. Nonetheless, just
classifying all Asian religions into one categorpwid have been too simple. A list of the
countries included and their grouping into religiauultures can be found Appendix 4

An additional explanatory factor is whether a coyntvas a member of the
Communist bloc. These countries usually experiestexhg anti-religious policies, which on
average greatly reduced religiosity (see also Gneg)t The only current Communist country

in our sample is Vietnam.

Individual belonging to religious faith
In order to assess the religiosity of respondentifferent settings, the individual belonging
to a certain faith has to be taken into accoune Gallup data ask respondents to classify
themselves into religious faiths. However, in sotoentries, people would only indicate if
they were Christian instead of the exact denononatThe same holds true for Muslims,
where sometimes people classified themselves as &hBunni, but more often used the
general ‘Muslim’ category.

| coded responses in a simplifying scheme: Cath#lrotestant, Orthodox, Muslim,
other, none. Therefore, we cannot make any statisnadout the members of Eastern faiths
in this case. The simplification was necessary,abse we analyse respondents in their
majority nations as well as in countries where tbegstitute a minority. This means that the
group sizes of religious minorities would become $mall if we differentiated between all
religious groups. Because of this problem, in addino separate analyses for men and
women will be conducted in this set dfable 6.2shows the descriptive statistics of the data

used.

211



Table 6.2:Descriptive statistics.

N Mean S.D. Min Max
Religion important 128 0.74 0.25 0.17 0.99
Religious attendance 128 0.50 0.22 0.10 0.90
HDI 128 0.65 0.19 0.28 0.94
Gini 128 0.39 0.81 0.23 0.64
Ex-Socialist 128 0.16 0.36 0.00 1.00
Religious tradition
(Country)
Catholic 128 0.32 0.47 0.00 1.00
Protestant 128 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00
Orthodox 128 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00
Muslim 128 0.27 0.44 0.00 1.00
Jewish 128 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00
Eastern 128 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Hindu 128 0.02 0.12 0.00 1.00
Buddhist 128 0.05 0.21 0.00 1.00
Other 128 0.05 0.23 0.00 1.00
Religious faith
(individuals)
Catholic 128 0.32 0.33 0.00 0.98
Protestant 128 0.18 0.22 0.00 0.89
Orthodox 128 0.07 0.20 0.00 0.93
other Christian 128 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.42
Muslim 128 0.26 0.38 0.00 1.00
Eastern 128 0.07 0.22 0.00 0.98
other 128 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.80
none 128 0.04 0.10 0.00 0.66

6.5.1 Bivariate patterns

In order to test hypotheseétl.1 andH1.2, that worldwide patterns of religiosity can langel
be predicted by modernisation levels and incomeguakty, we can firstly examine how
pronounced the relationships are, or whether thégw a fairly erratic patternFigure 6.1
plots the population shares of importance of rehigand religious service attendance against

the respective explanatory variables.
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A clear pattern emerges: As expected, we find teapondents in more highly
developed countries regard religion as less impottatheir lives and are much less likely to

attend religious services.

Religion important, HDI Religion important, Gini

Figure 6.1: Indicators of religiosity and their relationships tlevelopment levels and income
inequality.

We also find the expected effects with regard wme inequality (right hand graphs). As
levels of inequality rise, so does subjective rebgy and religious attendance. However, the
patterns with regard to importance of religion st®ngly non-linear. In countries with low
development levels (HDI < .60) there is basicaldy effect of modernisation on religiosity
and the prediction line flattens out. A similarteat is found for inequality. If countries have
reached a certain threshold of inequality (rougaiya Gini coefficient of 40), the large
majority of people is already religious, and furtl@creases are not possible. It should be
noted that the predictions that we can make froequility alone are far from perfect. There
is a large cluster of countries that have high e\ inequality, but only relatively few

people claim to be religious. The predictions fromodernisation levels are more accurate,
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but we also find several outliers, where the pagarais overall not very religious despite
modest development levels. Also, our predictionsobee much worse the more we look at
higher developed countries, where we find a comalile variance in religiosity, despite high
modernisation levels. With regard to levels ofgelus service attendance, we do not observe
a ceiling effect as before. Attendance levels ecarghly be described by linear patterns of
modernisation and inequality.

We can draw three conclusions from the observettnpat 1) Religiosity follows a
trend that can pretty clearly be described in teomodernisation and inequality. 2) This
trend is strongly non-linear with regard to impada of religiosity. 3) It seems very likely
that inequality plays a larger role when modermgatevels are high. This would concur
with observations that have been made by Wilkiresaoh Pickett (2009) regarding the effects
of inequality on a wide range of health-relatedjgbh®logical and societal outcomes. In less
developed countries religiosity follows a pattefnabsolute deprivation. Everyone is poor
and religious; the relative distribution of inconswes not matter. In more developed
countries, however, absolute levels of basic neeeanet, but insecurity is created through
highly skewed income distributions. We will takesle three observations into account in the
model specification.

In the second step, | examined particular outkers the distribution of countries with
a common religious tradition. Therefore | plottée trelation between importance of religion
and the HDI inFigure 6.2 The predominant religious tradition of countrisandicated by
symbols and selected country names are highligtdgorovide further orientation. As the
figure shows, some interesting clusters of coustaedifferent development levels emerge.
The group of less developed countries is very bgemeous. We find Muslim, Protestant but
also Catholic societies. Most of these countries lacated in Africa, and modernisation

increases do not lower the population share trgdrds religion as important up an HDI of
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.60 or .70. At the very top of the “secularisatslide”, at HDI-levels around .70, we find a
big cluster of very devout countries. A lot of Mimslcountries are among them, but also most
Latin American societies. We slip down the slidd &nd very low levels of religiosity in the

most developed societies, like Germany, the UKaan8inavia.
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Figure 6.2: Relationship between subjective religiosity andlemnisation levels.

Most countries with moderately high developmenelsyHDI range .70-.85) but fairly low
levels of religiosity are located just left undee fprediction line. Almost all of these societies
belong to the former Communist bloc. The CentralaAsMuslim societies, such as
Kyrgyzstan or Azerbaijan, are more devout than ditfleer ex-Communist societies, but
clearly less religious than all other Muslim couedr A particular low outlier is Vietnam,
which shows very low levels of religiosity, givets low degree of modernisation. In the
upper range of HDI-levels, we find the usual ousliePoland, Ireland, and the US. An
interesting case is Malta, where the populatiorrestizat regards religion as important is as
high as in Qatar. Most of the outliers among thghlyi developed countries (except for the
US) have in common that religion and national idgrdre fused together. These countries
are examples for “ethno-religions”, whereby thenetheligious identity was created in

response to nearby countries with differing religicraditions that have historically been
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perceived as a threat (Bruce 2002; Martin 1978)oulld suggest that this is also the case for
the Middle Eastern societies, where religious idgnhight constitute a counter-identity

against the state of Israel.

6.5.2 Multivariate analysis

Country-averages as unit of analysis
Having established the dominant relationships betwaodernisation and religiosity, we find
that there is a clearly identifiable pattern: acr@ase in living conditions will gradually erode
religiosity, however only after intermediate levels modernisation are reached. We find
remarkable outliers, but they probably can be empth by three factors: ex-Socialist
heritage, a country’s status of strong fusion é§ieus and ethnic identity (“ethno-religion”)
and among highly developed countries, levels obnme inequality. We did not find other
evidence for clustering along the cultural dimensio

In order to test hypothesékl.1 andH1.2 that predicted a greater explanatory power of
structural indicators, | will run a set of simplé®regression models with population shares
(religion important/religious attendance) as degendariables. In the first step, | will only
introduce HDI and Gini Index as predictors, thejusidthe model by taking into account the
quadratic relationship and an interaction term leetwHDI and Gini because inequality is
expected to show its effect only among more higldyeloped countries. The third step will
also take the ex-Socialist history of societies imtcount. In the last step, | will introduce the
religious culture dummies in order to test how msfydhe cultural differences are that still
remain. A crucial benchmark will be the assessméthie model-fit after each step, because
our main question is the explanatory power of segonomic indicators vs. other cultural
factors. Table 6.2contains the results with regard to importanceetifjion, Table 6.3the

results for religious service attendance. Robumtdsrd errors are applied in all models in
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order to adjust for existing heteroskedasticitgaBke note that we divided the Gini Index by

100 in order to rescale it to a range from O ta fhie following analyse¥.

92 Otherwise the regression coefficients would haaenbtoo small.
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Table 6.2:Determinants of importance of religion, countryde®@LS regression.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.
HDI -0.84*** -0.07 -0.92** 0.11 -0.98***  0.25 -0.89* 0.11
Gini 0.76**  0.16 0.66** 0.23 0.35 0.20 0.57* 0.22
HDI? -1.59*** (.53 -2.54**  0.47 -1.81***  0.46
Gini? -2.89* 1.21 -3.10** 0.01 -3.19** 1.08
HDI X Gini 1.75* 0.76 1.40 0.77 1.41 0.74
Ex-Socialist -0.21***  0.05 -0.20***  0.05
Religious culture
(Ref.: Catholic)
Protestant -0.05 0.03
Orthodox 0.00 0.10
Muslim 0.05 0.03
Jewish -0.09** 0.03
Eastern -0.20** 0.07
Hindu -0.05 0.04
Buddhist 0.01 0.01
other 0.01 0.01
Constant 0.73***  0.01 0.82**  (0.02 0.88*** 0.01 068** 0.03
R? 0.59 0.69 0.76 0.80
BIC -95.68 -114.71 -144.64 -130.50
N 128 128 128 128

Notes: The Gini variable was rescaled to a rang8-affor the analysis. Standard errors are adjusted
for clustering within countries. *** < .001; ** p <.01; * p<.05; + p<.10.

How well can we predict worldwide religiosity onlising structural explanatory variables?
Model 1only explains the population share of people wigard religion as important in
their daily lives with two predictors. The expeatas from our bivariate analysis are
confirmed: persons in countries with higher livistgndards regard religion as less important
(B =-.81, p< .001), whereas higher inequality also predicthéigeligiosity (B = .76, &
.001). Therefore each 0.01 point increase in hush@relopment is associated with an 8
percentage point decrease in the share of religrenple in this cross-sectional model. Since
the independent variables are centred around @redgnean, the constant can be interpreted

as the percentage of people in an average socgiebur sample who regard religion as
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important: 73%. This model does not take the noedrity of the relationship into account.
Yet, these two predictors alone explain 59% in dwitle variation between countries.

Model 2adjusts for the non-linearity by including the deatic terms HDA and Ginf.
Furthermore the HDI X Gini interaction is includéd account for a different effect of
inequality in highly and less developed nationd.a&lded terms are significant, and we can
confirm that modernisation and inequality are anlgreasing religiosity up to a certain point
after which they level off (this is indicated byethegative signs of the quadratic effects). We
also find evidence that inequality has differenfeets on religiosity at different
modernisation levels. The positive interaction téf 1.75, p< .001) shows us that the Gini
effect is higher when HDI is high as well. The iroped model formulation improves our
explanatory power as well: There is a 10 percenfejet increase in theRThe Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) has been reported adl Wwecause it gives us the opportunity to
compare the explanatory power between the modeie waking the parameters that have
been used into account. More negative BIC valudgate a better model fit. In this case
(drop from -95.68 to -114.71) the model fit imprev@he R-value is our first important
finding: without taking into account any culturhlstorical or institutional factors, 69% of the
variation in levels of subjective religiosity betare countries can be explained. This result
clearly supports structural explanations along Mand Inglehart’s lines.

Our model-fit improves further if we include thendomy for ex-Socialist countries.
The population share of people identifying as relig is estimated to be 21 percentage
points smaller in those societies, owing to theigacies of long-standing anti-religious
policies. The explained variance now increaseg@and the BIC (-144.64) confirms this.

How much variance will now still be explained byitawal factors? InModel 5we
include our 9 religious-tradition groups (Cathadmuntries serve as a reference). Indeed, we

find that the culture of countries matters, albeitly slightly. From all country-group
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dummies, only the Israel dummy and the Eastergicels tradition dummy are significant.
(Countries that are included in the Eastern cougtoyp are, for example, Hong Kong,
Singapore and Vietnam). The share of people whardegeligion as important in these
countries is still lower than we would predict frath our structural characteristics. The same
holds to a smaller extent for Israel. But no défeces between the other cultural groups
remain: the differences in religiosity between was cultural groups of countries are due to
socio-economic factors and depend on whether cesnirere part of the Communist bloc.

The R in Model 5is improved by 4 percentage points, which is @nslight increase.
We observe that the BlGncreasesfrom -144.64 to -130.50. This means that the
improvement in explanatory power does not justiky &ddition of this many parameters. The
statistical explanation which takes cultural growgs into account is less parsimonious than
the previous formulation, which only uses developtmand inequality levels and the ex-
Socialist dummy.H1.1 and H1.2 can therefore be confirmed when it comes to the
explanation of subjective importance of religiorheTexplanatory power of modernisation
and inequality is higher than that of the cultwaliables.

Can we evaluate the results regarding religiousndtince in the same way? The
results are shown ifmable 6.3 | specified the models in the same way as inpite¥ious
analysis. Looking aModels 1.1and1.2, we find that the same effects as in our analgsis
subjective importance of religion. The higher thBlHevels, the lower population share of
service attenders, while increases in inequaliserthe share. From the constant term in both
models, we can see that average religious atteed@amcountries with average levels of the
explanatory variables) is at ca. 50%. People a®llkely to show actual religious behaviour
than just reporting a subjective importance ofgiel. Moreover, the effects of HDI and Gini
are lower than in the previous models. The patténeligious attendance does not follow a

non-linear trend, as we already established irbthariate analysis, and the quadratic terms
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are therefore non-significankodel 2.1 explains roughly 56% of variation in attendance

between countries (as compared to 69% in the saouelnformulation for importance of

religion). Also in this case we observe that theoduction of the ex-Socialist dummy boost

our explanatory power. The population share ofjielis attenders is ca. 25% points lower in

ex-Socialist countries than in non-Socialist oriRegarding the variance explanation of the

model, the results show theliodel 3.1provides the best fit to the data. We are abkxgain

69% of variation, and the BIC is lowest in thise#BIC = -135.76).

Table 6.3:Determinants of religious attendance, country-l€D&l regression.

Model 1.1 Model 2.1 Model 3.1 Model 4.1
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.
HDI -0.76*** 0.06 -0.65*** 0.10 -0.72***  0.09 -0.72* 0.11
Gini 0.58** (0.12 0.76**  0.22 0.37* 0.18 0.31 0.22
HDI? 0.79 0.57 -0.43 0.46 -0.34 0.51
Gini? -0.62 1.05 -0.92 0.90 -0.23 0.05
HDI X Gini 1.13 0.80 0.67 0.76 0.43 0.77
Ex-Socialist -0.25***  0.04 -1.11 0.84
Religious culture
(Ref.: Catholic)
Protestant -0.08* 0.03
Orthodox -0.09 0.07
Muslim -0.04 0.04
Jewish -0.04 0.04
Eastern -0.12* 0.05
Hindu -0.12 0.07
Buddhist -0.90 0.07
other -0.02 0.03
Constant 0.50***  0.01 0.48**  0.03 0.56%** 0.02 008** 0.03
R? 0.55 0.56 0.69 0.71
BIC -107.33 -95.73 -135.76 -113.07
N 128 128 128 128

Notes: The Gini variable was rescaled to a rangé-affor the analysis. Standard errors are adjusted
for clustering within countries. *** < .001; ** p <.01; * p<.05; + p<.10.

Adding the cultural variables to the model does ingirove the fit significantlyModel 4.1

explains 71% of the variation, but the BIC letsavsluate the model as not parsimonious

enough. Nonetheless we can make an interestingvathesm: Protestant societies have lower
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levels of religious attendance than Catholic caastand the effect for inequality becomes
insignificant. This effect is most likely driven ihe Scandinavian countries, and we can
conclude that one reason for their lower attendaatss is their low levels of inequality. We
find our hypothesekl1.1 andH1.2 confirmed by this analysis as well. The bestHdgtmodel
predicts religious attendance by modernisation I$gvieequality and the Socialist past of
societies. The inclusion of religious country greuwjmes not improve our explanatory power
significantly.

Table 6.4:Determinants of religious attendance by sex, Olggassion.

Model 1.2 Model 2.2 Model 3.2
Female Male Female Male Female Male
-0.64*** -0.90%** -0.60*** -0.85*** -0.74%** -0.69%**
HDI 007)  (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.09)
Gini 0.88*** 0.25 0.71%* 0.07 0.44** 0.20
(0.14) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13)
- -0.21%** -0.24*** -0.20%** -0.23%**
Ex-Socialist

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04)

Religious culture
(Ref.: Catholic)
-0.09** -0.09**

Protestant (0.03) (0.03)
:0.10 -0.08
Orthodox (0.06) (0.06)
Musinn 0175 0.12%
0.04)  (0.04)
Jewish 0.11%*  0.06*
(0.03)  (0.03)
Eastern 0.13*  -0.09*
(0.05)  (0.04)
Hind 016  -0.05
(0.08)  (0.08)

. -0.09 :0.05
Buddhist (0.07) (0.07)
other 005 002

(0.03)  (0.03)
0.50%*  0.49%*  (0.53%* (053w (617 (.52
Constant 0.01)  (0.02) 0.01)  (0.02)  (0.03)  (0.02)
R? 0.51 0.51 0.62 0.63 0.69 0.72
BIC 9252  -7385  -12027  -10323  -112.41  -105.25
N 128 128 128 128 128 128

Notes: The Gini variable was rescaled to a rang8-affor the analysis. Standard errors in
parentheses. *** < .001; ** p <.01; * p<.05; + p<.10.
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Because we expected that an analysis of religiengce attendance could be biased by not
taking culturally defined gender differences intcc@unt (Breuilly, O'Brien, Palmer, and
Marty 1997; Smits, Ruiter, and Van Tubergen 2018)yerformed the analysis again for men
and women separately (s€able 6.4. The models exclude the quadratic terms, bectugese
relationship was found to be linear before. Juskilng atModel 3.2we find that there are
indeed significant differences in public observapaterns between religious traditions.

Women in Protestant, Muslim, Jewish and Eastermeses are less likely to attend
religious services than women in Catholic countri%'e also find slight, but non-significant,
effects for the other cultural groups. Most likéhe findings can be explained by the fact that
attendance at religious services is part of aticadilly male defined role of representation in
public. However, the differences for Protestantntoas were also found in the previous
model and linked to inequality. For men, the patisrnot an exact mirror-image. We do find
significantly lower levels of religious attendaroeProtestant and Eastern societies. But they
are more likely to attend religious services in keaslim and Jewish tradition. Therefore, we
do underestimate the levels of religious attendandhese societies by not taking gender
differences into account.

But do these results change our previous concle8iofihe general pattern of
modernisation-, inequality- and ex-Socialist-effeis the same. (Interestingly, increases in
inequality lead to higher religious attendance ¥avmen, but not for men.) The most
parsimonious model for women Model 2.1 which only includes the structural predictors
(BIC = -120.27). For men, the model that takesuwralteffects into account actually works
better Model 3.1 BIC = -105.25). Yet again we find that our stured indicators explain
62% and 63% of the variation for both sexes, amdefiore a larger share than the cultural

effects.
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Religious sub-populations in different countriesuag of analysis.

The last part of this paper shall be devoted tootiygsisH2.1, where | stated that members
of the same faiths in more highly developed soesetire less religious than the ones who live
in less developed countries. In simple words: membaf all faiths are subject to
secularisation processes. While this might soundoois, this question often spurs heated
public debates regarding the integration of migmantorities. Muslim migrants in Europe
are particularly singled out as culturally diffetemnwilling to integrate and unusually
traditional in their religious customs (Bawer 20@4rrazin 2010). | want to argue that from
what we have learned so far about secularisationgsses, there are very few indications
that the same mechanisms should not apply to menabeil religious traditions alike.

A variety of studies using the “origins to destioat” approach have already
confirmed assimilation patterns regarding languagdiciency (Van Tubergen and Kalmijn
2005), mathematical abilities (Levels, Dronkersd akraaykamp 2008) and economic
inclusion (Van Tubergen, Maas, and Flap 2004). Vabergen (2006) was able to show that
Muslim migrants in their countries of destinatiore asecularising and adapting to the
religiosity patterns of the host societies. Nomusd Inglehart (2012) found that Muslim
migrants exhibit intermediate levels of religiosapd moral values that lie in the middle
between origin and destination countries. Unfortelyathe data at hand does not allow for
such an analysis, because we lack information abEsgondents’ immigration status and
their respective country of origins. Moreover, vehdach country sample constitutes a simple
random sample of the respective society, religiousorities in each country are not well
represented in the data. Nonetheless, it is p@ssibapply the following framework, which
however, will not be primarily focused on religioomsnorities.

We run the same models as before, but this timeuos of analysis are members of

the same religious faith in different societies.v@hsly, people who are members of the

224



same religion should share similar characteristitan extreme case of culturalism (which
no one would seriously adopt), we would predictt ttee only thing that matters for
someone’s religiosity is which faith he or she pisms. In an extreme case of structuralism,
we would think that everything in religious beliefisd practises is due to the socio-economic
circumstances in the respective societies. Veslyjikwe will observe something in between
these extremes. But if core processes of secuiamsare at work, then Christians, Muslims
and members of other faiths will show very diffdréevels of religiosity, depending on
whether they live in a highly modernised and edqumalntry or in a developing and unequal
society.

In order to account for the fact that we are nowalgsing the average responses for
religious sub-populations in different societie wad to use a slightly different form of
regression analysis. The reason is, while we w&pedysing country means before, where the
sampling error could be considered to be fairlyfamm across cases, now we look at
religious sub-populations. In many countries thesa sizes are therefore very small and the
sampling error of the sub-population estimate wihry widely between each
country/religious group combination. Achen (2006) d.ewis and Linzer (2005) suggest to
use a weighted least squares regression, whicgrassmaller weights to observations with
high sampling errors and to use robust standardrsein order to correct for possible
heteroskedasticity. | followed their advice, andtise following analysis uses weighted least
squares, rather than simple Ot33.ran separate models for the following groupsthGlics,
Protestants, Orthodox Christians, and Muslims.oMier faiths were coded as ‘other faith’.
The results for this category are therefore noly vepresentative, but rather serve as a
general comparison group. The models include HDhi @nd their respective quadratic

terms as well as the ex-Socialist dummy. The result presented ifable 6.5

9 The Stata-ado “edvreg”, programmed by Lewis (2000)
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Table 6.5:Religiosity within religious faiths across coungi@VLS regression results.

Catholic Protestant Orthodox Muslim Other
Rel. Imp. Attend. Rel. Imp. Attend. Rel. Imp. Atten Rel. Imp. Attend. Rel. Imp. Attend.
0.80%% 106  -0.60%*  -0.72%%  0.66%*  -0.71%  -0.37* 068 086 076
HDI 007 (018 (009  (017) (0.13) (0.13)  (007) (012  (0.10)  (0.14)
cni 015 -0.56 054¢  0.34 0.54 0.24 0.06 0.60¢  0.42 0.34
022)  (0.39)  (0.27)  (0.39)  (0.31)  (0.33)  (0.14)  (0.30)  (0.25)  (0.30)
iz 234 210 143" -106 .04 050 0915+ 077 2.10%*  -0.78
0.32) (0.98) (0.34)  (0.79)  (058)  (0.78)  (0.20)  (0.67)  (052)  (0.75)
cne 23T 073 26T -1.94 481%  -0.33 336* 5427 511  .153
(1.23)  (1.40)  (1.38)  (2.03)  (1.84)  (243)  (1.30) (L74)  (L76)  (L.33)
fecoe, 015" 01 006 -0.05 0.15%  -0.20%*  -0.26™*% -0.39%* -0.18%  -0.23%
© (0.06) (0.08)  (0.06)  (0.07)  (0.07)  (0.05)  (0.03)  (0.05)  (0.08)  (0.07)
0.02¢% .68+  0.01%* (.68  0.84%* 049+ 095  066*  0.87%% 0544
Constant 500y (0.05)  (0.01)  (0.03)  (0.03)  (0.05)  (0.01)  (0.04)  (0.03)  (0.04)
R 0.65 0.53 0.61 0.49 0.59 0.56 0.54 0.63 0.59 0.46
BIC 1790 669  -160.7  -60.2 53.9 289 21504 51.3 1352 -43.10
N 110 112 97 105 73 85 88 93 180 201

Notes: The Gini variable was rescaled to a rang8-affor the analysis. Standard errors in parentges
***p <.001; * p<.01; *p<.05; + p<.10.
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In short, the results confirm that members of althis are subject to secularisation. But
different faiths are influenced differently by ieasing modernisation and inequality. Let us
first examine how strongly members of the samenhfditfer regarding the importance of
religion in high and less developed countries.

While all of the groups do not differ in regardirgigion as important to their lives
when they live in a society with average modermsaand inequality levels, the effect of
HDI varies between the groups. The effect is fagtsong for Catholics (-0.80), Orthodox
Christians (-0.66) and the remaining ‘other’ catggdt is slightly weaker for Protestants (-
0.60) and remarkably weaker for Muslims (-0.37)u3we find that Muslims still regard
religion as important even if they live in the malgveloped countries. Nonetheless, it is
definitely weaker than in the Muslim majority sde@s. For all faiths we find the
characteristic U-shaped effect of HDI, as the gatcterms are all significant (except for
Orthodox Christians).

Somewhat surprisingly, increases in inequality da affect Catholics. But it is
correlated with higher religiosity for all otherayps. But for Orthodox Christians and
Muslims only the quadratic terms are strong andiSaant, which indicates that inequality
matters more either if it is very high or very low.

Living in an ex-Socialist country does not haveimpact on Protestants’ subjective
religiosity. For all other groups we find that thegard religion as less important if this is the
case. The effects are particularly strong for Musli which can be traced back to the
Muslims that live in the Balkan region or one oé tGentral Asian societies. These countries
exhibit much lower levels of religiosity than othduslim societies.

Looking at the effects for religious attendance,find that all faiths are affected in a
similar manner. Increases in the standards of diwonditions erode religious attendance,

most strongly for Catholics. The effect sizes ia tther groups are very similar. Increases in
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inequality only matter for Muslim respondents. Hoee the effect indicates an inverted U,
which means that attendance is highest at modkratés of inequality and lowest at either
very low or very high inequality. Lastly, the ex<salist effect can only be found for
Orthodox Christians, Muslims and ‘others’. Cathsland Protestants do not shower religious

attendance in ex-Socialist countries.

Religion important Religious attendance
A N N
wa\ \

%

Percent
6
1
x%‘y ./
Percent
6
1

\\
< 4 4 .
[V N [ ]
T T T T T T T T T T
2 4 .6 .8 1 2 4 .6 .8 1
HDI HDI
® Catholic Protestant
B Orthodox A Muslim
X Other

Figure 6.3 Predicted shares of respondents regarding rehgis important and attending religious
services by religious faith and modernisation lsvel

The effects that we found for the different religgofaiths are easiest to understand if
visualised.Figure 6.3 plots the predictions from the models for diffaréevels of human
development. The left-hand graph confirms that mensilef all faiths regard religion as less
important if they live in countries with better ilng conditions. This holds for Muslims as
well, and there is no reason to believe that theyimmune to secularisation. However,
religion does indeed play a larger role for theranttor all other faiths. The effects on
religious attendance are much more pronounced ambdsignificantly differ between the
religious groups. Members of all faiths are mucéslékely to attend religious services as

living conditions improve. We can therefore confinypothesidi2.1 as well.
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6.6 Conclusion

This paper had several goals. Firstly, it aimedisguss criticism that can be levelled against
a structuralist/socio-economic explanation of felig change. Norris and Inglehart’s
existential security approach and Inglehart’s rede@arogramme of value change served as
exemplary cases, which have been applied succhssiuthe course of this thesis. Three
kinds of criticism have been raised:

1.) Norris and Inglehart's suggested mechanism hgioe as a source of
psychological coping — seems too simple to accdanthigh rates of religiosity under
conditions of existential insecurity. Research $lagwn that religious coping does exist, but
it can also lead to increased stress (Ano and \resties 2005). Moreover, Sdt al. (2011)
found evidence against a simple deprivation meamanihe most deprived in high inequality
societies are not more religious than the non-dedriin those societies. Lastly, my own
findings showed that religious socialisation wonkmst efficiently under conditions of
existential insecurity. But it is rather explainey a ‘social value’ (religion’s usefulness as a
source of social capital) that is ascribed to retigrather than religion’s perceived function
as a source of comfort and peace. The theory shmubdjusted to account for religion as a
source of supportive social ties and a mechanissigtwal trust (Berman 2009).

2.) Proponents of a classical, historic comparatitemework have criticised
Inglehart’s structuralist research programme asténmlist, unilinear and comparative static”
(Haller 2012: 141f.). Allegedly it oversimplifiebé process of social change, does not take
its multi-dimensionality into account, does notoallfor reverse causation and neglects the
situational context in which it is occurring (Hal2002).

3.) Proponents of strictly culturalist approaches. (Huntington 1996) argue that
differences in religiosity, values and politicalnceptions are due to cultural differences

between religious traditions. A strict reading loiktinterpretation would predict that the bulk
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of variation in worldwide religiosity is explaineoly the belonging of countries to certain
religious traditions (or “civilisations”), and natructural differences. Moreover, a strict
insistence on cultural influences would imply thare are certain cultures that are excluded
from secularisation processes (i.e. Islam).

While | found that certain aspects of the criticidrave merit and have to be
accounted for, most of the claims can be refutedretically and empirically. Theoretically,
Inglehart’'s framework is strong because of its diaity and parsimony. It does allow for
cultural differences but formulates a mechanismaaafial change that can hardly be denied to
exist for rational human actors: the striving fosegcure life. It is true that if we are interested
in the explanations of religiosity for particulaases or in a particular sub-group of countries,
structural explanations will not be a “one-size-fll” solution. | agree that historical,
institutional and situational settings have to becainted for under these circumstances. This
especially holds if we are confronted with courtages that can be characterised as “ethno-
religions” that fuse national and religious identibgether as a reaction to a perceived outside
threat (Bruce 2002, 2003; Martin 1978).

Moreover, no one has denied that cultural diffeesnbetween faiths exist that
continue to influence levels of religiosity and imigshape values and attitudes accordingly.
Norris and Inglehart thus incorporated a “Cultufahditions Axiom” in their theory. A
review of my own findings confirms that we obserdéferences between members of
different faiths that are not explained by struaturonditions: Muslims tend to be more
religious and favour religious politicians, evenvié control for a wide range of other factors.

But if we are interested in finding a general mexsa that could be regarded as the
“backbone of religiosity” in a worldwide context,0Nis and Inglehart’s existential security

approach empirically trumps socio-historical anttuzal explanations.
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| was able to show empirically that countries whaaieve high living standards and
are able to distribute incomes relatively equallyll voverall have very unreligious
populations. The opposite is true for countrieshwidw standards of living and unequal
income distributions: the majority of the populatioiill be religious in this case. These
findings hold true even if we do not take into agabthe particular historical or cultural
context of a country. In a sample of 128 natiorasar from the “Gallup World Poll”, | found
that 69% to 76% of variation in subjective religigsand religious attendance between
countries can be explained by levels of human agweént, income inequality and a
country’s historic legacy of belonging to the fom@mmunist bloc. Taking into account the
religious tradition of a society (i.e. whetherstpredominantly Catholic, Protestant, Muslim,
etc.) did not add any significant explanatory poveard resulted in non-parsimonious
explanations.

A second analysis, taking sub-populations of déiferfaiths in different countries as
units of analysis, showed that all religious failr® subject to secularisation processes.
Members of all religious groups have in common thaly regard religion as less important
in their lives and attend religious services lefieroif they live in societies with higher
standards of living. These findings counter culigtaexplanations that would suggest that
certain religious faiths are immune to secularsatiNonetheless, cultural differences
between groups do exist (e.g. gender differencgsulslic observance in different faiths).
Moreover, Muslim populations living in highly dewgled societies do regard religion as
more important than members of other religioush&ibut clearly to a lower extent compared
to countries with lower development levels. Hardlyy cultural differences were found
regarding attendance at religious services: athsashow converging and declining trends
with increasing modernisation levels. The concladioat can be drawn from these findings

is: culture complicates things, but structure synphtters more.
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7 Will secularisation sweep across the globe? Some

observations on fertility and religiosity

Abstract

This chapter explains why we are not going to séeaxze of secularisation” sweeping across the pglangtime
soon, although we are able to identify the corgets behind worldwide levels of religiosity (to arde extent
development levels and income inequality). A thirgbortant factor might be fertility, which lets thmeligious
population on the planet currently grow, since mafsthem experience living conditions under whiefigion
constitutes a “natural” resource of mutual help amdifare. An examination of longitudinal trends in
secularisation in 12 European countries since 874 reveals two interesting results. Firstly, eéffects of past
levels of fertility still influence religiosity lesls today, and secondly, in most countries larggslin religiosity
only took placeafter levels of replacement fertility were reached. Theufe of secularisation is discussed in
light of these findings.

The results in this thesis have confirmed certaiainmdrivers of secularisation —
modernisation levels, inequality, the Socialist tpak societies and whether religion is
strongly coupled with the national identity of auatry. One might derive the conclusion that
we can easily foresee a future wave of seculapisatweeping across the planet, since
modernisation levels will ultimately increase anéquality fall. But this is not the case. As
Norris and Inglehart (2004: 235) have already manbut, we make two apparently
contradictory observations: 1.) All advanced indatsocieties have been secularising over
the past 50 years, but 2.) the world populatioa agole is currently strongly religious, and
the proportion that is religious is growing strongTherefore it remains fairly difficult to
predict the future development of religious charggpecially on a world-wide scale. There
are various reasons for this:

1.) Most of the results regarding the effect ofistural determinants on religiosity are
based on cross-sectional analyses. However, refigibhange is hypothesised to take place
through cohort change. Yet reliable longitudinaladidnat would help us to trace these cohort
changes outside of Europe and the US is rare. Tidrerdetermining the rate of secularisation

or persistent religiosity for a wide range of caisasot possible at the moment.
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2.) Future changes in religiosity will to a certartent be governed by the fertility
rates of religious populations. Yet the relatiopshbetween fertility changes, religiosity,
GDP growth and inequality are currently still a taabf debate.

Norris and Inglehart (2004: 235f.) assume thatlfigris governed by modernisation
levels as well as “pro-natalist” values, which aruenced by current levels of religiosity.
They expect that fertility and traditionalist vadueill decline in the course of modernisation,
but only in the long run. As long as large cohats born into an insecure and religious
environment, the world population is expected towgmore religious in the near future.
Kaufmann (2008) argues that fertility rates arg@edty determined culturally. According to
his position, future religiosity is not predictaldg increases in modernisation but only by
countries’ specific fertility regimes. Caldwell @9) discusses fertility changes in the
developing world and argues that high fertilityreoted in traditional production regimes,
which regard the family as an economic unit andartgmt welfare provider. Large fertility
rates and family sizes are therefore rational uadeaditional production regime. Values that
encourage childbearing and support the economilcagge between generations are unlikely
to change as long as societies rely on familiethasmain provider of welfare. However,
Caldwell finds educational expansion to be a dgviorce behind declining fertility, as mass
educational attainment transforms traditional ecoicorelationships. Hence the value of
large families decreases as the costs of raisintdreh increase and children stop
contributing economically to the family.

With regard to other factors that we have foundb® important for levels of
religiosity and related attitudes, no simple pradits can be made either. Economic growth,
income inequality and fertility rates are strongiyerdependent (De La Croix and Doepke
2003). Growth might be hampered by high levelsnabme inequality, whereby inequality is

partly determined by fertility decisions (HigginsdaWilliamson 1999; Leigh 2006). Our
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findings indicate that inequality in turn is condwecto the transmission of religious beliefs
(see Chapter 2).

In sum, the development paths that societies ntait& are not as simple as we might
assume. Since this topic is highly complex, it caty be touched upon briefly here. What
can be achieved in this chapter is to take a gglakce at the development of demographic
change and secularisation processes in the Euramedext during the second demographic
transition (SDT), and to draw some tentative cosiclus about how fertility changes might
influence religious change in the future. The mauestions to be answered are: can we
detect an effect of modernisation indicators onrchuwattendance rates? And how strong is
the impact of a country’s past fertility historytime process?

| will deal with Kaufmann’s (2008) claim that thecent decline in religiosity in
Europe cannot be explained by advances in modéomnsg@conomic growth and educational
expansion), but rather by country-specific (andwally determined) fertility decline. This
allows him to draw the conclusion that seculargsatis reversible in developed societies,

mainly due to a fertility differential between s&uand religious (sub-) populations.

7.1 Fertility change and secularisation in Europe

Kaufmann bases his conclusion on a longitudinalyarsof three waves of EVS/WVS data.
His general argument is that Norris and Ingleh2004) are wrong in assuming that changes
in religiosity and fertility are both determined byodernisation. He posits that these effects
might hold for countries at the early onset of madation, but developed societies are
largely unaffected by further modernisation proeesgKaufmann 2008: 32). Kaufmann
proposes that as societies secularise, they beowone open and tolerant towards religious
populations, but these religious minorities pothti might reverse secularisation in the
future because of their “fertility advantage” (Kex#nn 2008: 33). | will not test the author’s

latter claims, but instead refer to the findingsGhapter 6: members of all religious faiths
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show a decline in religiosity and religious attemcka if they live in societies with improved
living conditions. Moreover, between the linesseéems Kaufmann is suggesting that in fact
Muslim immigration to Europe (and Muslims’ highertility rates) will put Europe’s secular
future at risk. Yet a recent study suggests draraléfideclining Muslim growth rates outside
as well as inside of Europe (Pew Research Centt&&)01 will thus only test his claim that
religiosity in developed societies is largely ueafed by modernisation processes but rather

driven by different rates of fertility decline.

7.1.1 The longitudinal development of modernisation, fertility and church
attendance in Europe

In order to examine the effect of past fertilittes on current levels of religiosity | used
Eurobarometer (EB) survey data, which lets us td@nges in church attendance in selected
European countries back to the early 1970s. Thergmnt variable is a country’s church
attendance rate at a given year. Norris and Ingi¢B804) have analysed the same dataset,
without, however, applying any sort of panel regm@s analysis that would control for
changes in various determinants over time. The kEaniat | looked at consists of the
following 12 countries: France, Belgium, the Netheds, West Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, Denmark, Ireland, Great Britain, Gree®gain and Portugal. These cases are
selected because they cover the longest time dpamucch attendance rates. | examined the
changes in church attendance in the period fron® 18drliest EB wave) to 2006. For this |
used the Mannheim Eurobarometer Trendfile (Schamtt Scholz 2005), which covers the
period 1970-1999. | further added the EB wave EBLGBom 2006 (Papacostas 2010) in
order to extend the time line a bit further. Altighumore countries are included in the
sample, | did not use Northern Ireland because ¢ wat able to find data on crucial

independent variables for the whole period. | asatted Sweden, Norway, Finland, East
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Germany and Austria because these countries wehg ionluded fairly late in the
Eurobarometer series so that the time period fmsdlcountries is too short.

As independent variables | included logged annuaP(®er capita in constant 1995
US Dollars taken from the Penn World Table (Hest®ammers, and Aten 2006), as this
traces GDP development back as far as the 195@ssdd¢ond modernisation indicator is the
average duration of secondary schooling in eaclmtcpand year in order to assess if there
has been any effect of educational expansion agigsity. | use the education dataset of
Barro and Lee, who constructed a timeline backd®0las well (Barro and Lee 2016)And
lastly, | will take into account a country’s toff@rtility rate for each year in order to assess
how strongly secularisation was driven (or hampebgdpast fertility rates. Data comes from
the World Bank, whereby | used the database adhasss provided by th&8tatastatistical
package (Azevedo 2011). The timeline reaches badhkraas 1960. | visually inspected the
trends in fertility rates and religiosity and raangl-corrected longitudinal models as they
have been applied in Kaufmann (2008) and previobslgn suggested for the analysis of

time-series cross-section data before (Beck and K295).
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Figure 7.1: Relationships of past fertility and church attenda rates on recent levels of religiosity.

94 Barro and Lee only constructed their measure yedr-intervals. In order to fill the gaps, | intelated the 3-
year moving average of the education variable.
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Norris and Inglehart (2004: 235) have already pmndut that we can predict current levels
of religiosity by past levels of population growthhis observation is confirmed for the
European case as well, Bgyure 7.1shows. Our sample is small and the relationships a
strongly driven by the Irish case, but we see thabuntry’s average fertility rate in the
period 1960-1970 is predictive of current levelsreifgiosity (left graph). The higher past
fertility has been, the higher a population’s catrehurch attendance rates. Looking at the
right-hand graph we also find that past levelsetifjiosity predict current church attendance
rates. Ireland experienced a total fertility rai&T) of 4 children per woman in the 1960s
and high levels of church attendance in the 19@0@sdst 99%). According to Kelley and de
Graaf's (1997) findings it is not surprising to ebge such high levels of religiosity at present
because we can assume that large cohorts backvérersocialised religiously. They are still
shaping current Irish religiosity as they make ugsizeable proportion of the society.
Secularisation mostly happens as new cohorts gligdealace older, more religious cohorts
(Voas and Doebler 2011). We can infer from thig @@hort replacement in societies that
have a high share of religiously socialised peapié inevitably take longer because the

sheer numbers of persons.
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Figure 7.2: Longitudinal trends of total fertility rates antiarch attendance

Yet the Irish decline in religiosity is very rematke: from the 1970s to 2006 church
attendance dropped from almost 99% to 50% in 2886ve can see Figure 7.1andFigure
7.2 This would speak in favour of Voas (2009: 166)Qgestion that secularisation
accelerates as the proportion of non-believerss risscause the growth in non-religiously
raised children increases exponentidfiyt is, however, possible that the strong declime i
Irish church attendance was not only driven by leetwcohort change but also a change of
behaviour within cohorts that reduced church atewd despite their religious upbringing.
Looking at the other societies in our samgigyre 7.9, we find that all Catholic
societies (as well as Orthodox Greece) experiestexhg declines in religiosity. In most

cases church attendance was roughly cut in hatf atitendance rates dropping from 60-70%

9 Voas suggests a logistic growth pattern for thengn of “fuzzy believers”. The trend that followsrfthe rise
in the “secular” population is exponential aftee thiuzzy” group has reached its maximum. See V@&99),
Figure 3 p. 166.
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at the beginning of the 1970s to only 20-30% in @0NonethelessFigure 7.2 reflects
another important regularity: Religiosity levelslyprdeclined onlyafter drastic drops in
fertility rates took place. Exceptions are FranBdatain and Denmark, where fertility and
religiosity declined simultaneously or religiosityas very low even before that (Denmark).
Moreover, the church attendance rates in the fafigvdecades mirror the drop in fertility
fairly closely. In the cases of Belgium and the iéelands the decline in church attendance
succeeded the decline in fertility by roughly 1Gnrge whereas the lag is larger in Ireland,
Spain and Portugal. In any case, the largest dropdigiosity occur after fertility rates have
reached the replacement rate of 2.1 children penamo

From this simple examination of fertility and chiarattendance trends we can already
infer that, at least in the European case, declineertility rates were a precondition of
subsequent decline of religiosity. This in turn meshat women (or couples) seem to have
made their decisions to reduce fertility relativatgependently from the traditional values
that they were exposed to at that time. The questlmat now remains is, whether
secularisation was really only driven by countredfic fertility trends, as suggested by
Kaufmann (2008), or whether we find that we canl@rpthe decline in religiosity by rising
levels of economic development and educational resipa.

Like Kaufmann (2008), | applied a regression to lthegitudinal trends, using panel
corrected standard error models (PCSE). The diftae with Kaufmann’s analysis are that
he analyses EVS/WVS data from the 1981, 1999, 2@@Res and uses a different
demographic variable in his model (population sludrever 65 year old persons). One of his
main findings is that there is no effect of econorgrowth or educational expansion on
religiosity after controlling for the demographexctor. | included a country’s current fertility
rate as well as the 20-year lagged fertility ratemy models, as we have seen that church

attendance declines only after fertility drops. Tekfferent standard error correction models
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were used. The first specification assumes the ARiHuals to be serially correlated, but that

this serial correlation is common to all countd§&sThe PSAR1 specification assumes

different autocorrelation for each country-casdirdt included only GDP and education

measurements and then added the fertility variablethe second step. The results are

presented imable 7.1

Table 7.1:Time-series models of church attendance rates.

AR1 PSAR1
Model 1a Model 1b Model 2a Model 2b

Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.
Log GDP -0.21%** 0.05 -0.12* 0.05 -0.19*** 0.05  -PYx** 0.06
Sec. schooling 0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.03 030. 0.02
TFR -0.00 0.06 -0.09 0.30
TFR-20 0.16*** 0.04 -0.01 0.05
Constant -2.43%*%* 0.57 1.23* 2.40%** 2.93%** 0.61
N countries 12 12 12 12
NxT 216 216 216 216
R? 0.50 0.47 0.80 0.73

Notes:* p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001. Results are from a time series linear regjm@swith

panel-corrected standard errors.

The findings confirm that the secularisation precesEurope can be partially explained by

increases in economic development. The coefficidots Log-GDP are negative and

significant in all models. We can thereby countentcadictory findings by Kaufmann

(2008), who only finds a demographic secularisateffect. Furthermore, there is no

significant effect of a population’s increase it@aedary schooling. Onliylodel 2bindicates

a slight negative effect, significant at the 10%ele The results differ with regard to the

influence of the demographic component. While wsepbke a strong and significant positive

effect of the total fertility rate 20 years befdhe actual point of measuremeMdadel 10,

we do not find the effect in the panel model, whaslsumes the autocorrelation to be specific

for each country-case (PSAModel 2h. But these findings should be evaluated with

% This means that church attendance levels candmiigbed from previous levels of church attendanu that
the error that arises is the same for all countAgsanel-specific autocorrelation assumes thatipues levels of
church attendance predict current levels diffesentl each country. Therefore the error that arisés be

calculated for each case separately.
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caution: Beck and Katz (1995) made a case agdiaside of such model specifications. Also
the results oModel 1bare more in line with the visual inspection of thends. Furthermore,

if Model 2bis recalculated without the modernisation indicsiteve do find an effect of past
fertility rates. | would thus interpret the findimgn such a way that fertility rates might
indeed exert an independent effect on secularigsahat it is certainly not so crucial (and
culturally determined) that it would call the estidea of universal development trends into
qguestion. Certainly our earlier observation is momportant in evaluating the effect of
fertility on religious change: church attendanctesain 8 of the 12 examined cases only
started a notable decliradter fertility dropped to the replacement level of hitths per
woman.

The results have certainly to be evaluated in tbatext of rising economic
opportunities for all cohorts that have been barthis era. They might only be generalisable
to contexts outside of Europe where rising econodegelopment as well as decreasing
levels of inequality can be taken for granted. Aeotdiscussion point might be how rapidly
the decline in Catholic societies occurred. Itassble that large birth cohorts that were born
in the 1960s accelerated the secularisation proassthey grew older and held a larger

proportion of the population share.

7.2 So what about the future of secularisation?

We had previously identified three main factors timake high levels of religiosity unlikely
(although not impossible): high levels of econordevelopment/secure living conditions,
relatively equal income distributions and whethecaantry experienced a Socialist past.
Based on the current findings we are now able b @dourth condition to that list: low
fertility levels. From this list only three variad are going to change in the future:
development, inequality and fertility. Is there #imgg to be said about future developments?

The following quote has been attributed to the migts Niels Bohr: “Prediction is very
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difficult, especially about the future.” And one ght agree with him. We cannot easily
predict the future, but we can fairly well descrthe present-igure 7.3visualises in a very

simplified way how the world currently looks like.
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Figure 7.3: Human development, inequality, fertility and redjty.

Figure 7.3depicts the following: on the x-axis we denote Hi2l-Index of a country, on the
y-axis we denote the income inequality in a socidile size of the dots is weighted
according to current total fertility rates of eambuntry. Therefore large dots represent high
fertility, whereas small dots indicate countriegttlare close or below to the replacement
fertility (2.1 children per woman). And finally, éhcolour of a dot shows whether a country
can be regarded as fairly secularised or not. diator is taken from the Gallup World
Poll data (Wave 2007/2008), which has been analiystte previous chapter. Dark grey dots
are countries in which a majority of the populat{®0% and more) agrees that religion is an

important part of their daily life. In countriestwilight grey dots less than 50% agree to this

242



guestion. These societies are regarded as “seculaViously, this is a very strong
simplification: societies in which 51% of the poatibn are religious are still very different
from societies in which only 10% feel the same wBwyt, in a worldwide context, this
simplification seems justified.

So, what can we learn from this structural mapetijiosity? First of all: secularity is
almost a rare event at the current conditions. Gilydots out of 128 qualify as secular
according to our definition. This means that royghiree quarters of countries in the world
have religious populations. The next observatioth& those 31 dots are mostly located in
the bottom right corner. If we define that cornerange from an HDI of at least .80 and a
Gini not higher than 40, then certainly not eveoyatry can be regarded as secular. In that
corner the outliers are the US, Italy, Poland, Geedustria, Ireland, Malta and Portugal (8
countries). All other societies in that range aeusar (24 countries).

Another feature of the map is obvious: as we mawenfthe left bottom corner to the
right bottom corner, the dots become smaller. $&cdcieties are most of the time societies
in which fertility levels are close to replaceméetility. A notable exception is Israel. But
the general rule of thumb is as modernisation emes and inequality decreases, countries
become less fertile. Or possibly, only if fertilitdecreases will modernisation and
equalisation follow. The left-hand side of the drappresents the less developed countries,
mostly located in Africa and parts of Asia. In tméddle part we find India and South East
Asia. The further we move right we enter the Mid8last and Latin America. The secular
countries outside of the bottom right corner ateeg!Socialist countries with exception of
Uruguay. And finally, the least crowded, light gfegttom right corner is (mostly) Europe.

Our predictions about the future of religion ordadty depend strongly on how much
faith we have that the rest of the world will fallsuit. If we assume that societies really start

at the bottom left corner (low development, lowqguaality, high fertility), then more or less
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follow the U-shaped curve (which incidentally inglies a Kuznets curve; see Kuznets
(1955)), whereby they gradually develop, become festile but also more unequal, and
finally head towards the bottom right, with higlvéés of development, low fertility and low
inequality — how good are the chances that thelyalgb stay strongly religiou$?At present
we have not observed many societies that wouldigeeosecure living conditions, low levels
of inequality and fertility and at the same timsplay strong levels of religiosity.

By this | do not mean to imply that countries wdke this path in any deterministic
fashion. Sometimes they might fall back and expeeedecreases in development (Russia in
the 1990s might be such a case). Even if they haage considerable progress in escaping
the harshest levels of poverty, they still might@mter significant rises in inequality. In any
case, the hurdles that countries have to overcameder to secularise are many. And so that
prediction can already be made: secularisationnatlsweep the entire planet any time soon.
We will rather see in an increase in religiosityhe near future, because the opportunities for
religion to act as a provider of welfare or to ¢eeeelational social capital are plenty. And a
majority of people will currently be born and sdiged into conditions where religion seems
to be a rather natural thing.

But, of course, ambitious social scientists lovekimg predictions, even if they turn out
to be wrong. At least as far as demographic chaagesoncerned, these predictions tend to
be fairly accurate. Alkemaet al. (2011) have recently predicted the demographic
development of all countries in the world using Bsign forecasting methods. The authors
estimate that most countries in the world will hagached the level of replacement fertility
(2.1 children per woman) by 2045-2050. Therefdreye really buy into the findings from

our 12 European cases, which is a shaky assumptienmight start thinking about any

97 The shape of the relationship between developmedtinequality indeed looks like a Kuznets curvd, e
cannot infer from this cross-sectional relationskiyat countries really follow such a pattern ovienet
However, for the argument presented, it does ndtemd countries become more unequal as they dpvet
matters more if they eventually reach a state wfifeequality and high Human Development.
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secularisation occurring in the far left corneroofr map only from 2045 onwards. But one
should also note that North African Muslim socistae currently fairly close to replacement
fertility (2.7 births per woman by current UN pretions, Alkemaet al 2011: 833).

However, fertility is just one part of the equatiddther authors have tried to forecast
how countries’ human development trends might dgvéh the future (Asher and Osborne
Daponte 2010). But these estimations seem lesgatedian predictions of fertility decline.
The authors note that countries at the lower erth@tievelopment scale in particular do not
experience a constant rise in modernisation andases of unexpected shocks, like natural
disasters or the outbreak of conflicts, even tenelxperience declines in modernisation levels
(Asher and Osborne Deponte 2010: 14). Their priedistindicate that by 2030 not many
countries will have moved very far from the leftthe right. A skeptical outlook on declining
religiosity in the near future seems therefore ated.

If we did want to make predictions about the fututewould be most promising to
observe the countries that are already in the totight corner of our graph or coming close
to it. Even outlying cases like Ireland or Portugal’e experienced secularisation in the past,
which we were able to explain by a limited set aplanatory variables. It is not yet
conceivable why these processes should suddergyosteven be reversed in the future. For
all countries that are catching up on modernisatias safe to assume that at least they
develop a certain potential for secularisationah currently see no strong argument that
would prevent countries like Iran or Turkey fromeatally following the footsteps of
Southern European countries, even though the donsgitmight not yet be ripe for it. |
conclude with a quotation from Voas and Doeblerl@0 who have summarised this

generally optimistic outlook:

“Development is driven by rational choice, whichts say by people seeking to satisfy their
preferences with the means available. These prefeseare shared by most human beings. We all

want to be healthy, to live longer, to live in geyacomfort, and to have more resources at our
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disposal. [...] [W]e all tend to want a measureoifitrol or at least influence in our societiesfeel

that we are at no one else’s mercy and are notidnfeo any other person. We do not want our
personal interests subordinated to the group’sowittvery good reason. To a considerable extent
these more or less universal human desires deterthencourse of development in such a way that

there are not, in fact, multiple modernities” (V@asl Doebler 2011: 59).

Secularisation is not a myth. We can describe 1y weell. But the chances of a sweeping

wave of secularisation in the near future are wény.
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8 Conclusion

This thesis dealt with the topic of individual skgisation: “[The] decline in the extent to
which people engage in religiotigractices, display beliefs of a religious kinddamnduct
other aspects of their lives in a manner informéduzh beliefs” (Bruce 2002: 3). It asked
whether the mechanisms which have been describedalgical secularisation theory and
Norris and Inglehart’s existential security framelvare true, or if we have to carry the idea
of secularization “to the graveyard of failed theet (Stark 1999: 270).

Steve Bruce described the main tenet of the sesateim framework like this:
“[R]eligion diminishes in social significance, bewes increasingly privatised, and loses
personal salience except where it finds work tootlwer than relating individuals to the
supernatural” (Bruce 2002: 30). In short, this eané can be confirmed by my results.
However, religion is currently far from being “unployed”. It finds plenty of work to do
other than relating individuals to the supernaturabrder to explainvhy it finds other work
to do, Norris and Inglehart (2004) formulated tlxéstential security hypothesis: as long as
people are facing existential threats and riskesy thill use religion as a survival strategy.

| do not fully agree with the particular psycholcgi mechanism that they suggest, but in
general | was able to support their hypothesis. fillee determinants that were consistently
related to religious beliefs, behaviours and religolitical attitudes were the general living
conditions of societies as well as their levelsefjuality. Not only do people tend to be less
believing and attend religious services less oftesocieties with better living conditions and

more equal income distributions (Chp. 2, 4, 5,tb¢y also disagree that politicians have to

9% According to Bruce’s (2002) definition: “[B]eligfsactions and institutions predicated on the emisteof
entities with powers of agency (that is, gods)napérsonal powers or processes possessed of mopalseu(the
Hindu notion of Karma, for example), which can g conditions of, or intervene in, human affai(Btuce
2002:2).
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be religious in order to hold office (Chp. 4). Fhetmore, inequality could be shown to be
very conducive to the socialisation of religioudidfe (Chp. 2). People will become more
religious regardless of their parents’ socialisatedforts if they grew up in high-inequality
societies. Another crucial finding is that religgoextremists are able to convert religiosity or
even altruistic orientations into support for teisbc acts if living conditions are poor and
inequality high (Chp. 5). All these findings undmee the importance of religion as a means
of dealing with the often dire circumstances tretge are facing.

Religion might act as a source of comfort, but othechanisms seem to outweigh these
psychological effects. Most notably, the effectigses of religious socialisation in unequal
societies seems to be explainable by its rolesssuece of relational social capital: religion is
then regarded as helpful in order to make frierma$ raeet the “right” people, rather than as
just a source of comfort. Also the support for 8igl attacks can be explained better if we
assume that religious extremists provide socialfame] which is distributed according to
mechanisms of economic clubs (Berman 2009; lanmecemd Berman 2006), rather than
just assuming that religious belief systems relipeeple from anxiety and stress (Chp. 5).
An update of Norris and Inglehart’s existentialg@y framework to include the creation of
social support seems therefore warranted.

While the evidence in support of socio-economi¢dexcwas strong, their impact could
not be confirmed in all longitudinal analyses thetre conducted and proved less helpful in
specific geographical and historical settings. Tdwmgitudinal analysis of religio-political
attitudes did support the hypothesis that changaseiquality and religious laws will increase
individuals’ preferences for religious politiciaisee Chp. 4). But there was no effect of
changes in human development levels; and changesligious attendance seemed to be

largely unaffected. Nonetheless, we found eviddheg secularisation processes in Europe
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are robustly related to socio-economic developnfiemh a longitudinal point of view (see
Chp. 7).

In general the hypotheses that were formulatedhbysupply-side theory could not be
confirmed. Rather, the opposite predictions, defrifrem the secularisation framework, held
true. Increases in religious laws in a country shpmsitive rather than negative effects on
religiosity (Chp. 4), and religious pluralism dictnpositively affect religious beliefs or
religious attendance (Chp. 2). People who grow wndeu the conditions of a “sacred
canopy”, in societies where everyone else is mligj will be more religious themselves
(Chp. 2). If the idea of religious markets is apglin a simple fashion, as it has been done by
many supply-side theorists, it is not a very poweekplanation of religious change (see also
Chp. 3). However the idea of sects and extremiss act as “religious clubs” which use
religious signalling as a device to prevent frekag (Berman 2009) seems very fruitful and
should be applied more often, as it could providknk between Norris and Inglehart’s
existential security framework and rational chapproaches in the field.

Cultural and historical factors were found to péagignificant role in the development of
religiosity as well. Chapter 3 confirmed the tremi@ms impact that anti-religious policies
had on people in Socialist countries. Birth cohtinest were raised in Eastern Europe during
the Cold War era were found to hold much weakeagimls beliefs than the same cohorts
that were raised in Western Europe during that .tikewever, notable exceptions were
found: Polish and Slovenian people were able td lool to their strong religious beliefs and
thus preserved their national identities in theefat the anti-religious threat that they were
facing (ultural defencecf. Bruce 2002). An analysis of developmentsrate end of the
Cold War showed that indeed a slight religious valifollowed. But this could not be
explained by the de-regulation of religious markatshad been theorised by proponents of

the supply-side theory of religion (Finke 1997; &3e 2001; Froese 2004a; lannaccone 1998;
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Stark and Bainbridge 1996). Rather our evidenceveldahat some East European societies
engaged in a rebuilding of religious plausibilityustures (Berger 1969) by tightening the
link between church and state. Therefore, the ptagrbetween religion, state and national
identity should not be underestimated (Bruce 20@&rtin 1978). In the Eastern European
context this ‘re-making’ of religion seemed to b@re important than changes in socio-
economic conditions.

Chapter 6 provided a more detailed overview ofuwralt effects between members of
religious faiths that could not be explained bystural conditions. | found that Muslims
generally hold stronger religious beliefs, attemtigious services more often, and prefer
religious political leaders more than members bkofaiths. However, further analyses also
revealed that they are not immune to the effectsectilarisation. | did not find that Muslim
societies differ in the importance that they aserito religion once we control for
development levels and inequality. Moreover, Musie@apondents that live in societies with
better living conditions regard religion as lesgpartant and decrease their attendance of
religious services just as do members of othehngait

Cultural and historical conditions should be taketo account if we are interested in
specific explanations about a particular geogragherea or time period, which was
exemplified in the East European case, but alst wegard to the explanation of 9/11
attitudes in Muslim countries (Chp. 5). While thexee important effects that arise from
socio-economic factors, predictions with regard ¢od abundance, corruption and
democratisation were not fruitful. Modernisationdamequality did not explain pro-9/11
attitudes in a simple manner. It became clear tthatparticular position of countries in the
Middle East and the salience of the Palestine issut not be neglected.

Although socio-economic explanations sometimesifdhey are applied to a narrowly

defined cultural or historical context, Chapter ltowed that they are nonetheless very

250



powerful in explaining the differences in religigsion a worldwide scale. Human

development, income inequality and a country’s farmembership of the Communist bloc
explain ca. 75% of country-level variance in redgty around the globe. This figure comes
close to results that have been reported by Raitervan Tubergen (2009) in their cross-
national analysis of religious attendance. We dlsoovered that the effects of modernisation
and inequality are strongly non-linear: among |eks/eloped countries, increases in
development did not show any effect on religiosityels. Decreases in religiosity were only
observed after a certain threshold of developmead weached. Furthermore, the effect of
inequality seemed to be stronger among countrigl wigher levels of socio-economic

development.

Lastly, Chapter 7 dealt with the role of fertilitgtes on secularisation processes. | found
notable effects of previous fertility rates on euntrlevels of religious attendance in European
countries. More importantly, it seems as if stramgses of religious decline only took place
after countries reached the level of replacemertilifie If these results were applicable
outside of the European context, this would mean thaligion cannot be expected to lose
significance any time soon. However, the mechanigrasexist between fertility, inequality
and religiosity demand further research in thertitu

Although we can identify “the backbone of religiy5i— development levels, inequality,
and possibly fertility rates — our potential to reagredictions about the future remains
limited. In this regard Martin’s (1978) seminal s of secularisation patterns in Europe
and the US gains certain significance. Societigsiggle for better living conditions and the
distribution of welfare eventually ended in the carhe that we observe in Europe today:
relatively widespread secularisation. However, eaglntry took a different path to this
outcome. In some societies, religion sided withftirees that proposed egalitarianism (e.g.

Sweden), in some societies it sided with the rigimg establishment that opposed
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egalitarianism and became an oppressive force §pgin during Franco’s dictatorship). In
other cases it became a refuge of freedom andnadtidentity (e.g. Poland). Religion played
a significant role while this struggle was ongoiRight now many countries in the world are
facing this struggle too. Religion again takeseti#ht sides: sometimes it is the voice of the
voiceless, and sometimes the force that silencpesijon. Yet it remains significant as long
as hardship, inequality, and discrimination per8sit the exact paths that developments take
cannot be predicted by us. In any case, sociokgisteligion will not be unemployed in the

near future, just as religion will not be.
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9 Appendices

9.1 Appendix 1
9.1.1 A1.1 -Testing the equivalence of meaning of the religious orthodoxy
scale over time and countries

Please note that the MGCFA and the interpretatibitoresults is not the original work of
the first author (Tim Mdller). This analysis hasebeperformed by the co-author Peter
Schmidt.
For our tests of the propositions we have to asthaethe equivalence of meaning of the
three items for measuring religious belief overcallintries and time points is given (Billiet
2003; Davidov, Schmidt, and Billiet 2010; Vandermpeand Lance 2000). In most
international comparative multi-level analyses thguivalence of meaning has implicitly
been assumed but not tested. If this assumptionotsfulfilled, the parameters of the
multilevel model may be severely biased (Muthen4})99

The procedure we use for the test of equivalenamedning of the three items over
time and over countries is a Multiple Group Conftory Factor Analysis (MGCFA). We
used the programme AMOS version 18 for this purg@sbuckle 2007). As the number of
countries changed over time (s€able A-1.] we had to perform 4 multiple group factor
analyses with differing number of countries. Ondtrrgroup confirmatory factor analysis for
the countries involved in 1991 and 1998, one faséhtaking part in the ISSP in 1991 and
2008, one for the countries participating 1998 @088 and one for the countries in 1991,
1998 and 2008. For our purpose we test whethehalfactor loadings of each of the items
are equal in the four sets of countries just meetib and over time besides random

fluctuations. This type of equivalence — calfedtric equivalence gives a necessary but not
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sufficient condition for the equality of meaning béms over different nations and time
points. Furthermore it is a prerequisite for commgaregression coefficients over countries
(Meredith 1993; Vandenberg and Lance 2000).

The procedure was performed according to Vandenbed) Lance’s suggestion
(2000). Firstly we set up an unconstrained modeldib countries and time points. This
implies that we postulate that the three itemseam@ained in all countries by one factor and
that these items have no error correlations (condiiginvariance). In the second step we test
for metric invariance, that is whether the loadiags equal beside random fluctuations. Full
metric invariance was not fitting the data adedyat®nly partial metric invariance was
reached as the factor loadings of first two itemeyavinvariant over time and countries,

whereas the loading of the third item varied systically between the countries.

99
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Figure A-1.1: Graphical representation of the performed MGCFA.
Partial invariance is, however, sufficient to esdibequal meaning over time and countries
(Byrne, Shavelson, and Muthén 1989). Finally, fosmaall subset of countries, we had to

introduce error correlations between the residiédea 1 and the residual of item 3 to get an
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adequate fit. This was only necessary for USA, Ruasd Philippines. At all three time
points we observed that in these countries the mgaof the items 1 and 3 were more
closely related to each other than in the majasitcountries (see Brown 2006: 181-186).
Given the large sample size we prefer using the g2mative Fit Index (CFI>0.01) for model
selection instead of the chi square difference(télseng 2007).

The graphical model with the unstandardised caefits for all countries taking part
in all three points can be foundkigure A-1.1 The Comparative Fit Measures (CFl) and the
Aikaike Fit Measures for the saturated and the iipdamodel are given ifTable A-1.1The
results show that the CFI values are without exoaptery good. Values >.95 indicate a very
good fit of the model. Given these results andngkinto account that the factor loadings
within countries are rather similar, it is legititedo use composite scores for this construct in
the multi-level analyses presented later (Steinr@ef).

Table A-1.1:Fit Measures of the Final Model of the MGCFA.

Sample waves

1991 - 1998 1991 - 2008 1998 - 2008 1991250%3998 -
Comparative  Fit 997 998 097 408

Index

The additional test for scalar invariance showkdt this assumption was falsified. Therefore
no mean comparisons for the latent underlying caostbelief’ in the strict sense can be
performed. (However, this is not relevant for oaper as were are not interested in mean

comparisons but higher order interactions.)
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9.1.2 A1.2 - Countries included in the analyses

Table A-1.2.1:Countries included in the total sample.

Year of survey
Country 1991 1998 2008 Total
AUS-Australia 2,115 1,250 0 3,365
D-W-Germany-West 1,312 915 1,079 3,306
D-E-Germany-East 1,471 886 480 2,837
GB-Great Britain 1,184 758 1,878 3,820
NIRL-Northern Ireland 798 0 0 798
USA-United States 1,287 1,187 1,342 3,816
A-Austria 977 976 988 2,941
H-Hungary 985 984 904 2,873
I-ltaly 901 889 1,009 2,799
IRL-Ireland 1,002 895 1,859 3,756
NL-Netherlands 1,590 1,830 1,797 5,217
N-Norway 1,328 1,304 1,008 3,640
S-Sweden 0 1,040 1,077 2,117
CZ-Czech Republic 0 1,150 1,344 2,494
SLO-Slovenia 1,994 920 897 3,811
PL-Poland 944 1,015 1,148 3,107
BG-Bulgaria 0 1,034 0 1,034
RUS-Russia 2,636 1,325 806 4,767
NZ-New Zealand 972 930 956 2,858
CDN-Canada 0 882 0 882
RP-Philippines 1,130 1,136 1,164 3,430
IL-Israel Jews Arabs 891 1,167 1,138 3,196
E-Spain 0 1,835 2,071 3,906
LV-Latvia 0 1,032 890 1,922
SK-Slovak Republic 0 1,149 1,009 2,158
F-France 0 1,042 2,219 3,261
CY-Cyprus 0 888 888 1,776
P-Portugal 0 1,029 942 1,971
RCH-Chile 0 1,421 1,427 2,848
D-Denmark 0 1,087 1,583 2,670
CH-Switzerland 0 1,094 1,164 2,258
B-Belgium 0 0 1,130 1,130
HR-Croatia 0 0 2,668 2,668
FIN-Finland 0 0 838 838
TR-Turkey 0 0 1,379 1,379
DO-Dominican Republic 0 0 2,056 2,056
MX-Mexico 0 0 1,082 1,082
ZA-South Africa 0 0 2,648 2,648
UA-Ukraine 0 0 1,794 1,794
UY-Uruguay 0 0 1,001 1,001
VZ-Venezuela 0 0 857 857
Total 23,517 33,050 48,520 105,087
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9.1.3 A1.3 - Analysis of country-specific socialisation effects and their

impact on age/cohort effects

Table A-1.3.1:Multilevel models of religious beliefs. Effectsreligious socialisation and birth year
interaction (full results).

Model A Model B Model C
Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.
Country level
Country effect P. Church -3.14%** 0.46 -2.59*** 0.41
Cross-level interactions
C.eff. P. Church X Birth year -0.03*** 0.01 -0.02*** 0.01
C.eff. P. Church X B.year 0.00*** 0.00 0.00*** 0.00
Individual level
Parents’ rel. att. 6.35%** 0.49 6.56*** 0.07
Birth year -0.08*** 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.04
Birth year 0.00*** 0.00 0.00*** 0.00
Education years -0.74%** 0.02-0.71*** 0.03 -0.73*** -0.02
Female 8.27*** 0.16 8.28*** 0.17 8.26*** 0.16
Rel. denom. raised (Ref. Cath.)
Protestant -1.29%** 0.27 -6.14*** 0.28 -2.26*** 0.27
Orthodox 1.77* 0.68 -3.62*** -0.70 0.81 0.68
Muslim 14.08*** 0.82 12.93*** 0.87 13.07*** 0.83
Other 1.21** 0.49 -0.74 -0.51 1.27* 0.49
None -17.93*** 0.35 -31.70*** 0.33 -19.39*** 0.34
Constant 63.63*** 1.88 85.54*** 3.29 77.21%** 2.80
Var. random intercept (countries) 136.78*** 76.09** 58.46***
Var. random intercept (years) 10.46*** 9.76*** 884
Residual variance 645.79*** T11.73%** 653.99***
Var. random slope P. Church 9.72%**
Slope-Intercept covar. P. Church -27.06%**
Var. random slope birth year 0.01 0.01
Slope-Intercept cov. birth year 0.06 0.00
N countries 41 41 41
N individuals 105,087 105,087 105,087
Deviance 978707.64 1036820.6 1027804.0

10; * p<.05; ** p<0.01; ** p <.001

257



9.1.4 Al.4 - Summary statistics and full results of the mediation analysis in

the 2008 sample

Table A-1.4.1 Summary statistics of the 2008 sample.

Variable N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Countrylevel
GDP per capita/1000 44968 21.20 11.17 275 42.24
Ex-Socialist Country (no = ref.) 44,968 0.23 042 0 1
National devoutness 44,968 3.18 0.74 1.46 4.70
Religious fractionalisation 44 968 0.44 0.23 0.00 0.86
Gini Index 44,968 34.99 9.41 23.45 60.61
Individual value of religion (avg.) 44,968 3.48 0.36 2.88 4.41
Social Value of religion (avg.) 44,968 4.05 0.22 3.59 4.65
Individual level
Religious Belief 44968 66.71  32.57 0 100
Parents’ rel. attendance atresp. age 12 44,968 7 3.1 1.49 1 5
Individual value of religion (ind.) 44,968 3.49 0.99 1 5
Social value of religion (ind.) 44,968 4.06 0.83 1 5
Sex (female) 44,968 0.55 0.50 0 1
Age 44,968 47.15 16.67 16 98
Education (years) 44968 11.66 411 0 19
Religion resp. was raised in
Catholic 44,968 0.50 0.50 0 1
Protestant 44,968 0.24 0.43 0 1
Orthodox 44,968 0.06 0.23 0 1
Muslim 44,968 0.04 0.20 0 1
Other 44,968 0.04 0.20 0 1
None 44,968 0.12 0.32 0 1
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Table A-1.4.2:Mediation effects of social and individual valde@igion. Results of multilevel analysis, ISSP20nly.

1A Gini IA Soc. Val. | IA Soc. Val. Il IA Soc. Val. Il IA Ind. Val. | 1A Ind. Val. Il IAInd. Val.l 1l

Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. .ES Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.
Country-level main effects
Ex-Socialist -6.23 466 -5.17 4.30 -5.83 421 -4.97 3.91 -2.02 411 -2.74 3.93-2.86 3.81
GDP p.c./1000 -0.43 0.29-0.37* 0.26 -0.37 0.25 -0.34 0.22 -0.32 0.23 -0.31 0.21 -0.31 0.21
Gini-Index 0.81* 0.35 0.45 0.30 0.43 0.29 0.43 0.28 0.61* 0.29 0.47 0.27 0.54* 0.27
Social value (avg.) 14.01** 5.30 8.23 5.20 9.64* 471
Individual value (avg.) 22.39** 6.74 20.01*** 5.47 15.60** 5.95
Cross-level interactions
Gini X P. rel. att. -0.34%** 0.05 -0.26%** 0.06 -0.27*** 0.06 -0.27*** 0.06 -0.31*** 0.05 -0.30*** 0.05 -0.30*** 0.05
Soc. val. X P. rel. att. -2.50** 0.97 -2.12* 0.95 -1.67 0.93
Ind. val. X P. rel. att. -2.24 1.33 -1.96 1.34-1.45 1.42

Table continued on next page.
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Table A-1.4.2 (continued).

IA Gini IA Soc. Val. | IA Soc. Val. Il IA Soc. Val. Il IA Ind. Val. | IA Ind. Val. Il IA Ind. Val. 1

Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. .ES Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.
Individual level effects
Parents' rel. attendance 6.82*** 0.346.73*** 0.32 6.02*** 0.33 5.46*** 0.33 6.80*** 0.33 6.07** 0.34 5.50%** 0.34
Social value of religion 6.70*** 0.59 2.34*** 0.38 6.70*** 0.59 2.35*** 0.38
Individual value  of
religion 9.10%** 0.48 9.10*** 0.48
Female 7.72%%* 0.71 7.72%** 0.71 7.18** 0.69 6.04*** 0.63 7.72%** 0.71 7.17** 0.69 6.04*** 0.63
Education years -0.63*** 0.11-0.63*** 0.11 -0.56*** 0.11 -0.62*** 0.11 -0.63*** 0.11 -0.56*** 0.11 -0.62***  0.11
Age 0.09*** 0.02 0.09*** 0.02 0.08*** 0.02 0.07*** 0.02 0.09*** 0.02 0.08*** 0.02 0.07*** 0.02
Rel. denomination (ref. Cath.)
Protestant -1.17 1.02-1.17 1.01 -1.48 0.94 -1.37 0.87 -1.19 1.01 -1.50 0.93-1.38 0.86
Orthodox 3.11 1.92 3.21 1.93 2.85 1.81 2.92 1.70 3.25 191 294 1.80 2.93 1.69
Muslim 11.32%** 3.31 11.41%** 3.32 9.61*** 3.05 9.09*** 2.76 11.06*** 3.24 9.36** 2.98 8.85*** 2.72
Other 0.91 1.34 0.96 1.35 0.35 1.32 0.07 1.18 0.90 1.34 0.32 1.310.03 1.16
None -15.71*** 2.18 -15.68*** 2.18 -14.74%** 1.97 -13.12*** 1.92 -15.69*** 2.17 -14.74*** 1.97 -13.13*** 1.92
Constant 65.51%** 2.79 65.37*** 2.52 66.25%** 2.49 66.26*** 2.28 63.93*** 2.46 64.94*** 2.30 65.29*** 227

Notes:" p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001; robust SEs, corrected for clustering in coigs.
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Table A-1.4.3 Mediation effects of social and individual valofereligion. Variance components and measureg.diSEP 2008 only.

Model O IA Gini IASoc. Val.| IASoc.valll ASoC-Val A g vall 1A Ind, valn  AIndVal
(2008) 1 I
Var(uo) — Random 54/ 5 51.17%% 41 5%+ 42 50%** 36.98*** 36.74% 3427 34 57
Intercept countries
var(g) . 764.70%* 598.39%** 589.30%* 562.03** 528.77%* 508,39+ 562.03%* 528.77%+
— Residual variance
Var(yz)
— Random slope P. 2.89%** 2 56%* 2 5% 2 57%k* 2.70%* 2.66%* 2. B4
rel. att.
Cov(yo, uz) P. Church,
Random intercept -1.40 0.14 -.49 -.84 -41 -.36 -1.09
countries
N countries 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37
N individuals 44968 44968 44968 44968 44968 44968 4968 44968
Log likelihood -213202.1 -207701.8 -207696.4 20528 -204917.5 -207695.1 -206286.2 -204916.7
Deviance 426404.2 415403.6 415392.8 412578.8 400835  415390.2 412572.4 409833.4
ICC(countries) 29 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 070.
BIC 426436.2 415596.5 415607.0 412803.9 410070.7  56@4.5 412797.4 410069.1
Number of parameters 3 18 20 21 22 20 21 22

Notes:" p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001; robust SEs, corrected for clustering in coigs.
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9.1.5 A1.5 - Do the effects hold for religious attendance as well?

Because our main argument is that religion ace ssurce of social capital under conditions
of inequality, one could justifiably argue that ik effects that we observed so far should
also hold for religious attendance. At the endhefday, social capital is only created in face-
to-face interactions. If religion mainly servesmake friends and “meet the right people”, as
we hypothesise is the case in unequal societigs, sthould be observable in peoples’
behaviour. Also those who have only been socialisedkly by their parents should attend
religious services for the benefits of social cotdar signalling trustworthiness. Moreover,
all other hypotheses regarding the national religi@ontext, the influence of economic
development, living in an ex-Socialist society amdigious pluralism can be applied to
religious behaviour as well. We therefore estimatiéthe previous models also with ‘weekly
religious attendance’ as the dependent variable. stinvey question asks respondents about
their attendance at religious services apart frpatisl occasions such as weddings, funerals
and baptisms. We created a binary outcome varihlaieindicated whether the respondent
reported attending religious services at least @neek or not?

We are using multilevel logistic regression mod@sijders and Bosker 2011) for
hypothesis testing, whereby the setup is the sane the previous models. The coefficients
in the tablesTables A-1.5.1 — A-1.95.%epresent logarithmic odds for the binary outcdme
be present or not. We also include an extra lewestdirvey years in order to take into account
over-time changes. Please note that we only reépervariance components for the between-
country and between-years variation, as the indalidevel variance is restricted t¢/3
(Snijders and Bosker 2011). The models include siime individual-level controls (sex,

education, age, religious denomination) as in tieyeis of religious beliefs.

% The answering scales show minor variations owesstitvey waves. The 1991 wave includes two iterfkings
about religious service attendance, one 10pt. smadeone 6pt. scale. In very few cases, informatiprone
scale was lacking. We then imputed the informatiom the other scale. The 1998 survey includestaéqle,
the 2008 survey a 9pt scale. Comparisons betweesuttvey waves show a high consistency, however.
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As before, we also include a random slope formateeligious attendance and allow
for co-variation between random intercepts and sandlopes. One further difference with
regard to the religious belief models is that weoahcluded a quadratic term for parents’
religious attendance (‘Parents’ religious atten@djc Inspection of the within-country
models showed that a simple linear relationshipldronderestimate the chances of religious
attendance for the weakly religiously socialiseénkk the models with the quadratic term
provide a better fit to the data. We will keep thecussion of these models short, as the main
point is to show that our reasoning also holds witlgard to respondents’ religious

attendance.
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Table A-1.5.1:Country-level and individual-level determinantg@ligious attendance. Results of logistic multilemgalysis, ISSP 1991-2008).

Attendance 1

Attendance 2

Attendance 3

Attendance 4

Attendance 5

Attendance 6

Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. .ES Coef. S.E.
Country-level main effects
Ex-Socialist -0.30 0.17 -0.44* 0.17 -0.44** 0.17 -0.44* 0.17 -0.31 0.16 -0.23 0.19
GDP p.c./1000 -0.03*** 0.01 -0.03*** 0.01 -0.03*** 0.01 -0.03*** 0.01 -0.02** 0.01 -0.03*** 0.01
National religiosity 0.69%** 0.09 0.67*** 0.10 0.68*** 0.10 0.68*** 0.10 0.59** 0.09 0.55** 0.10
Religious pluralism 0.16 0.290.16 0.29 0.37 0.31 0.37 0.310.29 0.27 0.39 0.33
Gini-Index 0.047** 0.01
Social value (avg.) 0.37 0.32
Individual value (avg.) 1.11* 0.43
Cross-level interactions
Nat. Rel. X P. rel. att. -0.11* 0.05-0.08 0.05 -0.10* 0.05 -0.10% 0.05 -0.04 0.03 0.00 0.05
Ex-Soc. X P. rel. att. 0.14 0.08 0.14 0.08 0.14 0.08 0.09 0.06
Rel. PI. X P. rel. att. -0.22 0.14 -0.22 0.14-0.17 0.10
GDP X P. rel. att. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gini X P. rel. att. -0.02%*= 0.00
Soc. val. X P. rel. att. -0.33** 0.12
Ind. val. X P. rel. att. -0.26 0.18

Notes:” p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001, Model ‘Attendance 6’ has been estimatedd}82iata only.
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Table A-1.5.1(continued).

Attendance 1

Attendance 2

Attendance 3

Attendance 4

Attendance 5

Attendance 6

Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. .ES Coef. S.E.
Individual level effects
Parents' rel. attendance 0.61*** 0.030.57*** 0.04 0.56*** 0.04 0.56*** 0.04 0.59%** 0.03 0.62*** 0.03
Parents’ rel. att. 0.17%** 0.01 0.17%** 0.01 0.17** 0.01 0.17%* 0.01 0.17**= 0.01 0.17%=* 0.01
Female 0.43%** 0.02 0.43*** 0.02 0.43*** 0.02 0.43*** 0.02 0.42*** 0.02 0.38*** 0.03
Education years 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01* 0.00
Age 0.02** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00
Rel. denomination (ref. Cath.)
Protestant -0.09** 0.03-0.09** 0.03 -0.09** 0.03 -0.09** 0.03 -0.09** 0.03 0.10* 0.05
Orthodox -0.33** 0.11 -0.33** 0.11 -0.33* 0.11 -0.33* 0.11 -0.33* 0.11 -0.29* 0.13
Muslim 1.03*** 0.09 1.04x** 0.09 1.03*** 0.09 1.03*** 0.09 1.03*** 0.09 1.05*** 0.11
Other 0.37*** 0.06 0.37*** 0.06 0.37*** 0.06 0.37*** 0.06 0.36*** 0.06 0.34*** 0.09
None -0.54*** 0.07 -0.53*** 0.07 -0.54*** 0.07 -0.54** 0.07 -0.54*** 0.07 -0.30***  0.09
Constant -2.60%** 0.09 -2.60*** 0.09 -2.57**= 0.09 -2.57*** 0.09 -2.60*** 0.08 -2.54** (.11

Notes:" p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001. Model ‘Attendance 6’ has been estimatedd82iata only.
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Table A-1.5.2:Multilevel logistic regression, variance components

Attendance 0

Var(uo — Random intercept

countries

Var(uwo) — Random
intercept years
Var(u)

— Random slope P.
Church

Cov(yo, uz) P. Church,
Random intercept
countries

N countries

NxT

N individuals

Log likelihood
Deviance
ICC(countries)
ICC(years)

BIC

Number of parameters

0.96***

0.18***

n.a.

n.a.
40
81
96,330
-40507.81
81015.62
0.22
0.04
81050.04
3

Attendance 1

0.09***

0.17%**

0.04***

-0.04*
40
81
96,330
-35105.02
70210.04
0.04
0.05
70439.55
20

Attendance 2

0.09***

0.17%**

0.04***

-0.04*
40
81
96,330
-35103.50
70207.00
0.03
0.05
70447.98
21

Attendance 3
0.08***

0.17***

0.03***

-0.03*
40
81
96,330
-3538@2
70204.68
0.03
0.05
70457.13
22

Attendance 4
0.08***

O. y***

0.03***

-0.03*
40
81
96,330
-35102.33

76804.

0.03
0.05

70468.6

23

Attendance 5

0.05***

0.15%**

0.02%**

-0.00
40
81
3506
-35084.72
70169.44
0.02
0.04
56038
25

Attendance 6
0.11***

n.a.

0.02***

00.
37
37
43,247
-16709.10
33418.20
0.04
n.a.
33663.72
23

Notes:" p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.001. Model ‘Attendance 6’ has been estimatedd82iata only.
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Looking at modeAttendance [Table A-1.5.}, we are able to confirm Kelley and De Graaf's
original contextual effect of national religiosign the chance of respondents attending
religious services. Each step increase on our measunational religiosity increases the
chances of attending religious services by the ofacl.99 (national religiosity:
exp(0.69)=1.99). As expected, the effect of pateelfgious attendance is smaller in more
religious societies (Nat. rel. X P. rel. att. =1-D, p< .05). The negative effect of economic
development on religious attendance is confirnfed €0.03, p< 0.001). Moreover we find
that religious attendance is lower in ex-Sociastieties, whereby the effect appears mostly
under control of the other interaction effects (msdttendance 2-4

The introduction of the interaction terms for exeldist countries, economic
development and religious pluralism does not exrpliie contextual effect of national
religiosity on religious attendance. There is glgliindication that our hypothesis H5 also
applies to socialisation effects on religious alterce. The negative Ex-Soc. X P. rel. att.
interaction effect (-0.145 .10) reveals higher socialisation costs in ex-8aticountries. But
it fails to reach significance at the 5%-level.tJiee in the models for religious beliefs, we
observe smaller socialisation effects in religiguslural societiesf{ = -.22, n.s.Models 3
and 4, indicating that religious sub-cultures are lreétiele to socialise children religiously.
But neither the main effect nor the interactioreef$ of religious pluralism reach statistical
significance. We find no evidence for decreasessatialisation effects as economic
development increases. The GDP interaction ternd,isvhile controlling for all other
independent variables and interactions.

Mirroring the effects that we observed regardirigyieus beliefs, modehttendance 5
turns out to increase our explanatory power sigaifily. The introduction of income
inequality as explanatory variable decreases tlength of the effects of all other country

level variables. This is a sign that the effectsSafcialism, GDP, pluralism and national
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religiosity on levels of religious attendance aredmted by income inequality. The Gini
effect is positive and stron@ = .04, p< .001). Each point increase in inequality makes
weekly religious attendance 4% more likely (exp).641.04)). The drop in the ex-Socialist
coefficient shows us that a part of the succesafui-religious campaign in Socialist
countries was due to decreases in inequality. Asoeffect of national religiosity drops
markedly from .68 in modeAttendance 40 .59 in modelAttendance 5In contrast to the
religious belief models, the main effect of natioreligiosity is not fully mediated by the
Gini effect. The religiosity of the parental gertera still influences the religious behaviour
of the current generations, independently fromvialial socialisation efforts. However, the
crucial finding of this model is that income inetityaonce again proves to be the factor that
minimises parental socialisation effects strongastthe negative Gini X P. rel. att. term (-
0.02 , p<.001) shows. The Nat. rel. X P. rel. att. effeetdimes insignificant. Therefore we
can confirm hypothesid8.2 also with respect to individuals’ religious attande.

Taking into account the group norms of religioraaurce of comfort and religion as
a source of relational social capital simultanepuske find confirmatory evidence for H10.1
andH10.2. There is a negative and significant effect of 83ue. Val X rel. att. interactiorg (
= -0.33, p< .001), indicating that the group norm of religias social capital reduces
socialisation effects in a similar manner to indiqyaln contrast, we do not find that parental
socialisation effects are reduced in societies #mphasise religion’s capacity to act as a
source of peace and comfort. The respective coafiics not significantf{ = -0.26, n.s.).

Regarding the main effects of the group norms tgioais attendance, we only find a
strong, positive effect for the individual valueogp norm (Social value = 0.37, n.s;
Individual value = 1.11, g .01). Therefore, the levels of religious attendaace generally
higher, if societies ascribe positive individualeets to religion. As predicted by H10.2, the

interaction effect of national religiosity vanish@s= .00, n.s.). Therefore the decrease in
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socialisation effects can be explained by the gomgroup norms regarding the social value
of religion in societies with a high density ofiggbus networks. In this model formulation,
we observe that the main effect of national reBgiremains positive and significa(ft =
0.55, p< .01), after controlling for the group norms. THere, the chances of attending

religious services are still significantly incredse societies with strong religious networks.

Mediation analysis — religious attendance
According to our social capital explanation, indwals’ religious attendance should be

guided by the same processes as their developrhegligious beliefs. We therefore expect
that the effects of inequality on socialisationeets are mediated by the group norm of
religion as a social value. Therefore we condutitedsame analyses for the outcome ‘weekly
religious attendance’. If we apply the same threpss as in the mediation analysis of
inequality and religious beliefs, the conclusioattthe ‘individual value of religion’ cannot
act as a mediator does not change: levels of iiégaad the group norm ‘individual value’
are not significantly related on the country ley@te step two). Nonetheless we calculated
multilevel logistic regression models, testing pheential mediation effects of each group
norm separately (séeable A-1.5.8

However, we had to make some changes in compatasthre religious belief models.
Firstly, we included further country-level contrddscause some of the main effects remained
significant even after controlling for inequality.e( national religiosity). Secondly, we
modelled the relationship between religious attecdaand parents’ religious attendance as a
guadratic relationship because the model fit isrowed by this. Thirdly, a closer inspection
of outlying cases revealed that all countries fo#d our hypothesised pattern except for one
case: the Dominican Republic. This is fairly suspng because in terms of socialisation of
religious beliefs the Dominican Republic turned tmibe the country with the smallest (even

slightly negative) country-specific socialisatiorifeet. Therefore religious beliefs are
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transmitted to individuals completely independerdanf their religious upbringing. We
expected this effect to emerge for religious atsewe as well. Yet, this is not the case: the
socialisation effect with regard to religious attance is much higher than expected and has a
size that would be expected for an average coumtoyir sample. We don’t know the reason
for this outlying position, but have to concludatttour social capital explanation does not
hold for the Dominican Republic. Further researah this case is clearly warranted.
Nonetheless, the explanation seems to hold foresieof our sample. We included a dummy
variable for the Dominican Republic, as well as tbspective interaction terms in order to
model the religious socialisation effects for tkhsse separatelylable A-1.5.3shows the
results of the mediation analysis for religiougattance. The full results, including the effect
for individual-level controls, can be found irable A-1.5.5The variance components and

measures of model fit are presentedih.5.6
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Table A-1.5.3:Mediation effects of group norms on religious stsaion effects of
religious attendance.

Att. 1A Gini Att. IA Soc. Val. Att. IA Ind. Val.
Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.

Country-level main effects

Ex-Socialist -0.29 0.24 -0.27 0.23 -0.22 0.23
GDP p.c./1000 -0.04** 0.01-0.03** 0.01 -0.03** 0.01
National religiosity 0.68*** 0.10 0.60*** 0.11 0.60*** 0.10
Religious pluralism 0.24 0.36 0.17 0.35 0.24 0.35
Gini Index 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.00 0.01
Social value (avg.) 0.70* 0.33

Individual value (avg.) 1.14%** 0.40
Cross-level interactions

Gini X P. rel. att. -0.02%** 0.00 -0.01** 0.00 -0.02** 0.00
Soc. val. X P. rel. att. -0.28** 0.11

Ind. val. X P. rel. att. -0.28* 0.14

Individual level effects

Parents’ rel. attendance 1.32%* 0.111.99*** 0.28 2.28*** 0.50
Parents’ rel. attendance 0.16*** 0.01 0.17** 0.01 0.16*** 0.01
Constant -3.70*** 0.73 -5.65*** 1.18 -8.56** 1.62

Notes:* p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; *** p <.00; Models are using ISSP 2008 data
only. The full models include also sex, educatame and denomination as individual
level controls. The socialisation effect for oneseegDom. Rep.) has been modelled
separately. Furthermore, additional models havenbestimated that also control for
‘individual value of religion’ and ‘social value akligion’ on the individual level. Full
results, additional models and variance componeats be found in Tables A-1.5.5 and
A-1.5.6.

Model Att. IA Giniconfirms that income inequality significantly rees socialisation effects
on individuals’ religious attendance (Gini X P..raft. = -.02, p< .001). After inclusion of the
Soc. val. X P. rel. att. interaction we find thiag tGini effect is reduced to -0.01, also losing
some of its statistical significance. The socialueainteraction term shows the expected
negative sign and is significant at the 1% leveiu3 we can confirm that the effect of
inequality is partially mediated by the group ndswocial value’.
But a look at modelAtt. 1A Ind. Val.shows us that the same seems to be true

regarding the group norm ‘individual value of rébig’. The included interaction term is also

negative and remains statistically significant whibntrolling for levels of inequality. Is this
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a sign that the effects of inequality are actualbdiated by the individual value group norm?
We think not, because several arguments speak sag&inf this were to be a genuine
mediation effect, the Gini interaction term shobklweakened. But this is not the case: the
effect does not change after the inclusion of \watlial value’. Further evidence comes from
model Attendance 6(Table A-1.5.}, where we entered both group norms in the model
simultaneously. It was found that under controlhef ‘social value of religion’ no significant
interaction effect for the individual value occuind lastly, while income inequality is a
predictor for the levels of the social value grawgem, this is not true for the individual value
of religion (see step two above).

Nonetheless it should be pointed out that the raHiect of the individual value group
norm on religious attendance is stronger than tdwakvalue effect (social value: 0.70 vs.
individual value: 1.14). Therefore the general effef the individual value group norm on
religious attendance cannot be dismissed. Persoisedieties where religion is seen as a
source of comfort are much more likely to attendrch than in societies where this is not the
case. However, our evidence also proves that tmseties are not the ones where religious
socialisation takes places most effectively. Tleisds to happen in societies where religion
generates strong religious networks and sociakmeswhere the belief is shared that religion

is a means of achieving this.
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Table A-1.5.4Variance components of mediation models (religlmelgefs).

Model 0 .

(2008) IA Gini IA Soc. Val.l 1A Ind. Val. |
Var(qo_) — Random Intercept 1. DGk 0. 14% 0.13# 0.1 1+
countries ' ' ' '
Valtr(ql) — Random slope P. 0.02%% 0.0+ 0.0+
rel. ' ' '
Cov(yo uy) P. Church, 0.01 -0.00 -0.00
Random intercept countries
N countries 37 37 37 37
N individuals 43,247 43,247 43,247 43,247
Log likelihood -19117.03 -16709.47 -16704.98 -164Q23
Deviance 38234.06 33418.94 33409.96 33406.84
ICC(countries) 0.28 0.05 0.04 0.04
BIC 38255.41 33664.46 33676.83 33673.71
Number of parameters 2 23 25 25
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Table A-1.5.5Mediation analyses of religious attendance, nhewel logistic regression, 2008 sample.

.- Att. IA Soc. Vval. Att. IA Soc. Val. Att. IA Soc. Val. Att. IA Ind. Val. Att. IA Ind. Val. Att. IA Ind. Val.

Att. 1A Gini | I I | I 1l

Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. .ES Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.
Country-level main effects
Ex-Socialist -0.29 0.24 -0.27 0.23 -0.33 0.25 -0.30 0.24 -0.16 0.2p.22 0.23 -0.23 0.23
GDP p.c./1000 -0.04** 0.01 -0.03** 0.01 -0.03** 0.01 -0.03* 0.01 -0.03* 0.01-0.03** 0.01 -0.03* 0.01
National religiosity 0.68*** 0.10 0.60*** 0.11 0.67*** 0.12 0.67*** 0.11 0.59*** 0.10 0.60*** 0.10 0.65*** 0.10
Religious pluralism 0.24 0.36 0.17 0.35 0.08 0.38 0.13 0.36 0.37 0.39.24 0.35 0.26 0.35
Gini Index 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00.00 0.01 0.00 0.01
Social value (avg.) 0.70* 0.33 0.22 0.36 0.26 0.34
Individual value (avg.) 1.26*** 0.38 1.14%** 0.40 0.85* 0.41
Dom. Rep. 0.16 0.41-0.04 0.41 -0.02 0.44 0.09 0.42 0.23 0.36.11 0.39 0.21 0.39
Cross-level interactions
Gini X P. rel. att. -0.02%** 0.00 -0.01** 0.00 -0.01** 0.00 -0.01* 0.00 -0.02** 0.00-0.02** 0.00 -0.02** 0.00
Soc. val. X P. rel. att. -0.28** 0.11 -0.26** 0.10 -0.25** 0.10
Ind. val. X P. rel. att. -0.28* 0.14 -0.25 0.13 -0.25* 0.13
Dom. Rep. X P. rel. att. 0.28* 0.140.37* 0.13 0.38** 0.12 0.38** 0.12 0.28* 0.14 0.29* 0.13 0.30* 0.13
Dom. Rep. X P. rel. aft. 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04€.03 0.04 0.03 0.04

Table continued on next page.
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Table A-1.5.5continued)

Att. 1A Gini Att. 1A Soc. Val. | Att. 1A ﬁoc. Val. Att IA IISloc. Val. Att. 1A Ind. Val. | Att. 1A Ilr|1d. Val. Att. 1A II|r|1d. Val.

Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. ES Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E.

Individual level effects

Parents’ rel. attendance 1.32%** 0.111.99*** 0.28 1.87*** 0.27 0.92%** 0.13 2.28*** 0.50 2.11%** 0.48 2.06*** 0.46
Parents’ rel. attendance 0.16*** 0.01 0.17** 0.01 0.17% 0.01 0.17*** 0.01 0.16*** 0.01 0.17*** 0.01 0.17**= 0.01
Social value of religion 0.58*** 0.02 0.36*** 0.02 0.58*** 0.02 0.36*** 0.02
Ind. value of religion 0.57*** 0.03 0.57*** 0.03
Female 0.38*** 0.03 0.38*** 0.03 0.36** 0.03 0.31*** 0.03 0.38*** 0.03 0.36*** 0.03 0.31*** 0.03
Education years -0.01* 0.00-0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.00-0.00 0.00 -0.01* 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00
Age 0.02%** 0.00 0.02**= 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00 0.02** 0.00 0.02*** 0.00
Rel. denomination (ref. Cath.)

Protestant 0.12* 0.05 0.11* 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.10* 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.05
Orthodox -0.27* 0.13 -0.27* 0.13 -0.29* 0.13 -0.29* 0.13 -0.27* 0.13 -0.29* 0.13 -0.29* 0.13
Muslim 1.10%** 0.10 1.10%**= 0.10  1.00*** 0.11 0.98*** 0.11 1.05** 0.11 0.97*** 0.11 0.96*** 0.11
Other 0.35*** 0.09 0.35*** 0.09 0.31*** 0.09 0.29%** 0.09 0.33*** 0.09 0.29%** 0.09 0.28*** 0.09
None -0.31** 0.09 -0.31** 0.09 -0.25* 0.09 -0.19* 0.09 -0.31** 0.09 -0.25* 0.09 -0.19* 0.09
Constant -3.70*** 0.73 -5.65*** 1.18 -3.98*** 1.26 -3.22*** 0.76 -8.56** 1.62 -7.79*** 1.70 -6.67*** 1.73

"p<.10; *p<.05; * p<0.01; ** p <.001
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Table A-1.5.6 Mediation analysis of religious attendance; vamt@ components. ISSP 2008 only.

Att. Model O Att. 1A Gini Att. 1A Soc. Att. 1A Soc. Att. IA Soc.  Att. IAInd.  Att. IAInd.  Att. IA Ind.
(2008) ' Val. | Val. Il Val. 11l Val. | Val. Il Val. 1l

Var(qo) - Random 1 28*** O 14*** O 13*** O 15*** O 14*** O 11*** O 1 2*** O 13***
Intercept countries ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
Var(ys)
— Random slope P. 0.02%** 0.01%** 0.01*** 0.01%** 0.01*** 0.01*** 0. O1***
Church
Cov(yo, up) P.
Church, Random -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.00 0.00 -0.00
intercept countries
N countries 37 37 37 37 37 37 37 37
N individuals 43,247 43,247 43,247 43,247 43,247 248 43,247 43,247
Log likelihood -19117.03 -16709.47 -16704.98 -16GB8 -15839.05 -16703.42 -16076.39 -15838.41
Deviance 38234.06 33418.94 33409.96 32156.70 31678. 33406.84 32152.78 31676.82
ICC(countries) 0.28 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 .040
BIC 38255.41 33664.46 33676.83 32434.24 31966.33 67331 32430.32 31965.05
Number of
parameters 2 23 25 26 27 25 26 27

*p<.10; * p<.05; ** p <0.01; ** p <.001
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9.1.6 A1.6 - On the relationship between the ‘social’ and ‘individual value

of religion’ and indicators of relational social capital
In order to prove that our group norms ‘social eabf religion’ and ‘individual value of
religion’ are meaningfully related to indicators relational social capital, we have to use a
different dataset because we need measuremergiatbnal social capital and informal ties.
These indicators are available in the ISSP wavd Z[E5P Research Group 2001).

As indicators for relational social capital and tieiance on informal ties, we used
two sub-scales that asked respondents about whyowbald turn to for help in specific
situations. The questions were related to respdaddrelp-seeking in four different
situations: help under the condition that one Wasd needed help in the household, seeking
someone to talk to if the respondent felt depresbedowing a large sum of money and
getting information regarding new job positions. Veee only examining the last two
guestionnaire items here. Respondents could chbose 19 (11 for the job question)
different persons, groups of persons or institugithrat they would ask for help first, or which
would keep them informed about job offé?8.

It was possible to sort the different choices idtéarge groups for each question.
Either people would turn to 1.) family members geoor extended family/in-laws), 2.)
friends, acquaintances or colleagues, 3.) insbistiof various kinds (borrowing money: i.e.
banks or moneylenders; jobs: i.e. educationaltingins, job centres, advertisements), 4.) No
one (this option was only available for the bornogviquestion). In order to keep the
presentation short and to prove only our main paowet chose to recode the responses only in
two groups, disregarding those respondents who emesiv*'No one”. When respondents

reported that they would seek help/get informatidrom family members or

100 The exact wording of the questions, the diffexdmiices, as well as our recodings can be foundipefdix
A-1.7.
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friends/acquaintances, we coded this as ‘inforngal ¥YWhen they reported that they would
borrow money from a bank or similar institution get job information from official
institution, we coded this as ‘formal ti"

We performed simple correlational analyses betweemtry-level variables and the
aggregated indicators of relational social capitadrder to clarify the relationships that exist
between the constructs of interest as well as latwecome inequality.

We stated that in societies where people viewiligs a source of relational social
capital, they will also rely more strongly on othirms of relational social capital or
informal ties. And, secondly, both phenomena, tiesvvthat religion serves as a particular
form of social capital and the reliance on any fariwelational social capital are caused by
one common factor. This common factor is incomejuradity.

Table A-1.6 Relationships between relational social capitaljgious and structural indicators. Country-
level correlations.

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8.
Borrow  Job Soc. Ind. Rel. Ex- Gini GDP
val. val. att. Soc.
1. Borrow informal 1.00
2. Job informal 0.56* 1.00
3. Social value of religion  0.41* 0.59* 1.00
4. Ind. value of religion 0.25 0.39* 0.85* 1.00
5. Religious attendance 0.25 0.55* 0.72* 0.61* 1.00
6. Ex-Socialist 0.22 0.06 -0.27 -0.44*  -0.27 1.00
7. Gini Index 0.48* 0.63* 0.75* 0.55 0.53* -0.17 OD.
8. GDP p.c. -0.46* -0.72* -0.39* -0.15 -0.40* -0.41 -0.59* 1.00

Notes: N = 30; calculations are based on ISSP 280d 2008 data. Values on soc. and ind. value of
religion for Canada and Brazil have been imputeg.< .05

As Table A-1.6 shows, we find that there is a pesitorrelation between our two indicators

of relational social capital and the social normattieligion serves as a form of social capital.

101 We merged the country-level information about shared norm of religion as an individual/socialueal
from the ISSP 2008 with the ISSP 2001 data. For ¢wontries that are included in the 2001 wave, no
information was available in 2008. These countaiess Canada and Brazil. We used single imputaticedan
the country-values of GDP, Gini Index, rates ofgielis attendance and ex-Socialist societies talipréhe
respective country-level values. Our results do sighificantly change if we omit these two caseasrfrour
analyses. Results are available upon request.
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In societies with this shared norm, people are atsoe likely to borrow money (r = .41)
informally or receive job information via informéks (r = .59). In addition we also find a
moderate positive correlation between the borroveing job indicator (r = .56). In contrast,
the correlations with the shared norm of religienaa individual value are smallepdfow=
25; fop = .39). If we turn to income inequality and econondievelopment as predictor
variables for the general reliance on informal twes find that the Gini Index is a good
predictor for both sources of informal social cap{tvorrow=.48; fon = .63). However, getting
job information via informal ties seems to be dnveather by levels of economic
development than by levels of inequality. The datrens with GDP arepbrow= -.46 and jso

= -.72. Lastly, we find that the best predictors tlee shared norm that religion has a high

social value are aggregate levels of church attezeland income inequality.
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Alternative measures of relational social capitak gredictors of decreased socialisation

effects
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Figure A-1.6.1:Country-specific socialisation effects and relatbsocial capital.

As a further argument for our social capital explion we show that alternative measures of
relational social capital are predicting decreagackntal socialisation effects as well. Our
alternative indicators of relational social capded the share of people in a society that report
borrowing money informally (from family and friendand the share of persons that receive
information about new jobs via informal channelse Wsed data from the ISSP 2001 for this
purpose. Please see appendix Al.7 for further nmftion about the construction of these
alternative measures.

We refrained from fitting yet another model besathe country samples between the
ISSP 2001 and the other ISSP waves are fairlyreifté®? But, for those countries that have
information on the socialisation effects and the w$ relational social capital, we have
plotted the relationship iRigure A-1.6.1 The Y-axis shows the country-specific socialmati

effects as obtained frovlodel A the left graph shows the bivariate relationshighwhe

102 \we only have 29 country cases with informationsonialisation effects and relational social capitatael-
Arabs’ is treated as a single case here, whilelsvas treated as one case in the other models.
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percentage of people reporting that friends or fanviould be the first ones to turn to in
order to borrow money. The right-hand graph sholes relationship with % of people
reporting that they obtain job information fromefnds or family. In both cases we find that
parental socialisation effects are smaller in d@senvhere everyone relies stronger on friends
or family, either to borrow money (correlation r-53) or to find a job (correlation r = -

.58) 103

On the high intercorrelation between the group nosnhof ‘social value of religion” and
‘individual value of religion’.

Our paper rests heavily on the idea that sociétiedamentally differ in their views on the
function or norms that people ascribe to religi®ocieties that emphasise the ‘individual
value of religion’ regard religion as a source mdividual peace and comfort. Yet in other
societies most people share the view that religgaserving a role to make friends and meet
the ‘right’ people, thereby stressing the sociglitz character of religion. We hypothesise
that these differences are caused by varying leskiscome inequality, which lead to a
higher appreciation of relational social capitatlaherefore ‘social’ group norms are much
more prevalent in unequal societies. But, from ¢tberelational analysis presented above
(Table A-1.6), one might argue that societies db aatually differ fundamentally in their
views on religion. After all we find that these gmpnorms are correlated to r = .85 on the
country level. Would this not mean that societresvhich religion’s capacities to bring peace
and comfort are valued are also societies in whatigion is seen as a crucial social force

and vice versa?

103 The relationship with the borrowing indicator seetm be more robust, whereas the relationship thighjob
variable is influenced by the Philippines’ outlyipgsition. If this case is dropped, the relatiopski weaker,
but still existent (r = -.48).
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The observation that those group norms are higbiyetated is correct. But, firstly,
this correlation has been calculated only for thges that had indicators on group norms and
other forms of relational social capital. This mea&ountries that were present in ISSP 2001
and ISSP 2008. We only have 30 cases here, beid08 analysis there are 37 cases. If the
correlation is calculated in the 2008 sample, oy r = .73. This is still very high.
Nonetheless, concluding from the high intercorretatthat those countries do not differ
much in regard to their group norms means fallingypo a fallacy. One has to take into
account that those societies still differ remarkabltheir levels of inequality. The correlation
between the social value norm and the Gini coeffitis .75 (p<.05), the correlation between
‘individual value’ and the Gini is .55 (n.s.).

Thus the mistake is to underestimate the confogndifect of inequality (on which
the mediation effect regarding socialisation eSastactually based). Countries’ support for
religion as a source of peace and comfort doevangt remarkably by inequality levels. But
what does vary is their support for religion a®arse of social capital. If we use ‘individual
value of religion’ as a predictor for ‘social valoéreligion’, controlling for inequality, then
the partial correlation between individual value aocial value is only r = .45. Two figures
can illustrate this point. Figure A-1.6.2 descrilbles relationship between group norms and

inequality.
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Figure A-1.6.2:Country-level averages of group norms ordered leguality levels.

These are the country cases with their respecéveld of group norms. The darker bars
represent the ‘individual value’; the light barsoshthe ‘social value’ scores. The cases are
ordered according to their inequality levels. Oe taft-hand side we have low inequality
levels, on the right high inequality levels. On@& c&e that countries are not very different in
their evaluation of the individual value of religiotaking inequality into account (indicated
by the upper solid trend line). But they are difetr regarding their evaluation of the social
value of religion. Low inequality countries do nealue it as much as high inequality
countries (indicated by the lower dashed trend line

The second graph (Figure A-1.6.3) shows the sudpor¢ach of the scale items in
low and high inequality societies. The individualue scale comprises the items ‘peace’ and

‘comfort’. The social value scale comprises ‘frishdnd ‘right people’.
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Figure A-1.6.3:Share of respondents agreeing with the sub-itentseafroup norms in low- and
high-inequality societies.

Roughly 80% in the 4 lowest ranking inequality coigs agree that religion brings peace and
comfort. This is almost the same as the shareandtlmighest ranking inequality societies:
85% to 90% of respondents agree with those scahesit The difference in agreement only
shows if we look at the social value items. In lioequality societies 60% agree that religion
helps to make friends. Only 30% agree that it hétpsneet the right people. But in high
inequality societies 80% agree with each item. &toee we can conclude that even though
there is a high correlation between both group sosmthe country level, societies still differ

markedly in their emphasis on one of the respegieep norms.
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9.1.7 Al1.7 - Analysis of relational social capital items (ISSP 2001 data),

question wordings and country-specific information

The question wording for the items that asked redpots about the persons or institutions
that they would rely on if they needed help (borirmyvmoney/getting job information) was
the following:

Borrowing money:

“Q24: Now we would like to ask you how you wouldtdeelp in situations that anyone could find
herself or himself in. Now, suppose you neededdwdw a large sum of money. Who would you

turn to first for help? [Please tick one box orily.]

Response options (our simplified recoding is showparenthesis):

* husband, wife, partner (Family)
* mother (Family)
» father (Family)
» daughter (Family)
* son (Family)
* sister (Family)
* Dbrother (Family)
» other blood relative (Family)
* in-law relative (Family)
* god-parent (Family)
» close friend (Friends)
* neighbour (Friends)
* someone you work with (Friends)
» employer (Friends)
* government or social services agency (Institution)
* abank or credit union (Institution)
* aprivate money lender (Institution)
* someone else (Friends)
* no one (No one/missing)
285



Getting information about jobs

“Q29: There are many ways people hear about jdbsm other people, from advertisements
or employment agencies, and so on. Please indnmateyou first found out about work at
your present employer. [IF YOU ARE NOT CURRENTLY W®ING FOR PAY,

PLEASE ANSWER THIS QUESTION FOR YOUR LAST JOB. Hedick one box only.]”

Response options (recoding in parentheses):

* | have never worked for pay (Missing)

* From parents, brothers or sisters (Family)

* From other relatives (Family)

* From a close friend (Friends)

* From an acquaintance (Friends)

* From a public employment agency or service (Instit)
* From a private employment agency (Institution)

* From a school or university placement office (lgton)
* From an advertisement or a sign (Institution)

* The employer contacted me about a job (Institution)

* | just called them or went there to ask for works{ltution)
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Table A-1.7.1:Sources of borrowing money by country (ISSP 2001).

Borrowing money

Country Noone Family Friends Institution Informal
Australia 0.06 0.66 0.03 0.26 0.73
Germany-West 0.07 0.52 0.04 0.37 0.60
Germany-East 0.15 0.51 0.03 0.30 0.64
Great Britain 0.11 0.53 0.02 0.33 0.63
Northern Ireland  0.13 0.50 0.03 0.34 0.60
United States 0.12 0.66 0.13 0.09 0.90
Austria 0.13 0.52 0.04 0.31 0.65
Hungary 0.21 0.49 0.08 0.23 0.71
Italy 0.05 0.66 0.04 0.24 0.74
Norway 0.02 0.52 0.03 0.43 0.57
Czech Republic 0.12 0.60 0.10 0.18 0.79
Slovenia 0.09 0.62 0.11 0.18 0.80
Poland 0.12 0.61 0.12 0.16 0.82
Russia 0.14 0.57 0.29 0.00 1.00
New Zealand 0.06 0.46 0.02 0.46 0.51
Canada 0.05 0.45 0.02 0.48 0.49
Philippines 0.09 0.69 0.16 0.05 0.94
Israel Jews 0.12 0.54 0.10 0.24 0.73
Israel Arabs 0.03 0.72 0.10 0.15 0.85
Japan 0.05 0.69 0.03 0.24 0.75
Spain 0.04 0.71 0.03 0.21 0.78
Latvia 0.18 0.45 0.27 0.10 0.88
France 0.06 0.53 0.04 0.37 0.61
Cyprus 0.00 0.46 0.03 0.51 0.49
Chile 0.14 0.58 0.12 0.15 0.83
Denmark 0.06 0.40 0.02 0.52 0.45
Switzerland 0.07 0.61 0.09 0.23 0.75
Brazil 0.16 0.52 0.13 0.18 0.78
South Africa 0.12 0.50 0.22 0.15 0.82
Finland 0.06 0.54 0.02 0.38 0.59

Note: Last column (“Informal”) is the total shard mesp. that report friends
or family as sources, counting “no one” as missing.
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Table A-1.7.2 Sources of job information by country (ISSP
2001).

Getting job information

Country Friends Family Institution Informal
Australia 0.09 0.22 0.69 0.31
Germany-West 0.13 0.21 0.66 0.34
Germany-East 0.13 0.21 0.66 0.34
Great Britain 0.12 0.22 0.66 0.34
Northern Ireland  0.11 0.21 0.68 0.32
United States 0.11 0.34 0.56 0.44
Austria 0.19 0.08 0.74 0.26
Hungary 0.16 0.44 0.39 0.61
Italy 0.26 0.31 0.42 0.58
Norway 0.10 0.19 0.72 0.28
Czech Republic 0.15 0.32 0.53 0.47
Slovenia 0.16 0.31 0.53 0.47
Poland 0.16 0.36 0.48 0.52
Russia 0.16 0.34 0.50 0.50
New Zealand 0.10 0.21 0.69 0.31
Canada 0.13 0.23 0.64 0.36
Philippines 0.47 0.36 0.17 0.83
Israel Jews 0.17 0.30 0.53 0.47
Israel Arabs 0.36 0.32 0.32 0.68
Japan 0.16 0.25 0.59 0.41
Spain 0.27 0.35 0.38 0.62
Latvia 0.11 0.35 0.54 0.46
France 0.16 0.21 0.63 0.37
Cyprus 0.28 0.34 0.38 0.62
Chile 0.26 0.42 0.32 0.68
Denmark 0.09 0.19 0.72 0.28
Switzerland 0.12 0.27 0.61 0.39
Brazil 0.40 0.45 0.15 0.85
South Africa 0.26 0.25 0.49 0.51
Finland 0.09 0.17 0.74 0.26
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9.2 Appendix 2

9.2.1 A2.1 - Illustration of a latent variable model

N J2 J3 Ja Js

T o o

¢ €, € cy Cs

The figure above illustrates a latent class modbkren symbolises a latent variable — such
as ‘religiosity’. Skrondal and Rabe-Hesketh (20D¥define a ‘latent variable’ as a “random
variable whose realisation are hidden from ys'to ys are our observed indicators (A), (B),
and others. Each of these indicators is linked his fatent construct via conditional
probabilities, which are comparable to factor logdi in traditional factor analysis. These are
illustrated by arrows pointing fromm to the observed indicatorg — the conditional
probabilities of the latent class factor ‘religiysion indicator variables are reported below in
Appendix IV. Notice another characteristic of tmsedel, namely the error terms

This brings us to the issue of measurement errgrw@& cannot directly observe
whether or how religious a person is, we need ils@tmanifest or observed variables that
help us to approximate the “true” belief. Howevérese indicator variableg are not
perfectly reflecting the underlying latent varialileey are supposed to measure. Hence,
responses to these are attached with some measurerma, which have an expected mean
of zero and are uncorrelated with each other aadédtent variable. As the aim of LCA in

this context is to classify respondents into “trilievers or “true’ atheists, the error of
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such a latent class model can also be understo@dfasn of misclassification. A typical
latent class model can then be expressed as (Mie€uicl987; Skrondal and Rabe-Hesketh

2004):

C !
P{_‘_}Fj |.'X.'} = Z T[j: IX np{}"i}'lg :X.'}
=1 icl

whereP(y; | X) is the conditional probability of a specific resige pattern of the indicator
variables)y; = (yi,..-,ij), mc represents the probability of respondgbeing in one of the
discrete latent class€s(c=1,...C), and the local independence assumption is mé&(yy X),
as the specific responseyipsolely depends on the latent class a respondetassified once
measurement error is taken into account. The mest&hated below is conditioned an-

the country a respondent is from and the cohorbsgihangs to.

9.2.2 A2.2 - Question wording and coding

“Please tick one box below to show which statenoembhes closest to expressing what you

believe about God.” [Express]

* (1) I don't believe in God.

* (2) I don't know whether there is a God and | ‘tlbelieve there is any way to find out.
¢ (3) I don't believe in a personal God, but | ddibve in a Higher Power of some kind.
e (4) I find myself believing in God some of then&, but not at others.

« (5) While | have doubts, | feel that | do beligmeGod.

« (6) I know God really exists and | have no douwddisut it.

* (8) Can't choose, don't know; (9) NA.

(1) is coded as ‘atheist’; (2)-(3) and (8) ‘agno'st{4)-(6) ‘religious’ response; (9) are set tassing.
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“Which best describes your beliefs about God? "dfie]

¢ (1) I don't believe in God now and | never have.
¢ (2) I don't believe in God now, but | used to.

¢ (3) I believe in God now, but | didn't used to.

* (4) | believe in God now and | always have.

e (8) Can't choose, don’t know; (9) NA, refused.

(1) is coded as ‘atheist’; (2) and (8) ‘agnost{8)-(4) ‘religious’ response; (9) are set to migsin

“How much do you agree or disagree with each onth@ffollowing? There is a God who

concerns Himself with every human being persorigiGoncern]

e (1) Strongly agree.

* (2) Agree.

* (3) Neither agree or disagree.

* (4) Disagree.

« (5) Strongly disagree.

¢ (8) Can't choose, don't know; (9) NA, refused.

(4)-(5) is coded as ‘atheist’; (3) and (8) ‘agno’stf1)-(2) ‘religious’ response; (9) are set tossing.
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9.2.3 A2.3 - Conditional probabilities on indicator variables

1991 1998 2008
LATENT CLASS Ath. Agno. Reli.  Ath. Agno. Reli. Ath. Agno.Reli.
(Size) (0.26) (0.27) (0.47) (0.20) (0.28) (0.53) (0.18)(0.28)(0.54)
Iltem Response
Express atheist 053 0.01 0.01 065 0.02 0.01 0.63 0.02 0.01
agnostic 0.45 058 0.04 0.34 0.62 0.09.37 0.61 0.04
religious 0.02 041 0.96 0.01 0.36 0.960.01 0.37 0.95
Describe atheist 0.83 0.05 0.00 0.85 0.02 0.00.77 0.03 0.00
agnostic 0.17 0.35 0.00 0.15 0.70 0.0D.23 0.74 0.02
religious 0.00 0.60 1.00 0.00 0.28 0.980.00 0.24 0.97
Concern atheist 0.84 047 0.10 0.84 0.52 0.09.91 0.46 0.09

agnostic 0.14 045 0.23 0.14 043 0.22.08 047 0.21

religious 0.01 0.08 0.68 0.01 0.05 0.69.01 0.07 0.70
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9.2.4 A2.4 - Model fit of latent class models

N (cases

N (paramete

Log-likelihood
BIC

AIC

Classif. errors

EntropyR?

MODEL
1991 1998 2008
18,128 15,042 16,296
72 96 96
-37,343.8 -32,887.8 -35,254.4
75,393.6 66,698.9 71,439.9
74,831.7 65,967.6 70,700.9
0.11 0.07 0.08
0.75 0.81 0.79
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9.2.5 A2.5 - Religious legislation

1991 1998 2002
Rel. Status Domains No. Rel. Status Domains changedo. Rel. Status Domains changed No.
Austria Co- 1,2,3,4,5,6 6 Co- None 6 Co- None 6
operation operation operation
East Germany Co- 1,2,3,5,6,7,8 7 Co- None 7 Co- None 7
operation operation operation
Hungary Co- 1,2,3,59,10 6 Co- None 6 Co- (6) 7
operation operation operation added
Ireland Civil 1,2,9,11,12,13 6 Civil None 6 Civil None 6
Religion Religion Religion
Italy Co- 1,2,3,5,6,14 6 Co- None 6 Co- None 6
operation operation operation
Netherland Accomo- 2,8 2 Accomo- None 2 Accomo- None 2
dation dation dation
Norway Official 1, 2, 4,14, 15, 9 Official Q) 8 Official None 8
Religion 16, 17, 18, 19 Religion abolished Religion
Poland Civil 1,2,4,5 4 Civil (12) 5 Civil None 5
Religion Religion added Religion
Russia Co- 2,5 2 Civil 2), 4) 4 Civil None 4
operation Religion added Religion
Slovenia Co- 2,45 3 Co- Q) Co- (22) 5
operation operation added operation added
Great Britain Official 1,2,4,8,9,14, 10 Official None 10 Official None 10
Religion 15, 16, 17, 20 Religion Religion
West Germany Cooperation 1,2,3,5/6,7,87 Cooperation None 7 Cooperation None 7

List of religious laws coded in the "Religion ant@t®’ dataset: (1) Religious education in publicasds; (2) Government funding of religious educati(8) Religious tax collected by the state;
(4) Government department or ministry for religi@affirs; (5) Government registration necessaryoficial recognition; (6) Government monitors seot minority religions; (7) Restrictions
in public dress; (8) Government funding of religgiazharitable organisations; (9) Blasphemy lawsngraher restriction on speech about religion tigieus figures; (10) Funding for religious
organisations or activities other than clergy; (Mgndatory closing of some or all businesses durgtigious holidays including the Sabbat or itsigglent; (12) Prohibitive restrictions on
abortion; (13) Other religious prohibitions or piees that are mandatory; (14) Official governmgositions, salaries or other funding for clergys)Some official clerical positions made by
government appointment; (16) Certain governmeritiafé are also given an official position in thiate Church by virtue of their political office; {L Some or all government officials must
meet certain religious requirements in order taltaifice (18) Seats in legislative branch and/diirat are by law or custom granted, at least im, @dong religious lines; (19) The presence of
religious symbols on the state’s flag; (20) Certagligious officials become government officials Wiytue of their religious position; (21) Restrimtis on women other than abortion. (i.e.
restrictions on education, jobs that they can haidin appearing in public without a chaperon.
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9.3 Appendix 3
9.3.1 A3.1 - Recodings ‘religious attendance, days per year’

Table A-3.1.1: Conversion of religious attendancategories into
‘attendance, days per year’

Days
ISSP 91 ISSP 1998 WVS 95-2008  per
year
Never Never Never/practically 0
never
Lessthan oncea Lessthanoncea Less frequent than 05
year year a year '
Once a year 1
About once or
. 15
twice a year
Several times a Several times a On_other special
ear ear holidays than
y y Easter/Christmas 4
Only on special
holidays
(Easter/Christmas)
About once a Once a month Once month 12
month
2-3 times a month ~ 2-3 times a month 28
Nearly every week 40
Every week Once a week or Once a week 52
more
Several times a More than once a
104
week week
Once a day
Several times a day 365
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9.3.2 A3.2 - Country samples for the different analyses
Religious attendance (daysiklbania (alb), Argentina (arg), Australia (aus), shua (a),

Bangladesh (bd), Armenia (arm), Belgium (be), Basamd Herzegovina (BiH), Brazil (bra),
Bulgaria (bul), Belarus (bel), Canada (cda), Ckale), Columbia (col), Croatia (cro), Czech
Republic (cze), Denmark (den), Dominican Repuldioni rep.), El Salvador (el s), Estonia
(est), Finland (fin), France (fra), Greece (greundary (hu), Indonesia (ind), Iran (ira),
Ireland (ire), Italy (ita), Jordan (jo), Latvia\(}t Lithuania (It), Luxembourg (lux), Mexico
(mex), Moldavia (mol), Netherlands (nl), New Zealafnz), Nigeria (nig), Norway (nor),
Pakistan (pak), Peru (per), Philippines (phi), Rdldpol), Portugal (por), Romania (ro),
Slovakia (sk), Slovenia (slo), South Africa (rs&pain (esp), Sweden (swe), Switzerland
(swi), Tanzania (tan), Turkey (tur), Uganda (ugkrdine (ukr), Macedonia (mac), Egypt
(egy), Great Britain (gb), USA (usa), Uruguay (yrdgnezuela (ven), West Germany (Ger-
W), East Germany (Ger-E), Northern Ireland (nir).

Religious Leadership and Religious Influenédbania (alb), Algeria (alg), Argentina (arg),
Austria (a), Bangladesh (bd), Belgium, (be), Bostidlerzegovina (BiH), Bulgaria (bul),
Belarus (bel), Canada (cda), Chile (ch), Croatia)(cCzech Republic (cze), Denmark (den),
Estonia (est), Finland (fin), France (fra), Greége), Hungary (hu), Iceland (ice), Indonesia
(ind), Ireland (ire), ltaly (ita), Jordan (jo), haa (Itv), Lithuania (It), Luxembourg (lux),

Malta (mta), Mexico (mex), Morocco (mor), Netheudian(nl), Nigeria (nig), Pakistan (pak),

Philippines (phi), Poland (pol), Romania (ro), Ragsus), Slovakia (sk), South Africa (rsa),
Zimbabwe (zim), Spain (esp), Sweden (swe), Turkey),(Uganda (ug), Ukraine (ukr),

Macedonia (mac), Egypt (egy), Great Britain (gbanZania (tan), USA (usa), Venezuela
(ven), East Germany (ger-e), West Germany (geNejthern Ireland (nir).
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Table A-3.2.1contains the descriptive statistics of all dependerd independent variables.

Because the samples vary for each analysis, thist&tmare each given separately.

Table A-3.2.1: Descriptive statistics for indepemdend dependent variables in different samplemnalysis.

Religious attendance

Mean

SD Min  Max

Religious Leadership

Relig

ious Influence

Mean SD Min  Max Mean

SD Min Max

Rel. Att. (days)
Religious Leadership
Religious Influence
Macro-Level

HDI

Gini Index
Religious Laws

Ex. Socialist Society
Micro-Level
Education

Age

Female
Denomination
Protestant
Catholic

Muslim

Orthodox

other

none

N Countries

N Individuals

2233 3264 0 365

83.85
34.60
7.75
0.24

1.89
43.16
0.53

0.26
0.35
0.12
0.08
0.04
0.16

11.28 46.61 96.65
8.90 22.2860.62
4.66 0 25

0.43 0 1

0.76 1 3
16.83 15 101
0.50 0 1

0.44 0
0.48 0
0.33 0
0.29 0
0.19 0
0.37 0

[EY
[ IR

62
154301

2435 3493 O 365
285 1.20 1 5

82.77 12.19 46.61 96.65
33.94 8.20 22.4060.61
7.07 4.69 0 .
0.27 0.44 0

1.85 0.75 1 K
4291 16.69 15 98
0.53 0.50 0

0.20 0.40 0

1

5

3

1

0.34 0.48 0 1
0.16 0.36 0 1
0.09 0.29 0 1
0.04 0.20 0 1
0.16 0.37 0 1
55
101457

22.13

2.14

0.77
0.36

1.80
41.76
0.51

32.62 0 365

1.03 1 5

0.14 041 094
0.09 0.25 0.57
8.02.385 O 25

1 .290 0.45 0 1

0.74 1
16.18 15 98
0.50 0

0.15 0.35 01

0.29
0.24
0.09
0.04
0.19

0.45
0.43
0.28
0.20
0.40
56
128032

o o0 oo
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9.3.3 A3.3 - Alternative results from earlier version (Miiller 2009)

Table A-3.3.1: Correlation of macro-level variabksd country-means of dependent variables

Rel. Rel. Imp. of Rel. Rel.
HDI Gini Democr. Plural. Laws God Lead. Infl.
HDI 1.00
Gini Index -0.37* 1.00
Democratisation 0.73*  -0.28* 1.00
Rel. Pluralism -0.01 -0.01 0.10 1.00
Rel. Laws -0.23* -0.14 -0.42* -0.46* 1.00
Importance of God -0.67* 0.60* -0.60* -0.28* 0.28* 1.00
Religious. 0.77* 048 -0.71* -0.10 043* 085+  1.00
Leadership
Religious Influence -0.30* 0.49* -0.33* 0.12 0.19 0.40* 0.37* 1.00
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Table A-3.3.2: Multilevel regression of macro- amitro-level variables on individual religiosity,
attitudes towards Religious Leadership and Religimfluence®*

Importance of God Religious Leadership Religious Ifiuence
Coeff. beta Sign. Coeff. beta Sign. Coeff. beta  Sign.

Macro-Level

HDI -4919 -0.207 ** -1.769 -0.204 ***  0.079 0.011
Gini Index 7595 0.211 *** 2139 0.151 ** 1.079 0.093 =
Religious Laws -0.017 -0.031 0.035 0.156 ** 0.003 0.016
Rel. Pluralism -1.460 -0.116 ** 0.179 0.036 0.236  0.058
Democratisation -0.241 -0.127 ~* -0.049 -0.065 0.011 0.017
Ex-Socialist Society -0.520 -0.076 0.252 0.093 ~* -0.026 -0.012
Micro-Level

Income -0.052 -0.041 ** -0.021 -0.042 *+* -0.001 -0.001
Education -0.118 -0.028 ** -0.096 -0.058 *** -0.025 -0.019 ***
Age 0.011 0.060 *+*  0.003 0.041 ** 0.000 -0.007 +
Female 0.522 0.084 =** 0.013 0.005 + 0.011  0.005

Rel. Denomination
(Ref.: Protestant)

Catholic 0.286 0.042 *=* -0.121 -0.045 ** -0.018 -0.008
Muslim 0.329 0.045 ** (0.016 0.006 -0.005 -0.002
Orthodox 0.191 0.017 ** -0.129 -0.029 ** -0.103 -0.028 ***
other 0.589 0.036 ** -0.017 -0.003 -0.047 -0.009 *
none -2.468 -0.302 *** -0.283 -0.091 ** -0.121 -0.048 ***
Imp. God 0.123 0.315 **  0.045 0.142 ***
Constant 7.714 ¥ 3.100 rxk 2.244 Fokok
Level-2-Variance 0.857 0.106 0.050
Level-1-Variance 4,918 0.805 0.938
Var. Random Slope
Imp. God 0.002 0.002
R1? 0.42 0.38 0.03
R2? 0.78 0.78 0.15
ICC 0.148 0.116 0.051
N
Individ./Countries 82298/68 63548/55 63055/55
log likelihood -182528.34 -83537.35 -87646.22

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

104 Note: R12 and RZ indicate the amount of variance explained at titividual (R®) and the macro-level
(R1?) in comparison to an empty model. Calculationskased on Snijders and Boskers (1999). The insacla
correlations (ICC) for the empty models are 0.393G&nd 0.06.
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9.3.4 A3.3 - Country samples for the different analyses (earlier version)

Importance of GodAlbania (alb), Algeria (alg), Azerbaijan (aze), &rgina (arg), Australia,
(aus), Austria (a), Bangladesh (bd), Armenia (arBglgium, (be), Bosnia & Herzegovina
(BiH), Brazil (bra), Bulgaria (bul), Belarus (belzanada (cda), Chile (ch), Croatia (cro),
Czech Republic (cze), Denmark (den), Dominican Repydom rep.), El Salvador (el s),
Estonia (est), Finland (fin), France (fra), Georgao), Greece (gre), Hungary (hu), Iceland
(ice), Indonesia (ind), Italy (ita), Jordan (jo)atiia (Itv), Lithuania (It), Luxembourg (lux),
Malta (mta), Mexico (mex), Morocco (mor), Nethediazn(nl), New Zealand (nz), Nigeria
(nig), Norway (nor), Pakistan (pak), Peru (per)ilippines (phi), Poland (pol), Romania (ro),
Russia (rus), Slovakia (sk), Slovenia (slo), Sosiica (rsa), Zimbabwe (zim), Spain (esp),
Sweden (swe), Turkey (tur), Uganda (ug), Ukrainkr)(uMacedonia (mac), Egypt (egy),
Great Britain (gb), Tanzania (tan), USA (usa), UWrang (urg), Venezuela (ven), East
Germany (ger-e), West Germany (ger-w), Northerlaua (nir). [Still needs to be changed!]

Religious Leadership and Religious Influenéébania (alb), Algeria (alg), Argentina (arg),
Austria (a), Bangladesh (bd), Belgium, (be), Bostidlerzegovina (BiH), Bulgaria (bul),
Belarus (bel), Canada (cda), Chile (ch), Croatia)(cCzech Republic (cze), Denmark (den),
Estonia (est), Finland (fin), France (fra), Greépe), Hungary (hu), Iceland (ice), Indonesia
(ind), Ireland (ire), ltaly (ita), Jordan (jo), haa (Itv), Lithuania (It), Luxembourg (lux),
Malta (mta), Mexico (mex), Morocco (mor), Netheudian(nl), Nigeria (nig), Pakistan (pak),
Philippines (phi), Poland (pol), Romania (ro), Ragsus), Slovakia (sk), South Africa (rsa),
Zimbabwe (zim), Spain (esp), Sweden (swe), Turkiey),(Uganda (ug), Ukraine (ukr),
Macedonia (mac), Egypt (egy), Great Britain (gb&nZania (tan), USA (usa), Venezuela
(ven), East Germany (ger-e), West Germany (geNejthern Ireland (nir).
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Table A-3.4.1contains the descriptive statistics of all dependerd independent variables.

Because the samples vary for each analysis, thist&tmare each given separately.

Table A-3.4.1: Descriptive statistics for indepemdegnd dependent variables in different samplesnalysis.

Importance of God Religious Leadership Religious Influence
Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max

Importance of God 756 3.12 1 10 753 3.15 1 10 17.53.15 1 10

Religious Leadership 3.03 123 1 E

Religious Influence 215 1.01 1 5
Macro-Level

HDI 0.77 0.13 041 094 0.77 0.14 041 0094 0.77140.041 0.94
Gini Index 037 0.09 025 059 036 0.09 025 05836 0.09 0.25 0.57
Religious Laws 781 5.76 0 25 8.07 5.43 0 25 8.02.385 0 25

Religious Pluralism 041 025 0.00 0.86 040 0.25000 0.86] 0.40 0.25 0.00 0.86

Democratisation 5.07 1.65 2 7 5.16 1.62 2 7 5.17621. 2 7
EXx. Socialist Society 0.30 0.46 0 1 0.29 0.45 0 1 .290 0.45 0 1
Micro-Level

Income 459 2.46 1 10 470 2.45 1 10 471 2.45 1
Education 1.83 0.74 1 3 1.79 0.74 1 3 1.80 0.74 1
Age 41.37 16.28 15 98 | 41.77 16.20 15 98 | 41.76 16.18 15 98
Female 0.52 0.50 0 1 051 0.50 0 1 051 0.50 0
Denomination

Protestant 0.15 0.36 0 1 0.15 0.35 0 1 0.15 0.35 01
Catholic 0.30 0.46 0 1 0.29 0.45 0 0.29 0.45 0
Muslim 0.24 0.43 0 1 0.25 0.43 0 1 0.24 0.43 0
Orthodox 0.09 0.29 0 1 0.09 0.28 0 1 0.09 0.28 0
other 0.04 0.19 0 1 0.04 0.20 0 1 0.04 0.20 0
none 0.18 0.38 0 1 0.19 0.40 0 1 0.19 0.40 0
N Countries 68 55 55

N Individuals 82298 63548 63055
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9.3.5 A3.4 - Measurement of religious laws in countries

The following checklist has been used by Fox (2d06xhe measurement of religious laws
in a country. One point was added for the existaridbe respective law. The variable used
in this paper contains each country’s total scthre;original variable is callekiL998

Fox’s data and further documentation can be fourideahomepage of the Religion and State

Project:http://www.biu.ac.il/soc/po/ras/

= Dietary laws (restrictions on the production, intpselling, or consumption of
specific foods).

= Restrictions or prohibitions on the sale of alcahbkverages.

= Personal status defined by clergy (i.e. marriagarde, and/or burial can only occur
under religious auspices.)

= Laws of inheritance defined by religion.

= Restrictions on conversions away from the domimnealigion.

= Restrictions on interfaith marriages.

= Restrictions on public dress.

= Blasphemy laws, or any other restriction on spedaut religion or religious figures.

= Censorship of press or other publications on grewideing anti-religious.

= Mandatory closing of some or all businesses dumgtigious holidays including the

= Sabbath or its equivalent.

= Other restrictions on activities during religiouslilays including the Sabbath or its
equivalent. (“blue laws”).

= Religious education is standard in public schoalsitis possible to opt out of this

portion of the education.
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= Mandatory religious education in public schools.

= Government funding of religious schools or religioeducational programmes in
secular schools.

=  Government funding of religious charitable orgatisss.

=  Government collects taxes on behalf of religiougaarsations (religious taxes).

= Official government positions, salaries or otherding for clergy.

= Funding for religious organisations or activitigber than those listed above.

= Clergy and/or speeches in places of worship reggoxernment approval.

= Some official clerical positions made by governmegopointment.

= Presence of an official government ministry or dépant dealing with religious

affairs.

Certain government officials are also given anotdfiposition in the state church by

virtue of their political office (i.e. the Queen Bhgland is also head of the Anglican
Church.)

= Certain religious officials become government affis by virtue of their religious
position (i.e. as in Iran).

= Some or all government officials must meet certaligious requirements in order to
hold office.

= Presence of religious courts which have jurisdictoer some matters of law.

= Seats in legislative branch and/or cabinet areawy dr custom granted, at least in
part, along religious lines.

= Prohibitive restrictions on abortion.

= The presence of religious symbols on the statafs fl

= Religion listed on state identity cards.

= Religious organisations must register with govemiie order to obtain official
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status.

Presence of an official government body which nasitsects’ or minority religions.
Restrictions on women other than those listed above. restrictions on education,
jobs that they can hold, or on appearing in pulibout a chaperon.)

Other religious prohibitions or practices that ex@ndatory.
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9.4 Appendix 4

9.4.1 A4.1 - List of countries included

Table A-4.1:Countries included in the analysis of Chapter 6.

Country Abbreviation  TEIRRS mporant __ Attendance
United States us Protestant 0.60 0.45
Egypt EG Muslim 0.99 0.61
Morocco MA Muslim 0.98 0.51
Lebanon LB Muslim 0.87 0.49
Saudi Arabia SA Muslim 0.98 0.67
Jordan JO Muslim 0.96 .
Syria SY Muslim 0.85 0.54
Turkey TR Muslim 0.83 0.51
Pakistan PK Muslim 0.97 0.59
Indonesia ID Muslim 0.99 0.82
Bangladesh BD Muslim 0.99 0.82
United Kingdom GB Protestant 0.34 0.23
France FR Catholic 0.24 0.19
Germany DE Protestant 0.38 0.28
Netherlands NL Protestant 0.31 0.23
Belgium BE Catholic 0.38 0.23
Spain ES Catholic 0.41 0.29
Italy IT Catholic 0.68 0.49
Poland PL Catholic 0.76 0.65
Hungary HU Catholic 0.39 0.20
Czech Republic Ccz Catholic 0.23 0.12
Romania RO Orthodox 0.82 0.37
Sweden SE Protestant 0.16 0.13
Greece GR Orthodox 0.70 0.30
Denmark DK Protestant 0.18 0.16
Iran IR Muslim 0.82 0.46
Hong Kong HK Eastern 0.22 0.21
Singapore SG Eastern 0.54 0.40
Japan JP Buddhist 0.23 0.22
India IN Hindu 0.84 0.66
Venezuela VE Catholic 0.75 0.43
Brazil BR Catholic 0.90 0.50
Mexico MX Catholic 0.74 0.63
Nigeria NG Muslim 0.97 0.89
Kenya KE Protestant 0.96 0.75
Tanzania TZ other/mixed 0.97 0.80
Israel IL Jewish 0.47 0.37
Palestinian Territories PS Muslim 0.89 0.57
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Country Abbreviation TS IS mpotant____ Attendance
Ghana GH Protestant 0.95 0.79
Uganda uG Catholic 0.94 0.78
Benin BJ other/mixed 0.94 0.70
Madagascar MG other/mixed 0.95 0.67
Malawi MW Protestant 0.98 0.77
South Africa ZA Protestant 0.87 0.59
Canada CA Catholic 0.41 0.24
Australia AU Protestant 0.31 0.21
Philippines PH Catholic 0.96 0.66
Sri Lanka LK Buddhist 0.98 0.71
Vietnam VN Eastern 0.36 0.25
Thailand TH Buddhist 0.95 0.66
Cambodia KH Buddhist 0.88 0.46
Laos LA Buddhist 0.97 0.59
New Zealand NZ Protestant 0.32 0.26
Angola AO Cathaolic 0.91 0.75
Botswana BW Protestant 0.79 0.54
Ethiopia ET Protestant 0.90 0.78
Mali ML Muslim 0.94 0.71
Mauritania MR Muslim 0.97 0.69
Mozambique MZ Muslim 0.90 0.64
Niger NE Muslim 0.97 0.72
Rwanda RW Catholic 0.90 0.74
Senegal SN Muslim 0.98 0.71
Zambia ZM other/mixed 0.96 0.77
South Korea KR Eastern 0.43 0.37
Taiwan T™W Eastern 0.44 0.23
Afghanistan AF Muslim 0.98 0.65
Belarus BY Orthodox 0.29 0.14
Georgia GE Orthodox 0.77 0.26
Kazakhstan KZ Muslim 0.50 0.20
Kyrgyzstan KG Muslim 0.67 0.20
Moldova MD Orthodox 0.72 0.20
Russia RU Orthodox 0.34 0.17
Ukraine UA Orthodox 0.35 0.20
Burkina Faso BF Muslim 0.91 0.70
Cameroon CM other/mixed 0.94 0.74
Sierra Leone SL Muslim 0.98 0.89
Zimbabwe ZW Protestant 0.82 0.55
Costa Rica CR Catholic 0.86 0.62
Algeria Dz Muslim 0.91 0.58
Argentina AR Catholic 0.62 0.30
Armenia AM Orthodox 0.67 0.29
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Religious Religion Rel.

Country Abbreviation Culture Important Attendance
Austria AT Catholic 0.51 0.37
Azerbaijan AZ Muslim 0.54 0.26
Belize BZ Catholic 0.66 0.67
Bolivia BO Catholic 0.88 0.61
Burundi Bl Catholic 0.92 0.85
Central African

Republic CF Protestant 0.95 0.84
Chad TD Muslim 0.92 0.82
Chile CL Catholic 0.71 0.31
Colombia CcoO Catholic 0.87 0.64
Congo Brazzaville CG Catholic 0.96 0.80
Djibouti DJ Muslim 0.97 0.87
Dominican Republic DO Catholic 0.86 0.50
Ecuador EC Catholic 0.84 0.64
El Salvador SV Catholic 0.87 0.67
Estonia EE Protestant 0.15 0.10
Finland Fl Protestant 0.27 0.12
Guatemala GT Catholic 0.88 0.72
Guinea GN Catholic 0.97 0.79
Guyana GY Protestant 0.89 0.58
Haiti HT Catholic 0.78 0.73
Honduras HN Catholic 0.89 0.67
Iceland IS Protestant 0.38 0.19
Iraq IQ Muslim 0.82 0.59
Ireland IE Catholic 0.56 0.59
Latvia LV Protestant 0.34 0.16
Liberia LR Protestant 0.97 0.82
Lithuania LT Catholic 0.37 0.20
Luxembourg LU Catholic 0.35 0.25
Malaysia MY Muslim 0.90 0.68
Malta MT Catholic 0.89 0.76

Table continued on next page.
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Country pobreviation RIS o oRant  Avendance
Namibia NA other/mixed 0.93 0.63
Nepal NP Hindu 0.94 0.55
Nicaragua NI Catholic 0.86 0.61
Norway NO Protestant 0.21 0.13
Panama PA Catholic 0.90 0.62
Paraguay PY Catholic 0.91 0.57
Peru PE Catholic 0.86 0.56
Portugal PT Catholic 0.69 0.37
Qatar QA Muslim 0.93 0.71
Sudan SD Muslim 0.97 0.66
Tajikistan TJ Muslim 0.82 0.24
Togo TG other/mixed 0.87 0.66
Trinidad and Tobago TT Protestant 0.91 0.48
Tunisia TN Muslim 0.91 0.30
Uruguay uy Catholic 0.41 0.15
Uzbekistan uz Muslim 0.64 0.19
Kosovo XK Muslim 0.71 0.39
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