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Abstract 
 

6HFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�*RYHUQDQFH��+RZ�5HOLJLRQ�DQG�3ROLWLFV�([SODLQV�9DULDWLRQV�LQ�(XURSHDQV¶�
Attitudes 

 
By Brijette Kimaya Brown 

 
Is religion or politics more likely to explain variation in (XURSHDQV¶ attitudes toward the 
secularization of governance? This thesis theorizes that the rise of the contemporary state due to 
modernization reinforced medieval religious structures that restricted religious pluralism. A 
limited religious environment created less religious participation and interactions with religious 
authority. Religious leaders intertwine religious and political views when they pose political 
issues as moral dilemmas. The increased exposure to these messages leads to individuals having 
attitudes that combine religious and political matters (i.e., religious leaders being involved in 
politics). This thesis argues that religion is better than politics in explaining variation in 
(XURSHDQV¶ attitudes toward secularization. Statistical testing shows that religion is six times 
more powerful than politics at explaining these variations in attitudes. This paper intends to add 
to the literature regarding secularization by providing a comparative study of how religion and 
politics explain secularization. 
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Is religion or politics better at explaining (XURSHDQV¶ attitudes toward secularization in 

governance? This question stems from a literature concerning secularization and its function in 

society. During the medieval period, Western European territories were Christian religious 

monopolies (polities with most citizens practicing one religion and political leaders aligning 

them with the same religious institution) (Iannaccone and Stark 1994). The religious 

marketplaces (religious environments where governments control UHOLJLRQ¶V availability to 

citizens and individuals decide how to practice religion) during this period were restrictive due to 

JRYHUQPHQWV¶�UHOLJLRXV�UHJXODWLRQV��,DQQDFFRQH��������7KH�7KLUW\�<HDUV¶�:DU�GLVVROYHG 

religious monopolies and enabled the flourishment of ³LQVWLWXWLRQDO�VHSDUDWLRQ�GRFWULQH´��a 

principle stating governments nor religious institutions could interfere with one another) (Audi 

1989).  

Institutional separation doctrine creates the liberal state (polities without laws governing 

religion) and allows for less restrictive religious marketplaces (Iannaccone 1991). The liberal 

stateV¶ less restrictive religious markets enable more individuals to engage in religious behavior. 

When discussing religion, scholars (Durkheim 1912; Norris and Inglehart 2011; Allen and Allen 

2016) define religion as beliefs and practices performed in a moral community. Religion 

becomes institutionalized through the bureaucratic administration (Norris 2012) to separate it 

from the political sphere. The creation of the contemporary state (polities with laws governing 

religion and other aspects of life) (Iannaccone 1991) reinforced Christian religious monopolies 

that disappeared with the liberal state. Contemporary states restrict the religious marketplaces, 

which decreases religious pluralism and behavior. Scholars (Stark and Bainbridge 1985; Norris 

and Inglehart 2011; Allen and Allen 2016) create a theory to explain why religious behavior 

(and, ultimately, religion) decreases with the contemporary state: secularization.  
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Secularization (referring to monks returning to ministry with the laity) (Gorski and 

Altinordu 2008) highlights that secularization has two meanings: individuals turning away from 

religion or religious authority (defined as eliciting compliance by legitimizing power through 

supernatural components) (Stark and Bainbridge 1985). Theorists of secularization copiously 

debate which meaning of secularization applies to real-life interactions between religion and 

politics. Many scholars theorize about secularization through the frame of religion. Asad (1993) 

labels the religion framework as the ideological theory of secularization because religion is a tool 

to predict the effects of secularization. Modernization (characterized as industrialization) drives 

secularization (Berger 1996) and causes individuals to lose their religious beliefs and decrease 

religious practices in moral communities. Recent scholars (Stark and Bainbridge 1985, Stark and 

Finke 2000, Stark and Iannaccone 1994) demonstrate that SUHYLRXV�WKHRULVWV¶�DVVXPSWLRQV about 

religion decreasing with modernization (Berger 1996) are not empirically supported. Stark and 

KLV�FROOHDJXHV�DOVR�H[SODLQ�WKDW�HDUOLHU�VFKRODUV¶�ZRUNV�relied on incorrect interpretations of 

religious history during the medieval period. 

7KLV�WKHVLV�LQYHVWLJDWHV�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ¶V�RWKHU�PHDQLQJ��D�WXUQLQJ�DZD\�IURP�UHOLJLRXV�

authority. Casanova (2009) calls the religious authority framework as the state-craft theory of 

secularization (interchangeable with secularization in governance). The state-craft theory 

explains that UHOLJLRQ¶V�LQVWLWXWLRQDOL]DWLRQ�DOORZV�UHOLJLRXV�DXWKRULW\�WR�VHSDUDWH�IURP�SROLWLFDO�

authority. Modernization reinforces the mechanisms of the disappeDUHG�IRUPHU�PRQRSROLHV¶�

structures that restricted religious marketplaces. The more regulated religious marketplaces cause 

less religious participation of individuals, which leads to fewer interactions with religious 

DXWKRULWLHV�ZKR�FDQ�LQIOXHQFH�SHRSOH¶V�decisions. 
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Exposure to religious authority is an individualistic experience. Consequently, the state-

craft theory of secularization uses micro-level (or individual-level) data to analyze SHRSOH¶V�

attitudes toward secularization in governance. This thesis also will use micro-level data, but this 

paper will only evaluate individuals¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH�LQ European 

Union (EU) countries. The EU is central to this research to move from current American-

centered secularization theories that pertain to characteristics unique to the US. For instance, 

America is a classist society that identifies individuals based on socioeconomic status and race. 

Other countries, such as European countries, do not emphasize class as the defining social 

characteristic of people. Besides exploring new regional traits of the region, the focus of the 

European Union countries allows this paper to control for Christianity. Religion may account for 

YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��(YHQ�PRUH��WKH�(8�

enables this thesis to study secularization where it began and examine the residual attitudes of 

this historical phenomenon. 

This thesis will use the International Social Survey Program (2008): Religion, which is an 

attitudinal survey about religious and social issues. Survey questions enable this paper to 

operationalize variables to test a hypothesis. This study hypothesizes that religion is a better 

H[SODQDWRU\�YDULDEOH�WKDQ�SROLWLFV�IRU�YDULDWLRQ�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�

governance. To understand this hypothesis, one must examine the relationship between religion 

or politics and secularization in governance. Individuals who participate in more religious 

behaviors (like attending church services) are less likely to favor secularization in governance. 

Individuals engaging in religious behavior within moral communities expose themselves to their 

UHOLJLRXV�OHDGHUV¶�UHOLJLRXV�LGHDV�RQ�SROLWLFDO�LVVXHV��0F&DUWK\�HW�DO��������WKDW�LQIOXHQFH�

SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ��&RQYHUVHO\��SHRSOH�ZKR�DUH�PRUH�SROLWLFDOO\�ULJKW-
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leaning are less likely to favor secularization in governance. Right-winged individuals also tend 

to be more religious people who tend to vote for more conservative policies (Stegmueller 2013). 

7KHVH�SROLFLHV�PLUURU�UHOLJLRXV�OHDGHUV¶�YLHZV�WKDW�ZRXOG�DOWHU�SHRSOH¶V�YLHZV�RQ�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�

in governance. Both relationships underline the influence of religious authority in religion and 

politics, which means religion will determine views of secularization in governance. Seven 

multivariant models empirically support this hypothesis.  

The findings of this thesis add to the literature on the state-craft theory of secularization. 

Previous scholars (Casanova 2009; Stegmueller 2013) concentrate on the effects of religion or 

politics on secularization. They do not compare which variable is more powerful at explaining 

secularization. This thesis ± in the following pages ± provides a comparative examination of 

UHOLJLRQ¶V�DQG�SROLWLFV¶�LQIOXHQFH�RQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��The 

next section presents the theories of secularization, including the ideological and state-craft 

frameworks. Then, the paper will explain its focus on Europe as a case study and introduce the 

dataset and arguments. The following section reports the results of the multivariant models and 

highlights key takeaways. The last portion concludes the thesis. 

 

THEORY 

History Before Secularization Theory 

At the beginning of the fifteenth century, many territories in Western Europe were 

Catholic monopolies. Catholic monopolies were nations with a majority Catholic population and 

political leaders who aligned themselves with the Catholic Church (Stark and Iannaccone 1994) 

through concordats (Ferrari 1988). The Protestant Reformation created Christian diversity in a 

once homogenous Catholic region. Religious diversity encouraged Charles V to initiate cuius 
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regio, ejus religio,1 which JDYH�UXOLQJ�SULQFHV�DXWKRULW\�WR�GHFLGH�WKHLU�VXEMHFWV¶�UHOLJLRQ�Dnd 

established their supremacy over clerical authority. This Peace of Augsburg (1555) principle 

enabled the creation of Protestant monopolies. Protestant monopolies were territories with a 

majority Protestant citizenry and political leaders that aligned themselves with a Protestant sect 

using bureaucratic administration to restrict other religious groups from forming within the 

region (Stark and Iannaccone 1994). Protestant monopolies are more restrictive of religion than 

Catholic monopolies because Protestant monopolies had government structures to limit other 

religions whereas Catholic monopolies did not (Iannaccone 1991). While Christian religious 

monopolies existed, there were some levels of religious freedom for religious minorities to 

ensure relative peace from religious violence in the Holy Roman Empire (Rice and Grafton 

1994). 

Peace crumbled within the Holy Roman Empire with the commencement of the Thirty 

<HDUV¶�:DU������-1648). War started in Germany following Ferdinand II not assuring 

Protestants of their religious rights. Phase one of the 7KLUW\�<HDUV¶�:DU was a civil conflict 

between Catholics and Protestants in Germany. Phases two, three, and four were inter-territory 

conflicts between (modern-day) Spain, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, 

and Austria that used religion as a unifying tool to manipulate war participants for political gains 

(i.e., more territory and diminishing influence in the region). The war ended with the Treaty of 

Westphalia (1648), which reaffirmed the Peace of Augsburg (1555), established the concept of 

sovereignty, and created the modern-day nation-state2 (Rice and Grafton 1994).  

 
1 $�/DWLQ�SKUDVH�WKDW�WUDQVODWHV�WR�³ZKRVH�UHDOP��WKHLU�UHOLJLRQ�´ This principle was created and initiated through the Peace of 
Augsburg (1555). 
 
2 A sovereign state or country. France is an example of a nation-state. 
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%HVLGHV�HQGLQJ�WKH�7KLUW\�<HDUV¶�:DU��WKH�7UHDW\�RI�Westphalia ushered in a new era of 

thinking about religion and politics: the Enlightenment Period. One idea of the Enlightenment 

was the institutional separation doctrine. Colloquially known as the separation of church and 

state, institutional VHSDUDWLRQ�GRFWULQH�LV�YLHZHG�³LQ�D�IUHH�DQG�GHPRFUDWLF�VRFLHW\�«�>DV�

JRYHUQPHQWV@�QHLWKHU�HVWDEOLVK>LQJ@�D�FKXUFK�QRU�LPSDLU>LQJ@�UHOLJLRXV�OLEHUW\´��$XGL������������ 

When political leaders implemented the separation of church and state, they institutionalized 

religion3 through public administration by formulating rules, norms, and structures (Norris 2012) 

that separate religion and its authority from political authority. The separation of church and state 

is a political4 program (Gorski and Altinordu 2008) that aims to keep religion within its sphere 

(Casanova 2009). Scholars (Ferrari 1988) theorize that institutional separation doctrine allows 

religion to become a private matter that individuals govern since governments no longer interfere 

with religion.  

States did not interfere in religious matters by not creating laws that governed religion, 

which Iannaccone (1991) calls deregulation of the religious marketplace. The religious 

marketplace is the religious environment in polities where governments create laws that increase 

or decrease the availability of religion to citizens and practitioners determine the demand for 

religion. Deregulated religious marketplaces lead to greater religious diversity and religious 

pluralism because VWDWHV¶�ODFN�RI�LQWHUIHUHQFH�LQ�UHOLJLRQ�DOORZV�IRU�LQGLYLGXDOV�WR�PDNH�GHFLVLRQV�

regarding religious and social matters. Levels of religious participation are high in a deregulated 

religious marketplace (Stark and Iannaccone 1994). Also, the Catholic and Protestant 

 
3 Religion will be defined later in this paper. A rudimentary definition of religion is beliefs, practices, and communities organized 
WR�LQYRNH�VXSHUQDWXUDO�RU�³GLYLQH´�ILJXUHV��'XUNKHLP�������$OOHQ�DQG�$OOHQ������� 
 
4 The definition of politics stems from the concept of power relations. )RXFDXOW��������GHILQHV�SRZHU�UHODWLRQV�DV�³the multiplicity 
of force relations immanent in the sphere which it operates DQG�ZKLFK�FRQVWLWXWHV�WKHLU�RZQ�RUJDQL]DWLRQ´�������7KLV�GHILQLWLRQ�
explains that power is the basis of social formation. Power ± at its height ± can shape institutions and organizations in addition to 
the mechanisms governing interactions between institutions and subjects. The study of governments, according to Aristotle 
(James 1920), is the definition of politics. Politics is the study of governments, their citizens, and their power relations. 
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monopolies of the medieval period dissolved. This type of relationship between religion and 

polities is the definition of a liberal state.  

Over time, states began to interfere with religion by creating policies that affect religion. 

Ferrari (1988) calls these polities contemporary states because governments involve themselves 

LQ�DOO�DVSHFWV�RI�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�OLYHV�WR�HQVXUH�FLWL]HQV¶�ZHOIDUH�DQG�VRFLDO�MXVWLFH��:KLOH�

contemporary states do not intervene in church doctrine, they do provide resources to ensure 

FLWL]HQV¶�LQWHUHVWV��)HUUDUL��������$�VWDWH�PD\�VXSSO\�FKXUFK�VXEVLGLHV�WKURXJK�WD[HV��&KDYHV�HW�

al. 1994). The increased intervention of the state in religious affairs creates regulation in the 

UHOLJLRXV�PDUNHWSODFH��5HJXODWLRQ�LQ�WKH�UHOLJLRXV�PDUNHWSODFH�ZLOO�OHDG�WR�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�GHFUHDVHG�

participation in religious activities like going to church (Stark and Iannaccone 1994). Scholars 

(Berger 1996, Casanova 2009, Gorski and Altinordu 2008, Kuru 2009, Norris and Inglehart 

2011, Stark 1999, Stark and Bainbridge 1985, Stark and Iannaccone 1994) try to explain the 

decrease in LQGLYLGXDOV¶�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU�WKURXJK�WKH�WKHRU\�RI�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ� 

 

Secularization 

 Secularization derives from saeculum, which means the present time of a century or age 

(Gorski and Altinordu 2008). For instance, we are in the 21st century. Secularization has another 

Latin conjugation saecularizatio that alludes to the notion of a monk renouncing his order and 

returning to life as a secular clergy ministry (Gorski and Altinordu 2008). This Latin conjugation 

has two meanings: 1) religious people turning away from religion, or 2) religious people turning 

away from institutionalized religion or religious authority. The rest of this theory section 

explores the theoretical underpinnings of secularization by analyzing secularization as a time 

when individuals turn away from religion or religious authority. 
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The religion framework of secularization is entitled the ideological theory of 

secularization. The ideology theory postulates how religion produces predictable effects that are 

synonymous with modernization (Asad 1993). Durkheim (1912) ± the founder of sociology ± 

GHILQHV�³UHOLJLRQ´�DV�"a unifLHG�V\VWHP�RI�EHOLHIV�DQG�SUDFWLFHV�UHODWLYH�WR�VDFUHG�WKLQJV��«�ZKLFK�

XQLWH�LQWR�RQH�«�PRUDO�FRPPXQLW\�FDOOHG�D�FKXUFK���������6RPH�PRGHUQ-day scholars (Norris 

DQG�,QJOHKDUW�������GHYHORS�'XUNKHLP¶V�GHILQLWLRQ�RI�UHOLJLRQ�DV�EHOLHI�DQG�SUDFWLFHV�E\�

specifying religious rites (i.e., attending worship services and committing to religion). Allen and 

Allen (2016) emphasize beliefs, rites, and belonging to a church. By this definition of religion, 

the ideological theory of secularization is individuals turning away from religion by people no 

longer believe in sacred things, practice rituals with sacred things, or congregate in church.  

Scholars (Berger 1996, Maddox 2015, Stark 1999, Taylor 2007, Wallace 1966, Wilson 

1985, Wuthnow 1991) theorize that modernization is a mechanism of the ideological theory of 

secularization that affects religious beliefs, practices, and communities. Wuthnow (1991) defines 

modernization as the industrialization of nation-states. Modernization takes place with the 

creation of the contemporary state. A country-level example of modernization in the ideological 

theory of secularization is younger people are more spiritual than religious. On an individual 

level, modernization is the adopting of Enlightenment ideals (of rationality, knowledge, and 

science) that lead to a rejection of religion. Both examples of the modernization mechanism 

highlight how thoughts of religion change with industrialization. With the mechanism of 

modernization, secularization has consequences for religion. Modernization could lead to an 

erosion of individual faith (Stark 1999). Wallace (1966) provides the grim prediction that 

UHOLJLRQ�LV�³GRRPHG�WR�GLH�RXW´�DV�LQGLYLGXDOV�JDLQ�VFLHQWLILF�NQRZOHGJH��Maddox (2015) builds 

upon this theory to explain that Enlightenment ideals will take the place of religion. 
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Modern-day theorists (Stark and Bainbridge 1985, Stark and Finke 2000, Stark and 

Iannaccone 1994, Wuthnow 1985) have two main critiques of the ideology theory of 

secularization, but this section will highlight one counterargument. When scholars posit that the 

ideological theory of secularization is central to modernization, they imply that religion is 

UHJUHVVLYH��0DGGR[��������DQ�³LOOXVLRQ�´�DQG�³SRLVRQ´��)UHXG��������7KH�QHJDWLYH�FRPPHQWV�

about religion predicate incorrect interpretations of the religious history of the medieval period. 

$FFRUGLQJ�WR�6WDUN���������HDUOLHU�VFKRODUV�FRQWULYHG�WKDW�WKH�PHGLHYDO�SHULRG¶V�UHOLJLRXV�OHYHO�

was higher than in modern times. Recent scholarship on this history declares that the Catholic 

Church aligned itself with the nobility and imposed requirements upon the peasants to induce 

conformity (Bruce 1997). Peasants were folklore worshippers that incorporated Christian 

elements into their religion (Delumeau 1977). With new historical analysis, the ideology theory 

of secularization is no longer supported. 

Other than the framework of religion, secularization also means turning from religious 

authority or institutionalized religion. Casanova (2009) calls the religious authority frame the 

state-craft theory of secularization5 because this framework theorizes how the institutionalization 

of religion affects religion. The state-craft theory of secularization views religion as a religious 

institution. Weber (1968) conceives religious institutions similar to political organizations. 

Political organizations have political authority, which Weber (1968) defines as the means to use 

actual or the threat of force. Religious institutions are parallel to political organizations because 

they, too, have authority: religious authority. Political and religious authority alludes to the 

means to prompt LQGLYLGXDOV¶�FRPSOLDQFH��5HOLJLRXV�DXWKRULW\�LQGXFH�FRPSOLDQFH�E\�XVLQJ�

supernatural components to legitimize structurHV�WKDW�HQIRUFH�LWV�RUGHU�DQG�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�EHKDYLRUV�

and social institutions (Chaves et al. 1994, Stark and Bainbridge 1985). Additionally, religious 
 

5 State-craft theory of secularization will be used interchangeably with secularization in governance. 
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authority is narrowly defined in the Christian context; religious authorities are priests, preachers, 

pastors, and other clerical leaders in Christian faiths. Under the guise of the Christian 

conceptualization of the state-craft theory of secularization, scholars theorize that a decrease in 

LQGLYLGXDOV¶�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU�ZLOO�DIIHFW�UHOLJLRXV�DXWKRULW\��1RUULs and Inglehart 2011). 

Like the ideological theory of secularization, the mechanism of state-craft theory 

secularization is modernization, but the implementation of modernization differs. A country-

level example of modernization is states having increased administrative capacities to collect 

taxes to fund churches. Meanwhile, an individual level example of modernization LV�D�SHUVRQ¶V�

less frequently interacting with a religious institution and its leaders. These illustrations of 

modernization emphasize how people and institutions interact with religious organizations. 

Modernization has consequences for religion. Mainly, modernization reinforces Western 

(XURSHDQ�FRXQWULHV¶�UHODWLRQVKLSV�ZLWK�UHOLJLRXV�DQG�SROLWLFDO�DXWKRULWies that date to the ancièn 

régime6 (Kuru 2009), which are the Protestant and Catholic monopolies of the medieval period. 

Despite the disappearance of religious monopolies in Western Europe, the structures of 

Protestant and Catholic religious monopolies still exist within governments. The most visible 

structures of religious monopolies are state churches. Many Swedish people, for instance, 

converted from Catholic to Lutheranism during the medieval period. King Gustov I established 

the Church of Sweden (which is Evangelical Lutheran) in 1536 (Rice and Grafton 1994). This 

church still exists, and most Swedish citizens are Protestant. The institutional structures of the 

dissolved religious monopolies strengthen the effects of restrictive religious marketplaces when 

states increased their involvement in religious affairs through the contemporary state. More state 

LQWHUYHQWLRQ�OHDGV�WR�SHRSOH¶V�GHFUHDVHG�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRUV��,QGLYLGXDOV¶�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRUV�

allow them to have more exposure to religious authority. More religiously conservative leaders 
 

6 Ancièn regime refers to a political era between 15th and 18th century Europe. 
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FRGH�WKHLU�SROLWLFDO�VWDQFHV�DV�³PRUDO´�RU�UHOLJLRXV�LVVXHV��%HDWW\�DQG�:DOWHU��������7KHVH�

UHOLJLRXV�OHDGHUV¶�YLHZV�FRPELQH�UHOLJLRQ�DQG�SROLWLFV� The greater amount of time that 

participants are subjected to the ideas of religious authority leads to a greater chance of 

LQGLYLGXDOV¶ political thinking mirroring their UHOLJLRXV�OHDGHUV¶�SROLWLFDO�VWDQFHV��'MXSH�DQG�

Gilbert 2003).  

 

Unit of Analysis for State-Craft Theory of Secularization 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine variations in individuals¶ attitudes toward the 

state-craft theory of secularization. 7R�XQGHUVWDQG�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�SHUVSHFWLYHV��WKLV�WKHVLV�

needs to study causes that can lead to variations in attitudes toward secularization in governance. 

7KH�SUHYLRXV�VHFWLRQ�WKHRUL]HG�WKDW�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU leads to interactions with 

UHOLJLRXV�DXWKRULW\�WKDW�FDQ�DIIHFW�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ��7KH�

IRFXV�RQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�EHKDYLRUV�DQG�DWWLWXGHV�OHDGV�WKLV�SDSHU�WR�XVH�WKH�LQGLYLGXDO-level of the 

unit of analysis. Micro-level (or individual-level) analysis studies the individualization of 

UHOLJLRXV�SUDFWLFHV�DQG�EHOLHIV��6XUYH\�GDWD�DERXW�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�UHOLJLRXV�LVVXHV�LV�

an example of micro-level analysis. Dobbelaere (1989) explains that individual-level data allows 

scholars to investigate the impact religion has on the micro-level motives of citizens (i.e., 

attending church services). He would agree that micro-level data is the best approach to studying 

secularization in governance. 

 

Why the Europe Union? 

 Besides an individualistic approach, this thesis focuses on European Union (EU) 

countries. Many modern-day scholars (McCarthy et al. 2019) evaluate secularization in 
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governance through the American context and study the cultural characteristics of America to 

understand current secularization trends. For instance, scholars analyze how political affiliation 

affects SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ��-RQHV��������WKHRUL]HV�WKDW�OLEHUDO�$PHULFDQV�

tend to be more secular people. Other scholars (McCarthy et al 2019) H[SORUH�KRZ�$PHULFDQV¶�

religious behavior like attending church leads to people believing that religious and political 

beliefs should be intertwined. These patterns of attitudes toward secularization in governance are 

specific to America and may not be prevalent in other countries. Due to secularization theorists 

concentrating on American concepts, this field is heavily American-centered. This thesis moves 

away from analyzing secularization in governance in America and situates this theory in another 

regional context.  

 To identify a non-American context, this thesis uses the most similar systems design to 

limit the research to a region of countries with similar religious and cultural backgrounds. 

Countries that have repeated interactions with one another share cultures that influence their 

citizens and customs. The proximity of these countries enables cultures to permeate through 

national borders more easily. These cultures may only concentrate in one region of the world. By 

distinguishing countries with alike histories, this thesis controls for cultural factors that influence 

LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH�  

 The European Union is a group of countries with similar backgrounds rooted in 

Christianity that originates before the Enlightenment. These Western European polities were 

Catholic or Protestant religious monopolies that dissolved with the creation of the liberal state. 

The inception of the contemporary state strengthened the effects of restrictive religious 

marketplaces because governments interfered in religious matters. Western European countries 

still have religious monopoly structures that influence the present. This thesis captures 
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LQGLYLGXDOV¶�UHVLGXDO�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXOarization, namely how religion is an explanation for 

YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�SHUVSHFWLYHV�DERXW�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH� 

 Looking at thLV�WKHVLV¶V dataset, Table 1 highlights average citizens in EU countries think 

about secularization in governance. The operationalization of secularization in governance 

occurs in the next section. At this moment, secularization in governance is a composite variable 

that indicates (XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�UHOLJLRXV�DXWKRULWLHV being involved in political 

matters. The higher an EU country is on the list in Table 1, the less individuals¶�DWWLWXGHV�IDYRU�

secularization in governance within that polity. Eight out of the first ten countries in the table 

have Catholic majorities. Individuals in Catholic countries tend to not favor secularization in 

governance. These results stems from the structures of former Catholic monopolies that enable 

more religious freedom than once Protestant monopolies. Iannaccone (1991) had similar 

empirical findings as Table 1 despite her analyzing the International Study of Values (1981-

1983) while this paper evaluates data from the International Social Survey Program (2008): 

Religion. 

 

Table 1��&RXQWULHV¶�Mean and Standard Deviation Values of Secularization in Governance 
Countries Mean Value N 

All Countries 3.72 (2.03) 29403 
Northern Ireland 4.35 (1.99) 1029 

Latvia 4.34 (1.81) 1022 
Czech Republic 4.12 (2.23) 1443 

Sweden 4.08 (2.24) 1159 
Portugal 4.08 (2.06) 973 

Great Britain 4.02 (2.15) 1878 
Ireland 4.02 (1.86) 1981 

Belgium/Flanders 3.93 (2.16) 1206 
Hungary 3.88 (2.14) 972 
Slovakia 3.84 (2.22) 1092 
Austria 3.79 (1.98) 982 
Cyprus 3.73 (1.90) 977 
Slovenia 3.69 (1.91) 1033 

Netherlands 3.66 (1.94) 1881 
Finland 3.62 (1.93) 1043 
Croatia 3.53 (1.92) 1162 
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Italy 3.53 (1.66) 278 
West Germany 3.51 (1.93) 1068 

Spain 3.44 (1.99) 2263 
France 3.30 (1.84) 2324 
Poland 3.25 (1.87) 1226 

East Germany 3.20 (1.81) 468 
Denmark 3.06 (1.93) 1943 

Data: International Social Survey Program (2008): Religion 
 
Note: The dependent variable is secularization of governance. This variable 
HQFRPSDVVHV�WZR�TXHVWLRQV�IURP�WKH�,663��5HOLJLRQ�,,,���������%RWK�TXHVWLRQV¶�
DQVZHUV�UDQJH�IURP�³�´��PRUH�VHFXODU��WR�³�´��PRUH�UHOLJLRXV���7KH�TXHVWLRQV�
ZHUH�FRPELQHG�WR�FUHDWH�D�³�´��PRUH�VHFXODU��WR�³��´��PRUH�UHOLJLRXV��VFDOH��7KH�
table lists countries from less to more secular. 

 

DATA 

International Social Survey Program (2008): Religion (ISSP (2008): Religion) is a dataset 

comprising questions from a 2008 survey that asks respondents questions regarding their 

attitudes toward religion and other values. Survey respondents live in forty countries and range 

in age from fifteen and older. The survey participants provide individualized data, which means 

that the unit of analysis for this thesis is micro-level. ISSP (2008): Religion is one of four ISSP: 

Religion series surveys distributed in the last thirty-one years.7 The sampling and data collection 

procedures vary depending on the country that conducts the survey. Countries use simple random 

sampling or multistage sampling to choose participants for this survey. To administer the survey, 

countries use face-to-face interviews (with paper and pencils or computer assistance), self-

administered questionnaires, or telephone interviews. 

Out of the ISSP: Religion surveys, this thesis uses ISSP (2008): Religion because of its 

range of questions. The questions that operationalize my dependent variable were present in 

every survey. Meanwhile, the questions that operationalize my independent and control variables 

 
7 The International Social Survey Program Religion series was distributed to participants in 1991, 1998, 2008, and 2018. 
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were not in every conducted survey.8 Additionally, this thesis uses ISSP (2008): Religion 

because it is a dataset that was never cited in research surveyed for this research. One goal of this 

WKHVLV�LV�WR�WHVW�WKH�UREXVWQHVV�RI�SUHYLRXV�VFKRODUV¶�ZRUNV��ZKLFK�WKLV�SDSHr is predicated on) 

while adding to secularization literature by analyzing a dataset that is not widely used.  

This thesis excludes some data from ISSP (2008): Religion to fit the parameters of the 

analysis.  The analysis only includes respondents from twenty-one European Union countries.9 

&RQGXFWRUV�RI�WKLV�VXUYH\�DJJUHJDWHG�VRPH�FRXQWULHV¶�GDWD�E\�UHJLRQ, in particular Belgium, 

Germany, and the United Kingdom.10 This thesis left the regional and country grouping as the 

survey conductors aggregated the data, and analyzed data based on those groupings. As a result 

RI�WKH�JURXSLQJV��1RUWKHUQ�,UHODQG�GURSV�IURP�WKLV�WKHVLV¶V�DQDO\VLV�EHFDXVH�LQGLYLGXDOV�IURP�WKLV�

region did not respond to questions used to operationalize one of the two independent variables 

of this study.11 

 

HYPOTHESIS 

Based on the ISSP (2008): Religion dataset, this paper argues that religion is better than 

SROLWLFV�DW�H[SODLQLQJ�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�(XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��The 

literature examined for this thesis did not compare whether religion or politics is more likely to 
 

8 It should be acknowledged that ISSP (2008): Religion is not the most recent dataset in the survey series. The collection date of 
the survey is irrelevant. This paper is a cross-VHFWLRQDO�VWXG\�WKDW�DQDO\]HV�D�JURXS¶V�GDWD�IURP�RQH�SRLQW�LQ�WLPH��7LPH�LV�QRW�D�
variable to consider in the analysis of this thesis. So, the year of the survey is not important when choosing a dataset from the 
ISSP: Religion series. 
 
9 The countries are Austria, Belgium, the Republic of Cyprus, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom. 
 
10 )RU�LQVWDQFH��VXUYH\RUV�FROOHFWHG�GDWD�DERXW�%HOJLXP¶V�UHOLJLRXV�DWWLWXGHV�IURP�D�UHJLRQ�FDOOHG�)ODQGHUV��VXUYH\RUV�DOVR�ODEHled 
%HOJLXP¶V�GDWD�DV�³%HOJLXP�)ODQGHUV�´�*HUPDQ\��LQ�DQRWKHU�VLWXDWLon, is divided into East and West Germany. The United 
Kingdom also is divided into two regions: Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 
 
11 Surveyors did not collect data for individuals living in Northern Ireland regarding political leanings (the political variable of 
this study). According to the conductors of the surveys, Northern Ireland does not have a political landscape that fits into the left-
right political scale. 
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H[SODLQ�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWitudes toward secularization in governance. Due to the lack of 

UHVHDUFK�RQ�WKLV�WRSLF��WKLV�WKHVLV�ZLOO�HYDOXDWH�SUHYLRXV�K\SRWKHVHV�RQ�UHOLJLRQ¶V�RU�SROLWLFV¶�

relationships with secularization in governance. Examining these hypotheses may give an 

indicatiRQ�RI�ZKHWKHU�UHOLJLRQ�RU�SROLWLFV�LQIOXHQFHV�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�

in governance more.  

Scholars argue that more religious individuals are less likely to favor secularization in 

governance. 5HOLJLRQ�LQGLFDWHV�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�LQYROYHPHQt in activities that exposes them to 

religious authority. Church participation creates social networks around religious behaviors that 

subject participants to ideas influenced by religious doctrine (Green 2007, Putman and Campbell 

������OLNH�SROLWLFDO�WKLQNLQJ�UHIOHFWLYH�RI�UHOLJLRXV�OHDGHUV¶�SROLWLFDO�VWDQFHV��'MXSH�DQG�*LOEHUW�

2003). Even more, people who engage in religious activities like praying communicate with a 

higher power (Stark and Finke 2000) to ask for a particular outcome to overcome 

disenfranchisement (Krause and Chatter 2005). Those who engage in religious behaviors like 

attending church services ± according to McCarthy et al. (2019) ± are more likely to have 

intertwined religious and political beliefs. Comments from McCarthy et al. (2019) indicate that 

individuals who engage more often in religious behaviors are less in favor of secularization in 

governance. 

Scholars also argue that more left-leaning individuals are more likely to favor 

secularization in governance. American research highlights conservatives or Republicans tend to 

have more non-secular attitudes whereas liberals or Democrats are more secular individuals 

EDVHG�RQ�$PHULFDQV¶�YRWLQJ�RQ�SROLFLHV (Green 2007, Putman and Campbell 2010). Joffe (2016) 

builds upon the political leanings landscape of America and other countries to develop the 

following theoretical framework. Political ideologies (on a left-right political scale) are ascribed 
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characteristics synonymous with ideas of secularization. Left-leaning individuals support ideas 

such as equality and social justice; these ideas can exist outside of the Christian context that they 

derive from. These ideas led to the conclusion that left-leaning people prefer for religion to be 

separate from other aspects of life. Politically left-winged individuals also would favor 

secularization in governance. 

Both previously explored hypotheses underline the importance of religion in the causal 

relationship between religion and secularization in governance as well as politics and 

secularization in governance. Religion determines the frequency of religious behavior like going 

WR�FKXUFK��ZKLFK�OHDGV�WR�PRUH�H[SRVXUH�WR�UHOLJLRXV�OHDGHUV¶�WKRXJKWV�RQ�SROLWLFal issues that 

could influence parishioners. Additionally, religion impact LQGLYLGXDOV¶�YLHZV�RQ�OLIH��LQFOXGLQJ�

their political leanings. The prominence of religion in explaining the causal relationships 

between religion and politics leads to the argument: that religion better explains variations in 

SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH�WKDQ�SROLWLFV.  

The dependent variable of this study is secularization in governance which is 

conceptualized as the decrease of religious authority in public affairs. Secularization in 

governance is operationalized by creating a composite variable of two questions from ISSP 

(2008): Religion. The first indicator RI�WKH�FRPSRVLWH�GHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOH�LV�³6KRXOG�UHOLJLRXV�

OHDGHUV�WU\�WR�LQIOXHQFH�KRZ�SHRSOH�YRWH"´�7KLV�VXUYH\�TXHVWLRQ�FRQWDLQV�ILYH�SRVVible responses: 

³�´��VWURQJO\�DJUHH���³�´��DJUHH���³�´��QHXWUDO���³�´��GLVDJUHH���DQG�³�´��VWURQJO\�GLVDJUHH���

6HFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH¶V�VHFRQG�indicator asks respondents, ³6KRXOG�UHOLJLRXV�OHDGHUV�WU\�

WR�LQIOXHQFH�JRYHUQPHQW�GHFLVLRQV"´�7KLV�VXUYH\�Tuestion follows the same response scale (of 5 

SRVVLEOH�DQVZHUV��UDQJLQJ�IURP�³�´��VWURQJO\�DJUHH��DQG�³�´��VWURQJO\�GLVDJUHH���7KHVH�TXHVWLRQV�
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are strongly correlated (.75),12 which shows that the questions are related and capture 

overlapping aspects of secularization. As a result of the strong correlation, the survey questions 

were combined into a ten-SRLQW�VFDOH��³�´�PHDQLQJ�PRVW�VHFXODU�DQG�³��´�PHDQLQJ�PRVW�

religious) of secularization in governance. 

There are two primary independent variables: religion and politics. Religion is 

conceptualized as the beliefs in and practice of sacred things within a congregation. This 

research paper operationalizes religion using a three-question composite variable about religious 

activities that the ISSP (2008): Religion asks respondents. Question one of the religion 

FRPSRVLWH�H[DPLQHV�WKH�IUHTXHQF\�RI�UHVSRQGHQWV¶�DWWHQGDQFH�WR church-related activities. 

,QGLYLGXDOV�FDQ�FKRRVH�HLJKW�SRVVLEOH�UHVSRQGHQWV�UDQJLQJ�IURP�³�´��OHVV�WKDQ�RQFH�D�\HDU��WR�³�´�

(several times a week). The second question within this variable is church attendance frequency. 

5HVSRQGHQWV¶�DQVZHUV�WR�WKLV�TXHVWLRQ�H[WHQGHG�IURP�³�´��QHYHU�DWWHQGLQJ�FKXUFK�VHUYLFH��WR�³�´�

(attending church services several times a week). Question three of the religion variable inquiries 

individuals about their frequency of prayer. Survey respondents have nine possible answers 

coYHULQJ�³�´��QHYHU�SUD\LQJ��WR�³�´��SUD\LQJ�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�D�ZHHN���,663���������5HOLJLRQ¶V�

three questions had a moderate correlation,13 so the questions were combined to create the 

UHOLJLRQ�YDULDEOH��7KH�LQGHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOH�RI�UHOLJLRQ�ZLOO�UDQJH�IURP�³�´ (never exhibit 

UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU��WR�³��´��FRQGXFWLQJ�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�D�ZHHN��� 

The second major explanatory independent indicator is politics. Politics is conceptualized 

as the study of governments, their citizenries, and power relations between governments and 

citizens. This thesis operationalizes politics using a demographic question within ISSP (2008):  
 

12 See Correlation Matrix 1 in Apprendix. 
13 The correlation between the frequency of attending church-related activities and church services is .53. The correlation 
between the frequency of attending church-related activities and prayer is .42. The correlation between attending church services 
and frequency of prayer is .65. The correlations between the individual survey questions (attendance to church-related activities, 
attendance to church services, and frequency of prayer) and the composite variable are strong (.69, .86, and .90, respectively). 
(These correlations are in Correlation Matrix 1 in the Appendix.) 
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Religion regarding the left-right ideological self-placement. Surveyors asked respondents 

their political leanings. ,QGLYLGXDOV�FRXOG�DQVZHU�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�LQ�ILYH�SRVVLEOH�ZD\V��³�´��IDU�

OHIW���³�´��FHQWUDO�OHIW���³�´��OLEHUDO���³�´��FRQVHUYDWLYH�� and ³�´��ULJKW���7KH�YDULDEOH�SROLWLFV�ZLOO�

use this five-point scale. 

 

RESULTS 

 Table 2 presents the estimates of four different multivariate regression models utilizing 

ordinary least squared (OLS). This table lists the estimates of each explanatory variable in each 

model on the dependent variable of secularization in governance. Column one of each model 

displays unstandardized coefficients. Standardized coefficients are placed in column two. 

Standardized coefficients permit comparison of WKH�LQGHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOHV¶�relative explanatory 

power to each model. 

Model 1(A) depicts the relationships between the two main explanatory variables 

�³UHOLJLRQ´�DQG�³SROLWLFV´���7KH�XQVWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�RI�³UHOLJLRQ´�ZDV������7KLV�ILQGLQJ�

was statistically significant, which means there is confidence in religion being positively 

correlated with secularization in governance. This modeO�DOVR�VKRZV�WKDW�³SROLWLFV´�KDV�DQ�

XQVWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�RI������³3ROLWLFV´�DV�PHDVXUHG�E\�LGHRORJLFDO�VHOI-placement is 

statistically significant, so attitudes toward secularization in governance are related to ideological 

self-placement. Turning to the standardized coefficients of Model 1(A)��³UHOLJLRQ´��ZLWK�D�

coefficient of .18) is six times more powerful at explaining the variation in attitudes toward 

VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH�WKDQ�³SROLWLFV´������� 

 

 



 

 

20 

 

Table 2: Linear Regression of Secularization of Governance 
 Dependent Variable 
 Secularization in Governance 
         
 Model 1 (A) Model 2 (A) Model 3 Model 4 (A) 
 Unstandardized 

Coefficient 
Standardized 
Coefficient    

Religion .07 *** 
(.00) .18 .07 *** 

(.00) .19 .07 *** 
(.00) .18 .07 *** 

(.00) .19 

Politics .05 ** 
(.01) .03 .04 ** 

(.02) .02 .04 * 
(0.02) .02 .04 * 

(.02) .02 

Childhood 
Religion   -.05 

(.05) -.01     

Voted in 
Election   .26 *** 

(.06) .04 .21 ** 
(.06) .03 .21 ** 

(.06) .03 

Sex     .06 
(.04) .01 .05 

(.04) .01 

Age     -.00 
(.00) -.01 -.00 

(.00) -.01 

Years of 
Schooling     -.00 

(.00) -.01 -.00 
(.00) -.01 

Self-Reported 
Social Status     -.03 ** 

(.01) -.03 -.02 ~ 
(.01) -.02 

Happiness       .10 *** 
(.03) .03 

         

Constant 2.86 *** 
(0.05) .00 2.53*** 

(.10) .00 2.80 *** 
(.13) .00 2.55*** 

(.15) .00 

         
Observations 13998 11567 11145 10972 

R2 .034 .039 .037 .038 
Adjusted R2 .034 .039 .037 .038 

Residual 
Standard Error 1.916 (df = 13995) 1.865 (df = 11562) 1.877 (df = 11137) 1.875 (df = 10963) 

F-Statistic 245.9 (df = 2; 13995) 116.9 (df = 4; 
11562) 

61.3 (df = 7; 
11137) 

54.68 (df = 8; 
10963) 

Note: ***Significant at p < .001, **significant at p < .01, *significant at p < .05, ~significant at p < 0.1 
 

Further Note: The dependent variable (secularization of governance��LV�FRQWLQXRXV�YDULDEOH���� �³H[WUHPHO\�VHFXODU�´��� �
³VWURQJO\�VHFXODU�´��� �³PRGHUDWHO\�VHFXODU�´��� �³VRPHZKDW�VHFXODU�´��� �³QHLWKHU�VHFXODU�QRU�UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³VRPHZKDW�
UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³PRGHUDWHO\�UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³VWURQJO\�UHOLJLRXV�´���� �³H[WUHPHO\�UHOLJLRXV´���7KH�LQGHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOHV�DUH�

religion �UDQJLQJ�IURP��� �³QHYHU�FRQGXFW�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU14´�WR���� �³FRQGXFW�DOO�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�D�ZHHN´��
and politics ��� �³IDU�OHIW�´��� �³FHQWUDO�OHIW�´��� �³OLEHUDO�´��� �³FRQVHUYDWLYH�´��� �³ULJKW´���7KH�FRQWURO�YDULDEOHV�DUH�childhood 
religion ��� �³QR�UHOLJLRQ�´��� �³UHOLJLRQ´���voted in election ��� �³QR�´��� �³\HV´���sex ��� �³IHPDOH�´��� �³PDOH´�, age, years of 

schooling, self-reported social status ��� �³SRRUHVW�ERWWRP�RI�VRFLR-HFRQRPLF�VWDWXV�´���� �³ULFKHVW��WRS�RI�VRFLR-economic 
VWDWXV´���DQG�happiness ��� �³YHU\�KDSS\�´�³IDLUO\�KDSS\�´�³QRW�YHU\�KDSS\�´�³QRW�DW�DOO�KDSS\´� 

 

 

 
 

14 Prayer, attend church-related activities, or attend church services 
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 The results from Model 1(A) help to draw some conclusions. The hypothesis of this thesis 

states that UHOLJLRQ�ZRXOG�EH�D�EHWWHU�LQGLFDWRU�RI�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�LQ�IDYRU�RI��RU�DJDLQVW��

secularization in governance than politics. Model 1(A) supports this argument. Religion is not a 

VHSDUDWH�VSKHUH�XQWR�LWVHOI��LW�LQWHUDFWV�ZLWK�RWKHU�UHDOPV�RI�D�SHUVRQ¶V�OLIH�OLNH�WKHLU�SROLWLFDO�

leaning. Right-ZLQJHG�LQGLYLGXDOV�VXSSRUW�UHOLJLRXV�LGHDOV�OLNH�³IDPLO\�YDOXHV´��0F&DUWK\�HW�DO��

2019). These religious ideas may indicate that right-leaning individuals exhibit more religious 

EHKDYLRUV�DQG�H[SRVH�WKHPVHOYHV�PRUH�RIWHQ�WR�UHOLJLRXV�DXWKRULWLHV¶�YLHZV� Political leaders 

cloak political ideas in religious rhetoric (Beatty and Walter 1989), which can lead to religious 

and political thoughts intertwining. The influence of religion in politics may explain why and to 

ZKDW�H[WHQW�UHOLJLRQ�EHWWHU�H[SODLQV�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�(XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�

governance than politics.15 

 Models 2(A) introduces other variables into the model that captures different aspects of 

³UHOLJLRQ´�DQG�³SROLWLFV.´ ³CKLOGKRRG�UHOLJLRQ´�is introduced to this model because scholars 

(Keysar 2014) theorize that adults participate in religious behaviors more often if they were 

involved with religion as a child. This variable captures how much religious upbringing 

FRQWULEXWHV�WR�UHOLJLRQ¶V�H[SODQDWRU\�SRZHU�RI�(XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODrization in 

JRYHUQDQFH��7KH�XQVWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�RI�³FKLOGKRRG�UHOLJLRQ´�ZDV������DQG�WKH�YDULDEOH�GLG�

not affect the explanatory variables. %HVLGHV�³FKLOGKRRG�UHOLJLRQ�´�Model 2(A) LQWURGXFHV�³YRWHG�

LQ�HOHFWLRQ�´�,QGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�YRWH�PRUH�RIWHQ�DOVR are politically right-leaning individuals 

(McCarthy et al. 2019). This variable captures the political behavior of politically leaning 

LQGLYLGXDOV��³9RWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�LV�FRQFHSWXDOL]HG�DV�ZKHWKHU�SHRSOH�ZKR�ZHUH�HOLJLEOH�WR�YRWH�
 

15 It should be noted that Model 1, like all the other models in Table 2, only accounts for a small variation in LQGLYLGXDOV¶�
attitudes toward the secularization of governance (3.4%). 7KH�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�YDULDWLRQ�LQ�(8�FLWL]HQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�LV�QRW�UHOHYDQW�WR�
this thesis, because the purpose of this study is not to account for every variable that could lead to variations in attitudes. The goal 
of this thesis is to compare two variables (religion and politics) to see which factor is more powerful in explaining attitudinal 
variations. 
 



 

 

22 

 

participated in their natLRQ¶V�ODVW�HOHFWLRQ��³9RWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�LV�RSHUDWLRQDOL]HG�DV�³�´��QR��DQG�

³�´��\HV�� 7KH�XQVWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�RI�³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�ZDV������7KLV�YDULDEOH�ZDV�

statistically significant. The statistical relationship demonstrated that political behavior is 

LPSRUWDQW�WR�D�SROLWLFDO�YDULDEOH�LQ�H[SODLQLQJ�WKH�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�

secularization. 

With the two additional variables in Model 2(A), the coefficients and statistical 

VLJQLILFDQFHV�RI�WKH�H[SODQDWRU\�YDULDEOHV�RI�³UHOLJLRQ´�DQG�³SROLWLFV´�ZHUH�VWDEOH��7KH�VWDELOLW\�

of these variables furthers our confidence in the interpretation of Model 1(A). The introduction of 

controls does not affect the causal direction that explains the relationship between the 

independent and GHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOHV��(YHQ�PRUH��³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ¶V´�VWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�

������LV�WZR�WLPHV�PRUH�SRZHUIXO�WKDQ�³SROLWLFV¶´�VWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�RI������7KH�UHDVRQ�ZK\�

³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�LV�D�VWURQJHU�YDULDEOH�LQ�H[SODLQLQJ�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�DWWLWXGHs toward 

secularization in governance may have to do with what it measures. ³3ROLWLFV´�(conceptualized as 

ideological self-placement) captures LQGLYLGXDOV¶�views on the implementation of government 

services and the extent of government regulations (Minar 1������³9RWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�± on the 

other hand ± is a political behavior. The statistical results show that political ideology and 

political activities are not the same things or capture similar aspects of politics. $OVR��³YRWHG�LQ�

HOHFWLRQ´�provides a better causal explanation RI�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�

secularization in governance. 

 Model 3 GURSV�³FKLOGKRRG�UHOLJLRQ´�EHFDXVH�WKLV�variable is not statistically significant, so 

it was not carried over to Models 3 and 4(A). These models also introduce four rather standard 

demographic controls (sex, age, years of schooling, and self-reported socioeconomic status) to 
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Model 2(A)¶V�YDULDEOHV. ³6H[´16 LV�RSHUDWLRQDOL]HG�DV�³�´��IHPDOH��DQG�³�´��PDOH���$JH´�LV�D�

continuous variable that ranges from age fifteen to age ninety-HLJKW��³<HDUV�RI�VFKRROLQJ´�LV�D�

FRQWLQXRXV�YDULDEOH�WKDW�UDQJHV�IURP�³�´��QR�\HDUV�RI�VFKRROLQJ��WR�³��´��WKLUW\-seven years of 

education). In terms of results, it is interesting to note that the estimates of these controls were 

not statistically significant or impacted the estimates of the two main explanatory variables.  

³6HOI-UHSRUWHG�VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV´�SUHVHQWV�D�GLIIHUHQW�VWRry than the other 

demographic controls. This control is measured IURP�³�´��VHOI-identify as poorest or bottom of 

VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV��WR�³��´��VHOI-identify as wealthiest or top of the socioeconomic hierarchy). 

The lower the social class self-placement, tKH�OHVV�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO¶V�DWWLWXGH�IDYRUV�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�

governance. This thesis is confident in the relationship between this control and the dependent 

variable. Scholars like Gaede (1977) explain that socioeconomic status is an intervening variable 

for the causal relationship between education and secularization. He found that education and 

socioeconomic status are positively correlated, but education is more crucial to explaining 

religious participation that determines views on secularization. Model 3 shows the positive 

FRUUHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�³\HDUV�RI�VFKRROLQJ´�DQG�³VHOI-UHSRUWHG�VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV�´17 but the 

latter is a more powerful control. 

The introduction of these more demographic and sociological control variables very 

importantly did not altHU�WKH�LQGHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOHV��7KH�FRHIILFLHQWV�IRU�³UHOLJLRQ´�DQG�³SROLWLFV´�

remained the same as in Model 2(A)��³3ROLWLFV´�DQG�³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�slightly lost some 

statistical significance, which suggests WKDW�WKHVH�YDULDEOHV¶�UHODWLRQVKLSV�ZLWK�VHFXODUization in 

 
16 To note, sex is different from gender. Sex is the hormonal intervention that individuals are born with and remain constant 
WKURXJKRXW�RQH¶V�OLIH��*HQGHU�LV�WKH�WUDLWV�DQG�EHKDYLRUV�WKDW�DUH�SUHVXSSRVHG�RQWR�VH[HV��0F'HUPRWW�DQG�+DWDPL���������)RU�
instance, RQH¶V�VH[�LV�IHPDOH�ZKLOH�RQH¶V�JHQGHU�LV�ZRPDQ�RU�JLUO��7KHVH�WHUPV�DUH�QRW�V\QRQ\PRXV��EXW�PDQ\�VFKRODUV�use the 
³VH[´�DQG�³JHQGHU´ conceptual LQWHUFKDQJHDEO\��:KHQ�WKLV�VWXG\�UHIHUV�WR�³VH[´�RU�³JHQGHU�´�LW�UHIHUV�WR�VH[� 
 
17 See Correlation Matrix 1 in Appendix.  
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JRYHUQDQFH�DUH�VRPHZKDW�UHODWHG�WR�WKH�WUHDWPHQW�YDULDEOHV�DV�ZHOO��³6HOI-reported 

VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV´�LV�MXVW�DV�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�VLJQLILFDQW�DV�³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ�´�7KH�VWDQGDUGL]HG�

coefficients reveal WKDW�³VHOI-UHSRUWHG�VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV´�DQG�³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�KDYH�HTXDO�

power in explaining WKH�YDULDWLRQ�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�WKH�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�RI�JRYHUQDQFH��

³9RWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ¶V´�VWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�GHFUHDVHG�E\������EXW�WKH�FRQWURO�LV�VWLOO�PRUH�

SRZHUIXO�DW�H[SODLQLQJ�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH�WKDQ�³SROLWLFV�´�Model 3 still supports this 

WKHVLV¶V hypothesis. 

Model 4(A) adds one more control to the list of variables found in Model 3: ³happiness.´�

This thesis controls for happiness because it is a SV\FKRORJLFDO�IDFWRU�WKDW�LQGLFDWHV�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�

levels of satisfaction in their attitudes toward secularization in governance. The structures of the 

religious monopolies LPSDFW�KRZ�WRGD\¶V�JRYHUQPHQWV regulate religious marketplaces. The 

restrictiveness of the religious marketplace affects individualV¶ freedom to practice religion. The 

extent to which individuals practice religion LQIOXHQFHV�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�

in governance. Model 4(A) shows that, with the introdXFWLRQ�RI�³KDSSLQHVV�´�³VHOI-reported 

VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV´�EHFDPH�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�LQVLJQLILFDQW��³+DSSLQHVV´�LQWHUDFWV�ZLWK�³VHOI-

UHSRUWHG�VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV�´�ZKLFK�LV�XQH[SHFWHG�FRQVLGHULQJ�WKH�ZHDN�FRUUHODWLRQ�RI�-.29.18 

These controls may capture another indicator that is not widely discussed in the religion or 

secularization literature. :KLOH�³KDSSLQHVV´�LQIOXHQFHG�³VHOI-UHSRUWHG�VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV�´�WKH�

IRUPHU�FRQWURO�GRHV�QRW�DIIHFW�WKH�SULPDU\�H[SODQDWRU\�YDULDEOHV�RI�³UHOLJLRQ´�DQG�³SROLWLFV´�QRU�

the other control variables. All other variables remained stable in statistical significance and 

coefficients. Model 4 upholds the hypotheses of this thesis. 

Table 3 reruns Model 2(A) (from Table 2) but includes ³UHOLJLRXV�GHQRPLQDWLRQV�´�7Ke 

purpose of Model 2(B) LV�WR�HYDOXDWH�LI�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�UHOLJLRXV�LGHQWLW\�LQIOXHQFHV�WKHLU�DWWLWXGHV�
 

18 See Correlation Matrix 1 in Appendix. 
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toward secularization in governance. ³5HOLJLRXV�GHQRPLQDWLRQV´�is measured DV�³�´��IRU�

Catholics��DQG�³�´��IRU�3URWHVWDQWV� Catholic individuals are the less likely to favor secularization 

in governance. This relationship mirrors the findings of Table 1 that show Europeans in more 

Catholic-majority countries are less likely to favor secularization. ³5HOLJLRus GHQRPLQDWLRQV´�

have an unstandardized coefficient of -.03. Also, this variable was not statistically significant. 

While there is a drop in standardized coefficients of ³UHOLJLRQ´19 DQG�³SROLWLFV´20 and the 

VWDWLVWLFDO�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�³SROLWLFV�´�LW�LV�GLIILFXOW�WR�DWWULEXWH�WKRVH�FKDQJHV�WR�³UHOLJious 

denomination´ since there is no confidence in the relationship between ³UHOLJLRus 

GHQRPLQDWLRQV´�DQG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��7KH�VWDWLVWLFDO�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�³SROLWLFV´�DOVR�

drops��³5HOLJLRXV�GHQRPLQDWLRQV´�only slightly affect the H[SODQDWRU\�YDULDEOHV�RI�³UHOLJLRQ´�DQG�

³SROLWLFV,´ which demonstrates a person¶V religious identity as Catholic or Protestant affects 

his/her religious behavior and political leanings. The affected explanatory variables alter an 

LQGLYLGXDO¶V�DWWLWXGH�WRZDrd secularization in governance. Despite this fact, Table 3 supported 

the hypothesis of this thesis.  

In addition to the previous table, Table 4 also reruns models from Table 2. This table 

introduces EU countries as dummy variables to determine if some of WKH�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�

attitudes toward secularization are attributed to individual countries. Model 1(B) shows that some 

individual countries are statistically significant, which means that states are important to the 

YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�toward secularization in governance. With this said, the 

introduction of the dummy variables does not alter the statistical significance of the explanatory 

YDULDEOHV��7KH�VWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQW�IRU�³SROLWLFV´�UHPDLQHG�VWDEOH��EXW�WKHVH�GXPP\�YDULDEOHV�

inFUHDVH�WKH�VWDQGDUGL]HG�FRHIILFLHQWV�RI�³UHOLJLRQ´�E\������7KLV�ILQGLQJ�VKRZV�WKDW�UHOLJLRQ�FDQ�

 
19 7KH�VWDQGDUG�FRHIILFLHQW�RI�³UHOLJLRQ´�GURSSHG�IURP�����LQ�Model 1(A) to .16 in Model 2(B). 
 
20 7KH�VWDQGDUG�FRHIILFLHQW�RI�³SROLWLFV´�GURSSHG�IURP�����LQ Model 1(A) to .01 in Model 2(B). 
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EHWWHU�H[SODLQ�WKH�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ��ZKLFK�LV�PRUH�

HYLGHQFH�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�SDSHU¶V�K\SRWKHVLV21 and answer the question of this thesis. 

 

 

Table 3: Remodeling of Model 2 �$��:LWK�$�5HSODFHPHQW�9DULDEOH�IRU�³&KLOGKRRG�5HOLJLRQ´ 
 Dependent Variable 
 Secularization in Governance 
  
 Model 2 (B) 
 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

Religion .06 *** 
(.00) 

.16 

Politics .02 
(.02) 

.01 

Religious Denominations -.03 
(.05) 

-.01 

Voted in Election .27 *** 
(.08) 

.04 

   
Constant 2.69 *** 

(.12) 
.00 

   
Observations 8150 

R2 .028 
Adjusted R2 .027 

Residual Standard Error 1.922 (df = 8144) 
F-Statistic 58.17 (df = 4; 8144) 
Note: ***Significant at p < .001, **significant at p < .01, *significant at p < .05, ~significant at p < 0.1 

 
Further Note: The dependent variable (secularization of governance��LV�FRQWLQXRXV�YDULDEOH���� �³H[WUHPHO\�VHFXODU�´��� �
³VWURQJO\�VHFXODU�´��� �³PRGHUDWHO\�VHFXODU�´��� �³VRPHZKDW�VHFXODU�´��� �³QHLWKHU�VHFXODU�QRU�UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³VRPHZKDW�
UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³PRGHUDWHO\�UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³VWURQJO\�UHOLJLRXV�´���� �³H[WUHPHO\�UHOLJLRXV´���7KH�LQGHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOHV�DUH�

religion �UDQJLQJ�IURP��� �³QHYHU�FRQGXFW�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU22´�to ��� �³FRQGXFW�DOO�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�D�ZHHN´��
and politics ��� �³IDU�OHIW�´��� �³FHQWUDO�OHIW�´��� �³OLEHUDO�´��� �³FRQVHUYDWLYH�´ �� �³ULJKW´���7KH�FRQWURO�YDULDEOHV�DUH religion 

denomination ��� �³&DWKROLF�´��� �³3URWHVWDQW´��DQG�voted in election ��� �³QR�´��� �³\HV´�� 
 

 
21 5HOLJLRQ�LV�D�EHWWHU�YDULDEOH�IRU�H[SODLQLQJ�WKH�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH� 
 
22 Prayer, attend church-related activities, or attend church services 
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Model 4(B) ± in Table 4 ± introduces the controls from Model 4(A).23 The standardized 

coefficients remained stable for both explanatory variables, but there is an increase in the 

VWDWLVWLFDO�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�³SROLWLFV�´�7Kis suggests that the control variables affect ³SROLWLFV´�LQ�

particular countries. Political ideologies that influence LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�

secularization differ depending on the political landscape of the country. Besides the change in 

WKH�VWDWLVWLFDO�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�³SROLWLFV�´�ERWK�YDULDEOHV�KDYH�SRVLWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLSV�ZLWK�WKH�

dependent variable. The direction of the causal relationship supports the first and second 

DUJXPHQWV�RI�WKLV�WKHVLV���$OVR��³UHOLJLRQ´�LV�DOPRVW�VL[�WLPHV�PRUH�SRZHUIXO�DW�H[SODLQLQJ�WKH�

YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH� This finding supports the 

argument WKDW�UHOLJLRQ�EHWWHU�H[SODLQV�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�

governance. 

Other than the explanatory variables, Model 4(B) demonstrates how the introduction of 

FRXQWULHV�DV�GXPP\�YDULDEOHV�DIIHFWV�WKH�FRQWUROV��³9RWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQV´�LV�OHVV�SRZHUIXO�WKDQ�

³SROLWLFV´�DW�H[SODLQLQJ�WKH�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��

These results differ from other models that show the inversed relationship. It shows that political 

ideology is better at explDLQLQJ�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�

JRYHUQDQFH�ZKHQ�HYDOXDWLQJ�SDUWLFXODU�QDWLRQV��)XUWKHUPRUH��³VH[´�DQG�³KDSSLQHVV´�DUH�WKH�WZR�

control variables with the most explanatory power, which means that they may have contributed 

WR�WKH�LQFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�VWDWLVWLFDO�VLJQLILFDQFH�RI�³SROLWLFV�´�7KH�³KDSSLQHVV´�FRQWURO�KDYLQJ�

VLJQLILFDQW�H[SODLQLQJ�SRZHU�PLUURUV�0RGHO���$���2Q�WKH�FRQWUDU\��³VH[´�ZDV�QRW�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�

VLJQLILFDQW�LQ�H[SODLQLQJ�YDULDWLRQ�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�LQ�0Rdel 4(A). This result leads to the 

FRQFOXVLRQ�WKDW�VH[�LV�LPSRUWDQW�WR�(XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�GHSHQGLQJ�RQ�WKH�QDWLRQ�SHRSOH�OLYH�LQ��

 
23 7KH�FRQWURO�YDULDEOHV�DUH�³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ�´�³VH[�´�³DJH�´ ³\HDUV�RI�VFKRROLQJ�´�³VHOI-UHSRUWHG�VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV�´�DQG�
³KDSSLQHVV�´ 
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Males are less in favor of secularization in governance. This finding differs from scholars (Beit-

Hallahmi and Argyle 1997, Furseth 2010) who state that men are less likely to engage in 

religious behavior and more likely to favor secularization.24 Further research is needed on this 

subject. 

 

Table 4: Remodeling of Models 1 (A) and 4 (A) With EU Countries As Dummy Variables 
 Dependent Variable 
 Secularization in Governance 
     
 Model 1 (B) Model 4 (B) 
 Unstandardized Coefficient Standardized Coefficient  

Religion .08 *** 
(.00) .21 .08 *** 

(.00) .22 

Politics .05 ** 
(.01) .03 .06 *** 

(.02) .04 

Childhood 
Religion     

Voted in 
Election   .06  

(.07) .01 

Sex   .08 * 
(.04) .02 

Age   -.00 
(.00) -.00 

Years of 
Schooling   .00 

(.00) .01 

Self-Reported 
Social Status   .00  

(.01) .00 

Happiness   .06 * 
 (.03) .02 

Croatia -.49 *** 
(.14) -.03 -.54 *** 

(.14) -.04 

Czech 
Republic 

.58 *** 
(.11) .07 .52 *** 

(.11) .07 

Denmark -.60 *** 
(.09) -.10 -.65 *** 

(.10) .11 

Finland -.18 
(.12) -.02 -.24 * 

(.12) -.02 

France -.38 *** 
(.09) -.06 -.40 *** 

(.10) -.07 

Hungary .37 ** .03 .23 .02 

 
24 The data agrees with RWKHU�VFKRODUV¶�UHVHDUFK�RQ�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�VH[�DQG�UHOLJLRXV�YLHZV��%HLW-Hallahmi and Argyle 
(1997) contend that women are more active in religion than men. Scholars (Furseth 2010) further specify that men in Western 
Europe are more likely to be non-believers of DQ�DIWHUOLIH�DQG�WR�³QHYHU�SUD\�´�0HQ�DOVR�DUH�WZR�WLPHV�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�LGentify as 
secular.  
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(.12) (.12) 

Ireland -.27 ** 
(.11) -.03 -.31 ** 

(.11) -.04 

Latvia .84 *** 
(.14) .06 .67 *** 

(.15) .05 

Netherlands -.11 
(.10) -.01 -.13 

(.10) -.02 

Poland -1.05 *** 
(.13) -.08 -1.09 *** 

(.13) -.10 

Portugal .19 
(.13) .02 .16 

(.13) .02 

Slovakia -.22 
(.14) -.02 -.27 

(.14) -.02 

Slovenia -.15 
(.11) -.02 -.19 

(.11) -.02 

Spain -.27 ** 
(.10) -.03 -.28 ** 

(.10) -.04 

Sweden .48 *** 
(.10) .06 .45 *** 

(.10) .06 

Belgium/Flan
ders 

.23 * 
(.10) .03 --  

West 
Germany 

-.36 ** 
(.11) -.04 -.41 *** 

(.11) -.05 

East Germany -.24 
(.13) -.02 -.28 * 

(.14) -.02 

Italy -.60 *** 
(.18) -.03 -.66 *** 

(.18) -.04 

Great Britain .38 *** 
(.10) .05 --  

Austria     
Cyprus     

     

Constant 2.84 *** 
(0.09) .00 2.60 ***  

(.17) .00 

     
Observations 13998 10972 

R2 .077 .079 
Adjusted R2 .076 .076 

Residual 
Standard Error 1.874 (df = 13975) 1.836 (df = 10945) 

F-Statistic 53.07 (df = 22; 13975) 35.86 (df = 26; 10945) 
Data: International Social Survey Program (2008): Religion 
 
Note: ***Significant at p < .001, **significant at p < .01, *significant at p < .05. 

 
Further Note: The dependent variable (secularization of governance��LV�FRQWLQXRXV�YDULDEOH���� �³H[WUHPHO\�VHFXODU�´��� �³VWURQJO\�VHFXODU�´�
�� �³PRGHUDWHO\�VHFXODU�´��� �³VRPHZKDW�VHFXODU�´��� �³QHLWKHU�VHFXODU�QRU�UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³VRPHZKDW�UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³PRGHUDWHO\�
UHOLJLRXV�´��� �³VWURQJO\�UHOLJLRXV�´���� �³H[WUHPHO\�UHOLJLRXV´���7KHUH�DUH�GXPP\�YDULDEOHV�IRU�countries. The independent variables are 
religion �UDQJLQJ�IURP��� �³QHYHU�FRQGXFW�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU25´��WR���� �³FRQGXFW�DOO�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU�VHYHUDO�WLPHV�D�ZHHN´��DQG�politics 
��� �³IDU�OHIW�´��� �³FHQWUDO�OHIW�´��� �³OLEHUDO�´��� �³FRQVHUYDWLYH�´��� �³ULJKW´���7KH�FRQWURO�YDULDEOHV�DUH�childhood religion ��� �³QR�
UHOLJLRQ�´��� �³UHOLJLRQ´���voted in election ��� �³QR�´��� �³\HV´���sex ��� �³IHPDOH�´��� �³PDOH´�, age, years of schooling, self-reported 
social status ��� �³SRRUHVW�ERWWRP�RI�VRFLR-HFRQRPLF�VWDWXV�´���� �³ULFKHVW��WRS�RI�VRFLR-HFRQRPLF�VWDWXV´���DQG�happiness ��� �³YHU\�
KDSS\�´�³IDLUO\�KDSS\�´�³QRW�YHU\�KDSS\�´�³QRW�DW�DOO�KDSS\´� 

 
25 Prayer, attend church-related activities, or attend church services 
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Other than the explanatory variables, Model 4(B) demonstrates how the introduction of 

countries as dummy variables affects the controls. ³9RWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQV´ is less powerful than 

³SROLWLFV´�DW�H[SODLQLQJ�WKH�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH. 

These results differ from other models that show the inversed relationship. It shows that political 

LGHRORJ\�LV�EHWWHU�DW�H[SODLQLQJ�YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�Woward secularization in 

governance when evaluating particular nations. Furthermore, ³VH[´�DQG�³KDSSLQHVV´�DUH�WKH�WZR�

control variables with the most explanatory power, which means that they may have contributed 

to the increase in the statistical significaQFH�RI�³SROLWLFV�´�7KH�³KDSSLQHVV´�FRQWURO�KDYLQJ�

VLJQLILFDQW�H[SODLQLQJ�SRZHU�PLUURUV�0RGHO���$���2Q�WKH�FRQWUDU\��³VH[´�ZDV�QRW�VWDWLVWLFDOO\�

significant in H[SODLQLQJ�YDULDWLRQ�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�in Model 4(A). This result leads to the 

conclusion that sex is important to (XURSHDQV¶ attitudes depending on the nation people live in. 

Males are less in favor of secularization in governance. This finding differs from scholars (Beit-

Hallahmi and Argyle 1997, Furseth 2010) who state that men are less likely to engage in 

religious behavior and more likely to favor secularization.26 Further research is needed on this 

subject. 

All multivariant models in this thesis are multinational comparative studies that analyze 

YDULDWLRQV�LQ�(XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��The estimates from 

Tables 2, 3, and 4 DUH�IURP�UHJUHVVLRQ�WHVWV�WKDW�DQDO\]H�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�

secularization in governance. Individual-level is the unit of analysis for this thesis. Besides 

micro-level analysis, this section highlighted aggregate units like countries. The results of 

aggregated analyses show that countries still have a collective influence on individuals. 

 
26 The data agrees with RWKHU�VFKRODUV¶�UHVHDUFK�RQ�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�VH[�DQG�UHOLJLRXV�YLHZV��%HLW-Hallahmi and Argyle 
(1997) contend that women are more active in religion than men. Scholars (Furseth 2010) further specify that men in Western 
Europe are more likely to be non-believers of DQ�DIWHUOLIH�DQG�WR�³QHYHU�SUD\�´�0HQ�DOVR�DUH�WZR�WLPHV�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�LGHQWLI\�DV�
secular.  
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Conclusion 

This research project questioned whether religion or politics is better at explaining 

YDULDWLRQ�LQ�(8�FLWL]HQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��5HOLJLRQ¶V�H[SODQDWRU\�

power (six times more powerful than politics) remained stable under a variety of controls in the 

seven models in Tables 2, 3, and 4. This finding provided statistical evidence to the state-craft 

theory of secularization. This theory presented the argument that the structure of institutionalized 

UHOLJLRQ��ZKLFK�ZDV�FUHDWHG�E\�WKH�JRYHUQPHQW��DIIHFWV�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRU�and 

exposure to religious authority. State-craft theory underscores the significance of religious 

V\VWHPV�DQG�EHKDYLRU�LQ�LQIRUPLQJ�SHRSOH¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��

Religion, operationalized as religious behaviors, shows how powerful it is in explaining 

YDULDWLRQV�LQ�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH� 

In comparison, the explanatory power of political ideologies varied depending on other 

factors OLNH�³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�DQG�³VHOI-UHSRUWHG�VRFLRHFRQRPLF�VWDWXV�´ which were introduced 

WR�WKH�PRGHO��3ROLWLFDO�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��³YRWHG�LQ�HOHFWLRQ´�LQ�Model 2(A)) and religious 

LGHQWLILFDWLRQ��³UHOLJLRXV�GHQRPLQDWLRQV´�LQ�Model 2(B)) decreased the explanatory power of 

political ideologies. These results show that political participation and religious identification are 

factors that impact the relationship between SHRSOH¶V�SROLWLFDO�LGHRORJLHV�DQG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�

governance. Political behavior affected political ideology. After all, it was a more powerful 

political indicator than ideological self-placement because it captures participation. This finding 

parallels &DVDQRYD¶V��������findings on state-craft secularization. Religious behavior is a more 

powerful explanation for secularization. Religious identification affects politics because 

politically leaning individuals ascribe to certain belief systems. Politically left-leaning 

individuals are more secular and right-winged people are more non-secular based on policy 
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voting patterns (Green 2007, Putman and Campbell 2010). This theory shows that religious 

values influence the principles associated with political leanings. 

As the other of the two broad explanations tested here, ³SROLWLFV´�LQFUHDVHG�LQ�VWDWLVWLFDO�

significance with the introduction of EU countries as dummy variables in Models 1(B) and 4(B). 

These results demonstrate that political ideologies are important to any explanation of EU 

FLWL]HQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH. Historically, EU countries had different 

variations of Catholic or Protestant religious monopolies (Stark and Iannaccone 1994) even 

though they largely disappeared with the rise of the modern liberal state. The creation of the 

modern democratic state reinforced former religious structures that continue to influence 

contemporary SHRSOH¶V�UHOLJLRXV�EHKDYLRUV�DQG��XOWLPDWHO\��WKHLU�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�

in governance.  

ThLV�WKHVLV¶V findings have important implications. Building upon the state-craft theory of 

secularization, it explored how politics (conceptualized as political-ideological self-placement) 

contributes WR�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��7KH�institutionalization 

of religious authority through government also impacts YDULDWLRQV�LQ�(8�FLWL]HQV¶�DWWLWXGHV 

toward secularization in governance. This thesis supports other scholars (Ferrari 1988, 

Iannaccone 1991) analysis of secularization in Europe. It also thickens their research by 

comparing KRZ�UHOLJLRQ�DQG�SROLWLFV�DIIHFW�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�SHUFHSWLRQV�of secularization in 

governance in all EU countries. 

This paper demonstrated that religion is more powerful than politics in explaining 

YDULDWLRQV�LQ�(XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH��7he findings reported 

here suggest areas for further research. Future researchers could explore whether the state-craft 

theory of secularization applies to other geographical contexts. Greater exploration might focus 
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on WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�SV\FKRORJLFDO�FRQWUROV¶�LQIOXHQFH�RQ�UHOLJLRQ�DQG�SROLWLFV�DV�ZHOO�DV�

socioeconomic status. While ³KDSSLQHVV´ did not affect the primary explanatory variables of this 

study, it did LQWHUDFW�ZLWK�³VHOI-reported socioeconomic status.´�Social class clearly affected 

³SROLWLFV�´�Consequently, there may be an interactive relationship between psychological and 

sociological controls that affect the causal relationship studied here between politics and 

(XURSHDQV¶�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�VHFXODUL]DWLRQ�LQ�JRYHUQDQFH�  

Finally, the results of the research show that the standard demographic control did not 

affect the explanatory powers of the independent variables. Future research might explore other 

VRFLRORJLFDO�FRQWUROV�WKDW�PD\�DIIHFW�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�UHOLJLRQ��SROLWLFV��DQG�LQGLYLGXDOV¶�

attitudes toward secularization in governance. Taken together, such research on factors that 

affect secularization is important both academically and in our understanding of the relationship 

between religion and politics. Secularization is more than an academic concept; it is a 

phenomenon that occurs in everyday life. The more we understand how other variables affect 

everyday people¶V�DWWLWXGHV�WRZDUG�secularization in governance, the more we will comprehend 

the aspect of the complex interaction between religion and politics.  
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Appendix 

Correlation Matrix 1: Correlations of Dependent, Independent, and Control Variables 

 
Relig. 
EliteV¶�
Voter 
Effect 

Relig. 
EliteV¶�
*RY¶W�
Effect 

Seculariz
ation of 

Gov. 
Prayer Church 

Act. 
Church 
Attend. Relig. Politics Child. 

Relig. 

Vote 
in 

Elect 
Sex Age Yrs of 

School 

Self-
Report 

SES 

Happi
ness 

Relig. 
EliteV¶�
Voter 
Effect 

1.00 .75 .93 .12 .15 .16 .14 .08 .05 .04 -.02 .04 -.02 -.04 .02 

 
Relig. 
EliteV¶�
*RY¶W�
Effect 

1.00 .94 .15 .20 .19 .18 .09 .07 .02 -.02 .05 -.01 -.02 .01 

  
Seculariz
ation of 

Gov. 
1.00 .15 .19 .19 .17 .09 .06 .03 -.02 .05 -.02 -.04 .01 

   Prayer 1.00 .42 .65 .90 .15 .31 .00 -.15 .11 -.02 -.03 -.03 

    Church 
Act.  1.00 .53 .69 .11 .19 -.05 -.08 .15 -.03 0.01 -.05 

     Church 
Attend. 1.00 .86 .19 .31 -.03 -.12 .14 -.03 -.05 -.08 

      Relig. 1.00 .15 .34 -.02 -.13 .11 -.02 -.01 -.06 

       Politics 1.00 .13 .00 .04 .02 -.02 .09 -.09 

        Child. 
Relig. 1.00 -.05 -.03 .14 -.04 .02 -.04 

         
Vote 
the 

Elect 
1.00 -.02 -.19 .08 -.12 .05 

          Sex 1.00 .01 -.01 .04 -.01 

           Age 1.00 -.32 -.13 .12 

            Yrs of 
School 1.00 .08 -.05 

             
Self-

Report 
SES 

1.00 -.29 

              Happi
ness 1.00 


