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8. METHODOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATIONS OF STUDY 1: SURVEY 

The aim of this study was to obtain a general view on the notion of citizenship 
and on the appreciation of religion from the perspective of Dutch citizens. In 
order to do so, an online survey was designed, which is included in Appendix A. 

8.1 Materials 
The survey consists of three parts. In the first part, respondents are asked to fill 
in background information, such as age, gender, highest level of education and 
country of origin for themselves and their parents. The answers to these 
questions were used in the analyses to check for possibly interfering variables. 
Furthermore, the respondents were asked to indicate whether they were raised 
religiously, whether they considered themselves to be religious persons, and 
how often they attended religious services.  

8.1.1 Religious Commitment Scale 
If the respondent considered him/herself to be a religious person, further 
questions about religiosity were asked. Firstly, the respondent was asked which 
religious denomination he/she belonged to. The fact that the question of 
religious affiliation was only asked after the respondent had indicated a certain 
level of religiosity, ensured that this study only classified people as being 
members of a religious denomination if they actually considered themselves to 
be religious (Becker 2013). Secondly, a 7-item, multiple-choice questionnaire 
was presented to measure the level of religious commitment. The respondents 
were asked to indicate to what extent the seven descriptions were applicable to 
them. The answers were then scored on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 
(absolutely does not apply to me) to 7 (is very applicable to me). The seven 
items are: 

1. My religious conviction is important for my identity.  
2. I have a strong religious conviction.  
3. My religious conviction influences my daily life.  
4. My religious conviction gives me answers to important questions in life.  
5. I live strictly according to the rules of my religious conviction.  
6. I find it hard to imagine that someone else has a different religion or 

world view than mine.  
7. I consider the holy book to be the word of God.  
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 These items together measured a person’s level of religious commitment. 
The items were chosen from various validated religion sub-scales. The 
reasoning behind this decision is threefold. First, most of the validated scales 
are developed and tested in the USA. Since significant differences in religiosity 
exist between the Netherlands and the USA, it is questionable whether the US-
oriented validated scales would also prove to be valid in the Netherlands 
(Andersen, Gundelach, and Lüchau 2008; Becker and De Hart 2006). Second, 
most religion scales that measure the level of religiosity or religious 
commitment are limited to one religious conviction (e.g. Christian Orthodoxy 
Scale, Islamic Doctrinal Orthodoxy Scale), whereas this questionnaire is 
designed for various religious groups. Third, this measure of religiosity serves 
in this study only as an indication of the level of religious commitment, which 
can be used as independent variable in the analyses later on. Therefore, it was 
important to have a relatively short scale that included different elements of 
religious commitment.  
 The items are taken from different scales that have all been used before in 
relevant previous research in the Netherlands. The first two items are taken 
from a religious identity scale, while item 3 and 4 are taken from a religious 
commitment scale (Sluis 2014). The two scales (religious identity and religious 
commitment) correlated so highly in previous research, that they were taken as 
one scale, with a high internal consistency (α = .93). Item 5 was taken from a 4-
item religious quest scale that measured the strictness of religious conviction. A 
similar item has been used in earlier versions of the study God in Nederland 
(see Becker and De Hart 2006, 61–62). Item 6 is taken from a 4-item religious 
open-mindedness scale. The last item is a standard item for the measurement of 
religious orthodoxy and has been used in previous research in the Netherlands 
(Bernts, Dekker, and De Hart 2007; Becker and De Hart 2006). 

8.1.2 Questions About the Good Citizen 
The second part of the survey consisted of forty items detailing the 
characteristics of ‘the good citizen’. Respondents were asked to indicate to what 
extent they thought each item was an essential element for a good citizen. The 
answers were scored on a 7-points Likert scale, ranging from 1 (absolutely 
disagree) to 7 (totally agree). In the actual questionnaire, the order of the items 
was automatically randomised for each respondent; in this context, I will 
number them and discuss them per dimension.  
 The items reflect different levels of knowledge, action and affect. This 
relates to the earlier discussed distinction between practical and emotional 
culturalisation. As mentioned above, the Dutch government assumes that the 
ultimate goal of integration is citizenship, which involves having an emotional 
bond with the Netherlands. To achieve this emotional bond, citizens need to 
have knowledge of certain elements of Dutch culture and society and they have 
to participate actively in that culture and society. In order to obtain a complete 
picture of the importance of the different dimensions, a combination of abstract 
and concrete characteristics were embedded in the items. 
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 The questions in this part of the survey were initially divided into six 
dimensions of citizen characteristics instead of five, these being; the Big Five, 
which I presented in Chapter 2, plus the dimension of decency. This latter 
dimension was included as Dekker and De Hart (2002) found this dimension to 
be prominent in their study. As we will see below, it was not possible to 
distinguish this sixth dimension as a separate category in the present research. 
All analyses, results and interpretations in the following chapters are therefore 
applied to the remaining five dimensions, as is the case in Part One. 
Nonetheless, as the survey was initially designed with six dimensions in mind, I 
have kept this division of six dimensions to structure the presentation of the 
questions below. At the end of this section (after the presentation of the third 
part of the questionnaire), I introduce the psychometrical analyses of the 
questionnaire. On the basis of these analyses, I decided to design my model of 
citizenship with the Big Five of social engagement, political engagement, law-
abidingness, tolerance and shared identity.  
 In the questionnaire, the social engagement element of citizenship was 
represented by items 1 to 7, which focused on the various elements of a good 
social citizen:  

1. A good citizen is socially engaged.  
2. A good citizen follows the national news.  
3. A good citizen participates in society. 
4. A good citizen takes care of fellow citizens.  
5. A good citizen is financially independent.  
6. A good citizen gives money to charity. 
7. A good citizen does voluntary service.  

The items about social engagement (item 1), participation in society (item 3) 
and taking care of fellow citizens (item 4), constitute the more abstract items; 
they are similarly phrased in government policies. The more concrete items 6 
and 7 reflect characteristics of the good citizen that have been put forward as 
typical in earlier studies (Dekker and De Hart 2006; Sluis and Van Oudenhoven 
2009). Item 2 reflects the knowledge element of social citizenship. If we accept 
the idea that emotional culturalisation can be achieved by promoting knowledge 
and participation, this item reflects that knowledge. Lastly, the film Coming to 
the Netherlands stressed that, in order to integrate into Dutch society, good 
citizens needed to have a paid job as soon as possible. This element/notion is 
reflected in item 5. 
 The second dimension of political engagement, is represented by items 8 to 
12, reflecting both cognitive, participative and affective approaches to political 
citizenship: 
  

8. A good citizen is politically engaged.  
9. A good citizens knows the most important viewpoints of the national 

political parties.  
10. A good citizen is interested in local politics.  
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11. A good citizen goes to public consultation meetings of the municipality.  
12. A good citizen votes in elections.  

The distinction between local and national politics is relevant in this study as 
previous studies have shown a difference between native Dutch people and 
immigrants in their identification with the Netherlands at a local and national 
level. Native Dutch people identify more with national symbols and politics, 
whereas it is easier for immigrants to integrate into a smaller community, such 
as the municipality (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008; Hurenkamp, Tonkens, and 
Duyvendak 2011). The question is whether this difference of relatedness to the 
local or the national is also reflected in different opinions on politics on these 
different levels. Additionally, previous research has consistently shown that 
citizens do not think of the political element as essential to citizenship at all. 
The five items stated above will test whether this idea is still valid and whether 
the social element of citizenship is indeed perceived as more important for good 
citizenship.  
 The dimension of law-abidingness is represented by the items 13 to 19, 
which all correspond to legal and juridical issues: 

13. A good citizen acts exemplary.  
14. A good citizen knows his rights as citizen.  
15. A good citizen stands up for his rights.  
16. A good citizen abides by the law. 
17. A good citizen does not abuse social services.  
18. A good citizen always adheres to the traffic rules.  
19. A good citizen does not evade any tax. 

Items 14 and 15 investigate the greater focus on duties than on rights that 
Hurenkamp and Tonkens found in their 2008 study. In this category especially, 
one could expect that citizens think of the abstract statements in item 13 and 16 
as self-evident characteristics of a good citizen. The question however, is 
whether the same applied to more concrete examples of law-abidingness, as 
measured in items 17, 18 and 19.  
 Items 20 to 25 investigated the tolerance dimension of citizenship. These ran 
from a general stance towards other opinions and cultures, towards more 
concrete statements that measured the boundaries of tolerance and the 
determination of the individual’s standpoints:  

20. A good citizen respects other opinions.  
21. A good citizen is open to other cultures.  
22. A good citizen regards other people as being equal.  
23. A good citizen is tolerant towards those holding different views.  
24. A good citizen is tolerant towards intolerant people.  
25. A good citizen is convinced of his own standpoints. 
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 The element of shared identity consists of eight items (items 26 to 33) in the 
questionnaire, reflecting cognitive, participative and emotional elements of 
shared identity:  

26. A good citizen feels Dutch.  
27. A good citizen loves the Dutch culture.  
28. A good citizen knows the Dutch traditions and habits.  
29. A good citizen cannot have a double nationality.  
30. A good citizen lives according to the Dutch norms and values.  
31. A good citizen speaks Dutch.  
32. A good citizen treats men and women equal.  
33. A good citizen accepts homosexuality. 

I included these items in order to measure the extent to which Dutch citizens 
thought that every citizen should ‘be’ Dutch. It was expected that Dutch people 
would generally accept items 30 and 31 as being essential elements for a good 
citizen. The question was, however, how people would react to the emotional 
element inherent in items 26 and 27 and to the concrete items 32 and 33. 
According to the film Coming to the Netherlands and according to some 
politicians in the political debate over the film, the acceptance of homosexuality 
is a typical element of Dutch culture. The question is whether Dutch citizens 
agree, and whether something typical for Dutch culture is also essential for 
good citizenship. 
 Based on the research of Dekker and De Hart (2002), seven items were 
included in the survey to measure the aspect of decency. Most of the items were 
related to responses in the study of Dekker and De Hart (items 35, 37, 39 and 
40) or to government policies (item 34):  

34. A good citizen knows the unwritten codes of conduct.  
35. A good citizen takes account of his fellow people.  
36. A good citizen allows others to go their own way.  
37. A good citizen does not offend other people.  
38. A good citizen says what he wants, even if this can be painful or 

offensive to other people.  
39. A good citizen keeps his hands off from other people’s belongings.  
40. A good citizen helps to keep the neighbourhood clean. 

Items 36 and 38 are based on topics in the public debate. Item 36 is a typical 
statement in debates about contemporary society. How should we live together 
in a pluralistic society? What do you do if your neighbour lives according to 
other codes of conduct than you do? Item 36 is an often-heard answer and 
shows an impartial approach, where everyone allows others to live their own 
life. Item 38 measures one’s position in the debate on the priority of rights and 
values.  
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8.1.3 Attitude Towards Religion 
The third part of the survey consisted of a 20-statement multiple-choice 
questionnaire, which measured the attitude towards religion. The answers to the 
statements were scored on a 7-points Likert scale, ranging from 1 (absolutely 
disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The questionnaire was constructed to measure five 
categories: religion in the public domain, freedom of religion, politics and 
religion, religious diversity, and the function of religion. These five categories 
reflect issues that play a role in contemporary public and political debates in the 
Netherlands. I will discuss the five categories consecutively. In the actual 
survey, the order of the items was automatically randomised for each 
participant.  
 The issue of the public role of religion is nowadays heavily debated in the 
Netherlands. The public and political debates often focus on Islam, as was 
shown for example in March 2011, when a provincial party leader of the PVV 
suggested a ban on headscarves in the provincial hall and another member 
suggested the same ban for regional buses. According to these politicians, the 
headscarf is a symbol of female suppression and should therefore be banned 
from public places. However, the debates do not remain restricted to Islamic 
religious manifestations. For example, in 2009, a tram conductor wanting to 
wear a necklace with a cross over his uniform was prohibited to do so by his 
employer. Indeed, numerous debates have been held in the past years over the 
question of whether religion should be completely restricted to the private 
sphere. Several scholars, such as Paul Cliteur (2007), argued that religion 
should be excluded from the public sphere. In the survey, four items measure 
the attitude towards a public role of religion:  

1. External religious manifestations (such as a yarmulke, cross, or 
headscarf) need to be eliminated from public buildings.  

2. Religion does not fit in the modern, Dutch society.  
3. Religion does not belong in the public domain.  
4. There is no need for religious citizens to restrict their religious 

convictions and manifestations to their private life.  

 The category freedom of religion is included in the questionnaire, because it 
is a topic of public and political debates. Freedom of religion is written down in 
the constitution, but at the same time, this freedom sometimes conflicts with 
other values or rights. For example, with the proposed ban on ritual slaughter, 
the Partij voor de Dieren (PvdD, a political party devoted to animal welfare) 
suggested that animal welfare needs to have priority over freedom of religion. 
One of the main questions in the debate on ritual slaughtering was whether 
freedom of religion also extended to freedom of religious practices. 
Furthermore, the question of religious freedom is also present in public debates 
on conscientious objections based on religion with regard to gay marriage or 
abortion.To cite an example, in 2011 a parliament majority accepted a 
resolution whereby municipalities would be forced to refuse registrars with 
conscientious objections with regard to gay marriage. To investigate the 
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opinions of Dutch citizens on different elements of freedom of religion, four 
statements are included in the questionnaire: 

5. There needs to be space for conscientious objections based on religion.  
6. All Dutch citizens are allowed to believe what they want.  
7. Freedom of religion is an essential Dutch value.  
8. All Dutch citizens need to be free to practice their belief in the way they 

want. 

 In the two categories discussed above, we have already seen that political 
parties have had outspoken views on religion in the past years. The relation 
between politics and religion is a difficult one, especially when it comes to the 
separation of church and state. Different people approach this separation (which 
is laid down in the constitution) in different ways. Some secularists see this 
separation as the one of the absolute foundations of modern democracy (Den 
Boef 2003). Traditionally, the separation of church and state served mainly as 
an argument to question the strong entanglement between the state and the 
majority’s church and to protect religious and secular minorities (Van den Burg 
2006). Nowadays, the separation is used by secularists to argue against any 
relation between politics and religion. In 2011, a member of parliament of the 
VVD proposed a political debate over the separation of church and state 
because the church had transgressed too far into the domain of the state. Based 
on these different interpretations of the relation between politics and religion, 
four items were formulated to measure the citizen perspective: 

9. It is good that confessional (based on religious conviction) schools 
receive public funding.  

10. The government should not give any funding to religious organisations.  
11. It is good that there are political parties that base themselves on a 

religion.  
12. Considering Dutch history, the government may distinguish between 

Christian and non-Christian organisations.  

 In the Netherlands, people with various religious backgrounds live together. 
The approaches to this diversity in religious backgrounds are themselves quite 
varied and constantly changing. As we have seen in the chapter on integration 
policy, the Dutch government has changed its attitude towards different 
religions from a liberal view in which all citizens were free to have their own 
system of values, to a stricter approach; citizens now need to abide by Dutch 
values. Several statements by Dutch politicians and in policies can be 
positioned within this modern approach. For example, a former prime minister 
of the Netherlands, Jan-Peter Balkenende, declared in a Dutch newspaper in 
September 2004 that the Netherlands was still a Christian nation (NRC, 
September 11, 2004). Furthermore, in the Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl of 2003, 
it was said that diversity was not always and automatically valuable (TK 
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2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1, 8). Based on this recent trend in Dutch government 
policy, the following four items about religious diversity were formulated: 

13. If religious values collide with (other) Dutch values, the Dutch values 
should take precedence.  

14. All Dutch citizens should know about different religions.  
15. Different religions are an enrichment for the country.  
16. Diversity of religious convictions is problematic for the society. 

 The last sub-set of items considers the function of religion. In the most 
recent study of God in Nederland (2007), several questions addressed the 
function of religion or individual belief and the answers were quite diverse. In 
this questionnaire, I have included four items that measure the overall positive 
or negative evaluation of religion as a social phenomenon and the possibly 
positive and negative contributions of religion to society: 

17. Religious values can increase cohesion in society.  
18. Religion is important for the development of moral awareness.  
19. Religion hinders good citizenship.  
20. Religion has more negative than positive effects.  

The first two items concern the positive evaluation of religion as bearer of 
values, which can be important for society. The next two items were negative 
statements about religion, which measured a general negative stance towards 
religion. 

8.2 Validity and Reliability of the Survey 
Before any conclusions about the Dutch interpretation of citizenship and 
religion were drawn, the questionnaire itself was subjected to psychometrical 
tests. These tests were conducted in order to check whether the items included 
in the questionnaire were proper reflections of the underlying constructs (that is, 
religious commitment, the dimensions of citizenship and the categories of the 
appreciation of religion) that I aimed to measure. For each of the three parts of 
the questionnaire, I therefore conducted a Factor Analysis to check whether the 
suggested division of items over the categories was found in the sample, or 
whether alterations to the model were required. Based on the (interpretability 
and thrift of the) solution of the Factor Analysis, combined with the results of 
Reliability Analyses per factor, the definitive division of items and categories 
was made. For readers who are not familiar with psychometrics or statistics, I 
refer to Appendix C, where I explain the rationale behind the analyses and the 
statistical measures that are presented in this section. 
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8.2.1 Religious Commitment Scale 
The religious commitment scale was first checked to see if it consisted of one 
factor or if several factors were involved. An exploratory Maximum Likelihood 
Factor analysis showed a one-factor solution. However, the RMSEA of the 
solution (RMSEA = 0.11) indicated a bad fit of the model, which implied that 
too few factors were extracted. A Reliability Analysis of this scale showed, 
furthermore, that the item ‘I consider the holy book to be the word of God’ did 
not contribute to the reliability. As this item is arguably an important indicator 
of orthodoxy, it was deemed profitable to look for a two-factor model that 
allowed inclusion of this item and led to a better fit. Since the first four items of 
the scale were taken from a previous study that corresponded to one scale and 
the other items were taken from other religion scales, it was conceivable that a 
multiple-factor model could fit the data better. 
 A new series of Maximum Likelihood Factor Analyses and Reliability 
Analyses in which the number of factors is fixed at two, gives the following, 
easily interpreted division of items (the pattern matrix is presented in Appendix 
D): 

Table 8.1 Two-factor solution regarding the religious commitment scale!

Based on the results of these analyses, the item ‘I find it hard to imagine that 
someone else has a different religion or world view than mine’ was removed. 
The final model showed a good fit (RMSEA = 0.003) and the reliability for both 
scales is moderate to high.  There is a strong correlation between the two 41

factors: r = .812. As can be seen in Table 8.1, the first factor is labelled religious 

Factor Item

Religious Identity 
λ2 = .921

My religious conviction influences my daily life

My religious conviction is important for my identity

I have a strong religious conviction

My religious conviction gives me answers to important 
questions in life

Orthodoxy 
λ2 = .775

I live strictly according to the rules of my religious 
conviction

I consider the holy book to be the word of God

 Contrary to what is most common in the social sciences, I use λ2 instead of 41

Cronbach’s α as indicator for internal consistency reliability. In factor analysis, λ2 gives 
a better lower bound of the actual reliability than α does (Ellis 2009: 61-62).
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identity and the second factor orthodoxy. It should be mentioned that the latter 
factor combines aspects of both orthodoxy and orthopraxy. 
 Due to the good fit and interpretability of this two-factor model, I have 
decided to continue the analyses with this two factor-model, in which religious 
commitment consists of religious identity and orthodoxy. Furthermore, dividing 
the items into two factors allowed me to use both factors as fairly independent 
measures of religious commitment in the analyses outlined in the following 
chapters. This is a reasonable assumption to make, as the scores on the two 
factors are related, but not equal: people who score high on orthodoxy, also 
score high on religious identity, whereas a high score on religious identity does 
not immediately indicate a high score on orthodoxy. 

8.2.2 Citizenship Scale 
Next to be examined was whether the dimensions of citizenship were actually 
present in the questionnaire. An exploratory Maximum Likelihood Factor 
Analysis was conducted on the forty items of the citizenship survey. The 
promax rotated pattern matrix showed a six-factor model. However, the last 
factor consisted of only one item. As this sixth factor would have no reliability, 
it was decided to fix the number of factors at five in order to obtain a factor 
solution that could be interpreted with greater ease and economy. 
 This solution, which is included in Appendix D, showed a good fit; RMSEA 
= .0496. When we look at the division of items over the factors, we see that the 
results correspond to the Big Five model presented in Chapter 2. All the future 
analyses and interpretations are built on this five-dimensional model. As such, 
the model has both theoretical and empirical underpinning. 
 The total reliability of the scale is high: λ2 = .915. The reliability by sub-scale 
(using the newly created five sub-scales) is moderate to high: λ2 for shared 
identity is λ2 = .845. Excluding item 38 (Says what he wants) raised the 
reliability to λ2 = .850. The reliability for political engagement is λ2 = .868, for 
law-abidingness is λ2 = .730 and for social engagement is λ2 = .816. In these 
three sub-scales, all items contributed to the reliability. The reliability for 
tolerance is λ2 = .739, but removing item 36 (Allows others to go their own 
way) increased it to λ2 = .779. After removing this item, the results showed that 
item 33 (Accepts homosexuality) did not contribute to the reliability anymore. 
Removing item 33 increased the internal consistency reliability to λ2 = .800. The 
items that did not contribute to the reliability of the sub-scales are not included 
in further analyses in the next chapter. In Table 8.2, the ‘new’ division of items 
over the categories is displayed, with italics indicating items that were expected 
to belong to a different category.  42

 The category that is indicated in parentheses after these items is the category that they 42

were expected to belong to. Items that are left out of this table are the ones that did not 
load on any of the factors, or that contributed negatively to the reliability of the 
category.
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Table 8.2 Division of items over categories of citizenship  

Category Item

Social engagement Takes care of fellow citizens

Does voluntary service

Gives money to charity

Does not offend other people (decency)

Helps to keep the neighbourhood clean (decency)

Is socially engaged

Acts exemplary (law-abidingness)

Participates in society

Political engagement Knows the most important viewpoints of political 
parties

Is politically engaged

Is interested in local politics

Goes to public consultation meetings of the 
municipality

Votes in elections

Follows the national news (social engagement)

Law-abidingness Abides by the law

Does not evade any tax

Keeps his hands off from other people’s belongings 
(decency)

Does not abuse social services 

Knows his rights as citizen

Always adheres to traffic rules

Tolerance Is tolerant towards those holding different views

Is open to other cultures

Treats men and women equal (shared identity)
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As can be seen in the table, thirty-six items have remained in the categories, 
eleven of which are displayed in a different category than expected. Upon closer 
examination, we see that all items fit fairly well in their categories. For 
example, the item, ‘Follows the national news’ is now, quite reasonably, in the 
category political engagement. The same applies for the item, ‘Keeps his hands 
off from other people’s belongings’. This item was originally placed in the 
category of decency, but can be interpreted just as well as an element of law-
abidingness. The shared identity category is the most altered, with the addition 
of four items. These items fit quite well within the nationalist rhetoric that this 
dimension seeks to measure. 

8.2.3 Attitude Towards Religion Scale 
In order to examine whether the categories concerning the attitudes towards 
religion were actually present in the questionnaire, I conducted another 
Maximum Likelihood Factor Analysis on the twenty items of the attitude 
towards religion survey. It was expected that the results would show a five-
factor solution, reflecting the five categories presented above. However, the 
results of this exploratory Factor Analysis (see Appendix D) revealed a different 
division of items. In total, four factors were extracted, which can be interpreted 
easily.  

Tolerance

Respects other opinions

Regards other people as equal

Takes account of his fellow people (decency)

Shared identity Lives according to Dutch norms and values

Feels Dutch 

Loves the Dutch culture

Knows the Dutch traditions and customs

Cannot have a double nationality

Is convinced of his own points of view (tolerance)

Speaks the Dutch language

Is financially independent (social engagement)

Knows the unwritten codes of conduct (decency)

Stands up for his rights (law-abidingness)
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Table 8.3 Division of items over the categories 

Factor Item

Religion as value 
basis for society 
λ2 = .826

Religion is important for the development of moral 
awareness 

It is good that there are political parties that base 
themselves on a religion 

Religious values can increase cohesion in society 

It is good that confessional (based on religious 
conviction) schools receive public funding 

Privatised religion 
λ2 = .798

External religious manifestations (such as a yarmulke, 
cross, or headscarf) need to be eliminated from public 
buildings 

Religious citizens should restrict their religious 
convictions and manifestations to their private life (r)

Religion does not belong in the public domain

The government should not give any funding to 
religious organisations

If religious values collide with (other) Dutch values, 
the Dutch values should take precedence

There does not need to be space for conscientious 
objections based on religion (r)

Embracing religious 
diversity 
λ2 = .583

Different religions are an enrichment for the country 

All Dutch citizens need to be free to practice their 
belief in the way they want

Freedom of religion is an essential Dutch value

All Dutch citizens are allowed to believe what they 
want 

All Dutch citizens should know about different 
religions

Negative attitude 
towards religion 
λ2 = .789

Religion does not fit in the modern, Dutch society

Religion hinders good citizenship

Religion has more negative than positive effects
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 Table 8.3 shows the division of items over the categories, with the 
reliabilities per factor.  The first category is labelled religion as value basis for 43

society. This category contains four items measuring a positive contribution of 
religion to morality and cohesion in society and the acceptance of religion as a 
basis for political parties and publicly funded schools. The second category is 
labelled privatised religion and is composed of six items concerning the 
exclusion of religion from the public and political domain, where religion is 
seen as a purely private matter. The third category consists of five items and is 
labelled embracing religious diversity. This category contains a combination of 
items regarding the value and range of religious freedom and the appreciation of 
religious diversity. The last category is labelled negative attitude towards 
religion and is composed of three items that criticise religion as being obsolete, 
a hindrance to good citizenship and having more negative than positive effects.  
 The solution showed a good fit (RMSEA = .0458) and three of the four 
categories had high reliabilities, with lambdas around .8. Only one factor had a 
lower reliability (λ2 = .583). Due to the excellence of the fit and the 
interpretability of this model, it was decided to continue with this division in 
four categories. 

8.3 Respondents 
A total of 1511 respondents participated in this study; 45% were female and 
48% were male.  The respondents were divided in four age groups: 17% were 44

under 30 years, 20% were between 30 and 45 years old, 19% were between 45 
and 60 years old, and 18% were over 60.  The average age was 45 years (SD = 45

16). Of the sample of respondents who participated in this study, 714 people 
(47%) were highly educated, 583 people (38%) were middle-highly educated 
and 206 people (13%) had low level education.  Of all respondents, 93% were 46

born in the Netherlands; 86% also had Dutch parents. Of the people who were 
born in the Netherlands, 6% had either one or both parents from a different 
country of origin. These countries ranged from Germany to England, and 
further afield to Thailand and Morocco. They are considered to be second-

 Items that did not contribute to the reliability of the factor were excluded from further 43

analyses and are therefore not included in this table. Some of the items in the table are 
formulated in a reversed way than they were in the questionnaire in order to have the 
same meaning of high and low scores within one factor. These items can be recognised 
by the (r) after the description. 

 The remaining 7% did not answer this question. It is unclear why such a large amount 44

of respondents did not fill in the first question of the survey.
 The other 26% did not answer this question. 45

 Highly educated is defined here as having either finished the highest level of 46

secondary school or having completed an academic degree, middle-highly educated is 
defined as either having finished the second highest level of secondary school or 
obtained a polytechnic degree, and low-level educated is defined as having finished 
only primary school, the lowest level of secondary school, or having obtained a 
vocational education degree. 
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generation migrants. First-generation migrants are those whose parents are born 
in a different country and who themselves also have a different country of 
origin. In this sample, 4% of the respondents were first-generation migrants.   
 The majority of the respondents indicated that they were raised religiously 
(75%), but only 58% considered themselves as religious nowadays. Of the 
people who indicated that they were religious, 18% described themselves as 
Protestants, 5% described themselves as Catholics, 4% as Christians (not 
otherwise specified), 2% as Muslims and 2% named a different religion or 
spiritual movement. Surprisingly, when the people who indicated that they were 
religious were asked for their religious denomination, 4% answered ‘none’, and 
65% left this question unanswered. These people who were self-reportedly 
religious, but apparently did not affiliate with a specific denomination perhaps 
reflects the increasing individualisation and de-institutionalisation of religion 
that have characterised the Dutch religious landscape over the past decades 
(Janssen 1996, 2007; De Hart 2011). 

8.4 Procedure 
The survey was designed between September 2011 and February 2012. On 
February 29, 2012, it was published online. Individuals and organisations were 
approached and asked for their cooperation in spreading and filling out the 
survey between March and May 2012. The data were collected on May 7, 2012. 
Around 500 acquaintances and relatives were approached individually via e-
mail. Another 260 students and staff members from the faculty of Theology and 
Religious Studies at the University of Groningen were approached. In addition, 
I put the link to the survey on my personal weblog and on my Facebook 
timeline on March 1, 2012. Through Facebook, the link was shared by at least 
fifteen other people; a total of around 3500 people were connected in this way. 
The link to the survey was also put on Twitter and retweeted to at least 7377 
people. Several colleagues, friends and family members also e-mailed the link 
to acquaintances.  
 To reduce the potential problem of recruiting only relatives or respondents 
with a similar world view or background, special attention was given to 
recruiting a diverse sample. As such, the link to the survey was sent to 
individual members of local councils throughout the Netherlands. A total of 
1444 council members were approached via e-mail to ask for their participation 
and assistance in sending the link around. The contacted municipalities were 
diverse in the number of inhabitants, size and location. In each province, 
between 80 and 180 council members were approached. Furthermore, special 
efforts were made to reach respondents with a lower socio-economic status and 
respondents with different ethnic and religious backgrounds. Religious 
organisations and institutions related to specific ethnic groups were approached 
and asked for their co-operation in sending the link to the survey to their 
members.  






