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10. RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSES 

This chapter is devoted to the statistical analyses that served to answer the 
research questions. In Section 10.1, the analyses and results regarding the 
interpretations of citizenship are presented, while Section 10.2 focuses on 
appreciation of religion and the statistical analyses thereof. This chapter ends 
with the results of the correlation analyses in which the relations between the 
interpretations of citizenship and the appreciation of religion are investigated 
(Section 10.3). Explanations of the statistical analyses and measurements are 
provided in Appendix C. 

10.1 Essential Characteristics of a Good Citizen 
In order to understand how Dutch citizens interpret the notion of citizenship, I 
investigated which dimension of the Big Five model they emphasised. A 
Repeated Measures ANOVA was therefore carried out, with citizenship 
category as within-subject factor and the scores on the five dimensions of 
citizenship as dependent variables. This analysis investigated how the 
respondents, regardless of religious background, rated the different dimensions 
of citizenship. Table 10.1 illustrates the overall mean scores on the five 
categories. 

Table 10.1 Means, standard deviations, lowest and highest scores per category, N = 
1308 

The multivariate test shows that there is a significant and strong effect of 
category on the scores on the five different categories (F(4, 1304), = 1284.92, p 
< .001, eta2 = .798). This means that, for all respondents, the mean scores of at 

Citizenship Category Mean (SD) Lowest score Highest score

Social engagement 5.23 (0.81) 1.75 7.00

Political engagement 4.47 (1.08) 1.00 7.00

Law-abidingness 5.87 (0.70) 1.17 7.00

Tolerance 6.33 (0.59) 1.83 7.00

Shared identity 4.37 (0.99) 1.10 7.00
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least two of the categories differ. The univariate tests show between which 
categories these differences exist. These tests indicate that all effects are 
significant, implying differences between all categories. The only weak effect is 
that between political engagement and shared identity (eta2 = .013), all other 
effects are strong (eta2 > .2). 
 When looking at the mean scores in the table, we see some interesting 
trends. Firstly, the overall scores indicate that all categories are to some extend 
regarded as being important for citizenship. The mean scores are all above the 
(neutral) average of the scale. However, the categories of political engagement 
and shared identity — that differ only weakly from one another — score near 
the scale average and have the highest standard deviations, indicating larger 
internal differences. 
 The scores on political engagement are lower than those on social 
engagement are in line with the research of Dekker and De Hart. Internal 
differences in the appreciation of the shared identity category was also 
expected. However, it is surprising that this category had the lowest score of all. 
Furthermore, while social engagement had been the focus of most research so 
far, it was not regarded as the most important element by the respondents. Both 
tolerance and law-abidingness received higher scores than social engagement. 
The category of tolerance received the highest scores and was arguably the 
most important characteristic of a good citizen, according to Dutch citizens.  
 When reviewing the statistics at item level, we see that there are eight items 
with a score above 6, indicating that these are important elements for a good 
citizen. In Table 10.2, I list the means, standard deviations and categories of 
these items. It shows that the items with the highest scores are all items from the 
categories of law-abidingness and tolerance. 

Table 10.2 Means, standard deviations and categories for the items with the highest 
scores  

Mean (SD) Category

Abides by the law 6.10 (0.95) Law-abidingness

Does not abuse social services 6.21 (1.01) Law-abidingness

Takes account of his fellow people 6.54 (0.72) Tolerance

Keeps his hands off of other people’s 
belongings

6.52 (0.78) Law-abidingness

Respects other opinions 6.23 (0.78) Tolerance

Regards other people as being equal 6.48 (0.86) Tolerance

Is tolerant towards those holding 
different views

6.26 (0.90) Tolerance

Treats men and women equal 6.54 (0.84) Tolerance
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Furthermore, we see that item 29; ‘A good citizen cannot have a double 
nationality’, had the lowest score of M = 2.61 (SD = 1.84). This is the only item 
with a score below 3, indicating that the item is considered unimportant for a 
good Dutch citizen. There are three items with a score below 4: ‘A good citizens 
is convinced of his own standpoints’, ‘A good citizen loves Dutch culture’, ‘A 
good citizen is financially independent’, and ‘A good citizens goes to public 
consultation meetings of the municipality’. In general, people regarded these 
items as unimportant for a good citizen. 

10.1.1 Religious Differences in the Opinions on Citizenship 
In order to investigate whether there are differences between people from 
different religious backgrounds in their appreciation of the dimensions of 
citizenship, a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was carried out. 
The respondents were divided into four groups: non-believers, Protestants, 
Catholics and Muslims. The mean scores on the five categories of citizenship 
serve as the dependent variables and religious group serves as independent 
variable.  54

 The multivariate test revealed a significant effect of religion on the 
categories of citizenship (F(5, 15) = 9.91, p < .001). At least two of the religious 
groups differed on at least one of the categories. The univariate test showed an 
influence of religion on social engagement: F(3, 740) = 35.85, p < .001. This 
effect is moderate (eta2 = .127). There was also a significant, but weak, effect on 
political engagement: F(3, 740) = 5.10, p = .002, eta2 = .020). Additionally, 
there was an influence of religion on law-abidingness: F(3, 740) = 7.50, p < .
001). This effect is weak, however (eta2 = .029). Lastly, there was a weak but 
significant effect on shared identity: F(3, 740) = 2.95, p = .032, eta2 = .012). On 
the dimension of tolerance, no differences were found between the religious 
groups (p = .495). 
 To assess which groups differed on social engagement, political 
engagement, law-abidingness, and shared identity, Post-hoc analyses (Tukey) 
were performed. These analyses are based on means shown in Table 10.3. There 
were general trends visible in the results: Protestants scored significantly higher 
than non-religious persons on all dimensions. In turn, Muslims scored 
significantly higher than non-religious and Catholic persons on the dimensions 

 I have checked whether there were significant correlations between possibly 54

interfering variables (sex, age and level of education) with both the independent and 
dependent variables. The correlation- and χ2-analyses with sex and level of education 
showed non-significant effects. Therefore, these variables were not taken into account 
in further analyses. A significant relation was found between age and religious group 
and age did have a significant effect on the scores on the five citizenship categories. 
Therefore this variable was taken into account. However, the results of a MANOVA 
with both age and religious group as independent variables showed neither a significant 
effect of age, nor of the interaction between age and religious group. The effect of 
religious group remained significant and similar to the effects described above.
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of social engagement and law-abidingness. At the dimension level, we see two 
unexpected results. First, Muslims did not score significantly lower than non-
religious people on the aspect of shared identity, while Protestants did score 
higher than non-religious people (p = .020). Second, non-religious respondents 
scored significantly lower than Protestants and Muslims on the dimensions of 
social engagement (p < .001 for both) and law-abidingness (p = .002 and p = .
004 respectively). 

Table 10.3 Means of the four religious groups on four categories of citizenship !

 At the item level, there were significant effects of religion on thirty items. In 
general, the effect sizes were very small; therefore no reasonable conclusions 
can be drawn. However, for two items, the effect sizes were moderate and 
invited further scrutiny. To begin with the item, ‘A good citizens donates money 
to charity’, there was a significant and moderate effect of religion (F(3, 791) = 
38.61, p <.001, eta2 = .128). The Post-hoc tests (Tukey) showed that both 
Protestants and Muslims scored significantly higher than Catholics and non-
believers (non-believers versus both Protestants and Muslims p < .001, 
Catholics versus Protestants p = .018, Catholics versus Muslims p = .021). The 
other item where the religious groups differed significantly, was the item, ‘A 
good citizen accepts homosexuality’ (F(3, 806) = 35.01, p < .001, eta2 = .115). 
Strikingly, this item fell out of the previous analyses, because it did not 
contribute to the reliability of the sub-scale. On its own however, it shows 
interesting results. Muslims scored significantly lower on this item than all 
other groups (compared to Protestants p = .01; compared to Catholics and non-
believers p < .01). Within the other groups, Protestants scored significantly 
lower than both non-believers and Catholics (p < .01 and p = .031 respectively). 
The means of the four groups on these two items are shown in Table 10.4. 

Social eng. 
Mean (SD)

Political eng. 
Mean (SD)

Law- 
abidingness 
Mean (SD)

Shared 
identity 
Mean (SD)

Non-religious 
N = 554

4.92 (0.81) 4.32 (1.12) 5.78 (0.72) 4.21 (1.03)

Protestant 
N = 138

5.59 (0.66) 4.72 (1.01) 6.01 (0.56) 4.48 (0.90)

Catholic 
N = 37

5.24 (0.72) 4.49 (0.99) 5.82 (0.62) 4.37 (0.98)

Muslim 
N = 15

6.03 (0.59) 4.23 (1.49) 6.39 (0.47) 4.25 (0.81)
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Table 10.4 Means and standard deviations of the four groups on two items with 
moderate effects!

10.1.2 The Influence of Religious Commitment 
Due to the general trend that was discovered and outlined above, I propose that 
the level of religious commitment may serve as explanatory factor in the 
differences in citizenship attitudes. In order to examine the effect of religious 
commitment, the scores on the religious commitment scale have been used. To 
check whether there is indeed a relation between someone’s religious conviction 
and his or her level of religious commitment as measured by the two scales 
(measuring orthodoxy and religious identity), a Multivariate ANOVA was 
performed, with religious community as independent variable and religious 
commitment as dependent variable. The results show a significant and moderate 
effect of religious community on religious commitment: F(4, 406) = 16.67, p < .
001, eta2 = .141. When looking at the univariate effects, we see a significant and 
moderate effect of religious community on religious identity (F(2, 204) = 22.62, 
p < .001, eta2 = .182 ). There are significant differences between Muslims and 
Catholics and between Protestants and Catholics in the extent to which their 
belief constitutes their identity (p < .001 for both). There is no significant 
difference between Muslims and Protestants on religious identity (p = .139). 
Catholics (M = 18.83) score lower than Muslims (M = 25.56) and Protestants 
(M = 23.41). 
 Furthermore, there is a significant and strong effect of religious community 
on orthodoxy (F(2, 204) = 32.97, p < .001, eta2 = .244). This is shown in 
differences between Protestants and Muslims (p = 001), between Protestants 
and Catholics (p < .001) and between Muslims and Catholics (p < .001). 
Muslims (M = 12.38) score highest, followed by Protestants (M = 9.61), who, in 
turn, score higher than Catholics (M = 6.17). These results show that there is a 
relation between the religious community and the level of religious commitment 
of the respondents. As there are also significant correlations between the level 

Donates money to 
charity 
Mean (SD)

Accepts homosexuality 
Mean (SD)

Non-believers 
N = 602

3.86 (1.53) 6.26 (1.06)

Protestants 
N = 150

5.21 (1.36) 5.32 (1.66)

Catholics 
N = 42

4.44 (1.47) 5.90 (1.14)

Muslims 
N = 16

5.73 (0.96) 4.31 (2.09)
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of religious commitment and the five categories of citizenship, it is worthwhile 
to investigate to what extent the level of religious commitment interferes with 
the relation between religious conviction and attitudes towards citizenship. 
 In order to carry out this investigation, the above mentioned analysis 
(MANOVA for religious commitment) was repeated twice, with the scores on 
the five citizenship categories as dependent variables and religious community 
as between-subject factor. Since the non-believers did not have a score on 
religious commitment, these analyses served only as a check for differences 
between people who have indicated that they are religious. In the first analysis, 
the sum score on the religious identity scale was taken into the analysis as a co-
variate. The results of this MANCOVA demonstrated that there was still a main 
effect of religious community on the scores on the different categories of 
citizenship (Multivariate F(10, 356) = 2.81, p = .002). However, this effect was 
weak (eta2 = .073). The effect of the co-variate was also significant and weak: 
Multivariate F(5, 178) = 3.81, p = .003, eta2 = .097. This means that both 
religious community and religious identity have an independent, but weak, 
effect on the scores of the different citizenship categories. When looking at the 
univariate tests, the analysis shows that the effect of religious community 
remains on both of the citizenship categories in which effects were found in the 
previous analyses: law-abidingness (F(2, 182) = 4,91, p = .008, eta2 = .051) and 
social engagement (F(2, 182) = 3.81, p = .024, eta2 = .040).  We can draw the 55

conclusion that, for these two items, the effect of the religious community 
which someone belongs to is independent of how important one’s religion is for 
his or her identity. However, the effects are now weak, which suggests that part 
of the variance in scores on these citizenship categories is explained by the 
value that people attach to their religion as constitutive for their identity. 
 The effect of religious identity is only significant on the category of social 
engagement (F(1, 182) = 4.86, p = .029, eta2 = .026) and marginally significant 
on shared identity (F(1, 182) = 3.12, p = .079, eta2 = .017). This effect indicates 
that, independent of the religious community one belongs to, the importance of 
religion for someone’s identity influenced the scores on these citizenship 
categories. Higher levels of religious identity coincided with a greater emphasis 
on the dimension social engagement, (B = .025), whereas lower levels of 
religious identity coincided with a greater emphasis on the dimension shared 
identity (B = -.027). This implies that people who felt that religion was less 
important for their identity, prioritised the dimension of shared identity more 
than people who had a strong religious identity. The other effects were not 
significant. 
 In the second MANCOVA, the sum score on the orthodoxy-scale is taken 
into the analysis as a co-variate. The multivariate test shows a similar trend as in 

 I recall that there were no differences between Protestants, Catholics and Muslims in 55

the previous analyses on the categories of ‘political engagement’ and ‘shared identity’. 
There, only differences between Protestants and non-believers were found. Since non-
believers have no score on ‘religious commitment’, they are not included in the follow-
up analyses.
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the analysis with religious identity; a weak effect of religious community on the 
scores on the different citizenship categories has remained (F(10, 354) = 2.59, p 
= .005, eta2 = .068). Furthermore, orthodoxy has a significant effect (F(5, 177) 
= 2.81, p = .018, eta2 = .074). This means that both the religious community and 
orthodoxy have independent effects on the scores of the different citizenship 
categories. The univariate tests again show that the effect of religious 
community remains on the two citizenship categories that also showed effects in 
the earlier analysis: law-abidingness (F(2, 181) = 3.85, p = .023, eta2 = .041) 
and social engagement (F(2, 181) = 3.12, p = .046, eta2 = .033). Independent of 
the level of orthodoxy, the differences in religious background account for 
differences in the scores on these two citizenship categories. Interestingly, 
orthodoxy did not have an independent effect on any of the citizenship 
categories. Together, these analyses show that the differences in the scores on 
citizenship categories between the different religious communities can be 
explained partly, but not totally, by differences in religious commitment. 
 In short, the respondents’ religious background influenced their opinions on 
the citizenship categories. Only the category of tolerance was unequivocally 
perceived as the most important characteristic of the good citizen. In the other 
four categories, there were differences between non-religious and various 
religious groups. The most distinctive differences were between Muslims on the 
one hand, and Catholics and non-religious persons on the other; and between 
Protestants and non-believers. When the level of religious commitment is taken 
into account, the religious background still had an effect on social engagement 
and law-abidingness, but it had become weaker. In the other categories, the 
previously outlined effects of religious background disappeared. In regard to the 
dimension of shared identity, a marginally significant effect of religious identity 
appeared, indicating that this aspect influenced the results on this dimension. 
There was also an effect of religious identity on social engagement,. The 
multivariate effect of orthodoxy that was found could not be further analysed, 
because none of the univariate effects showed significant results. Altogether, we 
can safely conclude that not only the denomination, but also the individual’s 
level of religious commitment influences the opinions on citizenship. 

10.2 Dutch Citizens on the Appreciation of Religion 
This section discusses the statistical analyses with regard to the opinions of 
Dutch citizens on the role of religion in society. The Factor Analysis of Chapter 
9 showed that four categories could be distinguished: religion as value basis for 
society, privatised religion, embracing religious diversity and negative attitude 
towards religion. Based on these divisions, we could investigate how the 
respondents appreciated religion. As part of this investigation, a mean score per 
factor was calculated for each respondent. When looking at the overall mean 
scores per factor (Table 10.5), we see that the factor embracing religious 
diversity received the highest mean score, which indicates that in general, 
religious diversity is appreciated and freedom of religion is valued. The 
standard deviation is lowest on this factor, indicating a relatively high level of 
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agreement within the total group of respondents for this attitude. Interestingly, 
the respondents scored remarkably low on the factor negative attitude towards 
religion, which implies that they disagreed with a purely negative approach 
towards religion. In general, these results indicate that people agree more with 
the positive attitudes towards the role of religion in society than to negative 
attitudes. 

Table 10.5 The mean scores, standard deviations, lowest and highest score per category 

 To check if there were significant differences between the mean scores, a 
Repeated Measures MANOVA was performed. The attitude towards religion 
was used as within-subject variable, and the mean scores on the four categories 
were used as dependent variables. This analysis investigated whether the 
respondents, overall, scored differently on the different categories that measure 
the attitudes towards religion. The results showed that the mean scores on all 
factors differed significantly and strongly from each other. The only exception 
was the difference between the categories religion as value basis for society and 
privatised religion; here only a moderate effect was found. These results imply 
that the differences found in this sample of respondents are indicative of actual 
varying opinions towards these different attitudes towards religion in the 
population. 
 As we can expect that religious citizens are more positive about religion than 
non-religious citizens, I have analysed whether there are differences between 
religious and non-religious people in the attitude towards religion. A MANOVA 
was carried out with a dichotomous division in religious conviction as 
independent variable and the four categories of the appreciation of religion as 
dependent variables. The results revealed that there was a strong effect of 
religious conviction on the appreciation of religion: Multivariate F(4, 1380) = 
239.28, p < .001, eta2 = .410). The univariate tests show that there are strong 
effects on the categories religion as value basis for society, privatised religion, 
and negative attitude towards religion.  56

Attitude towards religion Mean (SD) Lowest  
score

Highest  
score

Religion as value basis for society 4.50 (1.45) 1.00 7.00

Privatised religion 3.54 (1.27) 1.00 7.00

Embracing religious diversity 5.56 (0.79) 1.00 7.00

Negative attitude towards religion 2.57 (1.30) 1.00 7.00

 ‘Religion as value basis for society’: F(1, 1383) = 893.72, p < .001, eta2 = .393; 56

‘Privatised religion’: F(1, 1383) = 373.15, p < .001, eta2 = .212; and ‘Negative attitude 
towards religion’: F(1, 1383) = 488.46, p < .001, eta2 = .261.
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Table 10.6 Means and standard deviations of religious and non-religious people on the 
four categories of the appreciation of religion 

The means (presented in Table 10.6) confirm the hypothesis: religious people 
scored higher on the category religion as value basis for society, reflecting a 
more positive attitude towards religion. Non-religious people, on the other 
hand, scored higher on the categories privatised religion and negative attitude 
towards religion, which indicates a more critical approach towards religion. 
Notwithstanding this difference, it is striking to see that non-religious people 
are not that negative about religion. They also scored low on the negative 
dimensions. In addition to this, if we look at the category embracing religious 
diversity, there is only a very weak effect,  indicating that religious people 57

score only slightly higher than non-religious people in this category. Since the 
differences are minimal and the effect size is very weak, we can conclude that 
religious and non-religious people differ very little. This is in line with the 
findings presented above, which showed that Dutch citizens in general value the 
acceptance of religious diversity. 
 Now that it has been established that there are differences between religious 
and non-religious people in the attitudes towards religion, I wished to analyse 
these trends in more detail. In order to do so, a new MANOVA was carried out, 
with the four attitudes towards religion as dependent variables and religious 
conviction (Non-religious, Protestant, Catholic and Muslim) as independent 
variable. The multivariate and univariate tests showed similar results to the 
previous analysis, with significant and strong effects on the same three 
categories and a significant but weak effect on the category embracing religious 
diversity.  Post-hoc tests (Tukey) were performed to investigate the differences 58

between the four groups; these mean scores are displayed in Figure 10.1. 
  

Religious 
Mean (SD)

Non-Religious 
Mean (SD)

Religion as value basis for society 5.28 (1.12) 3.44 (1.14)

Privatised religion 3.04 (1.13) 4.22 (1.13)

Embracing religious diversity 5.67 (0.75) 5.42 (0.82)

Negative attitude towards religion 2.00 (0.96) 3.33 (1.29)

 F(1, 1383) = 36.30, p < .001, eta2 = .026.57

 Results of the univariate tests: ‘Religion as value basis for society’: F(3, 785) = 58

194.70, p < .001, eta2 = .427; ‘Privatised religion’: F(3, 785) = 90.71, p < .001, eta2 = .
257;’Embracing religious diversity’: F(3, 785) = 10.16, p < .001, eta2 = .037; and 
‘Negative attitude towards religion’: F(3, 785) = 84.85, p < .001, eta2 = .245.
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When looking at the graph, we see that Muslims scored highest of all groups on 
the more positive attitudes reflected in the categories religion as value basis for 
society and embracing religious diversity. In contrast, non-religious people 
scored highest on the more critical categories of privatised religion and negative 
attitude towards religion. Protestants and Catholics scored between the 
extremes on all four categories. 
 When we come to view the results of the Post-hoc tests, we see the 
following trends. In the first category, religion as value basis for society, there 
are significant differences between all four groups, except between Muslims 
and Protestants. Non-believers (M = 3.44) scored lowest on this category, 
followed by Catholics (M = 4.9). Both groups scored lower than Protestants (M 
= 5.72) and Muslims (M = 5.86). In the second category, privatised religion, the 
reversed trend is visible. Again, there are differences between all groups, but not 
between Muslims and Protestants. Here Protestants (M = 2.68) and Muslims (M 
= 2.09) scored the lowest, followed by Catholics (M = 3.56). Non-believers (M 
= 4.22) had the highest score in this category. These results show that Muslims 
and Protestants agreed more to the idea of religion as value basis for society and 
less to the restriction of religion to the private sphere, whereas non-believers 
were most critical towards the idea of the public or political role of religion and 
did not seem to acknowledge a positive role of religion for social morality and 
cohesion. 
 In the third category, embracing religious diversity, we see that Muslims (M 
= 6.31) differed from all other groups and that they valued religious freedom 
and diversity more than the other groups. Protestants (M = 5.68) scored higher 
than non-religious people (M = 5.42), but both of these groups did not differ 

Figure 10.1 Mean scores of the four groups on the four attitudes towards religion
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significantly from Catholics (M = 5.58). In the last category, negative attitude 
towards religion, non-religious people (M = 3.33) differed from all other 
groups. They scored highest in this category. Furthermore, Catholics (M = 2.3) 
scored higher than Muslims (M = 1.23), but both of these groups did not differ 
significantly from Protestants (M = 1.75). 
 Although the results indicated that Dutch people are generally quite positive 
about religion, we do find clear trends in the data showing that Muslims and 
Protestants hold an even more positive view on religion than non-religious 
people and Catholics. Therefore, it is worthwhile to investigate the role of 
religious commitment with regard to the attitude towards religion. Previously, 
we have seen a relation between the level of religious commitment and the 
religious conviction of the respondents. There were two clear examples of this 
relation: Muslims and Protestants have stronger religious identities than 
Catholics; Muslims are more orthodox than Protestants, who in turn are more 
orthodox than Catholics. Furthermore, correlation analyses also revealed 
significant correlations between the level of religious commitment and the four 
attitudes towards religion.  Therefore, two MANOVAs were carried out, with 59

the four categories of the attitude towards religion as dependent variables and 
religious conviction as independent variable. In the first MANOVA, the scale 
score on religious identity is taken into account as co-variate and in the second 
one, the orthodoxy scale score is taken into account. 
 The results of the first MANOVA showed that the effect of religious 
conviction remained significant, but very weak (Multivariate F(8, 376) = 2.56, 
p = .010, eta2 = .052, whereas the effect of religious identity was significant and 
strong (Multivariate F(4, 188) = 20.03, p < .001, eta2 = .299). When looking at 
the univariate tests, the effect of religious community disappeared for the 
category religion as value basis for society (p > .05). The effect of religious 
identity on this category was significant and moderate (F(1, 191) = 43.13, p < .
001, eta2 = .184), indicating that the differences found earlier between the 
religious groups can be explained by differences in the importance of religion 
for someone’s identity. 
 The effect of religious community remained significant for the categories 
privatised religion, embracing religious diversity, and negative attitude towards 
religion, but all these effects were weak.  The effect of religious identity was 60

significant and strong on the category privatised religion and there was a 

 Correlations between the four attitudes towards religion on the one hand and 59

‘religious identity’ and ‘orthodoxy’ (respectively) on the other: Religion as value basis 
for society: r = .614, r = .596; Privatised religion: r = -.573, r = -.519; Embracing 
religious diversity: r = .120, r = n.s.; and Negative attitude towards religion: r = -.466, r 
= -.426. 

 Privatised religion: F(2, 191) = 3.42, p = .035, eta2 = .035; Embracing religious 60

diversity: F(2 ,191) = 4.56, p = .012, eta2 = .046; Negative attitude towards religion: 
F(2, 191) = 3.85, p = .023, eta2 = .0.39.
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significant and moderate effect on negative attitude towards religion.  These 61

results indicate that the difference in religious background, independent from 
the effect of religious identity, can still explain part of the effects on three of the 
four categories, but that there is an influence of religious identity on the 
different categories. Also, the effect of religious community on religion as value 
basis for society disappeared after including religious identity in the analysis. 
 The second MANOVA showed that the overall effect of religious community 
remained significant, but became weak (Multivariate F(8, 372) = 3.10, p = .002, 
eta2 = .063), and that there was a significant and strong effect of orthodoxy 
(F(4, 186), = 13.53, p < .001, eta2 = .225). In the univariate effects, the effect of 
religious community remained for all categories, but had become weak through 
introducing the variable of orthodoxy.  The effect of orthodoxy was significant 62

and moderate on the categories religion as value basis for society (F(1, 189) = 
24.39, p < .001, eta2 = .114) and privatised religion (F(1, 189) = 30.37, p < .
001, eta2 = .138). On negative attitude towards religion, the effect of orthodoxy 
is significant, but weak: F(1, 189) = 13.38, p < .001, eta2 = .066. There is no 
effect at all on the category embracing religious diversity. This last result aligns 
with all the previous results and shows a remarkable consistency between the 
respondents on the agreement to a positive attitude towards religious freedom 
and religious diversity in the Netherlands. The other results indicated that the 
effect of religious conviction had become weaker, but still existed in all 
categories, independently from the level of orthodoxy. There was also an 
influence of the level of orthodoxy on three of the four categories. 

10.3 Correlations between Religion and Citizenship Attitudes 
In order to investigate to what extent certain interpretations of citizenship 
coincided with certain attitudes towards religion, a correlation analysis was 
carried out with the five citizenship categories and the four religion categories. 
The results are presented in Table 10.7. 
 There are several striking observations to be made with regard to this table. 
First, the correlations are, overall, relatively low. The highest correlation is 
between tolerance and embracing religious diversity (r = .395), indicating that 
the respondents who emphasised tolerance more, also appreciated religious 
diversity and religious freedom more. Another relatively high correlation (r = .
339) exists between social engagement and religion as a value basis for society. 
Here, people who considered social engagement an essential characteristic of a 

 Privatised religion: F(1, 191) = 68.26, p < .001, eta2 = .263; Negative attitude towards 61

religion: F(1, 191) = 33.47, p < .001, eta2 = .149.
 Religion as value basis for society: F(2, 189) = 3.36, p = .037, eta2 = .034; Privatised 62

religion: F(2, 189) = 3.19, p = .043, eta2 = .033; Embracing religious diversity: F(2, 
189) = 7.02, p = .001, eta2 = .069; Negative attitude towards religion: F(2, 189) = 3.20, 
p = .043, eta2 = .033.



 10. RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSES !                                                                                      145

good citizen saw religion more as a value basis for society than people who 
scored lower on the importance of social engagement. 

Table 10.7 Correlations between citizenship and religion attitudes  

*ns means non-significant  

 Secondly, the category negative attitudes towards religion hardly correlated 
with the dimensions of citizenship; the only significant correlations were weak 
and negative. This implies that people who agreed with the negative attitudes 
towards religion attached less value to social engagement, law-abidingness and 
tolerance as characteristics of the good citizen. The reverse is true for the 
category religion as a value basis for society. In this category, only positive 
correlations were found. Most correlations were positive in the category 
embracing religious diversity. Only a weak negative correlation was found with 
shared identity, indicating that people who stressed the importance of a shared 
identity for citizenship attached less value to religious diversity and freedom of 
religion. 
 The third striking result relates to these correlations; the category of 
privatised religion correlated negatively with social engagement, but positively 
with shared identity. To make sense of these results, the correlation analysis was 
repeated with a division into religiosity, leading to the following results (see 
Table 10.8). For non-religious persons, there was no relation at all between the 
scores on religion as a value basis for society and any of the citizenship 
categories. For religious persons, there were significant correlations. For 
example, greater appreciation of religion as a value basis for society coincided 
with greater emphasis on social engagement, political engagement, law-
abidingness and shared identity. Only tolerance did not correlate with this 
interpretation of religion.  

Religion as a 
value basis 
for society

Privatised 
religion

Embracing 
religious 
diversity

Negative 
attitudes

Social 
engagement

.339 -.139 .207 -.188

Political 
engagement

.136 .056 .111 ns*

Law-
abidingness

.149 ns .110 -.074

Tolerance ns ns .395 -.092

Shared 
identity

.124 .187 -.082 ns
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Table 10.8 Correlations between citizenship and religion attitudes, divided by religiosity 

* NR means non-religious, R means religious, SE stands for Social Engagement, PE for 
Political Engagement, LA for Law-abidingness, To for Tolerance, and SI for Shared 
Identity!

** ns indicates non-significant correlations%

 When looking at differences between religious and non-religious people, the 
category of social engagement is especially remarkable. In three of the four 
categories, the direction of the correlation was different for religious people, 
when compared to non-religious people. For religion as value basis for society, 
there was no correlation for non-religious people, but a positive one for 
religious people. For privatised religion, there was a positive correlation for 
non-religious but a negative correlation for religious people, and for negative 
attitudes towards religion, there was no correlation for non-religious people and 
a negative correlation for religious people. 
 We also find fascinating results in the category of law-abidingness. While 
for non-religious people there was only a positive correlation with privatised 
religion, this was the only non-significant correlation for religious people. In 
this group, emphasising law-abidingness as essential characteristic of a good 
citizen coincided with greater appreciation of religion as value basis for society, 
religious diversity and freedom of religion. Lower negative attitudes towards 
religion were also found. 
 The relation between shared identity and religion as value basis almost 
disappears when the results are split by religiosity. There was only a very weak 
correlation within the group of religious people between these two elements. 
The other results regarding shared identity also seemed more in line with 
expectations after interpreting the results of Part One: both groups showed a 

Religion as 
value basis

Privatised 
religion

Embracing 
religious 
diversity

Negative 
attitudes

 NR* R* NR R NR R NR R

SE*    ns** .312 .168 -.116 .151 .179 ns -.146

PE* ns .130 .203 .072 .088 .098 .097 ns

LA* ns .219 .210 ns ns .121 ns -.095

To* ns ns ns ns .366 .431 -.130 -.094

SI* ns .091 .318 .261 -.094 -.128 .137 .102
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positive correlation with privatised religion and with negative attitudes towards 
religion, and a negative correlation with embracing religious diversity. These 
results indicate that the emphasis on national identity is associated with a 
decreased appreciation of religion. 






