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INTRODUCTION 





1. RELIGION AND GOOD CITIZENSHIP IN CONTEMPORARY 
DUTCH SOCIETY 

1.1 Wondering about Dutch Society 
In September 2014, the Dutch public service television initiated a socio-cultural 
experiment called Typically Dutch (http://www.typischnederlands.vara.nl). The 
experiment aimed at investigating what was typically Dutch by putting eight 
people from different socio-cultural and religious backgrounds in a house 
together so they could jointly explore how they differed from each other and 
what made them all Dutch. The experiment took place in The Hague, one of the 
few Dutch cities where the majority of the population is of non-Dutch descent 
and one of the most segregated cities in the Netherlands (http://
www.denhaag.nl/cijfers; Kullberg, Vervoort, and Dagevos 2009, 52–55). The 
programme began with the claim that segregation had led to a decrease of 
tolerance between different groups in society, but that all people shared one 
thing: the fact that they were Dutch. The programme’s aim was to find out what 
this ‘Dutchness’ entailed. Due to the great diversity in ethnic, religious and 
cultural groups, the programme makers claimed that the traditional picture of 
cheese and wooden shoes as defining elements of the Dutch needed to be 
readjusted. The fact that the programme was a trending topic on Twitter in the 
Netherlands during the entire season, demonstrates the power the programme 
had in touching upon real and actual issues in Dutch society. 

Like the television experiment, this book is underpinned by a curiosity about 
contemporary Dutch society. However, this book goes beyond simply 
addressing similarities and differences between citizens and asking what is 
typically Dutch. This book investigates the notion of citizenship itself. What 
should one do and how should one behave in order to be a good citizen? Do all 
citizens have to embrace a common culture and specific values or virtues? Or 
are citizens free to live according to their own values, as long as they abide by 
the law? Given the cultural and religious diversity in contemporary society, 
these questions address the underlying themes of the television experiment. The 
experiences of diversity that we may witness in such experiments invite us not 
only to question notions of culture, but citizenship as well: 

Existing notions of citizenship and national identity are challenged and 
sometimes changed by the experience of immigration and the resulting 
ethnic, racial, cultural and religious diversification of the population … 
immigration tends to create pressures and opportunities for a redefinition 
and reinvention of the conceptions of citizenship and national identity of 
the receiving nation-states. (Koopmans et al. 2005, 6) 



!   INTRODUCTION4                                                                       

Both the television programme and this book ask the question whether a diverse 
society requires acceptance of diversity in values, habits and traditions or rather 
agreement on certain rules or norms. A key difference between the two lies in 
the underlying assumptions. The programme sought a definition of what it 
meant to be Dutch and thereby focused on aspects of national identity. This 
corresponded to trends in Dutch society and politics, where integration debates 
have acquired a somewhat assimilationist tone, through the escalating emphasis 
on Dutch culture and Dutch identity (Entzinger 2006; Vasta 2007). Migrants are 
increasingly expected to have knowledge of Dutch society, to adapt to Dutch 
culture and to embrace Dutch values. The focus on sharing a common culture 
has, in the past years, led to the same question that the television show also 
wanted to answer: what is typical Dutchness? Although I think it is an 
interesting and important question to ask, the narrow focus on national identity 
runs the risk of excluding those who do not fully embrace (all aspects of) this 
identity. Additionally, it becomes difficult to determine what exactly constitutes 
this identity; what aspects belong to it and who makes these decisions? 

The first few minutes of the television programme immediately clearly 
identify the film makers’ stance. The programme starts with a test about 
different aspects of the Netherlands. There are questions about historical facts 
(who was the first Dutch politician that was assassinated?), practical issues 
(where do you register a company?), politics (who forms the government?), 
Dutch regions (Zeelanders are known for their …?) and Dutch peculiarities or 
cultural customs (you are invited by a typical Dutch family at 8pm. Will you 
then join them for dinner?). Diverse participants in four different 
neighbourhoods in The Hague took the test. Remarkably, — in all four groups 
— the majority of participants ‘failed’ the test, including many ‘native’ Dutch 
people. Whether the test itself is problematic or the participants’ lack of 
knowledge, the issue remains. The emphasis on national identity (Dutchness) in 
a pluralistic society like the Netherlands runs the risk of becoming an ideal that 
hardly anyone can live up to. 

My study tries to overcome this problem of short-sightedness by focusing on 
the broader notion of citizenship. I argue that the notion of citizenship does not 
have to be restricted to the one-dimensional view of national identity that we 
saw (and saw fail) in the television experiment. Indeed, the concept is far more 
complex than that. It is thus the purpose of this book to investigate the multi-
faceted nature of citizenship. As one of its central themes, I examine the multi-
dimensionality of the concept beyond the simple dichotomy of cultural and 
national identities. To what extent must a good citizen embrace a certain 
cultural identity and to what extent might citizenship embrace other, as yet 
unidentified aspects? By focusing on the broader notion of citizenship, we can 
provide more promising answers to the pressing question of diversity in 
contemporary society. In doing so, I arrive at one of the most delicate issues in 
this debate, an issue often repeatedly associated with questions surrounding 
diversity. Religion. 

In the course of writing this book, I have read numerous articles about the 
role of religion in society. Some of the issues include the proposed ban on ritual 
slaughter and court procedures against the Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij 
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(SGP, a conservative Christian, theocratic party), which for a long time 
excluded women from their party ballot list. Geert Wilders’ suggestion to make 
citizens with a second nationality of an Islamic country sign an anti-Shari’ah 
contract or conscientious objections on the part of civil servants who are not 
willing to marry gay couples also fall under this topic. All these very public 
debates reflect a tendency to polarise (social thoughts about) the role of religion 
in Dutch society. As such, an awareness (or even acknowledgement) of 
religion’s positive contribution to modern society stands in sharp contrast to this 
critical view, where religion is seen as a threat to integration and democracy.  

The polarisation in debates over the role of religion was also visible in the 
first two episodes of the above-mentioned television programme. One of the 
main issues in the debates between the participants concerned Islam. There is no 
knowing whether this was foreseen or even deliberately planned by the 
researchers who selected the participants.  At any rate, it was remarkable to see 1

how many of the conversations came down to the public role and expression of 
Islam in Dutch society. Ranging from the wearing of headscarves to drinking 
alcohol and from the acceptance of homosexuality to praying in public spaces, 
tensions arose in the television programme over the right to claim respect for 
one’s religious identity. As the experiment so aptly demonstrated, friction often 
occurs within a diverse community, where not everyone embraces the same 
(religious) values. 

1.2 Research Aim, Goals, and Audience 
We have seen that the existing diversity in Dutch society has led to polarised 
debates about national identity, citizenship and religion. Up till now, relatively 
little research has gone into studying the relation between these concepts. Little 
is known about how the debates over these issues mutually influence each other. 
This book is intended as an interdisciplinary mixed-methods contribution to the 
understanding of the relation between religion and citizenship. I set myself three 
research goals that will enable me to fulfil this central aim: 

• To analyse the complex and multidimensional concept of citizenship; 
• To clarify how thinking about citizenship influences thinking about the 

public role of religion; and  
• To investigate how religious belief influences thinking about citizenship 

and religion. 

 The experiment was supervised by Karen van Oudenhoven-Van der Zee, professor of 1

social psychology, and Jan Rath, professor of sociology. They selected the eight 
participants who took the test. It is explained in the first episode that these people were 
selected to form a diverse group. The eight participants differed in social status, gender, 
age, ethnicity and religion.
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In order to do so, I investigate the relation between religion and citizenship 
from three different levels: political philosophy, Dutch integration policy and 
Dutch citizens. This means that I will integrate (purely) theoretical and 
empirical positions in order to gain a nuanced and broad view of how the notion 
of citizenship can be handled. We will see that different perspectives come with 
different implications for the acceptance of religion.   

Although I focus on the Netherlands in this study, this does not imply that 
the results are only valuable for the Dutch context. The Netherlands is an 
excellent example of a society, where issues surrounding religion, national 
identity and citizenship are currently topics of political and public debate. In 
this respect, the Netherlands can be seen as illustrative for contemporary (West) 
European societies. The audience that I intend to reach is therefore neither 
limited to the Netherlands nor the Dutch academia. Political scientists, 
philosophers and social scientists with an interest in themes around citizenship, 
diversity and religion might gain new insights from the interdisciplinary 
approach of the present study. More importantly, the societal and political 
debates that I discuss in this book are fundamental and topical issues for both 
the Netherlands and beyond. As such, this book is also valuable for politicians 
and interested citizens who engage in these ongoing debates.  

In the next chapters, I present the theoretical and methodological foundation 
of this study. As a short digression, I would like to stress that this book is the 
result of a scientific journey and not a political one. I do not aim to show the 
reader what I, as a politically engaged citizen, think about citizenship or how I 
judge different approaches to the notion. I do not want to exclude certain forms 
of religions, but neither do I want to take for granted that all religions and all 
religious expressions are to be accepted unconditionally in the public domain. 
When I started this project, I tried to be as open-minded as possible. I use the 
term ‘open-minded’! and not ‘neutral’, because I am aware that neutrality is 
practically impossible. I am conscious of the fact that I am situated; I am a 
Dutch woman, born in the province of Groningen but raised in a different part 
of the country, in Twente. I am the youngest daughter of a middle-class, non-
religious family, whose fascination for politics, religion and society started 
during a tumultuous time in Dutch politics and society. I am a woman for whom 
the world and people around me have always held a wonder and fascination, 
which led to my decision to study psychology and philosophy. I currently live in 
Assen with my husband and our two daughters.  

It is impossible to measure how influential these personal characteristics are 
shaping my thoughts, let alone how influential they are in shaping other 
people’s thoughts. This was particularly evident with the participants of my 
empirical studies. I recall several instances where the respondents expected to 
meet a male interviewer, even to the extent that I had to convince one of them 
that it was really me with whom he had the appointment. Additionally, most 
interviewees expected me to have a Christian background. Some of the non-
Christian respondents ‘translated’!elements of their religion into Christian terms 
in order for me to understand them. Likewise, a Christian woman refused to 
explain her transition in church community to me after she found out that I was 
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not religious, because, according to her, I would not be able to understand the 
nuances. Be that as it may, I have tried to be as open-minded as possible 
towards the different persons and interpretations that I encountered. In doing so, 
I hope this study provides a thought-provoking contribution to the existing 
debates on diversity, integration and the role of religion within contemporary 
Western society.  





2. THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

2.1 The Notion of Citizenship 
When we study the notion of citizenship, it is important to realise that it is 
impossible to know what citizenship is. The interpretations and practices of 
citizenship are not static, but constantly in flux. Citizenship is a typical example 
of what scholars have called an ‘essentially contested concept’ (Gallie 1956). 
Essentially contested concepts are complex and multidimensional. Since their 
interpretations and definitions are variable, it is impossible to reach agreement 
over the definition of the concept (Van Craen, Vancluysen, and Ackaert 2011, 
103). It is therefore not my aim to close the debate by proposing a final 
definition of citizenship, but to look for different ways we can interpret the 
notion: 

The ambiguities of citizenship should not be defined away, but rather be 
conceived as keys, signs to be deciphered, that enable us to get in view 
real conflicts and problems between a plurality of people whom history 
has brought together in relations of interdependence and dominance, and 
who thus have common business to attend to. (Van Gunsteren 1978, 10) 

  
 This book does not limit itself to the formal aspects of citizenship. The 
emphasis is not on citizenship as membership of a legal and political order, but 
on the normative and extra-juridical interpretations of what a good citizen is 
(Schinkel 2010). As has been said: 

We should expect a theory of the good citizen to be relatively 
independent of the legal question of what it is to be a citizen, just as a 
theory of the good person is distinct from the metaphysical (or legal) 
question of what it is to be a person. (Kymlicka and Norman 1994, 353) 

 When we come to question the compatibility of religion and contemporary 
Dutch citizenship, it is the normative interpretation of citizenship that must be 
addressed. The terms ‘citizenship’ and ‘good citizenship’ will be used 
interchangeably throughout this book and both will refer to this normative 
interpretation of citizenship, unless otherwise indicated. Furthermore, this book 
uses the term ‘citizenship’ in a wide sense. I use the term to refer to status and 
participation in the broad social sphere, instead of using it in a strict sense to 
refer solely to the status of political equality that citizens hold (Van Gunsteren 
1998, 12).  
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 Lastly, this book focuses on the level of the nation-state. Although it is 
evident that citizenship plays a role at different levels, the national level is an 
important dimension when it comes to citizenship (Heater 2004; Hurenkamp, 
Tonkens, and Duyvendak 2012). Cosmopolitan thinkers have argued that 
citizenship rights ought to transcend national boundaries, as state borders are 
constantly crossed by flows of capital and people (Castles and Davidson 2000; 
Vertovec 2004). However, nationalistic and patriotic interpretations of 
citizenship have become more prominent in contemporary debates, both in 
political philosophy and in government policies. These interpretations of 
citizenship claim that individual rights are best guaranteed within the nation-
state (Bosniak 2006; Calhoun 2007). Moreover, these interpretations put 
forward the idea that social solidarity is only possible in the context of a shared 
national identity (Calhoun 2007; Miller 2000, 31–33). On the practical level, 
citizenship is a national matter: institutions such as courts and policing 
apparatuses act primarily within the national sphere (Bloemraad, Korteweg, and 
Yurdakul 2008). The national paradigms of citizenship that I study in this book 
can thus be seen as a reflection of the predominance of the national level in 
policies and in political and academic discourse on citizenship. 

2.2 The Big Five Model of Citizenship 
Citizenship consists of different dimensions. In order to map and evaluate the 
different perspectives regarding the dimensions of the concept, I have 
developed what I shall refer to as the Big Five model of Dutch citizenship, 
which is presented in Figure 2.1.  In this model, Dutch citizenship consists of 2

five dimensions: social engagement, political engagement, law-abidingness, 
tolerance and Dutch identity. The model will serve as a framework throughout 
the book. Across and within the various perspectives on citizenship, there is 
disagreement in various respects about these dimensions, which shows us the 
difficulties that must be reckoned with. To begin with, there is no agreement 
concerning exact definitions and interpretations of the dimensions. Nor is there 
agreement about the relative importance of the different dimensions. To 
complicate matters, the relationships between the dimensions themselves are 
not unequivocally understood.  
 Despite the disagreement over the interpretations of the dimensions, there 
are good reasons to use the Big Five model of Dutch citizenship. The model is 
based on previous empirical studies and on theoretical interpretations of 
citizenship. Consequently, it suits the current Dutch situation rather well. 

 The equal distribution of the dimensions in the model should not be interpreted as 2

reflecting equal importance of all dimensions. Within various theories and conceptions 
of citizenship, the dimensions are interpreted differently; their relative importance also 
varies. The labels of the dimensions refer to the fundamental notions that belong to the 
dimension. There are obviously many derivative notions related to the dimensions as 
well, which will be discussed in the following Parts (especially in Part Two, where the 
dimensions are operationalised in order to develop an online survey).



 2. THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS !                                                          11

Furthermore, the model has empirical validity, as will be shown in Part Two. In 
previous research, scholars have suggested different divisions of characteristics 
of good citizenship. For example, Derek Heater argued that, on a normative 
level, four things are expected from citizens in modern liberal democratic states. 
First of all, citizens must be helpful to each other; secondly, they must 
participate in public affairs; thirdly, citizens must have integrity and honesty; 
and lastly, they must be law-abiding (Heater 2004, 203). These requirements 
largely match the interpretations of citizenship that several authors have given, 
both within the Netherlands and internationally. The four dimensions are often 
labelled as such: citizenship as juridical status; citizenship as the rights and 
duties belonging to this status; citizenship as participation in the (political) 
community; and citizenship as identification or sense of belonging to this 
community (Bloemraad, Korteweg, and Yurdakul 2008; Bosniak 2006).  
 As the juridical status of citizenship is not that important for this book, I 
have decided not to treat it as a separate dimension in my model. Rather, I 
follow the division of (among others) Kymlicka and Norman (2000, 30–31), 
Cohen (1999) and Fermin (2000), all who expand the legal aspect by focusing 
on civil and social rights. They discern the following three dimensions: 

1. Citizenship as a legal status, involving a set of civil, political and social 
rights.  

2. Citizenship as a political principle of democracy that involves 
participation in politics.  

3. Citizenship as a form of membership, constitutive of identity. 

We also find similar legal and political dimensions of citizenship reflected in 
empirical studies. A study on the notion of Dutch citizenship from the 
perspective of Dutch citizens revealed four characteristics of a good citizen; a 
good citizen needs to be law-abiding, politically engaged, socially engaged and 
decent (Dekker and De Hart 2002). The first two of these characteristics reflect 
the first two dimensions from Kymlicka and Norman (2000) as presented 
above, and are the most straightforward. I thus decided to include these in my 
Big Five model. The first dimension, law-abidingness, focuses on the rights and 
duties of citizens. The state guarantees certain basic rights to all citizens and in 
return, individual citizens have certain obligations, such as paying taxes and 
obeying the laws (Janoski 1998).  
 The second dimension, political engagement, has a long history in 
citizenship theory, as being one of the main principles of citizenship (Heater 
2004; Bloemraad, Korteweg, and Yurdakul 2008). Although Dekker and De 
Hart’s study showed that Dutch citizens do acknowledge an element of political 
engagement, it also revealed that they hardly consider it essential for a good 
citizen (Dekker and De Hart 2002, 7–8). The emphasis that several political 
theorists have placed upon this element therefore invites critical comment and 
evaluation, which will be explored later, in the Synthesis.  
 The third dimension in the study by Dekker and De Hart, social engagement, 
is related to, but not identical with, the membership dimension of citizenship 
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described above.  In political philosophy, citizenship as membership of a 3

community often focuses on shared history and identity, whereas the focus on 
social engagement in the study of Dekker and De Hart (2002, 11) is concerned 
with participation in society and pro-social behaviour. It therefore seems 
reasonable to distinguish between the dimensions of social engagement and 
shared identity (Heater 2004, 326). I follow Dekker and De Hart in their 
interpretation of social engagement, which states that a good citizen adapts to 
(and is active in) society, helps his or her fellow citizens and takes the 
perspectives and needs of other people into account (Dekker and De Hart 2002, 
11). Note that this interpretation of social engagement matches Heater’s first 
two expectations of a good citizen already described.   4

 Furthermore, this focus on social engagement and active participation is also 
prominent in contemporary integration policies, as we will see in Part One. The 
Dutch government has increasingly focused on active participation as a 
condition for good citizenship. This participation consists of both pro-social 
behaviour and contribution to society; for instance, by having a job 
(Rijkschroeff, Duyvendak and Pels 2003; Boshuizen 2006). This trend was 
recently highlighted in the Troonrede (King’s Speech) of 2013, in which the 
government called for a transition from the traditional welfare state to a so-
called ‘participation society’.  The government expects from ‘all who can, to 5

take responsibility for his or her own life and their surroundings’ (Troonrede 
2013). 
 The fourth dimension of shared or civic identity is what Heater refers to as 
belonging to a community which bridges other social identities (Heater 2004, 
188). The subjective sense of belonging to a community can be seen as the 
psychological dimension of citizenship (Carens 2000, 166). Indeed, it has been 
a topic of social and political (philosophical) discussions of the past decades. In 
these discussions, we have seen two major responses to the concept of 
belonging to a community. On the one hand, communitarian theories have 
focused on the importance of shared morality and membership of and 
engagement in tight-knit communities, such as religious communities (Fermin 
2009, 14; MacIntyre 1981). This communitarian focus on the ‘self embedded in 
community’ (Claassen 2011, 469) came up as a response to the perceived rise of 

 Since the study by Dekker and De Hart (2002) can be seen as the pioneering study in 3

the field, in which citizens were most directly asked to indicate the essential 
characteristics of a good citizen, it was also initially the idea to include the fourth 
element of decency in my model of Dutch citizenship. However, the results of the 
present study showed that the element of decency was not recognised as a separate 
category, but was mainly seen as part of social engagement. In Part Two, I discuss the 
empirical study with which I tested my model of Dutch citizenship. Possible 
explanations for the exclusion of the element of decency will be provided there. 
 See above, page 17.4

 The Troonrede (King’s Speech) is an annual address to the nation and takes place on 5

Prinsjesdag, which is celebrated on the third Tuesday of September. On Prinsjesdag, 
the government presents its year’s budget and the monarch outlines the government 
policy for the coming year in a speech written by the government. 
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individualism and self-centredness that has characterised contemporary Dutch 
society (Ester, Halman, and De Moor 1993, 165; Hurenkamp, Tonkens, and 
Duyvendak 2011, 206). On the other hand, in response to growing diversity in 
society, the Dutch government has focused on shared identity in a ‘neo-
nationalist’ manner (Hurenkamp, Tonkens, and Duyvendak 2011, 206–207). As 
a result, integration policies have shifted from multicultural approaches to 
assimilation strategies (Entzinger 2006). Dutch newspapers are clearly 
following this trend in their interpretations of the notion and this ‘cultural’ 
interpretation of citizenship has gained prominence with notable key issues such 
as integration and the role of religion in society (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2011, 
64). 
 Related to the dimension of shared identity, is the fifth and final dimension 
in my model: tolerance. According to Heater, tolerance is ‘the willingness to 
allow people to hold and express views and to take actions of which one 
disapproves’ (Heater 2004, 208). This is the interpretation of tolerance that I 
will use throughout this book. The Netherlands has long been famous for its 
tolerance and lack of nationalism (Van der Veer 2006; Smeekes, Verkuyten, and 
Poppe 2012). The focus on national identity that has become increasingly 
apparent in the past decades is undoubtedly accompanied by a decrease in 
tolerance. An international survey showed, for instance, that negative attitudes 
towards Muslims are nowhere stronger than in the Netherlands (Pew Research 
Center 2005, 4). Furthermore, tolerance has become a contentious notion in the 
past years and Dutch citizens themselves are sharply divided over the issue. 
According to a recent study by Hurenkamp and Tonkens (2011), there are 
basically two viewpoints on tolerance nowadays. One viewpoint argues that 
tolerance is one of the most essential characteristics of Dutch identity. The other 
viewpoint, however, thinks that the ‘traditional’ Dutch tolerance is overrated. 
The latter group further argues that the Dutch should become less tolerant, 
because their tolerance has been abused by intolerant others (Hurenkamp and 
Tonkens 2011, 173–174). As tolerance is often seen as one of the conditions for 
citizenship and democracy, especially in culturally diverse countries (Sullivan 

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 2.1 The Big Five model of Dutch citizenship
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and Transue 1999) and because of the controversy over the notion in Dutch 
society, I include it as a separate dimension in my model of Dutch citizenship. 

2.3 The Relation Between Religion and Citizenship 
One of the crucial problems of citizenship, perhaps even the problem that 
summarises the complexity contained in a concept of good citizenship, is the 
question of how a citizen’s religious affiliation relates to his/her interpretation 
and experience of citizenship. This question has received surprisingly little 
attention in academic political theory,  but has become a topic of a heated 6

public and popular debate in the Netherlands. While several politicians and 
scholars have argued that religion creates bonds through which society can 
flourish (Bocken 2007, 48, see also Van Stokkom 2004; Stevaert 2005), others 
have argued that religion has had a disruptive effect on society (Cliteur 2004). 
 Contemporary political actors often claim that religion must be a purely 
private matter and that the government should act in a neutral way towards 
religion. Two members of the LPF (Lijst Pim Fortuyn, a populist, anti-
immigrant party), for instance, argued in a newspaper article in 2004 that the 
right for a neutral state should be taken up in the constitution (NRC, March 3, 
2004). By referring to the importance of government neutrality, the Volkspartij 
voor Vrijheid en Democratie (VVD, the main liberal right-wing/conservative 
party) proposed in its 2012 election programme that that the government would 
no longer subsidise religious institutions, dialogues or activities (VVD 2012). 
 The recent debates that have touched upon religion are some of the most 
highly polarised, ranging from euthanasia to circumcision and ritual 
slaughtering; from the position of women in various religious communities to 
the wearing of headscarves in public spaces or offices. These debates all show 
that Dutch citizens, religious and non-religious, are divided over issues 
surrounding the influence of religion in personal and public affairs.  Especially 7

with regard to the latter, it appears that there are changes in the way in which 
the Dutch government approaches religion. Different governments have 
different strategies in approaching religion in the public domain. If we place 
these strategies on a continuum, in which the two opposing approaches are 
laïcité and religious pluralism (Loenen 2006; Klop 1999, 248), we would see 
that the Netherlands is indeed moving away from the second approach of 

 An important exception in this respect is a PhD thesis by Pieter Dronkers (2012), who 6

looked at theories of moral motivation to keep a community together and analysed the 
conceptualisation of civic loyalty from a political theological point of view. 
 Admittedly, various arguments are used in these debates, because different rights are at 7

play (e.g. religious freedom is opposed to animal rights in the debate on ritual 
slaughtering, but opposed to the right on bodily integrity in the debate on circumcision), 
and they play at different levels (e.g. the debate on the position of women mostly 
regards internal debates in specific communities whereas the debate on headscarves in 
buses for example concerns public space for citizens). Nonetheless, in all these 
discussions, the influence of religion in personal or public issues is at stake. 
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religious pluralism, towards the laïcité approach (Loenen 2006; Sunier 2000, 
54; Loose 2007; Rasor 2013).  8

 More general questions exist concerning the compatibility of religion and 
contemporary society, often implicit in the arguments against the public role of 
religion. In the debates on the ban on ritual slaughter, for example, it is often 
argued that these religious practices do not fit modern society, nor do they fit 
Western, or European society (Rouvoet 2012; Casanova 2009, 141).  Similar 9

arguments have been made in public discussions concerning the position of 
women in the SGP, who were excluded from political functions. In this respect, 
the SGP has been heavily criticised.  In the debate on the ban on burqas, people 10

argue that the burqa is an extremist symbol of a certain religious conviction and 
therefore incompatible with fundamental principles of Dutch society. 
Furthermore, the social impact of confrontations with this extremist symbol is 
used as an argument in favour of the ban on burqas (Vermeulen 2006, 14). For 
whatever reason, it is clearly evident that the (unrestricted) expression of 
religion in the public domain has become subject to an increasing amount of 
critique.  
 Although these debates do not specifically address the notion of citizenship, 
there is a close connection between the discussions on the public role of religion 
and the compatibility of religion within Dutch citizenship. In every normative 
theory, concepts of good citizenship deal with the question of how citizens 
should behave and how they should relate themselves to others and to the state. 
Citizenship is thus positioned in the public domain. By problematising the 
public role of religion in Dutch society, the issue of the relation between 
religion and citizenship is extremely relevant and provokes many questions. Is a 
good citizen allowed to be inspired by his or her religious conviction? Are 
religious arguments permissible in public discussions? Do citizens have to keep 

 The French model of laïcité entails a sharp separation between the private and public 8

domain. Within the private domain, every individual is free to act according to his or her 
own conviction, but in public life, uniform and neutral norms have to be accepted. 
Within the approach of religious pluralism, on the other hand, the state offers freedom 
and space for religious expressions, not only in the private domain, but also in public 
life. Here the state interacts with religious groups and the state may support religious 
institutions (Rasor 2013).
 These arguments, however, are not new. In the 19th century, the debate on ritual 9

slaughtering has also been held in the Netherlands, with the difference that ritual 
slaughtering was a specifically Jewish rite and that in the past decades, sentiments 
regarding the rise of Islam have also played a role in the debate (Havinga 2008, 212). In 
the 19th century, Enlightenment thinkers considered ritual slaughtering illustrative of 
past times and an old civilisation that did not fit the then-modern morals (Wallet 2012, 
167).

 Obviously, the equality of men and women is one of the principles in Dutch society 10

and according to article one of the Dutch constitution, one is not allowed to discriminate 
on the basis of sex (http://www.denederlandsegrondwet.nl). According to the SGP, 
however, there is no solid argument why this equality should be preferred over the right 
of religious freedom and the right of association (Van Berkum 2009). 
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their public and private selves separate? Is this possible at all? In other words: is 
citizenship secular? 
 Religion may serve as a source of inspiration upon which citizens can base 
and build their relation to other people and to the state. In psychological 
literature the assumption is made that the interpretation of what it means to be a 
good citizen is dependent on the virtues and values that someone deems 
important (Sluis and Van Oudenhoven 2009). Religion is also seen as a source 
for the development and evaluation of virtues and values (Bernts, Dekker and 
De Hart 2007; Van Oudenhoven, Sluis and Pomp 2010). Combining these 
assumptions leads to an entanglement between religion and (interpretations and 
expressions of) citizenship: religious persons of group A might hold different 
moral views than religious persons from group B or non-religious persons, 
which could be reflected in their opinions on (and expressions of) citizenship. 
Since religion is said to provide a basis for morality, religion might also offer a 
positive contribution to citizenship, both through religious institutions and 
through religiously inspired individuals (Weithman 2002). 
 Thus, we find a trend in Dutch society, which is increasingly negative about 
the public role of religion. Meanwhile, religion is seen as a source of inspiration 
in fostering good citizenship. It seems imperative that a fuller account of the 
relation between religion and citizenship be given, especially in light of the 
polarised and heated public debates of late. This study is intended to fill this gap 
and as such, investigates the implications of different interpretations of 
citizenship for the role of religion within contemporary Dutch society. In doing 
so, my book specifically addresses the question: to what extent does the level 
and content of religiosity influences opinions on citizenship? 
 As has become clear in this section, I do not want to linger in the never-
ending debates concerning the definition of religion. I do not think it fruitful to 
engage in debating in an essentialist way about which beliefs and elements 
constitute religion(s) and which ones do not belong to it. Accordingly, I will not 
limit my research to one specific interpretation of religion, but will instead 
discuss the public role of religion in a broad sense. It has often been assumed 
that religion would lose its importance in contemporary Western societies and 
that the modernisation of society would be accompanied by a decrease in the 
level of religiosity. This secularist bias of contemporary public and political 
discourses fails to understand the role that religion still plays in modern Western 
societies (Wilson 2012; Jedan 2013). My approach aligns with post-secular 
theorists, who aim to understand the role and position of religion in 
contemporary societies and to invalidate the perceived rivalry between religion 
and secular reason in the public domain (Molendijk, Beaumont, and Jedan 
2010). 
 Within this post-secular approach, it has been argued that modernisation and 
individualisation have not made religion redundant, neither in the public sphere 
nor in people’s private lives (Casanova 1994). Rather, modern Western states 
have experienced a shift from a position in which religious belief was 
omnipresent and where non-belief was almost impossible, to a position in which 
believing is just one option among many (Taylor 2007, 2–3). Religious groups 
and individuals thus remain present in modern Western societies. The 
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philosopher Jürgen Habermas has therefore suggested that European societies 
should understand themselves as being ‘post-secular’, in the sense that they 
have to ‘adjust [themselves] to the continued existence of religious communities 
in an increasingly secularised environment’ (Habermas 2008, 19). In order to 
achieve this adjustment, Habermas argues that one of the main issues of modern 
democracies is to find a ‘post-secular balance between shared citizenship and 
cultural differences’ (Habermas 2008, 27). It is precisely this type of balance 
that is addressed in this book: the position of religious affiliations of citizens 
within the boundaries of (national) citizenship.   

2.4 Looking From Different Angles: Structure of the Book 
By using the model of Dutch citizenship as a framework throughout this book, 
different perspectives of the notion of citizenship and their accompanying 
implications for religion will be evaluated. Following Van Gunsteren (1978, 11–
12), I distinguish between three different, but interrelated levels from which the 
notion of citizenship can be studied. The first level treats citizenship as a 
theoretically constituted object of political thought. The second level is that of 
institutions and the third level pertains to practices of citizenship. Although 
these levels seem distinct, it is reasonable to expect that they mutually influence 
each other:  

All citizen activities, however concrete they may seem, are loaded with 
ideology and theory, and … they take place in institutional settings that 
are also shot through with ideology and theory. (Van Gunsteren 1978, 11) 

It is quite possible that a citizen’s activities or opinions influence the 
institutional level, in the sense that policies are not only based on ideology and 
theory, but also on the vox populi — the voice of the people — which seems 
increasingly the case in Dutch politics. Examples of these are the 100-days 
‘talking to the people’ tour by the fourth cabinet Balkenende when it started its 
government period in 2007, the rise of populist parties in the Netherlands 
claiming to bridge the existing gap between policy makers and ‘the people’ by 
turning their back to the political establishment and articulating the intuitions 
and frustrations of the population. These activities all show that the level of 
institutions is not only influenced by ideology and theory, but also by the 
practical level of social reality (Scholten 2011, 86–87; Houtman and Achterberg 
2010).  
 Although he himself suggests this tripartite division, Van Gunsteren admits 
that he does not live up to his own methodological requirements (Van Gunsteren 
1978, 11). Nor is he is the only scholar who points to the fact that there is a 
blind spot in the study of citizenship in the Netherlands. Van den Brink has also 
observed that many scientific articles on the issue of citizenship in the 
Netherlands focus on either the first or the second level, but tend to overlook 
social reality (Van den Brink 2009, 7–8). Moreover, the existing Dutch 
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empirical studies on the notion of citizenship often focus either solely on the 
citizen’s perspective on citizenship or on the relation between policy and social 
practice. This book will act as a bridge between these different types of 
scientific studies, by investigating the interpretations of the notion of citizenship 
from three levels, which correspond to those suggested by Van Gunsteren. The 
unique approach of this study lies in the fact that a comparison of the three 
levels is made within one analytical framework; the Big Five model. I begin by 
analysing political philosophical theories, government policies and the 
accompanying rhetoric that the government applies when talking about 
citizenship. I continue this investigation on a practical level with empirical 
studies designed to gain insight into how Dutch citizens approach the topic of 
citizenship.  
 To this end, I have employed a contextual approach (Carens 2004). This 
implies that examples from actual social and political practices will be used and 
empirical material will complement theoretical parts in order to provide a 
critical perspective on the theories on citizenship. Throughout the book, I will 
move back and forth between political theories concerning the notion of 
citizenship and actual examples or empirical data. Following Carens, ‘the idea 
is to engage in an ongoing dialectic that involves mutual challenging of theory 
by practice and of practice by theory’ (2004, 123). This book should thus be 
seen as the result of ongoing hermeneutical loops, in which the development of 
the empirical studies is based upon the insights gained from the theoretical and 
policy levels. At the same time, my choices for specific theories have been 
informed by the actual Dutch situation. With the different levels and this 
contextual approach in mind, we continue now to their analysis.  

2.4.1 Philosophical and Political Interpretations of Citizenship: Part One  
The first two levels — that of political philosophical theories and government 
policies — will be discussed in Part One of the book. My aim is to show how 
various traditions in political philosophy have debated the notion of citizenship 
and to relate current trends in Dutch integration policies to these philosophical 
debates. In this part, I thus make a comparison between these two levels, 
analysing the main trends and lines of reasoning. For both levels, I analyse the 
ways in which each frames its notion of citizenship, how philosophers and 
policy makers have argued for their interpretation of citizenship, and how the 
debates on citizenship and religious diversity are connected. A comparison of 
actual policy documents with the main ideas in political philosophical traditions 
will show the changing trends and focus over time. 
 In order to understand the various theories in political philosophical thinking 
about citizenship and their implications for religious involvement, I begin Part 
One with a literature review that has a particular focus on contemporary 
citizenship literature. Although several modern authors refer to classical and 
pre-modern philosophers and build their interpretations upon older traditions, in 
the context of this book it makes sense to concentrate on theories of citizenship 
that are developed with an eye to contemporary multicultural democracies. 



 2. THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS !                                                          19

Based on the criteria of dominance in these contemporary debates and relevance 
within the specific focus of the relation between religion and citizenship, I have 
decided to concentrate on four traditions: liberalism, communitarianism, neo-
republicanism and liberal nationalism.  
 The four traditions primarily address the normative aspects when debating 
the notion of citizenship. These aspects concern the rights and responsibilities, 
the virtues, and acts of citizenship. What does it mean to be a good citizen? 
What acts and behaviours are required for good citizenship? Which virtues and 
values should be embraced? In Part One, I discuss how the notion of citizenship 
is involved in these philosophical debates and which virtues, values, and norms 
are particularly stressed. Integral to this analysis is the study of how different 
approaches to citizenship lead to different approaches towards the public role of 
religion. 
 After the discussion of political philosophies, I shall turn to the level of 
government policies. In government policies, the question of good citizenship is 
especially applied to people who want to become formal Dutch citizens. Since 
1994, citizenship has been a central notion in Dutch integration policies 
(Hortulanus and Machielse 2002; Odinot 2010). Migrants are expected to show 
that they can meet the expectations the government has of the good citizen. 
Only when they are able to prove that they meet the standards of moral 
citizenship, can they become formal citizens (Schinkel 2010). Due to the 
centrality of the notion of citizenship in integration policies, I limit my study to 
this policy domain. 
 I study the level by analysing policy documents, advisory reports concerning 
integration policy and the integration film, Coming to the Netherlands. I analyse 
the rhetoric that the government uses when discussing integration and 
citizenship in order to distil its interpretation of citizenship. In doing so, I use 
the four political philosophical theories and the acculturation theory of John 
Berry as a methodological framework. This enables me to position the policy 
documents in a broader scheme and help me to understand the larger-scale 
movements in thinking about citizenship and integration. By studying 
government rhetoric in integration policies, my aim is not to evaluate 
government statements as right or wrong or as true or false. My focus will be on 
exploring patterns in and across the documents. The intent is therefore to 
understand how the debates on citizenship and integration have become 
intermingled and how this influences the interpretation and acceptance of 
religion in contemporary Dutch society. 
 Part One consists of four chapters. In Chapter 3, I lay the philosophical 
foundations of my book by outlining the background of the debates in 
contemporary thinking about citizenship. This leads to a division into four 
approaches, based on these debates. Chapter 4 gives an overview of the four 
approaches in their respective political philosophical traditions and serves as a 
theoretical map for the ensuing chapters. Here it will become clear that the 
various interpretations of citizenship have implications for conceptualising the 
role of religion in society. In Chapter 5, Dutch government rhetoric regarding 
the policy domain of integration is discussed. I analyse the interpretation of 
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citizenship as held by the Dutch government and connect it to the approaches 
outlined in Chapter 4. Part One ends with a comparison of the first two 
perspectives (Chapter 6) in which the main lines of reasoning as well as the 
similarities and differences between philosophical and practical political 
interpretations of citizenship are discussed. This conclusion serves as a stepping 
stone to Part Two, the empirical component of the book. 

2.4.2 The Views of Dutch Citizens: Part Two 
After considering political theories and government policy, we come to the third 
level; that of the Dutch citizen. How do ‘lay-persons’ interpret the notion of 
citizenship? How do they experience or evaluate the relation between religion 
and citizenship? Part Two is designed to answer these questions and contains 
the empirical sections of the book. Two different methods are used here; survey 
and interviews. A large-scale online survey was developed in order to obtain a 
general impression of how Dutch citizens from different (religious) 
backgrounds interpret the notion of citizenship and how they view the role of 
religion in Dutch society. Although several empirical studies have previously 
been carried out to investigate the notion of citizenship from the perspective of 
Dutch citizens, these studies are often one-dimensional.  These studies 11

occasionally leave the interpretation of the notion completely open to the 
subjects (see e.g. Dekker and De Hart 2002, 2006; Hurenkamp and Tonkens 
2008; Sluis and Van Oudenhoven 2009). Some of these empirical studies found 
differences between religious and non-religious persons in their interpretations 
of citizenship (Dekker and De Hart 2002; Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008), 
whereas others found striking similarities between various religious groups and 
non-religious persons (Van Oudenhoven, Sluis, and Pomp 2010). However, the 
interpretations of these differences and similarities are unsatisfactory, which I 
believe is (at least partially) due to the underdeveloped notion of citizenship that 
lies at the core of these studies. 
 What seems to be missing in empirical studies on religion and citizenship so 
far, is a combination of different insights from different perspectives and a 
thorough understanding of the various possible interpretations of good 
citizenship. Precisely this combination of different perspectives and insights is 
used in my online survey; all dimensions of the Big Five model of citizenship 
are included. Furthermore, in this survey, I investigate both the interpretations 
of the notion of citizenship and the opinions about the role of religion in society. 
This enables me to form connections between conceptions about religion and 
citizenship. Since the aim of this study is to obtain a general impression of how 
Dutch citizens think about the notion of citizenship, an online survey is a 
promising method as it allows the possibility to collect a large sample of 
respondents with different backgrounds. In addition, the survey also functions 

 In the Dutch context, the notion of good citizenship is often measured by looking at 11

participation in voluntary service work or donating to charity, which are only 
operationalisations of the dimension of social engagement.
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as an empirical check on the division of dimensions in the Big Five model 
suggested above. 
 I investigate the relation between religion and citizenship in more detail by 
interviewing two groups of religiously highly committed citizens. My intention 
has been to give a voice to religious minorities in the Netherlands that seem to 
be misrepresented in Dutch politics and media. As Van den Bos (2013) 
observed, there has not been ‘a proper debate’ in Dutch society and politics 
concerning the role of religion in Dutch society. On the contrary, he claims that 
merely trivial matters have been discussed, while the important question over 
the public role and the possibly positive contribution of religion to 
contemporary society has been largely ignored. The voices of religious people 
and religious traditions are often overlooked and I agree with Van den Bos that 
these traditions might hold valuable insights for society, when it comes to 
democratic values and ideas about how different citizens and groups of citizens 
relate to each other and to the state. It is imperative therefore to fill this gap 
through a detailed investigation of the relation between religion and citizenship 
from the perspective of citizens, whose belief is an important and constitutive 
element of their identity. As such, I conduct interviews with religiously highly 
committed Turkish Muslims and religiously highly committed Protestants. The 
interview method affords me the opportunity to ask the respondents about 
motivations and underlying convictions or beliefs, which offers valuable 
contributions to the results of the online survey. 
 The construction of both empirical studies is based on a combination of 
previous studies and insights gained in Part One. These I present in Chapter 7. 
In Chapters 8 and 9, I give the methodological justifications of the two studies. 
Chapter 10 contains the statistical results of the first study. The technical and 
statistical explanations of the applied analyses and results are presented in this 
chapter. As some of my readers are less familiar with statistics, I have included 
a glossary of statistical and psychometrical terms in Appendix C. Readers not 
familiar with social-scientific technicalities are invited to have a look at this 
appendix before starting with Chapter 10, or otherwise, they can skip this rather 
technical chapter and continue reading Chapters 11 an 12, where I give the 
interpretation of the results in language understandable to an educated audience. 
 The interpretations of the online survey results are supplemented by the 
interview results, in order to provide a more comprehensive analysis of how 
religiously highly committed citizens perceive the notion of citizenship (in 
Chapter 11) and the appreciation of religion (in Chapter 12). The results of the 
interviews extend the insights gained from the quantitative data by adding 
content to the numbers. Excerpts from the interviews give a lively impression of 
how several highly religiously committed citizens treat both the notion of 
citizenship and the appreciation of religion in the Netherlands. In Chapter 13, 
two case studies from the interviews are selected and subjected to a detailed 
analysis. These case studies shed new light on the interrelatedness of religion 
and citizenship for certain religiously highly committed citizens and reveal the 
elaborate considerations they make in discussing these topics.  



!   INTRODUCTION22                                                                     

 I conclude my book with a final comparison of the three perspectives. In this 
comparison, I focus explicitly on interpretations of the notion of citizenship and 
the accompanying implications for (the public role of) religion. By combining 
theoretical and empirical perspectives, quantitative and qualitative research, 
confirmative and exploratory research, this book aims to give a fuller account of 
the relation between religion and citizenship than has been done so far. The 
hermeneutical loops, in which theory and practice critically evaluate each other, 
will give pluralism its due: pluralism of different perspectives, of different loci 
of discourse and of different world views. It is in this manner that I hope to 
contribute something challenging to the existing (philosophical and political) 
debates on diversity, integration and the role of religion within contemporary 
Western society.  



PART ONE 

Philosophical and Political Thinking on Citizenship 





3. SETTING THE STAGE: BACKGROUNDS FOR THINKING 
ABOUT CITIZENSHIP 

In this part of the book I provide an outline of political philosophical traditions 
and discuss interpretations of citizenship in Dutch policy. For both perspectives, 
I analyse the extent to which these interpretations of the notion of citizenship 
have implications for thinking about the role of religion in society. I will also 
investigate how these interpretations have implications for thinking about the 
role of religion in society. In Chapter 4, I discuss four dominant traditions in 
political philosophy. With this theoretical framework in mind, I analyse 
integration policy documents and an integration film in Chapter 5. The 
philosophical traditions serve as an analytical framework to situate the policies 
in and to evaluate the changes that have taken place in government rhetoric. I 
have positioned these changes in the contemporary context to gain a better 
understanding of the underlying patterns of thought in Dutch society and in 
government policies. Advisory reports from several (scientific) councils will 
also be taken into account in order to see the extent to which the government 
has relied on academic advice in the issue of integration. In the concluding 
Chapter 6, I argue that political policy developments in thinking about 
citizenship are asynchronous with developments in political philosophy. The 
Dutch government has set the agenda for integration policies in a very specific 
way, which does not reflect the developments in normative theory. 

3.1 Contemporary Thinking on Citizenship 
Although Van Gunsteren claimed in 1978 that the notion of citizenship had 
gone ‘out of fashion’ (1978, 9), the past thirty years has shown a remarkable 
renewed interest in the topic among political thinkers. From as early as 1990, 
Heater had concluded that citizenship had become the ‘buzzword’ in political 
thinking (Heater 1990, 293). This surge of interest in the notion of citizenship 
can be explained by a number of factors. At a theoretical level, the notion of 
citizenship seems to bridge the debates on justice and community membership 
that have been central in political philosophy in the 1970s and ‘80s (Kymlicka 
and Norman 1994, 352). The publication of John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice in 
1971 has been generally regarded as the starting point of contemporary political 
philosophy (Kymlicka 2002, 10; Mulhall and Swift 1996, 1). In his work, Rawls 
presents a political theory for a just, modern, and democratic society (Lehning 
2006, 27). Society is seen as a collection of free, equal and autonomous 
individuals, who all try to pursue their own conception of the good. Rawls’s 
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theory has dominated political philosophical debates ever since, but was heavily 
critiqued in the 1980s by communitarian thinkers. These thinkers accused 
Rawls’s work of presenting a ‘conception of the person as antecedently 
individuated’, where they themselves perceived the person as communally 
oriented (Mulhall and Swift 1996, 162–163). In their view, community 
membership is essential for the shaping of individual identities (MacIntyre 
1981; Sandel 1982). This fundamental difference between the two philosophies 
has led to a focus on the notion of citizenship in contemporary debates, and 
invites discussions on issues of autonomy, identity and community membership. 
Beiner summarises this point as follows: 

Theorising citizenship requires that one take up questions having to do 
with membership, national identity, civic allegiance, and all the 
commonalities of sentiment and obligation that prompt one to feel that 
one belongs to this political community rather than that political 
community.  (Beiner 1995, 19) 12

 Besides this theoretical explanation, several political and social trends have 
contributed to the renewed interest in citizenship as a topic. Not only have these 
trends triggered debates in political philosophy, they have also thrown the 
notion of citizenship back into play in the Netherlands. The traditional 
boundaries of the nation-state have been challenged by the interrelated 
processes of globalisation, migration, and multiculturalism. These processes 
demand a reformulation of the notion of citizenship (Turner 1993, 1; Fermin 
2009, 14; Bellamy 2008, 2; Dronkers 2012, 8). Globalisation calls for a 
rethinking of the national dimension of citizenship. One example of this is the 
development of the European Union, which has put the question of the relation 
between identity, solidarity, national citizenship and transnational commitments 
firmly on national political agendas (Habermas 1995, 2012; Bader 2007).   
 Moreover, globalisation has led several cosmopolitan thinkers to suggest that 
national citizenship holds intrinsic tendencies towards exclusion, which may be 
mitigated by a focus on universal human rights (Held 1995, 2004; Benhabib 
2007). These calls for global interpretations of citizenship have, perhaps 
surprisingly, also triggered renewed emphases on local citizenship (Linklater 
1996; Miller 2000, 2; Habermas 1995, 255–6). Scholars within this strand argue 
that solidarity and trust can only be realised in communities with a collective 
identity and loyalty; thus in smaller and homogeneous groups (Bader 2007). 
The alleged erosion of the nation-state may have contributed to this process. 
Warren claims that, ‘if the state becomes less significant as a site of collective 
action, then individuals … are likely to be organised around work, family and 
friends, schools, clubs, recreation and other kinds of associations’ (Warren 
2002, 682). This leads us to question how far one needs to embrace a national 
identity in order to be a good citizen. It will become clear in the next chapters 

 Emphasis in original. When I use italics in citations, they are taken from the original 12

text, unless otherwise indicated.
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that this is a big issue in contemporary thinking on citizenship. 
 To add to the complexity of the matter, migration has led to the formation of 
increasingly multicultural populations in Western Europe. With this growing 
diversity, the call for a political theory on the notion of citizenship has 
strengthened (Kymlicka and Norman 2000, 5; Miller 2000; Isin and Turner 
2002, 4). It is, however, not easy to define what citizenship entails in these 
plural societies, as Miller so keenly points out: ‘the problem of citizenship and 
pluralism is easy to state but very difficult to solve’ (1995a, 432). When 
defining the notion of citizenship in multicultural societies, the focus of 
attention is no longer aimed at the rights and responsibilities of citizens, but also 
encompasses issues of identity, belonging and matters of inclusion and 
exclusion (Kymlicka and Norman 2000; Bader 1995, 212). In the changing 
environment of Western Europe, both majorities and minorities feel insecure 
about their sense of belonging and identification (Bartels et al. 2010). 
Interestingly, one of the most significant consequences of recent migration 
flows ‘has been a dramatic growth in religious diversity’ (Casanova 2009, 140). 
Since religion is generally perceived as an important identity marker (Dronkers 
2012), this growing religious diversity has brought the issue of the relationship 
between religion, identity and citizenship to the fore. 

3.2 Four Approaches to Citizenship 
In order to situate this relationship in a broader philosophical perspective, I shall 
present the main ideas of various philosophical traditions that have dominated 
contemporary political philosophical debates in the next chapter. My focus will 
be on how these different traditions formulate a concept of citizenship. I will 
look at the traditions through the lens of the Big Five model of citizenship. The 
Big Five model of citizenship contains the key elements of Dutch citizenship: 
social engagement, political engagement, law-abidingness, tolerance and 
shared identity. Needless to say that within the scope of this study I can only 
give a sketch of the highlights and trends that have dominated the political 
philosophical debates on citizenship in the past decades.  
 Four philosophical perspectives are pivotal for my research: liberalism, 
communitarianism, neo-republicanism and liberal nationalism. The first three 
theories are arguably key perspectives in political philosophical thinking on 
citizenship, both in international and Dutch citizenship literature (Beiner 1995, 
13–14; Isin and Turner 2002, 3–4; Lister and Pia 2008, 8–31; Van Gunsteren 
1998, 16–24; Fermin 1999, 5–12; Dekker and De Hart 2002, 2–3). Liberal 
theory emphasises the freedom and equality of every individual. Rawls’s 
interpretation of liberalism in his work, A Theory of Justice, has become a 
cornerstone of contemporary political philosophical debate. Many philosophers 
have presented their ideas in response to Rawls’s liberalism (Kymlicka 2002, 
10). As indicated above, one of the most prominent reactions to Rawls’s 
liberalism has been the rise of communitarianism and the ensuing debate 
between liberals and communitarians has focused on central issues relating to 
citizenship (Kymlicka and Norman 1994; Mulhall and Swift 1996). Although 



!   PART ONE: PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLITICAL THINKING ON CITIZENSHIP28                

there are many different strands within this tradition, communitarianism can be 
regarded as ‘a tendency of thought, characterised by the view that liberalism, 
for various reasons, overestimates the individual as the bearer of value at the 
expense of goods inherent in community’ (Matravers and Pike 2003, 137).  
 Another important theory that critiqued this liberal approach to citizenship is 
neo-republicanism. Neo-republicanism is a modern version of republicanism. In 
citizenship literature, republicanism has traditionally been opposed to liberalism 
due to their difference in focus. While liberals emphasise civic rights, 
republicans emphasise civic duties and political participation (Bellamy 2000; 
2008; Heater 1999). In the modern context, this emphasis remains a major point 
of difference between the two. However, other issues in contemporary 
republican thinking distinguish it even more from liberalism. Within the scope 
of my research, it is particularly interesting that neo-republicanism claims that 
its philosophical perspective better suits the current situation of 
multiculturalism than liberalism (Miller 2000; Van Gunsteren 1998; Honohan 
2007). 
 At this point, one might wonder why I have chosen to include a fourth 
theory. If these three are the dominant theories in political philosophy and 
together they cover all aspects of citizenship, why include a fourth perspective? 
What is the added value of liberal nationalism? I have two related arguments for 
the inclusion of liberal nationalism as a separate perspective in my research. 
First, the theory of liberal nationalism has increasingly gained importance in the 
past ten to fifteen years, and second, this theory gives a political philosophical 
voice to undercurrents felt in Dutch society. Both can be traced back to socio-
political developments that have changed Dutch society after the turn of the 
millennium. The larger social and political developments of globalisation and 
multiculturalism have obviously played an important role in the Dutch context, 
as well as the attacks of 9/11 and the international issues concerning Islam and 
the war on terrorism (Casanova 2009). 
 On top of these changes, the Netherlands has witnessed several specific 
events that have given rise to the development of nationalistic and anti-Islamic 
attitudes (Scheffer 2010; Casanova 2009; Dronkers 2012). The assassinations of 
Pim Fortuyn in 2002 and Theo van Gogh in 2004 have fuelled a renewed debate 
in Dutch politics on matters of national identity and inclusion (Dronkers 2012, 
210). Fortuyn had, in the years prior to his assassination, radically changed the 
focus of Dutch politics, by opening up a (for the Dutch context — relatively 
new) conservative-nationalist space in Dutch politics (Van Kersbergen and 
Krouwel 2008, 404). Furthermore, the assassination of filmmaker Theo van 
Gogh can be understood as ‘part of a cultural trauma in which the collective 
identity is being re-narrated as lines of inclusion and exclusion are 
redrawn’ (Eyerman 2008, 140). These events have set the stage for a nationalist 
interpretation of citizenship, which finds its political philosophical counterpart 
in the theory of liberal nationalism. Therefore, I have decided to include liberal 
nationalism as a fourth perspective in my book.  



4. POLITICAL PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES ON CITIZENSHIP  

In this chapter, I give an outline of the four approaches to citizenship: 
liberalism, communitarianism, neo-republicanism and liberal nationalism. 
These approaches have dominated contemporary debates in political philosophy 
and are of central importance to my research. Only the main elements of the 
philosophical theories will be dealt with. It is beyond the scope of this book to 
discuss the various permutations of the theories. As we will see, the four 
traditions encompass different approaches towards the notion of citizenship and 
prioritise different elements of the Big Five model of citizenship. As such, these 
theories also propose different interpretations of the relation between religion 
and citizenship. 

4.1 The Liberal Focus on Law-abidingness and Tolerance  
My overview of the liberal interpretation of citizenship concentrates on John 
Rawls’s political theory and its implications for the public role of religion. I 
have decided to focus on Rawls’s interpretation of liberalism for several 
reasons. First of all, two of Rawls’s publications have marked the onset of 
debates that are central to this study. A Theory of Justice (1971) is generally 
perceived as the starting point of contemporary political philosophy, which has 
inspired a revival of debates over the notion of citizenship. Political Liberalism 
(1993) is the publication in which Rawls opened the political philosophical 
debates on the acceptance of religious expressions in the public domain to a 
large audience. With this book, Rawls became one of the first philosophers to 
connect the debate on citizenship to the debate on the public role of religion. 
These two milestones make Rawls the key figure for researching the relation 
between religion and citizenship in contemporary political philosophy.  
 Secondly, although I am aware that Rawls presents a specific kind of social 
liberalism, not shared by all liberals,  I do take him as a paradigmatic exponent 13

of the liberal tradition, because, in the words of Mulhall and Swift, ‘Rawls’s 
theory contains both of the two components which standardly go together as the 
liberal package’ (1996, xvi). These components are the focus on freedom of the 
individual and the accompanying emphasis on civic liberties on the one hand, 

 Thomas Nagel, for instance, has pointed out that Rawls ‘has defended a distinctive, 13

strongly egalitarian view that is at odds with many others in the liberal camp, although 
he sees it as following the basic ideas of liberalism to their logical conclusion’. (Nagel 
2003, 63)
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and the focus on equality of opportunities for all citizens on the other. In the 
following paragraphs, I sketch a short overview of how Rawls presents his 
liberalism and how his liberalism relates to the Big Five model of citizenship.  
 In A Theory of Justice, Rawls presents his theory as an alternative to 
utilitarianism, which until then, dominated the Anglo-Saxon tradition of 
political thought (Kymlicka 2002, 10/53). Rawls refuses to accept the utilitarian 
consequence that individual rights sometimes have to be sacrificed for the 
maximisation of a collective social goal. Instead, he proposes to develop a 
general conception of justice, which would ensure freedom for and equality of 
all citizens. In order to do so, he builds on theories of the social contract as 
presented by Locke, Rousseau and Kant. 
 According to Rawls, a general conception of justice would reflect the 
guiding principles of a community, if people had to decide which principles 
should govern their community. The question is then, which principles are 
these? According to Rawls, the choice for these guiding principles cannot be 
made in our current position, because these choices would depend too much on 
individual and social circumstances. In order to construct a fair and stable 
society, all citizens have to embrace the general conception of justice, while 
differences between people should have a minimal impact. Therefore, Rawls 
develops the construction of a so-called original position, in which people stand 
behind a ‘veil of ignorance’: 

No one knows his place in society, his class position or social status, nor 
does any one know his fortune in the distribution of natural assets and 
abilities, his intelligence, strength, and the like. I shall even assume that 
the parties do not know their conceptions of the good or their special 
psychological propensities. The principles of justice are chosen behind a 
veil of ignorance. This ensures that no one is advantaged or 
disadvantaged in the choice of principles by the outcome of natural 
chance or the contingency of social circumstances. (Rawls 1971, 12) 

When placed in this position, people would choose for a general conception of 
justice that Rawls formulates as such: ‘All social primary goods — liberty and 
opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases of self-respect — are to be 
distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is 
to the advantage of the least favoured’ (Rawls 1971, 303).  These primary 14

goods are the goods that are important for everyone, regardless of their position 
or conception of the good. They reflect the needs of people qua citizens 
(Mulhall and Swift 1996, 206; Rawls 2005, 189 n. 20). The term ‘justice as 

 This general principle of justice is further specified in two principles of justice that 14

Rawls formulates as follows: ‘First: each person is to have an equal right to the most 
extensive basic liberty compatible with a similar liberty for others. Second: social and 
economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both (a) reasonably expected to 
be to everyone's advantage, and (b) attached to positions and offices open to all’. (Rawls 
1971, 61)
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fairness’ comes from this thought experiment: the principles of justice are fair 
because these are the principles chosen by people in the original position.  
 In Rawls’s theory, there is a priority of the right over the good, which 
assumes that conceptions of the good (that is, certain moral or religious beliefs) 
may be pursued only if they are compatible with the freestanding conception of 
justice. The priority of the right over the good is one of the cornerstones of 
liberal political theory and has been embraced by many liberal thinkers. As 
Dworkin wrote, ‘justice must be independent of any idea of human excellence 
or of the good life’ (1979, 48). This ideal of justice does not only concern 
individual citizens, but is also accompanied by an anti-perfectionist 
interpretation of the state. This anti-perfectionism proposes that the state should 
be neutral towards different conceptions of the good, because a neutral state 
best treats individuals as free and equal and as reasonable and rational (Caney 
1995, 253). A neutral liberal state thus offers a framework in which citizens can 
pursue their own conceptions of the good (Kymlicka 1992, 34; Jones 1989, 9). 
With this framework of liberal theory in mind, we now focus on the liberal 
interpretation of citizenship. 

4.1.1 Liberal Elements of Citizenship 
As we have seen, freedom and equality are the key values in liberalism. John 
Stuart Mill highlighted individual freedom and equality in his work, On Liberty: 

The only freedom which deserves the name, is that of pursuing our own 
good in our own way, so long as we do not attempt to deprive others of 
theirs, or impede their efforts to obtain it. Each is the proper guardian of 
his own health, whether bodily, or mental and spiritual. Mankind are 
greater gainers by suffering each other to live as seems good to 
themselves, than by compelling each to live as seems good to the rest.  
(Mill 1859, ch. 1) 

Mill suggests that, in order to ensure freedom for all citizens, neither the state 
nor other citizens or specific communities within society are allowed to force 
their conceptions of the good upon individual citizens.  
 Based on this emphasis on individual freedom and equality, liberal theorists 
have argued for the importance of tolerance. Tolerance is an automatic 
consequence of a focus on freedom and equality. As the state needs to be neutral 
towards the comprehensive doctrines and accompanying conceptions of the 
good of its citizens, the state should tolerate different world views. The fact that 
tolerance is seen as a consequence rather than as a value in itself, is 
characteristic for liberalism and its focus on neutrality. While the task of being 
tolerant towards the conceptions of the good of individual citizens seems to be 
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directed mainly to the state in Rawlsian liberalism,  Mill’s quotation makes 15

clear that tolerance also applies to individual citizens and communities within 
society. Tolerance can thus be seen as an essential element of citizenship in the 
liberal tradition. 
 The second key element of citizenship that liberalism distinguishes is the 
element of law-abidingness. Just like tolerance, law-abidingness can also be 
regarded as an ‘instrumental’ liberal virtue, as Galston points out (1988, 1281–
1282). He argues that virtues can either be conceived as ends in themselves, or 
as means to achieve or 
maintain other virtues or 
values. In liberalism, law-
abidingness serves as a 
means to preserve the 
liberal society and liberal 
ideals; in order to ensure 
freedom and equality, 
citizens have basic rights, 
but also the obligation to 
abide by the law. The 
relation between the state 
and citizens is regarded as 
a contract in which both 
sides have rights and 
obligations (Bauböck 2006; Janoski 1998). Since liberals value the individual 
freedom of citizens to live their lives according to their own principles of what a 
worthwhile life should be, liberals do not expect citizens to embrace the other 
dimensions of the Big Five model, as Figure 4.1 shows. These dimensions 
would form too much of an obligation and would deprive citizens of their 
individual freedom. 

4.1.2 The Fact of Pluralism and the Issue of Religious Expressions  
The liberal focus on freedom for and equality of all citizens, and the 
instrumental virtues of tolerance and law-abidingness all suggest that liberalism 
and different religious doctrines can exist peacefully together. However, it turns 
out that Rawls’s liberalism is not as positive towards religion as it would seem 
at first. 
 In the years after the publication of A Theory of Justice, Rawls’s liberalism 
was heavily criticised from different angles. One of these criticisms made him 
aware that the conception of justice that he proposed could be interpreted as part 

 I am aware of the fact that in English – in contrast to the Dutch language — the 15

distinction between ‘tolerance’ as a form of behaviour, and ‘toleration’ as a legal act of 
the government can be made (Habermas 2004, 5). Both elements are important in 
liberalism, but because this work concerns the normative aspect of citizenship, I will 
(mainly) focus on tolerance as a virtue of individual citizens.

Liberalism

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 4.1 The liberal dimensions of citizenship
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of a comprehensive liberalism, which ‘cover[ed] not only the political domain 
but also the domain of human conduct generally’ (Nussbaum 2011, 5). This was 
not his purpose. Rawls had intended to formulate a freestanding conception of 
justice (Rawls 1985, 223). Rawls was aware of the fact that modern Western 
democracies are ‘marked by irreducible and irreconcilable diversity of 
comprehensive (religious, philosophical, moral) doctrines’ (Schuster 2010, 13), 
and that equally reasonable citizens can thus have very different conceptions of 
the good (Landesman 2010, 177). Therefore, Rawls wanted his conception of 
justice to be independent of any specific comprehensive doctrine, so that it ‘may 
at least be supported by what we may call an “overlapping consensus”, that is, 
by a consensus that includes all the opposing philosophical and religious 
doctrines likely to persist and to gain adherents in a more or less just 
constitutional democracy’ (Rawls 1985, 225–226; Rawls 2005, IV §3). He thus 
reconfigured his liberalism in order to give recognition to ‘the fact of 
pluralism’. 
 In Political Liberalism (1993, exp. ed. 2005), Rawls argues that one can hold 
a liberal conception of people as citizens, in which people are seen as free and 
equal individuals, without subscribing to a comprehensive liberal doctrine. He 
calls this ‘political liberalism’. In political liberalism, autonomy and 
individuality do not have to be seen as philosophical or moral ideals, in the way 
Kant and Mill used to treat them (Mulhall and Swift 1996, 174–175; Caney 
1995, 249). Rather, Rawls’s political liberalism formulates justice as fairness as 
a ‘political conception’ that can articulate the aims of a democratic constitution 
and the limits it should respect:  

The aim of justice as fairness as a political conception is practical, and 
not metaphysical or epistemological. That is, it presents itself not as a 
conception of justice that is true, but one that can serve as a basis of 
informed and willing political agreement between citizens viewed as free 
and equal persons. This agreement when securely founded in public 
political and social attitudes sustains the goods of all persons and 
associations within a just democratic regime. To secure this agreement we 
try, so far as we can, to avoid disputed philosophical, as well as disputed 
moral and religious questions. We do this not because these questions are 
unimportant or regarded with indifference, but because we think them too 
important and recognise that there is no way to resolve them politically. 
(Rawls 1985, 230) 

The development in Rawls’s thinking makes his theory especially interesting for 
this study: he takes plurality in world views as a given for contemporary, 
constitutional democracies. As such, he tries to search for principles of justice 
that can serve as a basis for a well-ordered society that all opposing doctrines 
can support, and which ensure the key principles of liberalism: freedom and 
equality (Rawls 2005, 35). 
 According to Rawls, the only way in which this is possible is when citizens 
discuss fundamental matters of politics without appeal to values that are 
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dependent on comprehensive doctrines (Schuster 2010, 93). As religion is 
always part of a comprehensive doctrine, religious arguments are not allowed in 
public and political discussions. Yet, if citizens are not allowed to express their 
religious conviction in political debates, how do they then discuss public issues 
and what kind of arguments are permissible? Rawls’s answer is the idea of 
public reason as a regulative idea for society (Schuster 2010, 13). Within this 
idea of public reason, citizens should interact in reciprocal ways in public 
discussions and provide reasons to each other that are accessible to all 
reasonable citizens: ‘In public reason comprehensive doctrines of truth or right 
[should] be replaced by an idea of the politically reasonable addressed to 
citizens as citizens’ (Rawls 1997, 766). 
 So what we have seen is an interesting chain of arguments that leads Rawls 
to the ultimate conclusion that religious arguments should be left out in public 
political discussions. The idea that modern society is pluralistic and that the 
freestanding conception of justice may not be built on a specific conception of 
the good forces Rawls to demand public reason from all citizens, and thus to 
exclude religious arguments from public political discussions. However, the 
story does not end here. Rawls seems uneasy with the idea of completely 
cutting out religion from the public domain. He remains a liberal, after all, and 
so he does not want to limit people’s freedom. Therefore, he comes up with the 
so-called ‘proviso’. He argues that: 

Reasonable comprehensive doctrines, religious or non-religious, may be 
introduced in public political discussion at any time, provided that in due 
course proper political reasons — and not reasons given solely by 
comprehensive doctrines — are presented that are sufficient to support 
whatever the comprehensive doctrines introduced are said to support. 
(Rawls 2005, 462) 

It seems to me that this proviso is meant to show his sympathy for religion as a 
source of values that can inform people’s conceptions of the good. However, in 
public political discussions, the only valid arguments are political, non-religious 
arguments, because these reflect the idea of public reason. In the end, his theory 
thus excludes religious arguments as valid arguments in public political 
discussions. It is interesting to realise that it is precisely the liberal emphasis on 
freedom and toleration that leads Rawls to frowning upon religious arguments 
in the public domain. 
 Rawls is not the only liberal thinker whose liberal premises lead to a 
problematisation of religious arguments in the public sphere (cf. Audi 1993, 
2000; Gaus 1997; Rorty 1999). There is a general tendency in liberalism to treat 
religion as non-compatible with public reason (Schuster 2010, 14; Quinn 1997, 
138). In liberalism, it is therefore common practice to argue for privatised 
religion, in which religious arguments and expressions are expected to be left 
out of the public domain, at least in the sense that they cannot in themselves 
provide valid arguments in public discussions and should therefore always be 
accompanied by or translated into secular reasons (Audi 1993, 691–692; 2000, 
87; Rorty 1999; 2003, 147).  
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 In sum, the liberal interpretation of citizenship focuses on the instrumental 
virtues of law-abidingness and tolerance. These are necessary, but instrumental, 
because they allow citizens to pursue their individual interests and varying ideas 
of the common good. Within the liberal view, freedom for and equality of 
citizens are the key elements. Because liberalism itself aims to remain neutral 
towards conceptions of the good, liberalism does not impose obligations on 
citizens other than to be law-abiding and tolerant. Citizens do not have to be 
socially active or politically engaged and they do not have to hold certain 
religious or moral beliefs. In order to be a good citizen, one should embrace the 
political conception of justice, which in turn allows all citizens to live life 
according to their own conception of the good. However, when entering public 
political discussions, the liberal idea of public reason leads to the exclusion of 
religious arguments. Citizens can be religiously inspired; they are free to pursue 
their (religious) conception of the good, but in public political discussions, this 
inspiration alone cannot provide valid arguments. 

4.2 Communitarianism and In-group Identity 
With this overview of Rawlsian liberalism in mind, we now turn to the 
communitarian critique of it. Since the early 1980s, several philosophers have 
questioned the fundamental assumptions of liberalism. Four thinkers have led 
the revolt against liberal neutrality and are generally classified as 
communitarians (Kukathas and Pettit 1990; Caney 1992; Mulhall and Swift 
1996). These four are Alasdair MacIntyre (1981), Michael Sandel (1982), 
Michael Walzer (1983) and Charles Taylor (1990).  
 Although these four thinkers all have their own focal points, their common 
critique of liberalism focuses on the overestimation of the individual.  16

According to communitarians, it is impossible to understand human beings 
without referring to the social commitments and surroundings of individuals 
(Sandel 1984, 5). Since individuals are always embedded in communities and 
communities embrace certain conceptions of the good life, it is impossible to 
understand political arrangements without understanding the common goals and 
ideals of the community. MacIntyre notes in After Virtue: 

 The notion of communitarianism as a description for a single theory is disputable for 16

two reasons. Firstly, the thinkers who are considered to be part of this tradition of 
thought do not often employ the label ‘communitarian’ themselves. Sandel, for instance, 
has claimed that the characterisation of communitarian ‘is misleading, insofar as it 
implies that rights should rest on the values or preferences that prevail in any given 
community in any given time. Few, if any, of those who have challenged the priority of 
the right are communitarians in this sense’. (Sandel 2005, 213) Secondly, the four main 
theorists in this tradition address different issues and focus on different elements in 
liberalism that they critique (Mulhall and Swift 1996, xv). Therefore, communitarianism 
is better understood as a tendency of thought rather than as a single theory.
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For … Rawls a society is composed of individuals, each with his or her 
own interest, who then have to come together and formulate common 
rules of life … Individuals are thus … primary and society secondary, 
and the identification of individual interests is prior to, and independent 
of, the construction of any moral or social bonds between them.   17

(MacIntyre 2011, 250) 

 According to communitarians, Rawls’s idea of justice as fairness, in which 
people choose the principles of justice from the ‘original position’, incorrectly 
implies that humans have the capacity to construct a morality without moral 
experience or self-knowledge (Kukathas and Pettit 1990, 97). Communitarians 
argue that Rawls’s interpretation of society as an association of free and 
independent individuals; individuals who decide on the principles of justice 
from a detached position, does not make sense. According to communitarians, 
‘the very existence of individuals capable of agreeing to form associations … 
presupposes the existence of a community’ (Kukathas and Pettit 1990, 104). 
Without a pre-existing community, people will lack the capacity to deliberate 
and choose. The self is embedded in community. Thus, one of the central claims 
of communitarian thinking is the necessity of attending to community, 
alongside liberty and equality (Kymlicka 2002, 208). As liberalism 
misconstrues how social contexts are essential and necessary to construct 
(individual) identities, liberalism also misconstrues what it means to act 
autonomously and freely (Christodoulidis 1998; Mulhall and Swift 2003, 466–
467).  
 Besides questioning the liberal primacy of individual over community, 
communitarians also question the liberal claims of the priority of the right over 
the good and the neutrality principle. As a result, they advocate replacement of 
the ‘politics of rights’ by the ‘politics of the common good’ (Kymlicka 2002, 
212). In contrast to the anti-perfectionist principle, which advocates that the 
state should be neutral and individuals can pursue their own individual 
conception of the good, communitarians believe that a common idea of the good 
is necessary in order to build a stable society. The aim of contemporary 
communitarian thinking is to find a balance between individual rights and social 
responsibilities, in which individual autonomy and the common good are to be 
brought into a new equilibrium (Etzioni 2005).  

4.2.1 Religious Freedom and the Issue of Plurality 
This sketch of the framework of communitarian thinking shows that 
communitarians have a different view than liberals of both the person and the 
community. This view obviously has implications for the interpretations of the 
notion of citizenship. Community is not only an identity-marker in this view, 
but also an identity-builder. Therefore, communitarianism traditionally 

 Originally published in 1981.17
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emphasises a common way of life and ‘pious loyalty’ towards those with whom 
one shares membership and tradition of a particular community (Dronkers 2012, 
17).  In this traditional definition communities are villages, small cities, 18

religious groups, and tribes (Delanty 1998). Put simply, communitarianism 
mainly focuses on small and tight-knit communities. This focus on small 
communities has implications for ‘the scope of citizenship’: 

Only within a community with shared beliefs about goods, and shared 
dispositions educated in accordance with those beliefs, both rooted in 
shared practices, can practical reason-giving be an ordered, teachable 
activity with standards of success and failure. (MacIntyre 1983, 591) 

 This reasoning implies that citizenship takes place in small communities. 
Since religious communities are typical examples of these (small) communities, 
it becomes clear that religion, instead of being a problematic force in society, is 
a constitutive and valuable one. The difference in the interpretation of religious 
freedom among liberals and communitarians follows from this reasoning. 
According to liberals, the state should be neutral towards all conceptions of the 
good (including religious ones), because it should respect the freedom of 
individuals to choose their own values. However, according to communitarians, 
liberalism does not acknowledge the special character of religion: 

Protecting religion as a lifestyle, as one among the values that an 
independent self may have, may miss the role that religion plays in the 
lives of those for whom the observance of religious duties is a 
constitutive end, essential to their good and indispensable to their 
identity. (Sandel 1989, 611) 

When it comes to understanding religious freedom, communitarians emphasise 
freedom of conscience, while liberals focus on freedom of choice (Sandel 1989, 
597–598). This difference in interpretation and the importance of religion for 
the identity of religious people makes the communitarian perspective towards 
the role of religion in citizenship radically different from the liberal one.  
 Although it seems that communitarianism easily incorporates religion into 
thinking about citizenship, there are several difficulties that communitarianism 

 Although Dronkers labels theories that match this description as ‘conservatism’, I 18

think these are the characteristics that conservatism and communitarianism share. I have 
decided to focus on communitarianism and not on conservatism for two reasons. Firstly, 
communitarianism is more prominent in the political philosophical debates on 
citizenship. Roughly sketched, where conservatism ranks as the third major perspective 
besides liberalism and socialism in thinking about the flexibility and manufacturability 
of society, communitarianism is generally recognised as a key tradition in thinking 
about citizenship (Baudet and Visser 2010, 8–9; Kymlicka 2002; Mulhall and Swift 
1996). Secondly, conservatism receives hardly any attention in political thinking in the 
Dutch context, as is regretfully recognised by proponents of conservatism (Cliteur 1989; 
Baudet and Visser 2010).
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needs to address. One of the main problems with the traditional interpretation of 
communitarian citizenship is the fact the people are members of different 
communities (ranging from families to states or even the world). In these 
different communities, different values and virtues may prevail. The priority of 
values therefore becomes a serious question. Moreover, we live in a 
multicultural, multi-religious society nowadays, which offers new challenges 
for formulating the shared values of the community and the essence of civil 
identity: 

In premodern times, people didn’t speak of “identity” and “recognition” 
— not because people didn’t have (what we call) identities, or because 
these didn’t depend on recognition, but rather because they were then too 
unproblematic to be thematised as such. (Taylor 1994, 35) 

When we accept the communitarian presupposition that values and virtues are 
formed by tradition, it should be acknowledged that modern societies are 
characterised by a diversity of communities, all of which hold different 
conceptions of the good. Given the undeniable fact that citizenship takes place 
at least partly at the national level (even if only because the formal, legal aspect 
of citizenship is a national matter), communitarians seem to overlook or deny 
the importance of this level by focusing on small and tight-knit communities. 
How do national identity and religious identity relate, for instance? If the 
primary identity of religious citizens lies in their religious community and not in 
national society, how are communitarians then able to formulate the shared 
values that everyone should accept as (national) citizens?  
 In order to deal with the issue of plurality, Charles Taylor surprisingly 
adapted and reconfigured Rawls’s idea of the overlapping consensus. Taylor 
argues for a cross-cultural dialogue between representatives of different 
traditions in society, who can hold ‘incompatible fundamental views on 
theology, metaphysics, human nature etc’ (Taylor 1999, 101). Taylor suggests 
that these representatives exchange their ideas while allowing for the possibility 
that their own beliefs may be mistaken. Although the actors themselves may be 
convinced of the truth of their ideas, they cannot argue for universal validity, 
but should be open towards the ‘moral universe’ of the others (Taylor 1999, 
112). Taylor’s solution is not, like Rawls’s, to argue for the exchange of purely 
political reasons. Instead, he suggests that disagreement on the ultimate 
justifications of the norms of society should be allowed:   

We would agree on the norms while disagreeing on why they were the 
right norms, and we would be content to live in this consensus, 
undisturbed by the differences of profound underlying belief … The deep 
underlying values supporting this [overlapping consensus] will, in the 
nature of the case, belong to the alternative, mutually incompatible 
justifications. (Taylor 1999, 101–102) 

By allowing for disagreement, Taylor does not exclude particular religious 
arguments from the public domain. He acknowledges the fact that differences 



 4. POLITICAL PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES ON CITIZENSHIP !                                                                39

exist and that these will not be reconciled. By allowing for the differences in 
underlying beliefs, Taylor’s communitarian approach is less problematic for 
religious citizens than the liberal approach. National citizenship and religious 
identity can be combined, although religious citizens might not come to 
agreement with non-religious citizens over the justification for certain 
principles. 
 Although Taylor’s idea seems to resolve the possible tension between 
religion and national citizenship, I believe that he still ignores one important 
issue: the problem of incompatible norms. While he himself claims that people 
can hold incompatible views on certain domains of life, he simultaneously 
seems to suggest that these groups will agree on moral norms and that 
disagreement will only occur on the justification for these norms. However, 
what if the norms themselves are incompatible? What if different religions or 
cultures value competing norms? 
 A communitarian perspective that might be able to overcome this problem is 
given by Henry Tam (1998). He does not presuppose that citizens already agree 
over norms, as Taylor seems to do. Tam bases his communitarianism on three 
principles: 

First, any claim about what is to be accepted as true can only be validated 
under conditions of co-operative enquiry. Second, common values 
validated by communities of co-operative enquirers should form the basis 
of mutual responsibilities to be undertaken by all members of those 
communities. Third, power relations at every level in society must be 
reformed so that all those affected by them can participate as equal 
citizens in determining how the power in question is to be exercised. 
(Tam 1998, 7) 

According to Tam, communitarians advocate the transformation of attitudes and 
conditions in society in order to build inclusive communities that respect the 
three above mentioned principles (Tam 1998, 31–33). The questions about what 
action is to be taken for the common good are to be considered through 
informed community discussions.  
 In this perspective, the key to identifying shared beliefs and values lies in the 
critical selection of truth-claims through open exchange. Tam differentiates 
between so-called common values and distinctive values. Common values are 
shared by everyone and provide a basis for defining mutual responsibility. Tam 
identifies four of these values: love, wisdom, justice and fulfilment (Tam 1998, 
33–34). Besides these common values, there are distinctive values, which differ 
between groups, or even between individuals. As long as the common values 
serve as the basis for encountering other people and the distinctive values do not 
oppose or overrule the common values, citizens will be able to build inclusive 
communities. 
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4.2.2 Shared Identity and Social Engagement 
The perspectives of Taylor and Tam provide answers to the issue of plurality 
that communitarians face. On the one hand, they advocate the communitarian 
principle of community as essential constituent of identity, and on the other 
hand, they take the plurality of world views into account and suggest that 
through discussions and debates, different groups will find ways to reach 
consensus (not on the underlying principles, but on the outcomes) or build 
inclusive communities.  
 These contemporary communitarian perspectives provide clear answers to 
the question of what makes a good citizen (see Figure 4.2). First, a good citizen 
abides by the rules and values 
of communitarian living. 
Individual conceptions of the 
good do not exist in vacuo; 
they are always socially 
embedded. Citizens of a 
community thus need to 
adopt conceptions of the 
good that conform to the 
community’s way of life. 
Viewed through the lens of 
the Big Five model of 
citizenship, it means that 
communitarians give weight 
to the element of shared 
identity.  
 Within different communities, this shared identity can entail different things. 
The focus on shared history and shared values is, however, an essential element 
of the communitarian notion of citizenship, because communitarianism 
emphasises the preservation of identity (Delanty 2002, 163). If you remove the 
shared conception of the good from a community, it is impossible to develop a 
stable society. Thus, a good citizen is someone who recognises the importance 
of the community to which he or she belongs and who is willing to live 
according to the rules of that community.  
 The second indispensable characteristic of a good citizen in the 
communitarian tradition is social engagement. Citizens need to be actively 
involved in the public domain (Delanty 1997: 286). Modern communitarians 
have interpreted the notion of citizenship and community membership as 
‘creating a sense of responsibility, identity and participation’ (Delanty 2002, 
167), which reflects the importance of the two elements of shared identity and 
social engagement. Citizenship is consequently based on ‘social 
virtues’ (Etzioni 1995, 1–5). Within communitarian circles, the notion of social 
engagement is interpreted in different ways. In the traditional communitarian 
perspective, a good citizen is socially engaged with other members of the 
community and social actions are to be directed towards in-group members: 

Communitarianism

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 4.2 The communitarian dimensions of 
citizenship



 4. POLITICAL PHILOSOPHICAL THEORIES ON CITIZENSHIP !                                                                41

Communal relations … include trust, mutual understanding, and forms of 
reciprocity between individuals to which, it’s claimed, only a shared 
situation, and a set of shared values, will give rise. (Calder 2004) 

In the interpretations of Taylor and Tam, however, citizens should build 
inclusive communities, and discuss norms and notions of the good with each 
other. In these perspectives, social engagement is not only directed towards in-
group members, but is explicitly also focused on other people, as the building of 
inclusive communities presupposes a certain level of engagement with others.  
 In sum, the communitarian critique on liberalism mainly focuses on the 
flawed interpretation of both person and community. According to 
communitarians, the community in which one is raised shapes people’s 
identities. In this perspective, citizenship can be seen as a virtue; it is about the 
ability and the will to participate in society and to identify with the community 
(FORUM 2003). Since religion may serve as the binding factor for a 
community, religious convictions and affiliations are, in themselves, not 
problematic. On the contrary, they are valuable and may form the basis for 
citizenship. However, due to growing religious diversity, the relation between 
religion and national citizenship becomes problematic for communitarians. In 
order to overcome this issue, Taylor and Tam have argued for discussions 
between (representatives of) different communities, either to reach unforced 
consensus or build inclusive communities. We have thus seen that liberals and 
communitarians initially seemed to propose completely different pictures of the 
good citizen, but eventually, in exchanging arguments with each other, both 
traditions have evolved and we can even see similarities between the two. Both 
traditions value the discursive process in which citizens exchange reasons with 
one another. Aside from this, both traditions appreciate a diversity of world 
views in contemporary societies.  

4.3 Neo-republicanism and ‘The Unknown Society’ 
The third approach towards citizenship that I discuss is neo-republicanism. Neo-
republicanism can be understood as an attempt to make classical republicanism 
‘modernity-proof’. Classical republicanism is the oldest theory of citizenship 
and dates back to Aristotle (Bellamy 2008). Without going into too much detail 
about its history,  it is important to realise that the background against which 19

the theory of republicanism has developed is hardly comparable to modern-day 
societies. Therefore, Van Gunsteren — one of the proponents of neo-
republicanism — concludes that the picture of society offered by classical 
republicanism is oversimplified. Even more striking is that he also accuses 
contemporary liberalism and communitarianism of oversimplification. 
According to Van Gunsteren, contemporary society is fundamentally complex 

 For an historical analysis of republicanism I refer to Rahe (1992) and Sellers (1998). 19
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and pluralistic. Consequently, he has given it the label of ‘The Unknown 
Society’ (Van Gunsteren 1998, 36). 
 Neo-republicanism takes the complexity and plurality of contemporary 
society as its starting point and formulates a conception of citizenship that is 
inspired by the republican tradition. Main thinkers in neo-republicanism are 
Philip Pettit (1997), Quentin Skinner (1998), Iseult Honohan (2006) and, as 
indicated above, Herman van Gunsteren (1998). Van Gunsteren formulated a 
theory of citizenship based on the neo-republican fundamentals. The basics of 
his theory have been used in a report of the Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het 
Regeringsbeleid (WRR, an independent think tank for the Dutch government) 
(1992), which makes his theory especially suitable to the Dutch context. He will 
therefore serve as the main source for this section. Jürgen Habermas (1998, 
2006) can also be considered as an exponent of this tradition. His plea for 
constitutional patriotism (Verfassungspatriotismus) and arguments for 
democracy as the result of a deliberative process between citizens are very 
much in line with neo-republican thinking. 
 The basic ingredient of republicanism is the res publica; the public common 
good. In a republic, ‘the government of the state or society is a public matter, 
and the people rule themselves’ (Dagger 2002, 146). Public matters should be 
conducted in public and all members of the public should try to act according to 
what they think is best for the public as a whole. If citizens are able to act this 
way, they display ‘civic virtue’, which is one of the distinctive essentials of 
republicanism (Dagger 2002, 147). 
 Characteristic for the republican interpretation of citizenship is its 
conception of freedom. In contrast to liberalism, which emphasises freedom as 
non-interference, neo-republican thinkers have designed their theory of 
citizenship around the idea of freedom as non-domination (Pettit 1997). 
According to Laborde and Maynor, this interpretation of freedom in the neo-
republican tradition defends a ‘normative ideal of political citizenship as non-
subjection to arbitrary rule’ (2008, 2). It is especially the element of 
arbitrariness that neo-republicans find objectionable. Although for liberals, a 
person is deprived of his freedom if he is hindered to do what he would want to 
do, republicans do not consider this to be the core issue. Citizens are 
continuously faced with rules that they have to abide by and thus, in certain 
ways, limit the scope of choices that they can make. That is not the problem. On 
the contrary, by promoting civic virtue and self-governance, neo-republicans 
stress that people should be bound by ‘the rule of law’. Restriction of freedom 
becomes an issue when a person is subject to the dominating will of someone 
else, especially when this is an arbitrary dominating will. For republicans, it is 
essential that citizens are engaged in self-governance so that the rules of law are 
not arbitrary rules. If citizens themselves are responsible for the creation of the 
law, the law is seen as ‘the non-mastering interferer’ that ensures freedom for 
the citizens, instead of an arbitrary rule (Pettit 1997, 41). So we have seen that 
neo-republicans share a focus on freedom with liberals, although they interpret 
this notion differently (Skinner 1998). 
 Alongside communitarians, neo-republicans focus on community, although 
each philosophic tradition has its own interpretation of the notion. Neo-
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republicans focus on a specific kind of community: the republic. The republic 
occupies a central position for the individual as citizen, although it is just one 
community among many others for the individual as person (Van Gunsteren 
1998, 24). Nonetheless, even in this latter perspective, the republic takes a 
special position as ‘it creates and protects the freedom of individuals to form 
communities, to join them and to exit from them’ (Van Gunsteren 1998, 24). 
Having said this, it becomes clear that neo-republicanism tries to combine the 
best of both worlds, in the sense that they search for an equilibrium in which 
individuals and communities are free from domination, but need to organise 
society in such a way that is best for the public. In this theory, good citizens 
have more than mere loyalty; they have a sense of responsibility to take positive 
and supportive action (Aarts and Maarleveld 2003). This responsibility as a 
central element in neo-republican theory implies certain obligations for 
citizenship. 

4.3.1 Neo-republican Obligations of Citizenship 
This concise introduction to neo-republican thinking makes clear that the 
perspectives of liberalism, communitarianism and neo-republicanism are 
concerned with different identities. While liberalism is concerned with the 
individual identity of the citizen, communitarianism stresses the importance of 
cultural or group identity, and neo-republicanism focuses on civic identity. 
According to neo-republicanism: 

Citizenship is at the crossroads of individual, society, rights and political 
influence. The acts of citizens surpass voting, demonstrating and 
consuming: the citizen is the mover of the republic. (WRR 1992, 6) 

This quotation shows the most distinctive element of neo-republican thinking in 
comparison to the other perspectives: citizenship is created by citizens in action. 
This implies that the most 
important condition for 
citizenship is its actual 
exercise (Van Gunsteren 
1998, 27). In terms of my 
model of citizenship, three 
elements are essential (see 
Figure 4.3): tolerance, 
political engagement and 
social engagement. I will 
now explain why these 
three are indispensable 
characteristics of the good 
citizen, by referring to Van 
Gunsteren’s theory of 
citizenship. 

Neo-
Republicanism

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 4.3 The key elements of neo-republican 
citizenship
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 According to Van Gunsteren, the fact that contemporary society is 
characterised by a plurality of world views, both on an individual level and on 
the level of communities, calls for a specific task, which is to ‘organise 
plurality’. The lives of members of different communities are connected in what 
he calls ‘a community of fate’ (Van Gunsteren 1998, 62). Citizens should 
transform a community of fate into a public community that is acceptable for 
everyone: 

Citizens … are responsible for directing the construction of plurality 
toward an outcome that instead of simply ignoring or suppressing their 
real differences, confirms and reasserts the identities of all participants as 
equal citizens. (Van Gunsteren 1998, 41) 

This approach is shared by other neo-republican thinkers who argue that the 
essence of neo-republican citizenship theory is the acceptance of the 
interdependence of human beings and the emphasis on deliberation about the 
common good (Honohan 2007, 65–66). Habermas’s theory of constitutional 
patriotism also fits with this approach. Citizens need to be socialised into a 
political culture, which forms the basis for constitutional patriotism. This 
political culture in turn leads to ‘an increased awareness of both the diversity 
and the integrity of the different ways of life that coexist in a multicultural 
society and allows citizens to debate the same legal principles from different 
ethical perspectives’ (Baumeister 2007, 484). 
 Van Gunsteren distinguishes four items as both aspects of and instruments 
for the organisation of plurality: identity, emotions, competence and institutions. 
According to him, citizenship is a meta-position, a mediating function in the 
interaction among identities. Emotions play an essential role in citizenship, 
because plurality arouses emotions. We can give these emotions a meaningful 
place in the interactions between people when we recognise and interpret them 
in a constructive manner. The ability to deal with plurality requires a certain 
level of competence, like the ability to make good judgments and have practical 
social skills, but also the ability to act flexibly on different occasions. These 
competencies can be learned to a certain extent, but most of all they require a 
great deal of practice; by being involved in civil practices or institutions. In 
pluralistic societies, there are many institutions designed to process plurality. 
They play an important role by offering a repertoire of ways of dealing with 
plurality (Van Gunsteren 1998, 41–50). 
 It becomes clear that the first essential element of citizenship for neo-
republicanism is the element of social engagement. Interactions between 
citizens are important for the realisation of a public culture and for the 
organisation of plurality. Citizens should be open towards the differences 
between them and should therefore actively engage in the public domain. This 
open attitude towards other citizens also presupposes the importance of 
tolerance as an essential characteristic for a good citizen. People have to 
understand and accept that other people may hold different views. The only way 
in which plurality can be organised in a way that is acceptable to all is when 
citizens acknowledge these differences and act with tolerance towards others. 
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The third essential characteristic of the good citizen is political engagement. 
Central to all republican theories is the emphasis on self-government, which 
requires that citizens are actively involved in politics (Heater 1999, 44).  20

4.3.2 The Matter of Consensus and Religion in the Public Domain 
The neo-republican focus on social and political engagement and tolerance has 
implications for the issue of consensus and for the role of religion in the public 
domain. Van Gunsteren argues that consensus is ‘neither a necessary nor a 
sufficient condition for the organisation of plurality by citizens in a 
republic’ (1998, 53). At best, consensus can be the result of the interactions 
between citizens. With the recurrent task laid upon citizens to transform the 
‘given’ encounters between people into relations that are accepted by the 
involved citizens, the result is not necessarily a consensus on a normative level. 
It is up to the citizens to reach rational consensus on a more formal level over 
how they want to deal with their differences. 
 Within this republican perspective, citizens should be open to the various 
arguments other citizens offer, even though they might have very different 
conceptions of the good. Neo-republicanism shares the view with liberalism that 
the state should be neutral towards different world views, and that the state 
should not promote one single conception of the good. Honohan, for instance, 
points to the danger that: 

[The problem of] fostering a common … culture … as part of the process 
of creating solidarity among citizens is that it tends, implicitly or 
explicitly, to privilege those whose way of life most closely approximates 
to the publicly endorsed culture. (Honohan 2006, 203) 

According to neo-republican thinkers, there should be openness towards 
different conceptions of the good. The neo-republican approach also implies 
that citizenship is something that can only be shaped bottom-up, and not top-
down. Governments cannot prescribe or impose the norms of citizenship, but 
citizens need to self-organise their differences. This puts demands on all citizens 
and has consequences for the acceptance of religion and religious groups in 
society. On the one hand, it means that it is necessary to: 

 One might wonder why I decided not to include law-abidingness as an essential 20

republican element in the Big Five model of citizenship, while the rule of law is an 
important aspect in republican theory. The main reason is that the emphasis of 
republicanism is not placed on this legal aspect. Obviously, citizens ought to abide by 
the law. However, this element of law-abidingness in itself is not foregrounded in neo-
republicanism, but plays at the background. It is not a mark of the good citizen as such. 
The elements of self-government and the organisation of plurality are the distinguishing 
factors of republicanism, and these consist of the elements of social engagement 
political engagement and tolerance as civic responsibilities.
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Authorise the voices of those who are different — that is to see them as 
contributors to the common, overarching public realm, and not just to let 
them live separately in their own way. Citizens should be open towards 
opinions that are different from their own, and not just to let them live 
separately in their own way. Instead of merely tolerating practices, this 
means giving public space for citizens to voice their deepest concerns, 
and giving a serious hearing to claims to influence public debates and 
public culture. It follows from the deliberative nature of politics that 
republican recognition of citizens requires taking the voices of others 
seriously as well as allowing them to speak. (Honohan 2007, 68) 

Here Honohan argues that religious citizens should have the opportunity to 
express their religious convictions in public debates. However, republicanism 
simultaneously demands that religious citizens engage actively in the public 
domain. Groups are not permitted to isolate themselves from society and 
withdraw into their own community (Honohan 2007, 68; Habermas 2008, 22). 
Neo-republicanism puts a reciprocal demand on all citizens to recognise each 
other as members of the shared political community. In order to maintain their 
(cultural or religious) identity they have to interact with each other to organise 
plurality.  
 As Honohan’s excerpt illustrated, neo-republicanism interprets the role of 
religious arguments in the public domain differently than liberalism. Habermas, 
for instance, explicitly criticises Rawls, whose proviso entailed that religious 
arguments should be translated into political language in public political 
discussions. According to Habermas, this proviso places an ‘unequal burden’ on 
religious citizens, who then have to split their identities into a public and a 
private one. Alternatively, he not only suggests to allow, but even to support the 
public role of religion: 

The liberal state has an interest in unleashing religious voices in the 
political public sphere, and in the political participation of religious 
organisations as well. It must not discourage religious persons and 
communities from also expressing themselves politically as such, for it 
cannot know whether secular society would not otherwise cut itself off 
from key resources for the creation of meaning and identity. Secular 
citizens or those of other religious persuasions can under certain 
circumstances learn something from religious contributions. (Habermas 
2006, 10) 

In exchanging arguments with one another, citizens should have the freedom to 
express their conviction in the language that they find appropriate. Neo-
republican thinkers try to divide the burden of splitting identities equally 
between secular and religious citizens, by demanding ‘cognitive openness’ from 
their secular citizens also (Yates 2007, 887). 
 So far, this neo-republican picture seems very welcoming towards religion in 
the public domain. However, Habermas himself — although critical of Rawls’ 
proviso — has formulated an adaptation of this idea, positioned at a ‘higher’ 
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level. He calls this the ‘institutional translation proviso’. Notwithstanding the 
fact that religious language is permissible in the general public sphere, all 
citizens have to accept that ‘only secular reasons count beyond the institutional 
threshold separating the informal public sphere from parliaments, courts, 
ministries, and administrations’ (Habermas 2006, 9). This means that religion 
does not have a limitless playing field.  21

 To summarise, the neo-republican account of citizenship builds upon the 
idea of self-government that classical republican authors advocated. With the 
plurality of contemporary societies as a given, neo-republicanism argues for 
open encounters between citizens in public debates. The three main 
characteristics of a good citizen in this view are social engagement, political 
engagement and tolerance. Since neo-republicanism does not start from a 
specific, normative position, there is no need for consensus before citizens can 
act as such. They need to organise the plurality in society in a way that is 
acceptable to all. This also implies that religious arguments are allowed in the 
public domain and that citizens can discuss among themselves to what extent 
religion is allowed to play a further role in society. 

4.4 Liberal Nationalism and the Issue of National Identity 
The fourth and last tradition of thinking about citizenship that I discuss in this 
chapter is liberal nationalism. The label ‘liberal nationalism’ might be a bit 
confusing, because it seems to suggest that this theory is a derivative of 
liberalism, which is strictly speaking not true. The fact that this theory is 
labelled ‘liberal nationalism’ is rather to be understood against other, illiberal 
forms of nationalism. Several authors have made the distinction between liberal 
or civic nationalism on the one hand and illiberal or ethnic nationalism on the 
other (Brubaker 1999, 55; Kymlicka 2002, 345). Liberal nationalism is 
concerned with nationhood as based on common citizenship, while ethnic 
nationalism understands nationhood as based on common ethnicity. The 
adjective ‘liberal’ is often used as a moral recommendation and is used to show 
that one’s own ‘good’ and legitimate version of civic liberalism is not to be 
mistaken for the ‘bad’ and illegitimate version of ethnic liberalism of others 
(Brubaker 1999, 57–58). 

 Habermas is, however, not explicit on where exactly the institutional threshold is 21

‘positioned’. In his writing, it remains unclear whether he thinks that only the decisions 
that are made in parliaments should be neutral towards competing world views, or 
whether the reasoning that leads up to these decisions also has to be articulated in 
secular terms. When I personally asked him about the positioning of the institutional 
threshold during a symposium, his answer suggested that it depends upon the political 
culture of the specific country. In the Netherlands, for instance, there are Christian 
political parties and it can be expected that they reason from a religious perspective. In 
other countries, this would be unthinkable. The positioning of the threshold thus seems 
to be culturally dependent, according to Habermas.
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 Liberal nationalism shares elements with all three traditions that I have 
discussed above. With liberalism, it shares the focus on self-protection and the 
attempt to secure agency of individual citizens (Williams 2007, 246–247).  22

While there are such liberal nationalists as Yael Tamir (1993), who present their 
nationalist ideas within the framework of liberalism, David Miller (1995b, 
2000) believes his theory to fit within a republican conception of citizenship. He 
shares the emphasis on the political community and active engagement in self-
governance with republicans. However, as he emphasises the importance of the 
nation-state as the starting point for solidarity and because he considers national 
identity to be grounded in common history, culture and traits, I classify him as a 
liberal nationalist. Lastly, liberal nationalism and communitarianism share an 
emphasis on social commitment and shared identity, as we will see later in this 
section. Several liberal nationalists argue that cultures provide ‘a background 
against which more individual choices about how to live can be made’ (Miller 
1995b, 86; cf. Tamir 1993, 36; Raz 1994, 83–84). This line of reasoning is quite 
similar to that of communitarians, who focus on the constitutive character of 
communities for individual identity. However, since the focus on common 
national citizenship and a shared national identity versus community-
membership reflects two diametrically opposing streams in philosophical and 
societal debates, and since the implications of these two theories for the position 
of religion in society is so different, the tradition of liberal nationalism deserves 
a separate section. 
 The main element of liberal nationalism is its focus on a shared national 
identity. Many scholars have assumed that trends of globalisation, 
modernisation and liberalisation of contemporary societies would make the 
issue of national identity less important: 

As cultures liberalise, people share less and less with their fellow 
members of the national group, in terms of traditional customs or 
conceptions of the good life … Why then would anyone feel strongly 
attached to their own nation? (Kymlicka 1995, 88) 

Yet despite, or perhaps even because of these trends in modern societies, the 
sense of nationhood has not disappeared. On the contrary, the liberalisation of 
society has been accompanied by an increased sense of nationhood (Kymlicka 
1995, 88). The two dominant strands within liberal nationalism interpret this 
sense of nationhood differently. Subjectivists argue that sharing a national 
culture is ‘a matter of people believing that they belong together’, whereas 
objectivists maintain that in order to share a national identity, ‘people must 

 Patten would classify this version of nationalism — which secures the agency of 22

individual citizens — as a weaker form of cultural nationalism. He distinguishes 
between weaker and stronger forms of cultural nationalism, ‘depending on how 
important the responsibility to preserve and promote the national culture in question is 
taken to be’ (Patten 1999, 2). The authors that I distinguish as liberal nationalists do not 
endorse a strong version of cultural nationalism. 
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really possess distinctive common characteristics’ (Mason 2000, 116–117). 
Whichever of these two strands one follows, liberal nationalists argue that 
citizens should have a sense of nationhood in order to realise various 
fundamental liberal virtues (Mason 2000, 117). Liberalism falls short on this, 
because it underestimates the value of this communal thinking: 

Imagining democracy requires thinking of ‘the people’ as active and 
coherent and oneself as both a member and an agent. Liberalism informs 
the notion of individual agency but provides weak purchase at best on 
membership and on the collective cohesion and capacity of the demos. 
(Calhoun 2007, 151) 

The quotation reflects one of the main arguments in liberal nationalism: people 
have a need for a sense of belonging and this belonging needs to be located 
within the nation. 
 While cosmopolitan thinkers have argued for world citizenship, liberal 
nationalists argue that this kind of cosmopolitan citizenship would be a 
meaningful concept only if humanity were governed by a world state; if the 
rights and duties of world citizens were laid down in international law, if all 
people had similar cultural beliefs and historical memories, and were 
represented in global political institutions (Linklater 2002, 319). Since this is 
not the case, we need to look for a sense of belonging at the level that does meet 
these requirements: the nation-state. Nations, Miller argues, are ethical 
communities, and citizens therefore owe different and more extensive duties to 
fellow nationals than to humans in general (Miller 2000, 27). On the positive 
side, a common nationality is assumed to foster trust and solidarity (Miller 
1993; Barry 1991, 174–175). Furthermore, national culture provides an ‘anchor 
for [one’s] self-identification and the safety of effortless secure 
belonging’ (Margalit and Raz 1990, 448). In sum, although several liberal 
nationalists do recognise the danger of anti-democratic and intolerant attitudes 
within this line of thought, they emphasise the positive aspects that the nation 
offers, to show that national identity can offer something for citizenship in 
contemporary societies: 

Nations provide for structures of belonging that build bridges between 
local communities and mediate between these and globalisation. Nations 
organise the primary arenas for democratic political participation. 
Nationalism helps mobilise collective commitment to public institutions, 
projects, and debates. Nationalism encourages mutual responsibility 
across divisions of class and region. (Calhoun 2007, 153) 

 Calhoun argues that the idea of national identity is not only important at the 
social-emotional level, but also plays a role on the political level. Miller has 
argued that the cosmopolitan idea of world citizenship would be a distraction 
from the task of developing civic virtues within the national community. 
According to him, these democratic virtues have to be developed and since it is 
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unlikely that this happens on an international or global level, it has to be 
nurtured within bounded communities, such as the nation-state (Miller 2000). 
From his republican version of liberal nationalism, Miller additionally argues 
that citizens will only value their participation in the political domain when they 
have a sense of belonging and a shared national identity (Miller 1988). 

4.4.1 The Liberal Nationalist Approach to Citizenship 
The focus on shared national culture has clear implications for the liberal 
nationalist conception of citizenship. In order to be a good citizen, a person 
needs to feel a sense of belonging to the national culture and needs to identify 
with it. In order to do so, people need to feel that they possess the defining 
characteristics of the shared national culture. The question of what these 
defining characteristics are can obviously only be answered within the context 
of the particular nation. However, these defining characteristics are generally 
elements of a ‘societal culture’ (Kymlicka 2002, 346–347) rather than elements 
of ‘narrow ethnic communities’ as Coleman and Harding (1995, 44) have called 
them, or elements of the small and tight-knit communities on which 
communitarianism focuses: 

Such national attributes could include any or all of the following: ethnic 
descent, shared historical memories, a language, a common culture 
involving shared customs, traditions, moral values, and religious beliefs, 
and a commitment to a set of historically embedded political ideals and 
institutions. (Wilcox 2004, 560) 

This implies that liberal nationalists in general favour a linguistic-cultural 
definition of nationality (Lind 1994, 94). It does not mean that citizens of a 
specific state all need to have the same conception of the good or need to be 
ethnically or religiously mono-cultural. The idea of sharing a common societal 
culture refers to a ‘thin’ description of culture, in which citizens have ‘a 
common language, and a sense of common membership in, and equal access to, 
the social institutions operating in that language’ (Kymlicka 2002, 347). With 
this idea of shared identity, the first essential characteristic of good citizenship 
is provided: a good citizen needs to identify with the nation’s shared culture. 
 When taking this requirement of citizenship into account, it becomes clear 
that this emphasis on national identity has important implications for issues 
concerning integration, because migrants do not ‘naturally’ possess the national 
identity of the country that they want to integrate into. Although liberal 
nationalists differ from ethnic nationalists by not necessarily demanding mono-
cultural societies, they do expect migrants to identify with the nation. In doing 
so, liberal nationalists argue for a certain degree of adaptation and assimilation 
to the national culture (Wilcox 2004, 562–563). According to Tamir, migrants 
should show ‘a readiness to adopt the national culture as well as … exhibit a 
sense of identification with, and responsibility toward, other members of the 
same national group’ (1993, 27). Miller even goes a step further and argues that 
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national identity should receive primacy over group identity, although this is a 
costly matter for both sides: 

I do not suppose that the superimposition of national identity on group 
identity that I am arguing for can be wholly painless on either side. While 
national identities are thinned down to make them more accessible to 
minority groups, these groups themselves must abandon values and ways 
of behaving that are in sharp conflict with those of the community as a 
whole. National identity cannot be wholly symbolic; it must embody 
substantive norms … one cannot aspire to unlimited tolerance in this 
area. (Miller 2000, 36, emphasis added) 

This quotation shows that liberal nationalists prefer the national community 
over the small and tight-knit communities that are prominent in 
communitarianism. Although the emphasis is placed on different levels, a large 
share of the arguments made by communitarians and liberal nationalists support 
community membership and the importance it has for constituting the identity 
of its members. 
 Liberal nationalists have argued that a liberal state may expect, if not 
require, immigrants to learn the dominant language, to participate in society and 
to embrace basic democratic 
ideals (Carens 1994). Just 
like communitarians, liberal 
nationalists focus on social 
engagement, as Figure 4.4 
shows. Migrants should be 
encouraged to endorse basic 
liberal democratic ideals 
and participate in public 
life, according to liberal 
nationalists (Wilcox 2004, 
563).  
 This similarity between 
communitarians and liberal 
nationalists is also related to 
an equally similar approach 
towards the nature of community membership, which stands in sharp contrast to 
liberalist positions on the these topics. While liberals view society as an 
association based on a contract between free and equal individuals, liberal 
nationalists regard the nation as a community, which is constitutive of the 
identity of its members. 

4.4.2 National Identity versus Religious Identity 
Besides the implications for the interpretation of citizenship, the liberal 
nationalist approach also has certain implications for the role of religion in 
society. As we have seen above, the liberal nationalist position does not 

Liberal Nationalism

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 4.4 Liberal nationalist elements of 
citizenship
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necessarily entail cultural homogeneity as an ideal. In the current fact of 
culturally and religiously diverse societies, several sub-groups can coexist, as 
long as they share the common national identity. This means that people are 
allowed to be members of communities other than the nation, and can be 
inspired by these memberships as well: 

There can be a shared public culture which defines the national identity 
… alongside a plurality of private cultures which help define people’s 
identities as members of sectional groups. (Miller 2000, 77) 

Miller’s openness towards plurality of memberships thus leaves the idea of a 
religiously inspired identity open. However, by claiming that the shared public 
culture defines the national identity, Miller makes a sharp contrast between the 
private and the public domain. As persons, individuals are allowed to be defined 
by their affiliations, whether religious, ethnic or social. As citizens, however, 
they need to embrace the national culture (Wilcox 2004, 563). Religion is thus 
not necessarily problematised within the tradition of liberal nationalism, 
although it can be problematic, for instance, when the shared national identity is 
(partly) built upon a specific religious doctrine. Religious minority groups 
would then need to embrace the national identity in public life, while 
maintaining a different religious identity in the private domain.  
 When we look at the Dutch situation, for instance, we could expect that a 
focus on national identity would not include religious elements or 
characteristics because the Netherlands is a highly secularised country 
(Knippenberg 2009). Nonetheless, as we will see in the next chapter — and as 
Van Gunsteren has also noted — contemporary political interpretations of 
liberal nationalism have suggested that religion is an essential part of Dutch 
history, and therefore, of Dutch culture (Van Gunsteren 2008, 50–52). By 
referring to the ‘Judeo-Christian’ character of Dutch society, defenders of a 
cultural conception of Dutch citizenship seem to embrace a rather simplistic 
interpretation of culture and of citizenship. On the one hand, this narrow 
interpretation fails to understand the multifaceted character of citizenship, while 
on the other, it excludes people with a different religion. 
 In sum, the liberal nationalist approach to citizenship emphasises the shared 
national culture as constitutive of the identity of its citizens. Although 
recognising the existence and importance of other communities for the 
construction of identity, liberal nationalists argue that, in conflicting situations 
in the public domain, the national identity should surpass the group identity. 
With regard to the notion of citizenship, liberal nationalists apply similar lines 
of thought as communitarians and similarly emphasise the elements of shared 
identity and social engagement. The level of this shared identity is however not 
positioned at the group level of small and tight-knit communities, but at the 
national level. 
 In the following chapter we will see how Dutch governments have redefined 
the notion of citizenship over the past twenty years. With reference to the 
political philosophical approaches that I have presented in this chapter, I show 
the transitions that have been made in political practice and the implications 
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these have for the appreciation of religion in contemporary Dutch society. In 
Chapter 6, I compare the trends and lines of reasoning of political philosophical 
theories and government policies. With this comparison in mind, we will turn to 
the empirical interpretations of citizenship in Part Two. 





5. GOVERNMENT FRAMING OF GOOD CITIZENSHIP 

In this chapter, I analyse government rhetoric on the notion of citizenship to see 
how governments in the past decades have conceptualised this concept against 
the backdrop of the processes of globalisation, migration and multiculturalism. 
Moreover, I shall demonstrate that the changes in framing of the notion of 
citizenship are related to changing attitudes towards the role of religion in the 
public domain. 
 After the Second World War, the liberal notion of citizenship was a self-
evident ideal, and politicians did not feel it necessary to discuss the content of 
citizenship (Van Gunsteren 2008, 21). The notion as such was hardly used in 
political or public discussions. Policy documents and research reports even 
warned against using the term because Dutch people were not expected to be 
familiar with the concept, fearing they would either interpret it in a purely legal 
sense, or associate it with ‘bourgeois’ or ‘the fifties’, both which have a stuffy 
connotation in Dutch (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008, 15). It was only at the 
beginning of the 1990s that citizenship became a topic of interest in Dutch 
policy documents.  
 The growing body of policy documents and reports from advisory 
committees and government-related think-tanks regarding the content and 
expression of citizenship in the last two decades shows the emerging 
importance this topic has for policy-making (WRR 1992; TK 1993/1994, 
23684, nr. 2; Staatsblad 2005, nr. 678; TK 2008/2009, 29614, nr. 12; TK 
2008/2009, 29614, nr. 19). Recent studies (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2011, 59–
67; Hurenkamp, Tonkens, and Duyvendak 2011) revealed an enormous increase 
in the use of the notion of citizenship, accompanied by important changes in the 
interpretation of the notion itself. Citizenship has become a key issue in 
considerations, surveys and comments on government policies and social 
developments.  
 The emergence of citizenship as a notion in policy can be related to growing 
tensions in Dutch society and politics about the position and rights of 
immigrants. These tensions have culminated in the fact that, since 1994, 
citizenship has been presented as the central goal for integration policies. From 
that moment on, citizenship was seen as the answer to the problematic processes 
of migration and individualisation that have affected Dutch society (Odinot 
2010, 9). Due to the centrality of this notion in integration policies, I focus on 
this policy domain in my analysis of Dutch political interpretations of 
citizenship.  
 In order to understand the trends and changes that have taken place in this 
policy domain, I begin with an analysis of government rhetoric on citizenship. 
In particular, I examine policy documents concerning integration and the film 
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Coming to the Netherlands, which is shown to future immigrants. I shall then 
position these documents within the societal context and also discuss the main 
policy advisory reports concerning the issues of citizenship and integration that 
are in continual communication with the integration documents. In the past, it 
has been argued that: 

Dutch integration policy has been well documented and one can safely 
say that, for a medium-sized country, the Netherlands is one of the most 
over-studied cases in the international migration literature. (Vink 2007, 
337) 

However, most previous studies have mainly focused on the interpretation of 
the notion of integration itself in policy documents, programmes of political 
parties and political debates (cf. Fermin 1997; Van Meeteren 2005; Vermeulen 
and Penninx 2000). This chapter aims to contribute to the existing studies by 
analysing the transitions that have taken place in the interpretation of citizenship 
in integration policies, and by relating these changes to the accompanying 
transitions in approaches towards the issue of the public role of religion, which 
has not been done before. 

5.1 Changing Paradigms in Integration Policies  
In order to understand the transitions in integration policies that have taken 
place, I make use of two different frameworks. In the first, I relate the political 
depictions of citizenship to the philosophical approaches outlined in Chapter 4. 
This enables me to place the political rhetoric in a larger framework and to 
understand patterns in thinking about citizenship. Secondly, I use John Berry’s 
model of acculturation to understand and designate the relation between the 
concepts of integration, citizenship and religion (Berry 1997). This model will 
prove useful in understanding one of the main issues of this chapter: what is 
expected from migrants in order to be considered good citizens? This question 
runs as a thread throughout this chapter; it will be shown that different 
acculturation strategies have been expected from migrants in the past years, all 
of which can be related back to different interpretations of citizenship: 

Acculturation has traditionally been defined to [comprehend] those 
phenomena which result when groups of individuals having different 
cultures come into continuous first-hand contact with subsequent changes 
in the original culture patterns of either or both groups. (Redfield, Linton, 
and Herskovits 1936, 149) 

Berry noticed that in pluralistic societies, citizens have to deal with the question 
of how to acculturate. Berry distinguishes two issues that people need to deal 
with in their interactions with others: cultural maintenance and contact and 
participation. The first refers to the extent to which cultural identity and cultural 
characteristics are considered to be important and to be maintained, while the 
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second refers to the extent to which people should become involved in other 
cultural groups or society at large (Berry 1997, 9). These two issues can be seen 
as the two dimensions of a conceptual framework, from which four possible 
acculturation strategies are deduced, as is displayed in Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 Four acculturation strategies (based on Berry 1997, 10) 

 These four strategies — integration, assimilation, separation/segregation and 
marginalisation — are commonly used in cross-cultural psychology to 
understand the coping mechanisms of migrants in countries with a different 
dominant culture than their own (cf. Stevens et al. 2004; Arends-Tóth and Van 
de Vijver 2003). In this chapter, I approach this model from the angle of 
government policies. Which strategy does the government expect from new 
residents? It will be shown that, although the government has structurally used 
the term ‘integration’ to label its expectations since the 1980s, the meaning of 
this term has changed (Kruyt and Niessen 1997, 48). 
 Related to the acculturation strategies that are expected from newcomers are 
the acculturation strategies of society at large (see Figure 5.1). When asking the 
same two questions about cultural maintenance and contact and participation, 
but now looking at the possible answers from society at large, the four strategies 
are: multiculturalism, melting pot, segregation and exclusion. These four 
strategies can be seen as four possible outcomes of integration policies. By 
asking the question of what the government expects from migrants and from 
society at large, and then relating these answers back to Berry’s model, I am 
able to show how the interpretations of the notions of citizenship and 
integration have simultaneously undergone changes. In turn, these changes have 
been accompanied by shifts in the approach towards the public role of religion, 
as I shall argue in the coming chapters. 

                                                                                              Is it considered to be of value to 
maintain one’s identity and charac-
teristics?

Yes No

Is it considered to be of 
value to maintain relation-
ships with larger society?

Yes Integration Assimilation

No Separation/
Segregation

Marginalisation
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5.2 Citizenship in the ‘90s: Embracing Multiculturalism  
Although citizenship did not appear as a central notion in integration policies 
until the 1990s, it is important to give a sketch of the political landscape in the 
Netherlands before that time, when it comes to issues of immigration and 
cultural diversity. This provides an explanation of the processes that have led to 
the centrality of the notion of citizenship in this policy domain. 

5.2.1 Integration Policy avant la lettre 
Immigrant policy did not exist as such in the Netherlands until well into the 
1970s. The presence of migrants was considered temporary (Snel 2003; 
Rijkschroeff, Duyvendak, and Pels 2003; Van Meeteren 2005). Policies towards 
these minorities (which consisted mainly of guest workers and colonial 
migrants) were aimed at participation in the economic sphere and preservation 
of the immigrants’ identity in the socio-cultural sphere (Rijkschroeff, 
Duyvendak, and Pels 2003, 38–39; Scholten 2011). In 1974, for instance, 
teaching the mother tongue for migrant children was introduced in primary 
schools in the Netherlands. Migrants were also assisted in setting up their own 
associations and communities. There were, however, no efforts made to 
promote the integration of migrants into Dutch society and no expectations in 
terms of citizenship, because both the authorities and most migrants themselves 
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Figure 5.1 Acculturation strategies for newcomers and for society at large (taken 
from Berry 2005, 705)
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expected that they would return to their countries of origin (Entzinger 2006, 3).  
 A turning point came in 1979 when the WRR concluded in one of its reports 
that, ‘the idea that the presence of minorities is only temporary, is not 
true’ (WRR 1979, XXXIX; Vink 2007, 340). The report clearly advocated the 
multicultural strategy as acculturation strategy for society at large: 

[All citizens should] be open towards opinions of others and aware of the 
significant achievements of their culture, but at the same time they should 
acknowledge that active participation of minorities in society requires 
modification of opinions on both sides. (WRR 1979, XXXIX) 

The report advised the government to develop a minorities policy aimed at 
emancipation and participation of migrants in the socio-economic sphere, whilst 
allowing them to maintain their own (group) identity and culture (De Jong 
2002, 78; Veldhuis and Van der Maas 2011, 36). This approach to immigration 
fitted well within the typical Dutch system of ‘pillarisation’ (verzuiling), in 
which different religious and ideological communities were encouraged to 
participate in society and were simultaneously assisted and encouraged to create 
their own organisations and networks (Entzinger 2006; De Jong 2002; Schrover 
2010; Carle 2006).  It was argued that these immigrant organisations were 23

essential for both maintaining and developing the cultural identity of the 
migrants and for strengthening the social position of migrants and promoting 
inter-ethnic contact (Rijkschroeff, Duyvendak, and Pels 2003: 24). 
 In response to the WRR report, the Dutch government acknowledged both 
the permanent nature of immigration, and the ‘permanent presence of minority 
groups’ in the Minderhedennota (Minorities Document) of 1983 (TK 
1982/1983, 16102, nr. 20/21). In this document, the government set itself the 
task of creating conditions that would create equality of all residents of the 
country. In addition, the government not only highlighted participation, but also 
socio-cultural emancipation of ethnic or cultural minorities (Scholten 2011, 81). 
This policy can be seen as the first document in which the government 

 The term pillarisation refers to the segmentation of society in religious and 23

ideological blocks, which characterised Dutch society between 1900 and 1960 
(Schrover 2010). Although it has been argued that the government tried to model their 
minorities policy (and later also their integration policies) after the model of 
pillarisation and pressed for the creation of an Islamic pillar (Schrover 2010), this 
suggestion has also been heavily criticised (Vink 2007). Several authors argue that the 
fact that the minorities policy fitted within the model of pillarisation, should rather be 
seen in a descriptive and not in a prescriptive sense (Duyvendak and Scholten 2012, 
273; Vink 2007). Whether or not the government wanted to reinstall the model of 
pillarisation, it can now be concluded that an Islamic pillar (or something like it) has not 
emerged. The only way in which Muslims have been organised, is on a religious level 
(Rath et al. 1996). On a social or political level, hardly any organisations have emerged 
(Sunier 2000). Muslims are not organised in a way similar to the old pillars, and hardly 
any bottom-up initiatives have emerged that aimed for it (Schrover 2010, 351).
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promoted integration as the preferred acculturation strategy of immigrants and 
can thus be interpreted as being integration policy avant la lettre. 
 Although Dutch integration policies have often been characterised by the 
phrase integratie met behoud van identiteit (integration with preservation of 
one’s own identity), the WRR had already suggested in 1989 that this 
preservation of identity should be initiated by the immigrants themselves, 
instead of being a task for the government (Struijs 1998, 15). The government 
was only expected to create the conditions under which this preservation of the 
own identity would be possible: 

Migrants who want to maintain and develop their cultural distinctiveness 
further, should be allowed to do so: integration certainly does not require 
cultural assimilation.  (WRR 1989, 24) 24

In addition, the Council noticed that the minorities policy was unable to keep 
the employment levels of migrants at an acceptable level (WRR 1989). Many 
former guest workers were unemployed; among the 600,000 unemployed, 
100,000 were members of minority groups although minorities only made up 
5% of the total population (De Jong 2002; Entzinger 2006, 6). As it was 
considered ‘not done’ to encourage re-migration of these people, immigration 
became a growing burden and topic of social unease. It was also in response to 
this WRR report that the political debate on integration shifted to extra-
parliamentary arenas and to the media, as the Blok Commission mentioned in 
its report (TK 2003/2004, 28689, nr. 9, 42).   25

 One of the first public and political expressions of the growing 
dissatisfaction with the influx of migrants was uttered by Frits Bolkestein, the 
then parliamentary leader of the VVD. In a newspaper article, he questioned the 
compatibility of Islam with ‘Western values’ and called for a national debate on 
integration (Bolkestein 1991; Entzinger 2006; Prins 2004; De Jong 2002). 
Although the heated national debate took place almost a decade later, his call 
was the first public expression of the uneasiness about migrants. When the 
Christen Democratisch Appèl (CDA, the main Christian democratic party) was 
left out of the government after the elections of 1994,  the purple coalition of 26

liberals and social democrats changed the emphasis from respecting cultural 
diversity to encouraging social participation of migrants, which had a clear 
impact on the ensuing integration policies (Entzinger 2006, 7). 

 Interestingly, the WRR replaced the term ‘ethnic minorities’ with 24

‘allochtonen’ (literally meaning ‘originating from another country’) in this report, which 
spurred an entirely new discourse.  

 The Blok Commission was a parliamentary investigation committee on integration 25

policy. More on the Blok Commission will be explained in Paragraph 5.3.
 This was the first time since 1918 that the Netherlands had a government without any 26

Christian party. 



 5. GOVERNMENT FRAMING OF GOOD CITIZENSHIP !                                                                             61

5.2.2 Citizenship as Explicit Goal of Integration Policy 
In the 1990s, the focus of immigrant policy changed from being directed to 
minorities to being directed to integration. According to the government of the 
time, social integration of minorities required that efforts be made by those who 
want to integrate and by society at large (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr.2, 6). From 
this point in time, citizenship started to play an important role in immigrant 
policy. In the Contourennota Integratiebeleid Etnische Minderheden (Contours 
Report Integration Policy Ethnic Minorities), citizenship was the explicit goal 
of integration policy and was seen as the basic principle for future policies (TK 
1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 24). The term ‘citizenship’ was used thirty-three times 
in the document and was interpreted in a liberal, egalitarian sense: 

The government applies the concept citizenship as the leading principle 
for a new vision on the presence of persons from diverse cultural 
backgrounds in the Netherlands; whether they are a newcomer or have 
resided here for a longer period. The notion of citizenship is self-evident 
and finds it foundation in the equality of all inhabitants. An inseparable 
aspect of citizenship is the principle of equal treatment, as laid down in 
article 1 of the constitution. (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 5) 

According to this document, citizenship implies ‘for all who are involved in the 
process of integration, a choice for a continuous participation in Dutch society, 
with all associated rights and duties’ (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 5). 
Furthermore, citizenship is said to presume ‘free, autonomous and active 
citizens, who carry responsibility for themselves and society’ (TK 1993/1994, 
23684, nr. 2, 24). In addition, ethnic minorities are expected to orientate towards 
Dutch society. This means that they: 

Have the individual duty to participate in education and the labour market 
and therefore also the duty to exert themselves to learn the Dutch 
language and to acquire basic knowledge of Dutch society … Citizenship 
presupposes that people make their own choices. Therefore, persons from 
ethnic minority groups have to decide for themselves to what extent they 
will keep and possibly further develop their cultural identity. (TK 
1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 25) 

Compared to the political philosophical theories discussed in Chapter 4, this 
policy is most closely related to liberalism. The focus is on individuality, 
freedom and equality; people are free in their personal development and in the 
level of importance that they attach to their cultural identity. The focus on the 
legal aspect of citizenship that comes with liberalism is apparent in the 
document as well, just as the emphasis on tolerance, interpreted as acceptance 
of diversity and equal participation in society: 

Sharing the formal rights and duties that comprise citizenship in this 
society, is not sufficient for the realisation of an integrated society. It is 
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also explicitly about the acceptation of true participation of ethnic 
minorities in society and thus about shared use of the vital social goods 
such as work and income, education and housing. (TK 1993/1994, 23684, 
nr. 2, 50) 

In this document, the government gives a liberal definition of citizenship that 
leaves room for individual identities. All citizens, whether immigrants or native 
Dutch people, are obliged to participate in society, but no moral content of 
citizenship is prescribed. Additionally, the government explicitly embraces a 
multicultural acculturation strategy and expects migrants to apply the 
integration strategy in order to become Dutch citizens. 
 The shift from a minorities policy to an integration policy was supported by 
all political parties in the early 1990s and this notion of citizenship was widely 
accepted. However, the spokesperson of the VVD suggested in the debate on 
the Contourennota that the government should be less afraid to play a moralistic 
role. He also suggested that the government should become more active in 
imparting Dutch norms and values to ethnic minorities (Rijkschroeff, 
Duyvendak, and Pels 2003, 45). In the following years, this call for a moralistic 
government intensified, but in the subsequent integration document, Kansen 
Krijgen, Kansen Pakken, Integratiebeleid 1999–2002 (Getting Opportunities, 
Seizing Opportunities, Integration Policy 1999–2002) (TK 1998/1999, 26333, 
nr. 2), freedom of values was still a key element. The notion of citizenship was 
used twenty-seven times in this document.  
 The government makes explicit that the Netherlands has become a 
multicultural society. It says: 

Integration is about the acknowledgement of the fact that our society has 
become multicultural and that this also has consequences — and more 
fundamentally so — for the democratic constitutional state. A mature 
democracy, as we have, presumes active citizenship. A fundamental norm 
to that is equality and the equal commitment of each and every citizen. 
The primary goal of integration policy is the establishment of active 
citizenship for members of ethnic groups … In the most direct sense, the 
realisation of citizenship occurs in daily life: as inhabitant of a 
neighbourhood, as student of the school, as staff member in a company or 
as entrepreneur in one’s own business, as member of an association, 
customer of a shop and visitor of an event. That is where interaction takes 
place, principally based on equality. This interaction needs to happen in a 
democratic sense, with respect for everyone’s input. (TK 1998/1999, 
26333, nr. 2, 7–8) 

It is clear that active citizenship is the key element in the Kansen Krijgen policy 
document and that citizenship plays a role in encounters between individuals. 
The government expects citizens to participate in society, both on a socio-
economic level by participating in education and on the job market, and on a 
social level by interacting with other people in society. Apparently, the 
government still embraces a liberal, egalitarian view of citizenship, with its 
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focus on equality. The emphasis on the aspect of interactions between citizens 
(and thus on social engagement) is something we have seen in neo-
republicanism. In this policy document, we also see the importance of the 
aspect of tolerance, which also fits both the liberal and neo-republican ideal of 
citizenship.  
 As in the Contourennota, the government stresses the freedom of all Dutch 
citizens to preserve their own (cultural or religious) identity: 

What system of values citizens use to shape and develop their citizenship, 
is their own business, just as much as it is their obligation to assess their 
values against the general valid standards. (TK 1998/1999, 26333, nr. 2, 
8) 

Interestingly, these general valid norms are not specified in the document, so it 
is unclear what they precisely refer to. What the government does say, is that the 
democratic legal order and the basic rights as laid down in the constitution form 
‘the backbone’ of these norms (TK 1998/1999, 26333, nr. 2: 8). It therefore 
seems that, within a broad legal framework, citizens are free to keep their own 
system of values. 
 In terms of the Big Five model of citizenship, the policies of the 1990s 
emphasise both the elements of tolerance and law-abidingness. Furthermore, the 
element of social engagement receives increasingly more attention, which hints 

at a more neo-republican 
interpretation of citizenship. 
The integration documents 
of the 1990s are graphically 
summarised in Figure 5.2. 
 Both documents of the 
1990s contain a passage on 
religion in the public sphere, 
which gives a clear idea of 
the boundaries of religious 
arguments and religious 
expressions in the public 
domain. Both documents 
also explicitly name the 
constitutional state and the 
democratic legal order as 

boundaries of the scope of religious arguments (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 
25; TK 1998/1999, 26333, nr. 2, 51). People are free to express their religious 
values as long as these do not clash with the values that underpin the 
constitution and the laws, such as ‘freedom of expression, the individual’s right 
to self-determination, the equality of men and women, and the separation of 
church and state’ (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 25). Furthermore, the 
government expects the different cultures and religions to enrich society: 

Integration policies 
1990s

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 5.2 Focal points of Dutch citizenship in the 
1990s, according to Dutch integration policies
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It can be expected that the native Dutch part of society immerses itself in 
the norms and values of others and respects them. On the other hand, 
members of minority groups should show an equal interest and respect 
for the norms and values of the different categories of native Dutch 
people and persons from other minority groups. This mutual acceptation 
will lead to a continuing interaction between different norms, which leads 
to a mutual enrichment. (TK 1993/1994, 23684, nr. 2, 25) 

To sum up, the 1990s saw the government defining citizenship as a combination 
of several rights and duties. The government also emphasised the freedom of all 
citizens to keep their own values, as long as these stay within the limits of the 
constitution and the laws. All citizens were allowed to develop their religious 
identity and to express their religious convictions within a broad, legal 
framework. While we have seen in political philosophy that a liberal approach 
to citizenship has led several scholars to frown upon religion, integration 
policies do not seem to follow this trend. On the contrary, these documents 
arguably resemble the neo-republican approach towards the role of religion in 
the public domain, whereby religious citizens are encouraged to bring their 
religious norms and opinions into the public arena. 

5.3 The Ideal of Dutch Citizenship in the Twenty-first Century 
After the turn of the millennium, the government ’s definition of citizenship 
started to change. In the minorities policy of the 1980s and in the two 
integration policies of the 1990s, there had always been a focus on social-
economic participation. It was either the main goal of ‘integration’ (as it was in 
the minorities policy), or it was expected to be an important condition for socio-
cultural involvement (as in the integration policies). Several events have led to 
fundamental changes in the rhetoric on integration. Among these were the 
terrorist attacks in New York, Washington, London and Madrid. It was even 
suggested that of all the countries in Europe, it was the Netherlands that had 
experienced the greatest increase of public suspicion towards Islam as a 
consequence of the terrorist attacks of 9/11 (Prins 2002, 241). There are, 
however, not only international events that have influenced the public debate. 
Tensions have risen on a national level also. The national debate on integration 
that Bolkestein asked for at the beginning of the 1990s, erupted in 2000 after 
Paul Scheffer wrote a notorious article, called The Multicultural Tragedy, 
published in one of the leading national newspapers (Scheffer 2000). In this 
article he argued that ‘the poor integration of ethnic minorities is the result of a 
detached and permissive Dutch policy in respect of minorities, which does not 
confront ethnic minorities sufficiently with the Dutch language, culture and 
history’ (as quoted in Vasta 2007, 725). 
 Although this article has evoked many reactions and the public debate on 
integration had shown signs of change in the approach towards migrants, the 
WRR advised the government in 2001 to maintain a multicultural strategy and 
to aim for integration of migrants:  
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An immigration society with an ever increasing cultural diversity should, 
now and in the future, be mainly directed towards the strengthening of 
the individual empowerment of every individual and not so much on a 
complete cultural adaptation and inclusion of newcomers. The latter is 
unnecessary and perhaps not even desirable, provided that there are 
enough guarantees and instruments for social participation, and provided 
that there is enough space for encounters and exchange. Diversity leading 
to segregation and/or marginalisation of certain groups must be 
prevented. (WRR 2001, 10–11) 

This quotation clearly shows the continuity of the WRR’s perspective. 
Additionally, the WRR was not the only advisory council of the government 
that took this position. The Raad voor het Openbaar Bestuur (ROB, a council 
that advises government and parliament about the functioning of public 
administration) also concluded in 2001: 

If the emphasis of the concept of citizenship is going to be on common 
history, shared values and shared manners, there is above all, the danger 
that the call for a common identity will function as a barrier and as a 
demarcation mechanism, which will preclude people from full 
citizenship. That is why it is necessary, while holding the citizenship ideal 
as being constitutive of identity, not to take the Netherlands as a cultural 
community, but to take it as a political society … What is asked for is 
commitment to the way in which this society shapes itself, structures the 
living together and maintains decisions that have been made … The 
requested identification of citizens with this political community should 
by no means be interpreted as a choice for a national or cultural identity. 
It is not nationalism, patriotism or assimilation that is being asked for, but 
merely a sense of democratic, public responsibility and commitment. 
(ROB 2001, 18–19) 

It thus becomes clear that the research councils that evaluated government 
policy and advised the government on future policies, strongly positioned 
themselves within a multiculturalist and neo-republican strand (also cf. RMO 
2002). Typical neo-republican aspects such as interaction and exchange between 
citizens and the importance of commitment to the political community were 
highlighted. In this respect, they still aimed for integration for citizens of 
minority groups.   
 However, in society and in politics, cracks in the ideal of multiculturalism 
and integration as preferred acculturation strategies started to appear. In the 
same year that the two advisory reports were published, Pim Fortuyn became 
leader of the new political party Leefbaar Nederland (LN, a centrist populist 
movement). After a newspaper interview in which he explicitly called Islam a 
foolish and backward culture (Volkskrant, February 2, 2002), he was forced to 
leave the party. He consequently started his own party, LPF, which participated 
in the campaign leading up to the general elections of May 2002. Fortuyn 



!   PART ONE: PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLITICAL THINKING ON CITIZENSHIP66                

expressed a new opinion on integration and citizenship in the Dutch political 
debate (Pels 2003). In his analysis on the subject, Pels understood Fortuyn’s 
opinion as accepting only migrants who were willing to assimilate as ‘true’ 
citizens. Migrants who wanted to stick to their ‘backward culture’, should be 
treated as outsiders (Pels 2003). Although Fortuyn’s view of integration and 
citizenship also entailed the call for a broad public debate on Dutch values and 
deliberation on the essence of Dutch multicultural society,  he became best 27

known for his critical views on Islam and on the incompatibility of Islam with 
Dutch society.  His provocative style touched a dormant nerve in Dutch society 28

and ushered in a new phase in the integration debate. Although Fortuyn was 
assassinated just before the elections in May 2002, his party celebrated a major 
victory and became member of the governing coalition of the first cabinet 
Balkenende. Fortuyn’s ideas and rhetorical style deeply influenced the political 
and public debates in the Netherlands in the first decades of the 21st century 
(Prins 2002; Vink 2007).   29

 In response to the tumultuous spring of 2002 and the changing public 
attitude towards integration, Jan Marijnissen, the then parliamentary leader of 
the Socialistische Partij (SP, left-wing socialist party), tabled a motion in 
September 2002, in which he stated that integration policy had, to a great 
extent, failed. The motion was accepted and the temporary Parliamentary 
Investigation Committee on Integration Policy (known also after the name of 
the chair as the Blok Commission) was installed. Its task was to investigate the 
effects and coherence of integration policy over the preceding thirty years and 
to offer building blocks for future policy (TK 2003/2004, 28689, nr. 9, 9–10). 
The first cabinet Balkenende also transferred the coordination of integration 

 ‘That the formulation of a multicultural concept has to be a public matter, in which 27

the public and political debate should play an important catalysing role, is evident. Only 
in that way, we can make people aware again of their own identity and create broad 
public support for the definition of that what constitutes a multicultural society made in 
Holland … Obviously, opinions on the content of a multicultural society are normative. 
That does not mean that the debate is moralistic and determined by one normative 
concept thereof. In principle, all opinions are possible and welcome, after which one 
tries to reach a definition that carries as much public support as possible’. (Fortuyn 
1997, 40–41) 

 In his book Tegen de Islamisering van Onze Cultuur: Nederlandse Identiteit als 28

Fundament (Against the Islamisation of Our Culture: Dutch Identity as Foundation), 
Fortuyn points to three main differences between Islamic culture and the ‘Judeo-
Christian-Humanistic culture’ of the Netherlands: the separation of church and state, the 
position of women and homosexuals, and the relation between adults and children 
(Fortuyn 1997).

 Although Prins and Vink both argue that Fortuyn’s opinions were no fundamental 29

break with previous ideas on the problems of cultural diversity, but rather a 
radicalisation of the discourse that had already started a decade earlier, they both 
acknowledge the catalysing effect that he has had on the national debate on 
immigration. 
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policies from the Ministry of Home Affairs to the Ministry of Justice and 
installed a minister for Aliens’ Affairs and Integration. 
 Simultaneously, the political parties started to change their programmes 
concerning integration after the fall of the first cabinet Balkenende, in October 
2002 (Van Meeteren 2005, 72). A new discourse in integration policy became 
visible in the next policy document Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl (Integration 
Policy New Style) (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1). In this document, the word 
‘citizenship’ was used eleven times. Strikingly, the preservation of one’s own 
(cultural or religious group) identity was no longer valued in this document: 

In integration policy there is traditionally much emphasis placed on the 
acceptation of differences between minorities and native Dutch people. 
There is nothing wrong with that, but it was often thought that the 
presence of foreign ethnic groups in society would be a value in itself, an 
enrichment tout court. One then loses sight of the fact that not everything 
that is different is therefore also valuable. By cultivating own cultural 
identities, distances will not be overcome. The unity of our society has to 
be found in what the members have in common, in what they share with 
each other. (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1, 8) 

This excerpt marked the end of the positive understanding of cultural diversity 
and led to a new approach to citizenship in integration policies. In the following 
pages of this document, the government replaced the emphasis on socio-
economic participation as a requirement for good citizenship with a focus on 
socio-cultural adaptation. Although participation was still required, it was no 
longer the main issue. With this change in focus, the umbrella term for the goal 
of integration policy had also changed. Where active citizenship was promoted 
in the 1990s, this new policy stressed shared citizenship, which is explained as 
follows: 

Shared citizenship entails that people speak the Dutch language and abide 
by basic Dutch norms. According to the government, these are norms that 
enable people to be free to shape an independent living according to their 
own perspectives and be able to participate in society. A whole series of 
basic norms is attached to this starting position. To give an exhaustive 
enumeration of these basic norms is not useful given the context of this 
document. It is about such basic things as making an effort to support 
your own life and abiding by valid laws and rules. In between are norms 
like caring for one’s own environment, respecting the physical integrity 
of others — also in marriage, accepting other people’s rights to express 
their own opinion, accepting the sexual preferences of others, and 
equality of women and men. Citizenship also entails the willingness to 
contribute to society: citizenship is participation. It means that inhabitants 
of the country possess the freedom and opportunity to participate in all 
facets of society. (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1, 8–9) 
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 The ideal of good citizenship is thus a combination of active, social 
participation in society and adaptation to certain norms. When comparing this 
policy document to the two documents of the 1990s, we see a clear shift in the 
interpretation of citizenship. The freedom to live one’s own life within a value 
system of one’s own choice has been replaced by a gesturing towards a moral 
value system which all citizens need to abide by. Although the document still 
speaks of ‘living according to their own perspectives’, and still stresses the 
element of participation, the tone of the document clearly differs from the 
policies of the 1990s. Since the precise content of this value system is not made 
explicit, it is hard to define the exact differences with the former policies. 
However, I argue that the enumeration of values prescribed here implies more 
than simply legal norms. The fact that the government presses the acceptance of 
sexual preferences of others, shows the importance of this topic as essential for 
Dutch citizenship. Embedded within this approach is the expectation that all 
Dutch citizens embrace certain progressive values.  
 With this policy document, the government dropped the ideal of 
multiculturalism. Although the policy is still referred to as an ‘integration’ 
policy, the acculturation ideal for migrants has shifted towards assimilation. 
One’s own cultural or religious identity is no longer to be cherished and society 
as a whole is not necessarily enriched by the presence of minority groups. 
Newcomers need to dissolve into the Dutch culture, which is a radical departure 
from previous multicultural approaches. Parallel to the development of this 
policy document, the government initiated a naturalisation policy,  which 30

demanded that certain newcomers who wanted to stay long-term in the 
Netherlands had to have a basic knowledge of the Dutch language and 
elementary knowledge of Dutch society, before they were admitted to the 
Netherlands (TK 2003/2004, 29203, nr. 1, 15).  In order to show that they were 31

qualified to become good Dutch citizens, these newcomers had to pass the 
‘Basic Civic Integration Examination’ at the Dutch embassy. Immigrants could 
prepare for the test by means of a self-study package, which included among 
other things, the integration film Coming to the Netherlands. Later in this 
chapter, I discuss the film as a pivotal channel of government communication 
from which we can deduce a certain picture of citizenship. For now, I argue that 
these new integration and naturalisation policies herald a new phase, reversing 
the order of formal and moral citizenship: 

First one must prove that as a matter of fact one sufficiently knows the 
language and society before one is allowed to have residence here. One 
must first prove to be a good citizen, to be worthy of the rights of 
citizenship, before one can formally require such rights. Initially, there 

 The Wet Inburgering in het Buitenland (Law on Integration Abroad) eventually came 30

into force on March 15, 2006.
 This policy concerns mainly people who want to marry somebody who lives in the 31

Netherlands and applies almost exclusively to people from non-Western countries. More 
details of the requirements can be found at: http://www.indklantdienstwijzer.nl.

http://www.indklantdienstwijzer.nl
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are obligations (civic duties), followed by substantive rights and 
ultimately one may then acquire a formal status like that of nationality. 
(Besselink 2006, 19) 

 A few months after the Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl was presented, the Blok 
Commission presented its final report. The main conclusion of the report was 
summarised by stating that integration of immigrants had been ‘moderately 
successful, notwithstanding government policy’ (as quoted in Entzinger 2006, 
136). The Commission went further and formulated their own definition of 
integration that they believed should steer future policies: 

A person or group is integrated in Dutch society if there is an equal 
juridical position, equal participation on socio-economic areas, 
knowledge of the Dutch language and when common values, norms and 
conduct patterns are respected. Integration is a bilateral process: on the 
one hand, willingness to integrate is expected from newcomers, on the 
other hand, Dutch society has to enable that integration. (TK 2003/2004, 
28689, nr. 9, 105) 

It seems to me that the Commission’s definition is in line with the recent 
changes in integration policy, not only because both emphasise participation and 
equality, but also because they both demand a certain adaptation to Dutch 
culture. However, this excerpt from the Blok Commission also shows a 
remarkable similarity with what we have seen, both in liberal nationalist and in 
neo-republican thinking: all argue that integration is a two-sided process. 
Newcomers need to be willing to integrate in society, and the receiving society 
has to enable that integration and has to be open towards the newcomers. 
 Upon closer examination of the connection between the changes in 
government policies and the trends in political philosophies, we find an 
interesting parallel. Where the liberal interpretation seems the most intuitive and 
serves in both perspectives as a starting point, a ‘communitarian turn’ has taken 
place. The liberal approach is evaluated as being too thin and as 
underestimating the importance of the community. In both perspectives, we thus 
see a shift from liberal egalitarian approaches to more communally focused 
ones, which emphasise participation and adaptation. In government rhetoric, 
however, this communitarian turn is accompanied by a focus on national norms, 
which gestures towards a liberal nationalist interpretation of citizenship. We 
have seen that shared values are asserted, alongside social participation. 
According to Schinkel, the change in government rhetoric that the 
Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl reflected, leads to a moralisation and a 
virtualisation of citizenship. Moralisation implies that citizenship is increasingly 
interpreted in a moral sense, in which it is normatively prescribed what a good 
citizen is. Virtualisation is when citizenship becomes ‘a virtuality (a possible 
but absent actuality in diffuse and shifting moral terms) instead of an actuality 
(a juridical status)’ (Schinkel 2010, 271). 



!   PART ONE: PHILOSOPHICAL AND POLITICAL THINKING ON CITIZENSHIP70                

 When the Dutch film maker Theo van Gogh was murdered in November 
2004, the question of Dutch national identity was firmly reinstated as part of the 
political and social agenda (Eyerman 2008, 140). The murderer appeared to be a 
Muslim fundamentalist who was born and raised in the Netherlands. After the 
murder, mosques and Islamic schools were attacked, and as counter-reactions, 
attempts were made to burn down churches in Amersfoort, Utrecht and 
Rotterdam. Carle observed in his article that ‘many Dutch are now concluding 
that their tradition of tolerance has suppressed an honest reckoning with the 
challenge of integrating conservative Muslims into their society’ (2006, 69). 
 The next integration document, Zorg Dat Je Erbij Hoort! Integratienota 
2007–2011 (Make Sure That You Belong! Integration Document 2007–2011) 
(TK 2007/2008: 31268, nr. 2), has been seen as a break with the then publicly 
existing ‘xenophobia and harshness’ (Schinkel 2010, 270). There are indeed 
signs that with this document, the government tried to return to the policies of 
the 1990s by focusing on active citizenship again, instead of responding to the 
call for a national identity. The fact that the notion of citizenship was used 
eighty-nine times in this documents might be indicative of a kind of revival of 
the ideal of citizenship after a decline in the preceding document. One example 
that hints at this revival and return to earlier policies, is the interpretation of 
active citizenship in the document, which indeed resembles the discourse of the 
1990s: 

Active citizenship comes in many different shapes: participation in 
politics, thinking about improvement of the neighbourhood, participating 
in neighbourhood activities for children, being part of the board of the 
school, being member of a parent-committee, helping with the 
organisation of sports activities or an excursion for children. Active 
citizenship diminishes barriers between groups because it is based on 
shared interests. (TK 2007/2008: 31268, nr. 2, 18) 

This quote suggests that the government has moved from a liberal nationalist 
approach to a neo-republican approach of citizenship. The document 
encourages interaction between citizens and sees political participation as a 
possible element of citizenship. However, the document has many faces. On the 
same page, the government outlines a different interpretation of citizenship: 

Another kind of citizenship consists of the identification with what is 
typically Dutch in our society. The language and history, the constitution 
of the state, the legal order, legislation, the physical structure and the 
position of our country in the world enable this identification. There 
might be disagreement about the question whether the Dutch citizen 
exists; however, Dutch society does have recognisable elements for many 
people … To encourage this type of citizenship also is part of the 
integration program of this government. (TK, 2007/2008, 31268, nr. 2, 
18) 
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The document refers here to a speech that Princess Máxima gave at the 
presentation of the WRR report, entitled Identification with the Netherlands, 
where she said that the Dutch person does not exist. Her statement met with 
fierce criticism in both the public and the political debate, although it was just 
one of the main conclusions of the report. In the report, the WRR argued that 
the government should not draw up a blueprint for Dutch identity, but should 
instead nourish and encourage several routes for identification with the 
Netherlands.  
 The WRR distinguished three processes of identification: functional, 
normative and emotional identification. Functional identification occurs when 
people are functionally connected to each other; in their school, job or daily 
urban life. Normative identification refers to identification with norms and 
values in society. The research council explicitly states that this domain refers to 
the opportunities that people have to keep and put forward their own values in 
the public and political domain. According to the council, ‘it is important that 
minority groups and individuals can also bring their norms into the public 
arena, because the unilateral focus in policy and in the public debate on 
adjusting to the norm can have counterproductive effects’ (WRR 2007, 15). 
Emotional identification as a third process, refers to senses of belonging. 
According to the WRR, emotional identification has been placed too much in 
the foreground. The research council made the suggestion of opening up the 
possibilities for functional and normative identification, instead of solely 
focusing on shared identity or emotional identification.  
 The above excerpt from the Zorg Dat Je Erbij Hoort policy document shows 
that the government demanded that its citizens adapt to national characteristics, 
thereby rejecting the advice of the council. Scholten (2011) remarked that, 
during the early integration policies, social research had a direct role in the 
depoliticised process of policy-making. Nowadays, there is political primacy in 
this process and policy-makers apply a highly selective approach with regard to 
research. While several research councils suggest that integration should not be 
replaced by assimilation, integration policies expect citizens to identify with so-
called ‘typically Dutch elements’. This entails a normative interpretation of 
citizenship with a focus on a certain prescribed normative and emotional 
identification. The ideal of the preservation of one’s own (cultural or religious 
group) identity, which the Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl of 2003 seemed to have 
left behind, has indeed disappeared. From the early 21st century onwards, 
migrants are expected to follow an assimilation strategy, and it seems to me that 
the multicultural idea has been permanently replaced by the idea of a melting 
pot, in which the Dutch culture is the binding factor. The liberal nationalist label 
of the Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl document is thus also applicable here. 
 The disagreement between the integration documents on the one hand, and 
advisory reports on the other, occurs again during the time when the most recent 
integration document was presented, in spring 2011. In May of that year, the 
Raad voor Maatschappelijke Ontwikkeling (RMO, a council that advises 
government and parliament concerning participation and social relations in the 
Netherlands) published a report on migration politics, where they repeatedly 
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stressed that the government should not demand cultural adaptation of its 
citizens: 

For the sake of freedom and variation in society, the government should 
— other than is now the case — abstain from putting cultural demands on 
newcomers … The neutrality of the state towards its citizens is under 
scrutiny if the state demands cultural adaptation of new migrants. 
Recognition of the freedom and self-determination of individuals means, 
after all, acceptance of the socio-cultural and religious diversity of the 
society they are a part of. This asks of the state a large amount of 
diffidence towards cultural habits and community building. The state 
should not prescribe how people live their lives and what values they 
pursue, as long as these stay within the limits of the democratic legal 
order. The government should thus refrain from a cultural interpretation 
of civic values. (RMO 2011, 35/43) 

One month after the publication of this advisory report, the government 
presented the new integration policy document, Integratie, Binding, 
Burgerschap (Integration, Association, Citizenship) (TK 2010/2011, 32824, nr. 
1). Contrary to the advice of the RMO, the document particularly stressed the 
continuity of Dutch values, institutions and habits, articulating that immigrants 
were expected to ‘learn to live in, adapt to, and comply with’ Dutch society (TK 
2010/2011, 32824, nr. 1, 5). While Scholten’s analysis only covered the frame 
shifts until 2004, we now see that the trend has set in: the government continues 
to neglect the advice of research councils when it comes to integration policy.  
 In the Integratie, Binding, Burgerschap policy document, the term 
‘citizenship’ is only used twenty-three times, which might be indicative of a 
smaller focus on the ideal of the good citizen, compared to the Zorg Dat Je 
Erbij Hoort document. Nonetheless, this document stresses that all citizens 
should ‘be’ Dutch in a cultural sense. The following quotation shows the 
interpretation of the government concerning the keynotes of Dutch society: 

The keynotes that determine social life in the Netherlands are historically 
based and form landmarks that are shared by many of the Dutch and 
cannot be sacrificed. This is not only about achievements and key values 
that form the Dutch constitutional state, but also about more historically 
or culturally determined landmarks, such as the Dutch language, 
monuments or architectural features or unwritten manners and codes of 
conduct that have developed over time and that are more or less 
prominent depending on the situation. (TK 2010/2011, 32824, nr. 1, 5) 

This policy again abandons the idea that citizens are free to maintain their own 
cultural or religious identity. Citizens are expected to accept Dutch values and 
habits. It is clear that this policy fits within a liberal nationalist framework, with 
its emphasis on national identification.  
 In sum, the government rhetoric on the notion of citizenship in integration 
policies changed after the turn of the millennium. According to Prior and Barnes 
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(2009), the government has recently started to act as a gatekeeper, determining 
which forms of behaviour count as good citizenship and which do not match the 
criteria. A dialogue with and between citizens about important values, and about 
conditions for living together — as certain political philosophical positions 
advocate — is made redundant.  
 Verhoeven and Ham 
(2010) point to the danger 
of moral blindness and 
instrumental suppression by 
the government’s gate-
keeper role. By acting this 
way, the government is 
blind to other possible 
forms of good citizenship 
and demands uniformity of 
its citizens. A good Dutch 
citizen is expected to be 
law-abiding, to participate 
actively in society, and to 
adapt and assimilate to 
Dutch culture. (See Figure 
5.3) 

5.3.1 ‘Coming to the Netherlands’ 
I now turn to a different type of government rhetoric in order to show how the 
government communicates its view on citizenship and integration to 
newcomers. This rhetoric comes in the form of the integration film Coming to 
the Netherlands, part of the self-study package immigrants use to prepare 
themselves for the integration examination. According to the website of this 
education programme, the film shows ‘how people in the Netherlands live, how 
they interact with each other and what customs they have. The film also covers 
a number of practical matters which will be useful to know when you are living 
in the Netherlands’ (http://www.naarnederland.nl). The film is divided in seven 
substantive parts, which I will analyse in order to ascertain what the government 
expects from her citizens and which values are implicitly or explicitly put 
forward.  

Geography and Housing  
In the first section of the film, the government shows the geographical situation 
and housing possibilities in the Netherlands. Even though these topics are 
‘facts’ about the Netherlands, the selection of images and people shows that the 
film is not objective in presenting these facts. Even more surprising, the film 
seems to be aimed at discouraging immigration. In the six-minute section about 
housing, for example, the first four minutes are devoted entirely to housing for 
poor people, and shows the mainly negative aspects of these housing 

Integration policies 
2000s

Social Engagement
Political Engagement
Law-Abdidingness
Tolerance
Shared Identity

Figure 5.3 Focal points of Dutch integration 
policies concerning citizenship after the turn of the 
millennium
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possibilities. It summarises the problems in multicultural areas and features a 
migrant family living in a small apartment, which is about to be demolished. 
The father of the family elucidates upon his situation: ‘If people from abroad 
are planning to come here, I would say, “think hard about what you are doing. 
What you are letting yourself in for.” If I was thirty or twenty-five now, I 
wouldn’t leave my country and come here. I would stay in my own country. 
Really.’Although the last two minutes of the housing section feature two 
families who are happy to be in the Netherlands, this first interview reflects a 
negative attitude towards immigration in general.  

History 
In the section about Dutch history, a selection of historical facts and events is 
presented. This obviously reflects normative choices made by the filmmakers 
and it is important to look at the selections that the filmmakers made regarding 
recent history. The section which deals with the twentieth century is mainly 
devoted to the Second World War, although other events, such as the 
‘schoolstrijd’,  the emergence of social laws, and the increase of democratic 32

power (both for men and women) are briefly mentioned. The filmmakers also 
mention post war prosperity and the emergence of the welfare state as factors 
that sparked the desire for more freedom in the Netherlands. The younger 
generation wanted to live a more liberated life and become more independent 
from both their parents and the church. Secularisation and the sexual revolution 
are presented as expressions of the increasing demand for individual freedom in 
the 1960s and 1970s. At the same time, many foreigners came to the 
Netherlands, due to the growth of prosperity, the changing of industries and the 
independency of the Dutch colonies. Most of them were either guest workers or 
colonial migrants. This part of the film ends with the current situation. The film 
states that there are 16 million inhabitants, many of whom are born abroad. It is 
also mentioned in the film that protests against the number of foreigners have 
started to grow, and that the relation between the various communities in society 
has become more strained. Due to terrorist attacks, tensions in society and in 
politics have increased. Yet, the film concludes on a positive note, discerning 
that, ‘the Netherlands is still developing into a prosperous small country within 
a constantly growing European Union’. 

The Dutch Language and How to Learn It 
The section about the Dutch language begins with emphasising the importance 
of learning the Dutch language (as soon as possible). Several people in the film 
relate why it is so important to learn Dutch when arriving in the Netherlands: 

 The ‘schoolstrijd’ (school struggle) was a conflict over the equalisation of public 32

financing for religious schools, which ran from the second half of the nineteenth century 
until 1917. In 1917, financial equalisation was laid down in Article 23 of the 
Constitution. This article states that both religious and public schools receive equal 
public financing.  
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At home, you can speak whatever language you like. But as soon as you 
step outside the door, you have to take into account that you have to 
communicate with other people. Because otherwise, there is a real danger 
that you’ll prefer living with people of your own community. But that 
doesn’t help you to integrate … You don’t learn the language only by 
taking classes. You learn it by talking to other people, so you need to be 
actively involved with other people. You need to make contact … In 
Holland you are not going to be successful if you don’t learn the 
language. 

Here again, we see that learning the language is not only important, but takes 
priority over all other integration tasks. The link between language and good 
citizenship becomes even more emphatic when the film shows the example of 
an immigrant who does voluntary service work in order to learn the language. 
Implicitly, there is the value of being a good citizen when doing voluntary 
service work. The picture of a good citizen as an active person, participating in 
society, is given added weight when it is explained what kind of work the 
volunteer does. In this case, he works in a project with school children, keeping 
the neighbourhood clean. The image of the good, active citizen who takes care 
of himself, others and the environment, is clearly present. 
 The picture of the good citizen is again accentuated when the Dutch customs 
are explained. The choices that are made in this section give some idea about 
what the filmmakers thought important to know and accept when you come to 
the Netherlands as a foreigner. The voice over narrates the following about 
these Dutch customs: 

A good example of the Dutch culture is the tradition of keeping the 
curtains open. This is to let everyone know that you have nothing to hide 
… People usually make appointments before visiting one another. You 
also don’t normally go to a birthday party unless you are invited. 
Birthdays are very important to the Dutch. As are birthday presents. 
Don’t just congratulate the person whose birthday it is, congratulate 
everyone. Don’t be surprised if you see a man standing at the cooker with 
an apron on, because in many families the men and women fulfil the 
same roles. Dutch people are often very direct. Household pets are part of 
the family too. People don’t make a fuss about nudity. Dutch people like 
to discuss things in such a way that everyone eventually gets his or her 
way. So that in the end everyone goes home contented. It is also a Dutch 
tradition to be as noisy as possible, and to take as long as possible about 
saying goodbye. 

The film follows a migrant in all these situations, who performs the acts that the 
voice over mentions. The man performs all the ‘customs’ with either a neutral 
face or with a (sometimes ironic) smile after shortly acting surprised. However, 
when it is stated that Dutch people do not make a fuss about nudity, the film 
shows a scene in which the man is shown holiday pictures of the family he is 
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visiting. They show him a picture of a woman in bikini. In that scene, the man 
does not react neutral or with a smile; he explicitly sighs in resignation. 

Education and Parenting 
In the section on education and parenting, the viewer is told how parents treat 
their children in the Netherlands and also what is expected from them in the 
upbringing of their children. The most important element the film underlines is 
that parents should positively stimulate their children. One of the actors in the 
film reiterates this idea, ‘when you are showing your children that learning is 
fun and important, you are giving them a good example’. According to the film, 
parents are primarily responsible for the upbringing of their children, not the 
school. Parents are expected to be actively involved in what their children do at 
school. 
 The film once more stresses the importance of learning the Dutch language. 
It is suggested that parents and children watch Dutch television together, that 
daycare can be a good way to learn the language, and that it would be good if 
children with immigrant parents play with Dutch children. Furthermore, 
interacting and playing between parents and children is valued. However, the 
film also states that rules are important for children too. Another quote from this 
section comes from a Dutch mother, who points out that she ‘would never hit 
the children, but they do need to stick to the rules of the house’. 
 The Dutch school system is explained in this section. The most important 
element for my research is when the film explains that there is freedom of 
education, which means that there is no state education. In addition, there are 
schools providing education with a religious foundation, and schools providing 
education without that religious foundation and parents may choose which 
school to send their children to. According to the film, whatever school the 
parents choose, children are always taught to take an active role and to form 
their own opinion. The film states that children, although they are not obliged to 
attend school after the age of 16, are advised to stay in school until they have a 
diploma. Here the image of the good citizen resurfaces. Furthermore, 
immediately after offering this advice, the film shows what can happen when 
children do not go to school. The film explains that some children drop out of 
school, because: 

They are not coping well with the differences between their upbringings 
at home, the way lessons are given at school and how they interact with 
friends on the street. If they don’t have a diploma, they are usually unable 
to get work. But to get their hands on some money, they may steal or deal 
in drugs. 

After this doomsday scenario, the film again emphasises that (as parents) you 
can guide your child so that, in cooperation with the school, you give your child 
a happy future. These scenes clearly show a picture of the good citizen as 
someone who participates actively in society, who is law-abiding and socially 
engaged. What is alarming, is that the film makes a leap from integration 
problems to criminality, without a great deal in between. 
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Health Care & Work and Income 
In the section about health care, there is no implicit or explicit reference to the 
good citizen. The filmmakers only intended to educate the audience about the 
rules and regulations of the health care system. In the section about work and 
income, however, a clear interpretation of good citizenship is presented. Having 
a job in the Netherlands is very important. As advice for newcomers, the film 
advocates finding a job as soon as possible. This will not only provide them 
with an income, but will also enable them to learn the language faster and to get 
to know other people: ‘If you work, you are part of it all, people will take you 
seriously.’ The film points out that this counts not only for men, but also for 
women. It is equally important that women are mobile, speak the language and 
are emancipated: ‘when a woman is emancipated, everyone will gain by that: 
her family, her husband, and society’. 
 According to the film, it is more difficult for migrants to find work than for 
Dutch people, because there are often non-written rules at work, which are 
unknown to migrants. In the film, a couple of examples about non-written rules 
at a job interview are given: 

It is important to turn up exactly on time for a job interview. And it is 
important that you look smart. And you should introduce yourself as soon 
as you come in. You should look people in the eye. If you don’t do that, 
people think you are not interested. Making phone calls during a job 
interview is just asking for trouble. 

The conclusion is that ‘migrants have to perform better if they want to break 
through prejudices and win an employer’s trust’. Even though this may not 
seem encouraging, the film shows an example of a successful female migrant. 

Politics and the Constitution 
The section about politics and the constitution is the most relevant in regard to 
the relation between religion and citizenship and has evoked many reactions. 
After introducing the political system as a parliamentary democracy and 
explaining the three powers of government,  the relation between the 33

government, parliament and queen is explained further. After that, the makers 
elaborate on article one of the constitution. The text of the constitution is the 
following: 

All persons in the Netherlands shall be treated equally in equal 
circumstances. Discrimination on the grounds of religion, belief, political 
opinion, race or sex or on any other grounds whatsoever shall not be 
permitted. (http://www.denederlandsegrondwet.nl) 

 The three powers of the government are legislative power, executive power and 33

judicial power.
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The film goes into detail about what this text means. It is explained that 
everyone in the Netherlands has equal rights. The film also states that this 
equality means that people have a great deal of freedom, but that there are also 
limits to this freedom. It is said that: 

Women have the same rights as men, women and men are equal … 
Women and men have the right to live with, or marry the partner of their 
own choice. Homosexual couples can also get married. The constitution 
states that the church and the state are separate. So there is no state 
religion. There is freedom of religion. This means that everyone in 
Holland has the right to practice his or her own religion, which means 
everyone needs to have respect for all the other religions … The 
constitution states that men and women are equal. So it is against the law 
and punishable to discriminate against women. It is against the law to 
discriminate against either men of women because they are homosexual. 
And if you discriminate against a man of woman because they have 
another religion, that too is punishable according to the Dutch 
constitution.  

 From the legal framework of the constitution, the filmmakers derive the need 
for a moral stance of showing respect towards other creeds. The filmmakers not 
only mention that discrimination against other religions is forbidden, but also 
that everyone should respect other religions. Aside from these examples, they 
name certain other instances in which clashes of ‘virtues’ are punishable on the 
basis of article one of the constitution. These include honour killing, possession 
of weapons, female circumcision, and domestic abuse. This section of the film 
ends with an explicit call for good citizenship, claiming that, ‘the law cannot 
prevent punishable offences from being committed in the Netherlands. But as a 
citizen you have the duty and the right to do something about it’. The film thus 
aligns itself with the recent trends in integration policies and portrays the good 
citizen as an actively engaging, Dutch speaking, and culturally adapted person. 

Two Versions of the Film 
For the scope of my research, it is interesting to know that there are two 
versions of the film: an abridged and an unabridged version.  In the abridged 34

version, three scenes are removed: a scene in which a gay couple is kissing, a 
scene with a topless woman on the beach, and a fragment showing a pop 
concert. The website of the film explains the reasons why there are two 
versions:  

 Interestingly, the website titles these versions ‘edited’ and ‘unedited’ in English, and 34

‘gekuist’ and ‘ongekuist’ in Dutch. This reflects a difference, as the Dutch word 
‘gekuist’ can be translated as ‘cleaned’ or ‘expurgated’, which is rather different from 
‘edited’. Most interestingly, the Dutch word ‘gekuist’ also has a sexual connotation.
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In the Netherlands, some things are allowed which may not be permitted 
in other countries. For example, women can walk around on the beach 
without very much clothing. People are allowed to express themselves 
freely: they may declare themselves to be homosexual, for example. The 
film includes scenes of these very typical aspects of Dutch life. In some 
countries, however, it is illegal to possess a film showing this type of 
image. A special edited version has therefore been made with the 
forbidden scenes removed. This version nevertheless includes a full 
description of Dutch customs and attitudes. (http://www.naar 
nederland.nl) 

There has been quite a stir about the minister authorising an abridged version 
for some countries. Reactions on several internet fora  and also from gay 35

interest communities and the political lobby group Buitenlandse Partner 
(Foreign Partner) have mainly focused on the question of whether the minister 
diminished the value of these Dutch traditions or values. Van Wanrooij, the 
president of the Dutch LGBT–federation, writes: 

People who want to move to the Netherlands need to be fully informed 
about the valid norms and values in the Netherlands. To obscure 
homosexuals and their rights is to deny publicly the tolerant Dutch 
identity towards homosexuals. (http://www.hlbf.nl) 

It seems to me that Van Wanrooij saw the acceptance of homosexuality as an 
essential part of Dutch identity and interpreted the abridged version as a denial 
of that part of Dutch identity. Another reaction, quoted on several websites and 
online fora, interpreted precisely the depiction of these specific scenes as 
provocation towards immigrants:   

With this film, the Netherlands want to test whether the would-be 
immigrants are ready for the liberal Dutch culture. If they don’t like the 
film, they’d better quit their request for naturalisation. (http://
www.buitenlandsepartner.nl, http://www.maroc.nl, http://www.hln.be) 

Both types of reactions reinforce the argument that these removed parts reflect 
essential values of Dutch society.  
 A similar argument can be found in the questions that are asked in 
parliament. The spokesperson of the Partij voor de Arbeid (PvdA, the social 
democratic labour party) has argued that the authorisation of this abridged 
version undermines the goal of integration policy. He stated that the project of 
naturalisation is meant to enable immigrants to learn the typical Dutch customs 
and that this abridged version especially denied the images that are so typical 
for Dutch or Western society: 

 e.g. http://www.maroc.nl, http://www.forum.fok.nl. 35
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The whole project of civic integration abroad is supposed to educate 
people who choose for a future in the Netherlands on what I will call, the 
odd Dutch society, which I personally like so much. But now we make a 
film in which a couple of those oddities that I so much like are removed. 
What is left then of our identity? Especially when it comes to these kinds 
of issues, which are alien to people from very different cultures. One has 
to come to terms with the fact that they could be confronted with a nudist 
beach. Yet, we remove that from the film. These are precisely some of the 
more typical elements of the Netherlands or of Western society that 
people need to have knowledge of. (Dijsselbloem in TK 2004/2005, 
Handelingen, nr. 62)  

The spokesperson of GroenLinks (GL, the green left-wing party) also asked 
questions about the abridged version and wondered whether minister Verdonk 
had considered solutions other than censorship in order to show newcomers the 
Dutch liberal approach towards sexuality (Azough, in TK 2004/2005, 
Handelingen, nr. 62). According to the minister, however, authorising this 
abridged version was necessary to ensure safety for the newcomers in their 
country of origin. Furthermore, she argued that immigrants could always watch 
the unabridged version at the embassy. According to her, the immigrants can 
choose for themselves whether they only want to see the abridged version (at 
the risk of not knowing the answers to one or two questions in the exam) or to 
go to the embassy and see the unabridged version. 
 In addition to these reactions on the internet and in parliament, we must 
include the reactions from Christian perspectives. For example, the Dutch 
theologian Karel Steenbrink expected the film to cause trouble with Muslims, 
saying: ‘It is not a careful way to welcome people to the Netherlands. Minister 
Verdonk has very radical ideas’ (http://www.buitenlandsepartner.nl). The leader 
of the SGP also thought that newcomers should not be forced to take notice of 
the removed images of the abridged version:  
  

No one is less Dutch if he does not want to go to a nudist beach or does 
not want to be confronted with topless tanning. It is normal that people 
are not forced to take notice of these kinds of images. (Van der Staaij in 
TK 2004/2005, Handelingen, nr. 62) 

So here we see that a religiously inspired evaluation of the removed scenes is 
different from the other reactions we have seen. Their reaction questions the 
‘Dutchness’ that is presented in the film, which leads to the topic of the relation 
between religion and citizenship. I will now turn to government opinions on the 
public role of religion in order to answer the question: to what extent have the 
changes in interpretations of citizenship led to changing attitudes towards the 
public role of religion? 
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5.3.2 The Public Role of Religion 
In the policy documents of the last decade, the role of religion has been treated 
differently than in the earlier documents of the 1990. First of all, in all three 
aforementioned policy documents (Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl, Zorg Dat Je 
Erbij Hoort and Integratie, Binding, Burgerschap), the idea of different cultures 
and religions as an enrichment for society has disappeared. The question then 
arises as to how these documents have treated the differences in religions and 
their variety of values. Different answers to this question can be deduced from 
the (evaluation of the) film and the policy documents. In examining the 
reactions to the film, we have seen that several prominent Christians have 
argued that the removed elements are not widely accepted within religious 
communities. In contrast, spokespersons from several progressive parties and 
interest communities have emphasised that newcomers must know about and 
accept the ‘typical Dutch elements’ that have been removed in the abridged 
version. It seems to me that the reactions from the latter imply that more 
orthodox religious views — whether Islamic or Christian — are regarded as 
unacceptable in Dutch society.  
 When we come to the policy documents of the last decade, one of the most 
striking elements is the emphasis on Islam. In the 1990s, Islam hardly played a 
role of interest in policy documents, whereas nowadays it is a major topic (Van 
Meeteren 2005, 18). The words Islam and Muslim were used only once in the 
two documents of the 1990s, but in the last three documents , they were used 36

one hundred and forty-eight times. Interesting in this respect is the fact that 
during the creation of the last integration document, Integratie, Binding, 
Burgerschap, the Netherlands was governed by a minority government 
supported by the Partij voor de Vrijheid (PVV, a nationalist party well-known 
for its anti-Islam and anti-immigration position), led by Geert Wilders. The 
opening sentence of the declaration at the presentation of the government 
agreement describes the different opinions on Islam by the three parties. The 
Liberals and Christian democrats characterised Islam as being a religion, 
whereas the PVV considered Islam to be a (political) ideology. The three parties 
declared that they would accept this disagreement and act according to their 
own opinion on this matter (Gedoogakkoord 2010, 20).  
 Another interesting element with regard to this focus on Islam, is the fact 
that the terms ‘Muslim’ and ‘Islam’ are often used in a negative or suggestive 
way in the policy documents: 

It has to be acknowledged that there are foreign Dutch people who 
withdraw into their own ethnic circle and belief, more or less with their 
back to society. This group affirms native Dutch people in the idea that 
Islam is incompatible with modern society. (TK 2007/2008, 31268, nr. 2, 
4, emphasis added) 

 Integratiebeleid Nieuwe Stijl, Zorg Dat Je Erbij Hoort and Integratie, Binding, 36

Burgerschap
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The equation of Islam with foreign Dutch people who withdraw from society is 
remarkable. It is exemplary for the negative attitude towards Islam in 
contemporary Dutch society. Van Bruinessen, a Dutch scholar of Islam, 
observed that Dutch people ‘insist that Muslims have to distance themselves 
from Islam in order to be admitted’ to society (Van Bruinessen 2006, 21). This 
negative approach towards Islam might also have implications for the 
acceptance of other religious groups in society. It is interesting to see that 
whenever the recent integration policies discuss religion in general, they almost 
always refer to Islam: 

The cabinet absolutely does not want to meddle with the content of 
religions, but does want to stay in contact with all branches within the 
Muslim community that abide by the law. It is important in that respect 
that these organisations are representative, both regarding the 
representation of women and young people, as regarding the diversity of 
different movements.  (TK 2007/2008, 31268, nr. 2, 16, emphasis 37

added) 

What this quotation reveals is that the government puts limits on the public role 
of all religions and expects them to be representative. Being representative, 
however, goes beyond the borders of the constitution and the democratic legal 
order. These conditions reflect a more concrete normative stance of the 
government. In the reactions to the abridged version of the integration film, we 
have also seen that both constitutional rights and very specific Dutch values or 
customs are put forward as essential for Dutch society. Everyone in the 
Netherlands should accept these values, although this seems to exclude more 
orthodox religious views. So here we see that the view of the good citizen who 
adopts Dutch values, also has implications for religions in the public or political 
domain. In the 1990s, religious convictions could be publicly expressed, as long 
as these expressions stayed within the boundaries of a broad legal framework. 
In contemporary policies however, there are more criteria that religions need to 
satisfy in order to be accepted. They have to comply with liberal, progressive 
values, which are deemed crucial for the Dutch identity. 

 It is interesting to note that this policy excerpt, in which Muslim organisations are 37

addressed, has also had implications for the SGP, who excluded women from their party 
ballot list. The critical approach towards Islam has thus impact on other religious groups 
as well.



6. COMPARING TWO PERSPECTIVES: CONVERGING LINES, 
DIVERGING TRENDS 

In the previous two chapters, we have seen that the trends in integration policies 
do not run parallel to the trends in political philosophies, although several lines 
of thought are similar in the two perspectives. In this chapter, I want to explore 
this comparison further by analysing these converging lines and diverging 
trends in the understanding of the notion of citizenship and with regard to the 
understanding of the relation between religion and citizenship. 

6.1 Similarity and Discrepancies 
Liberalism has inspired the subsequent development of other philosophical 
ideas. The three political traditions of communitarianism, neo-republicanism 
and liberal nationalism arose in response to liberalism. The liberal approach was 
generally evaluated as being too thin, and consequently, a ‘communitarian turn’ 
took place, in which the three positions formulated complementary demands of 
citizens. I call this a communitarian turn, because the other three traditions have 
all focused more on the aspect of community than liberalism (which focuses on 
the individual). 
 We have seen a similar trend in government policies, in which major 
framework shifts have occurred (Boshuizen 2006; Fermin 1999; Rijkschroeff, 
Duyvendak, and Pels 2003). The main shift arose around the turn of the 
millennium, when prominent politicians and publicists touched upon the 
(formerly dormant) societal unease concerning migration, the emergence of 
Islam as new religion in the Netherlands, and the question of Dutch identity. 
From then on, the political discourse on citizenship in integration policy 
changed. Later integration policies left the liberal ideal of individual freedom 
and focused increasingly on a shared national community. This line of 
reasoning, in which a thin notion of citizenship is replaced by a thicker notion 
and where the community plays an important role, is thus similarly present in 
both perspectives. 
 However, when I take a closer look at the interpretation of citizenship, 
focusing on questions around integration, assimilation and the balance between 
majority and minority culture, the conclusion must be that policy documents 
appear to be in line with liberal nationalism, while in fact, they go even further 
than the liberal nationalist demand for a shared national identity in that they 
demand one-sided adaptation. I argue that the notion of citizenship that the 
government puts forward in the later integration policies is not derived from the 
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vocabulary of political philosophies, nor does it follow the recommendations of 
advisory research councils. Where do these differences come from and how can 
they be explained? I have distinguished three dimensions in which 
discrepancies occurred: 

• uniformity versus diversity  
• the content of citizenship: legal, political, social, identity-related 
• top-down versus bottom-up shaping of national good citizenship 

The first discrepancy occurs in the dimension of uniformity versus diversity. Do 
good citizens need to display some uniformity or shared identity, or can they be 
individuals with their own and diverse ways of living and their own conceptions 
of the good? The content of citizenship is the second dimension. This can be a 
legal status, it can concern social participation or the political role of citizens, or 
can be more about identification with a (national) culture. The third dimension 
is that of a top-down versus a bottom-up shaping of (a concept of) good 
citizenship. Is good citizenship something that is created and developed in a 
discursive process between individuals, or should governments have an active 
role in the definition and development of good citizens?  
 In regards to the first dimension, both liberalism and neo-republicanism 
highlight the importance of diversity and individuality, whereas 
communitarianism and liberal nationalism seem to focus more on uniformity. 
According to Van Gunsteren (2008), the stimulation of uniformity of citizens 
reduces the possibilities for citizens to act differently from the mainstream, 
whereas a dynamic society needs headstrong people and therefore less 
uniformity. Nonetheless, communitarians and liberal nationalists have 
emphasised the sense of belonging to and identifying with a community in order 
to foster trust and solidarity. Within political philosophies, there is thus no clear 
consensus about this first dimension.  
 If we examine the integration policies, we discover that focus has moved 
from individuality and the appreciation of diversity (in the 1990s documents) to 
homogeneity and uniformity of Dutch citizens (after the turn of the 
millennium). The growing emphasis on uniformity of Dutch citizenship is also 
noticed by Duyvendak, Pels, and Rijkschroeff (2005). They argue that the fact 
that national culture receives so much attention in politics cannot be explained 
by the (traditional) Dutch appreciation of multiculturalism. On the contrary, the 
Dutch majority population has become more homogeneous and uniform in the 
last decades. This has created a value gap between the majority population and 
cultural minorities, which in turn has led to a change in integration policy. The 
Dutch government expects a greater level of assimilation with progressive 
values from her citizens and moves towards a more uniform conception of what 
it means to be a good citizen (Vasta 2007).  
 Concerning the second dimension, we have seen that the three political 
theories differ in their opinion about the importance of the elements that 
constitute (national) citizenship. Liberalism prioritises the legal status of 
citizens and stresses the importance of the freedom and equality of citizens, 
which prompts a focus on law-abidingness and tolerance. Communitarianism 
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has focused on the social and identity-related elements of citizenship, by stating 
that citizens are always part of a community that is constitutive of their 
identities. Neo-republicanism has accentuated the political and social aspect of 
citizenship and stresses the importance of interactions between individuals in 
shaping a general conception of good citizenship. Since neo-republicanism 
takes plurality as a starting point and emphasises interactions between citizens, 
tolerance is also an essential element in this perspective. Liberal nationalists 
focus — just like communitarians — on the social and identity-related elements 
of citizenship. They agree with communitarians over the fact that citizenship 
entails identification with the community, only they focus on a different level of 
community. Instead of asserting the primacy of small and tight-knit 
communities, liberal nationalists maintain that citizens should feel a sense of 
belonging to the nation, thus giving priority to the national culture and state.   
 In integration policies, we have seen clear shifts on this second dimension as 
well. Where the policy documents focused on the legal, egalitarian and social 
aspect of citizenship in the 1990s documents, the focus of later documents has 
been on an emotional identification with the ‘typical Dutch culture’. Although 
the content of this national culture is ill-defined, the suggestion is that the ‘basic 
Dutch norms’ or the ‘typically Dutch elements’ point to more than simply legal 
norms. The integration film which articulated specific Dutch values and 
traditions, reinforces this suggestion. Identification with the national culture is 
required in order to be considered a good citizen. Linked to this concept is the 
fact that although multiculturalism was an ideal in the 1990s, the existence of 
different value systems is no longer considered to be an enrichment for society. 
The idea that both migrants and society have duties in the integration process 
disappeared in the policies after the turn of the millennium. In the words of Van 
Bruinessen: ‘The notion that integration demands adaptations from both sides 
appears to be submerged’ (Van Bruinessen 2006, 21, emphasis added).  
 It thus seems to me that, although the later policies clearly display liberal 
nationalist elements, they diverge from liberal nationalism regarding the 
reciprocal nature of carrying the burden of integration. As we saw, Miller 
argued that the integration process cannot be painless on both sides. This 
balance of demands and adaptations, that even academic liberal nationalists 
have noticed, is not at all visible in the later integration documents. There are no 
restrictions or burdens on the side of majority culture in the integration policies. 
At most, one can discern a fear for the loss of national identity, which needs to 
be prevented through demanding adaptation from newcomers. 
 This leads me to the third dimension, and the discrepancy between the levels 
in thinking about, a top-down versus a bottom-up approach of good citizenship. 
The first three political philosophical traditions that I have discussed, start from 
markedly different perspectives, but tend to move towards common ground 
when it comes to the shaping of citizenship. I propose that liberalism, 
communitarianism and neo-republicanism have come to an agreement over the 
value of a discursive process in the development of a concept of good 
citizenship. Instead of imposing a specific interpretation of what constitutes the 
good citizen, they have argued that citizens need to interact with each other, 
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exchange reasons, which might eventually lead to a certain kind of consensus. 
Liberal nationalism seems to be the odd one out as it focuses on the necessity of 
adapting to the national culture, which means that all citizens must speak a 
common language and embrace the societal culture. However, as said before, 
liberal nationalists do not expect the national identity to be a static and fixed 
entity that can be imposed on newcomers without any effort. As Miller said, the 
national identity needs to be ‘thinned down’ in order to be open towards 
minority groups (Miller 2000: 36). Consequently, governments cannot 
implement a complete cultural identity on its citizens from the top-down.  
 Nonetheless, the trends in integration policies do show a shift towards top-
down implementation of the ideals of good citizenship. While in the 1990s, the 
liberal approach to citizenship left room for individual identities, integration 
policies have increasingly demanded adaptation to an — admittedly ill-defined 
— national identity. The freedom to preserve one’s religious or cultural identity 
and to define one’s own citizenship has been replaced by a top-down gesturing 
towards a specific interpretation of citizenship.  
 We thus see the government’s interpretation of citizenship move away from 
the trends in political philosophies and research council recommendations with 
regard to this third dimension. This is compelling, because one might expect 
that the normative discussions within political philosophy would reverberate in 
government policies. Prominent academics are often members of advisory 
councils, through which these discussions can be passed on to policy 
implementations. The fact that this has not happened in recent integration 
policies, supports Scholten’s analysis (2011), where he argued that policy-
making had become an increasingly politicised process after the turn of the 
millennium.  
 Perhaps this divergence from normative political philosophical discussions 
and other scholarly insights is related to changes in the political landscape in the 
Netherlands over the past decades. While in the time of pillarisation, Dutch 
citizens were fairly stable in their political choices, increasing numbers of 
undecided voters have emerged. Political parties, including those in 
government, have tried to win their votes (Voerman 2007). In doing so, it has 
become more important to align the political position to the opinions of the 
people; policy-making might have become more politicised through this 
process. Therefore, while we have seen that government policies do not follow 
the general trends in political philosophies when it comes to the issue of 
defining what good citizenship entails, it might be that the integration policies 
reflect the opinions of Dutch citizens. In Part Two, I will investigate the extent 
to which this is indeed the case. Before I proceed, I shall compare political 
philosophical theories with integration policies on their interpretation of the 
relation between religion and citizenship. 
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6.2 Is It All About Sex? 
In political philosophies, we have seen that the relation between religion and 
citizenship is understood differently within the four traditions, although they all 
share a certain ambiguity when it comes to discussing this relationship. In 
liberalism, we have seen that the priority given to the values of freedom and 
equality, in combination with the search for a stable society and the awareness 
of the fact of pluralism, have led to the problematisation of religious 
expressions in the public domain. In communitarianism, citizenship is mainly 
understood as membership of small and tight-knit communities, such as 
religious communities. Religion and citizenship in this sense are closely related; 
a good citizen of a specific religious community is someone who embraces the 
religious values of that group.  
 The dilemma of the relation between religion and citizenship becomes 
pressing when the level of citizenship is lifted to the level of the nation and the 
national identity and religious identity contradict each other. Liberal nationalists 
face the same predicament. Their answer is to argue that a good citizen is 
someone who embraces the national identity. In cases of contradiction between 
different identities, the national identity surpasses the religious identity. The 
political philosophical theory that seems to offer the least conflict between good 
citizenship and the public role of religion is neo-republicanism. By focusing on 
the political community instead of the small or national community, neo-
republicanism opens up the public arena to all citizens. Since good citizenship 
entails tolerance and political engagement, all citizens, whether religious or not, 
can become good citizens as long as they participate. However, Habermas 
argued that only secular reasons count if the line between public discussions 
and political institutions is crossed. It thus seems that in political philosophical 
thinking about good citizenship on a national level, all traditions prescribe 
limits to the public — or at least the political — influence of religion, although 
they originate from very diverse lines of reasoning. 
 In integration policies, there is a direct connection visible between 
interpretations of citizenship and the approach towards the public role of 
religion. While the early integration reports fit within the traditional picture of 
the Netherlands as the open and tolerant country for which it has long been 
famous (Lechner 2008), later documents have dropped this ideal. Nowadays, 
integration policies present the Netherlands as a progressive country. 
Interestingly, the integration policies seem to equate progressive specifically 
with sexuality� Embracing the ‘typical Dutch accomplishments’ in this domain 
is seen as a condition for good citizenship. In the integration rhetoric, the 
accomplishments and progressive ideas focus almost exclusively on sexuality. 
In the integration film, there is a moralistic overtone telling migrants that 
coming to the Netherlands is not all rosy. The Dutch habits presented in the film 
are remarkable exaggerations. The ‘cultural oddity’ is again, connected to 
sexuality; after all, the Dutch ‘do not make a fuss about nudity’. Ironically, in 
response to the film, we have seen that members of parliament try to profile 
themselves by making a fuss about the absence of nudity in the film. The 
expurgated version has been criticised and the progressive stance towards 
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sexuality is presented as practically the number one national characteristic of 
the Dutch.  
 Among all the changes and developments that have taken place, this aspect 
of sexuality has remained prominent as a continuous element of the typical 
Dutch culture. The government could, of course, have chosen to mention other 
accomplishments. The Netherlands is also infamous for its progressive 
regulations regarding abortion and euthanasia, for instance. However, these 
topics are neither mentioned in the policy documents, nor in the integration 
film. It is hard to determine whether this has to do with the fact that the 
government perceives these to be private matters, while the acceptance of 
homosexuality and nudist beaches is a more public issue, or whether the 
uniformity in opinions cannot be claimed as easily for such matters as 
euthanasia and abortion. Whichever is the case, the choice for this focus on 
sexuality is a peculiar one, with interesting consequences. 
 What does this focus on sexuality have to do with the stance towards 
religion, one could ask. I argue that in integration policies, there is a two-way 
connection between the two. On the one hand, we have seen that the emergence 
of Islam as a new religion in the Netherlands has fuelled the debate over 
national identity. Several of the major issues that contemporary politicians see 
as problematic in the interaction between Islamic culture and Dutch culture, are 
precisely these issues about sexuality. In the notorious interview that De 
Volkskrant published with Fortuyn in February 2002, Fortuyn explained his 
personal commitment to the problems with Islam with the following statement: 
‘I don’t feel like doing the emancipation of women and homosexuals all over 
again’ (Volkskrant, February 9, 2002). Clearly, the emergence of a new religion 
in society has (re)triggered the debate on sexuality. By claiming that the 
national identity consists of the acceptance of progressive sexual morals, people 
who do not accept these values cannot fully embrace the national identity. If 
then, the approach towards citizenship shifts from a liberal to a liberal 
nationalist stance, embracing the national identity becomes essential for good 
citizenship. In this way too, the acceptance of progressive values with regard to 
sexuality is situated high on the political integration agenda. 
 On the other hand, the emphasis on sexuality has had an impact on the 
approaches towards religion. People who do not embrace the progressive values 
around sexuality do not live up to the demands of contemporary Dutch 
citizenship. These people happen to be mainly members of religious minorities: 

As far as conservative views on issues such as abortion, euthanasia, 
gender roles and sexuality still exist, their social basis is very small and 
consists of members of religious minorities. (De Koster et al. 2014, 587) 

Emphasising progressive sexual morals has an impact on both newcomers who 
are not raised with this progressive world view and also on native Dutch 
religious citizens with more conservative views. If the latter maintain their 
conservative views, they are not considered good citizens, according to their 
own government’s definition. As we have seen, the government has now set 
certain conditions that religious communities have to satisfy in order to be 
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accepted in political debates. Thus, while the emergence of a new religion has 
led to a focus on issues around sexuality, this focus on sexuality in turn has led 
to new conditions that religions have to satisfy in order to be accepted in 
political debates.  
 We have thus seen that interpretations of religion and citizenship are 
interrelated for both political thought and policy documents, although in 
different ways. In Part Two, I will analyse the perspective of Dutch citizens. 
How do they interpret good citizenship? Do they share this insistence on the 
national culture, or do they embrace a different interpretation? Moreover, how 
do religiously highly committed citizens view the contemporary focus on 
adaptation to progressive values, and what opportunities are there for religion to 
contribute to citizenship?  





PART TWO 

The Views of Dutch Citizens: An Empirical Approach 





7. SOCIAL-SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH ON RELIGION AND 
CITIZENSHIP 

After analysing the interpretation of the notion of citizenship and the relation 
between religion and citizenship at the level of political thought and policy 
documents, I will now turn to the view of Dutch citizens on these themes. There 
appears, however, to be a considerable difference between America and Europe 
when it comes to the everyday use of the term; citizens in the American context 
are much more familiar with it than their European counterparts (Kennedy 
2005a, 2005b, 6–12). As Miller observed during the 1990s: ‘Citizenship — 
except in the formal passport-holding sense — is not a widely understood idea 
in Britain. People do not have a clear idea of what it means to be a 
citizen’ (2000, 26). This observation could also apply to the Netherlands. 
Citizenship is a term more commonly used in policy than in public discourse. 
Nonetheless, the issues addressed through the concept of citizenship itself are 
very much alive in the Netherlands. The aim of Part Two of this book is to 
investigate how Dutch citizens interpret the concept, and how religion and 
citizenship are interwoven at the level of Dutch citizens. Before I give a 
structural outline of Part Two and the empirical studies carried out in this 
section, I shall first discuss previous empirical studies on the theme of 
citizenship that have been conducted in the Netherlands. 

7.1 Previous Research on Religion and Citizenship  
In the past two decades, several empirical studies have been conducted in the 
Netherlands that have investigated the notion of citizenship. Other studies have 
researched the appreciation of religion in society. Until now however, relatively 
little interdisciplinary research has been carried out to investigate how the two 
are related. I start this section with an overview of three studies that focused on 
the interpretation of citizenship by Dutch citizens, and thereafter, I discuss four 
studies that investigated the appreciation of religion and the relation between 
acts of citizenship and religiosity. The results of these studies will be used for 
the design of the present empirical studies. 

7.1.1 Social-scientific Studies on Dutch Citizenship 
The first empirical investigation on citizenship from the viewpoint of Dutch 
citizens was conducted by Dekker and De Hart (2002). This pioneering research 
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asked citizens for their interpretation of citizenship by offering them two open-
ended questions:  

1. What does a good citizen do? 
2. What does a good citizen not do? 

Respondents were asked to write down a maximum of three answers. These 
answers revealed interesting results. Citizens mainly focused on the aspect of 
pro-social behaviour and good manners as characteristics for good citizens. 82% 
of the respondents referred to both these aspects. Furthermore, about half of the 
respondents considered a good citizen to be a law-abiding person. Strikingly, 
respondents did not think of politics and political involvement as an important 
element for citizenship. This aspect was cited by only 7% of the respondents.  
 Besides these general trends, there were response differences between 
regular church attenders and irregular or non-attenders of church. Church 
attendees focused more on law-abidingness and political involvement and less 
on pro-social behaviour and good manners. Furthermore, the researchers’ 
findings suggested a gap between a social-scientific conception of citizenship 
and the interpretations of the same concept by citizens. Concerning the three 
perspectives that I investigate in my research (political philosophical theories, 
government policies and Dutch citizens), there is a similar risk of disconnection 
between interpretations on citizenship. I will thus take both of these findings 
from Dekker and De Hart’s study into account in my own research.   
 Some critical notes have to be made with respect to Dekker and De Hart’s 
study. Firstly, the study only consisted of two open-ended questions. The results 
are to some extent random, in the sense that it is unclear whether the answers to 
these questions reflect the most important elements of citizenship or just the 
most obvious ones. In order to obtain more knowledge about the relative 
importance of the above mentioned elements, further research is necessary. 
Secondly, no interpretation of the response between church attenders and non-
church attenders is given. Lastly, it is unclear to what extent the findings of this 
study are still applicable today. The article was published in 2002, but the data 
used was collected in 1997. Since citizenship became the central notion in 
government policy only as recently as 1994, and major frame shifts have taken 
place since the turn of the millennium, it is quite possible that the perceptions of 
citizens have also changed, making the data outdated and possibly obsolete.  
 A second empirical study on the notion of citizenship was conducted by 
Hurenkamp and Tonkens (2008). The definition of citizenship used in their 
study was directed towards the social aspect of citizenship: ‘It is about 
participation in society, directly or indirectly focused towards public 
affairs’ (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008, 11). The researchers used focus groups 
in which they let the respondents discuss certain cases. They investigated five 
different groups: religious migrants, socially active migrants, socially active 
native Dutch people, non-active citizens, and policy-makers. Citizens who 
participated in this study shared opinions on three issues:  
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1. A neutral, non-rejecting stance toward the notion of citizenship. 
2. A larger focus on duties than on rights. 
3. A larger focus on social citizenship than on political citizenship 

(Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008, 19). 

When we compare these results to the research of Dekker and De Hart, we see a 
similarity in the importance of the social dimension of citizenship.  
 Besides the similarities between citizens in their definition of citizenship, 
Hurenkamp and Tonkens also found differences. They suggested a division into 
three groups, based on the activity of the members: emancipation 
communitarians, neo-republicans and passive liberals (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 
2008, 21). The main difference between the groups is the meaning and 
importance of dialogue and respect. Only the neo-republicans stress the value of 
dialogue. According to them, dialogue is a way of showing respect to fellow 
citizens and to create bonds between citizens. Respect in this sense is a 
reciprocal principle. In contrast, the emancipation communitarians focus mainly 
on their own group. The right to maintain one’s own community stands in the 
way of dealing with people with other beliefs and other behaviours. Passive 
liberals, as a third group, are even more negative about dialogue. According to 
them, there are too many differences between citizens and too many sources of 
possible irritation to be able to keep the conversation going. From the 
perspectives of emancipation communitarians and passive liberals, respect 
requires that people do not bother each other, and tolerance equals tacit 
acceptance of other attitudes to life. The issues of dialogue, respect and 
tolerance were not present in the study of Dekker and De Hart, but it is relevant 
to take these into account in my empirical studies. 
 Another interesting result from this study is that a focus on national 
citizenship seems to be problematic for migrants. Whereas Dutch citizens care 
more for national identity, citizens with a different ethnic background stick to 
local citizenship. The authors explain this difference by suggesting that local 
identification offers the possibility to maintain a different national identity and 
at the same time to distinguish oneself from other people with the same ethnic 
background (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008, 31). The researchers therefore 
recommended that policy-makers focus more on local citizenship than on 
national citizenship.  
 In 2011, Hurenkamp and Tonkens published a follow-up to their 2008 study, 
with a three-part detailed study on citizenship. First, they investigated the 
notion of citizenship in newspapers and in political debates from the 1990s until 
2007. Second, they investigated civic initiatives throughout the country, and 
third, they investigated to what extent and why people felt at home in The 
Hague. For the present research, the first and the last studies are most relevant. 
The first study showed an unambiguous growth in the use of the concept of 
citizenship and fascinating changes that were made to the meaning of the 
notion. In the 1990s, the use of the word ‘citizenship’ was marginal and the 
most explicit meaning was a conservative form of criticism of the welfare state 
(Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2011, 59–67). Nearly fifteen years later, the use of the 
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term in written media had tripled, which corresponded to an increased use in the 
Dutch Lower House. In the past years, such themes as integration and good 
manners have been added to the meaning, and the tone of the debate is 
nowadays unmistakably set by those who want to fill in the concept of 
citizenship with Dutch culture. The authors concluded that the political aspect 
of citizenship had been almost invisible in the Dutch situation and that the focus 
was mainly on Dutch majority culture. Instead of the pillarised model that 
defined the Netherlands in the first part of the twentieth century, the country 
now seems to be heading towards a mono-pillar society.  
 The third study investigated the extent to which inhabitants of The Hague 
felt at home in their city or country and why. The results showed that half of the 
respondents felt most at home in the Netherlands, whereas only one third of the 
respondents felt most at home in The Hague. The feeling of belonging to the 
Netherlands was, however, hard to explain for the respondents. Contrary to 
what Hurenkamp and Tonkens found in 2008, their 2011 study showed that 
migrants felt more connection with the Netherlands than with The Hague, and 
that native Dutch citizens were more critical towards Dutch society than 
migrants. Native Dutch people mentioned the political climate, the many rules 
and regulations, the sphere in society, and both tolerance and intolerance as 
critical issues in Dutch society. Many also thought that the Dutch cultural 
heritage had been damaged. There were two marked trends in that respect: on 
the one hand, native Dutch citizens missed a typical and distinctive ‘Dutchness’ 
in this multicultural society. On the other hand, people also missed the Dutch 
tolerance in a country that increasingly focused inwards.  
 Both studies provide input for the current research. The fact that political 
aspects are almost invisible in the Dutch debate on citizenship may point to a 
discrepancy between political philosophical interpretations of citizenship and 
empirical practice. This, I will study in more detail. The results regarding 
tolerance and feeling at home reflect the need to include the dimension of 
tolerance in research on citizenship and raise questions about the focus on 
national identity in contemporary citizenship debates.  
 Hurenkamp and Tonkens (2011) developed a model to frame their results 
that showed the ways in which citizens could connect with the community. They 
distinguished four variants of ‘culturalisation of citizenship’, along two axes: 
’practical’ versus ‘emotional’ and ‘restorative’ versus ‘constructive’. The first 
axis dealt mainly with content of citizenship: do citizens need to share only 
superficial elements or should there be more? The second axis addressed the 
way in which people acquired this content: is this content a given, or is it 
something that people can acquire? Table 7.1 shows this model: 
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Table 7.1 The four ways in which connection with the community can take place (taken 
from Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2011, 139) 

 Based on my research so far, I believe this model offers a promising 
classification of citizenship perspectives that will prove useful in the 
construction of empirical studies. In my view however, the model is slightly 
oversimplified. The restorative-constructive axis fits neatly into the picture that 
I have sketched in Part One. There, I argued that diametrically opposed trends 
are visible in political philosophical theories on the one hand and Dutch 
government policy on the other hand. The political philosophical theories seem 
to have come to an agreement over the value of a discursive process in the 
development of a concept of good citizenship. This phenomenon is captured in 
the notion of constructive citizenship in the model of Hurenkamp and Tonkens. 
Opposed to this is the trend in government policy concerning integration and 
good citizenship. Integration policies tended to support a discursive process in 
the 1990s, but started to demand more adaptation to cultural norms after the 
turn of the millennium, which Hurenkamp and Tonkens label as restorative 
citizenship. 
 My problem with this model lies in the dimension of practical versus 
emotional culturalisation of citizenship. First of all, it seems to me that this 
dichotomy is unable to reflect the whole spectrum of possibilities. The practical 
aspect actually consists of two elements: knowledge and participation. 
Furthermore, the line of demarcation between practical and emotional 
culturalisation is not clear. According to government policies, having an 
emotional bond with the Netherlands is the ultimate goal. How the government 
tries to achieve this goal is twofold: first, citizens need to have knowledge of 
Dutch society and language; and second, citizens need to participate actively in 
society. Here we see a combination of the elements of the practical-emotional 
dimension. The Dutch government sees restorative emotional culturalisation as 
its goal, which embraces the idea that people need to feel at home in the 
existing culture in order to be able to integrate (Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2011, 
139). The government then implements restorative practical culturalisation as a 
means for achieving that goal. Thus, in order to fit the Dutch context better, a 
cognitive element needs to be added to the model; the government expects not 
only participation, but also knowledge of Dutch history and customs. 

C u l t u r a l i s a t i o n o f 
citizenship

Restorative (dig up) Constructive (build)

Practical (participate) Learning heritage, 
canon etc. and conform 
to the already existing 
culture

Confronting and 
blending traditions and 
habits, creating a new 
community

Emotional (feel) Feeling cohesiveness 
with the given culture

Feeling cohesiveness 
with what is collectively 
built
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Furthermore, the elements of knowledge, participation and emotion are better 
described as a hierarchical model; knowledge and participation are seen as 
building blocks for the actual goal of emotional culturalisation. With these 
provisos in mind, this model will be useful in the design of my empirical 
studies.  
 So far, studies on the notion of citizenship provide valuable suggestions for 
the construction of my empirical research. However, they also leave many 
questions concerning the relation between religion and citizenship unanswered. 
Both the research of Dekker and De Hart and the studies by Hurenkamp and 
Tonkens show that there is a relation between religion and the perception of 
citizenship. As mentioned above, Dekker and De Hart clearly demonstrated that 
church attenders prioritise different elements of citizenship than other citizens. 
However, it is not clear how this can be explained. Hurenkamp and Tonkens 
selected their participants on the basis of certain group characteristics; religious 
migrants were one of the research groups. Rather than looking for differences 
between the initial research groups, however, the researchers based their 
conclusions on newly created group distinctions. The choice for this shift in 
group division is unclear and reflects no interpretation of a relation between 
religiosity and applied definition of citizenship. At this point, it would be useful 
for the present research to provide complementary input from several empirical 
studies that focus on the appreciation of religion in society and on the relation 
between religiosity and several aspects of citizenship. 

7.1.2 Previous Research on the Appreciation of Religion 
The famous study God in Nederland investigated the role and appreciation of 
religion in the Netherlands and has been conducted four times since its 
inception in 1966. This longitudinal study described a continuing decline in the 
interpretation of religion as a constitutive force in society (Bernts, Dekker, and 
De Hart 2007, 93). Furthermore, the most recent version (2007) showed that 
there were two groups, almost equal in size, having diametrically opposed ideas 
about the role of religion in the public domain. The first group (50%) wanted to 
limit the role of religion to the private sphere, whereas the second group (47%) 
argued that religion should also be allowed to have a role in public life. These 
opinions were strongly influenced by the religious backgrounds of the 
respondents (Bernts, Dekker, and De Hart 2007, 100–101).  
 Aside from this, the study revealed differences between religious and non-
religious persons in the appreciation of religion.  This was reflected not only in 38

divided opinions on religion in the public domain, but also in the evaluation of 
the role of religion for morality. Religious persons were often found to maintain 

 I conducted a MANOVA on the items in the God in Nederland study. Items 38

measuring the appreciation of religion served as dependent variables and religiosity as 
independent variable. The results are: Multivariate F(4, 1249) = 38.15, p < .001, eta2 = .
109. For an overview of what the analyses and statistical measures entail, I refer to the 
statistical glossary that I included in Appendix C.
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the belief that morality was under threat if there was no longer a belief in God. 
Moreover, they often thought that their belief in God ensured that society did 
not deteriorate, and that if churches were to disappear, egoism would have free 
play.  Religious persons are thus more positive about the public role of religion 39

than non-religious persons. 
 Despite these unsurprising differences in opinions between religious and 
non-religious persons, the results can be interpreted in different ways. On the 
one hand, the results seem to suggest that religious people view religion as a 
necessary condition for the values and virtues that define a good person and a 
good citizen. Without religion, moral values and virtues would be less apparent. 
Non-religious citizens might think of the same values and virtues as being 
constitutive of good citizenship or good personhood, but might not subscribe to 
the idea that religion is a necessary condition to acquire these values and 
virtues. Note that we saw the same line of reasoning in Taylor’s 
communitarianism, who argued that disagreement on ultimate justifications for 
norms can exist, although different groups in society may agree on the norms 
themselves (Taylor 1999, 101–02). It is possible however, for religious and non-
religious persons to differ on the norms. For religious people, the values and 
virtues that determine good citizenship might be especially religious ones, 
whereas non-religious people may highlight other values.  
 The Institute for Integration and Social Efficacy (ISW) has carried out three 
studies that investigated this relation between religion and virtues, especially 
with regard to citizenship. The first study asked respondents to rate the 
importance of virtues from a given list of fifteen virtues (Van Oudenhoven et al. 
2008). The results revealed that there were hardly any differences between 
religious and non-religious people in the relative importance they attached to 
the various virtues. Furthermore, there were no striking differences between 
different religious groups. The authors concluded that there seemed to be more 
convergence than divergence in Dutch society concerning virtues. A cross-
cultural follow-up of this study revealed that virtues do differ between nations, 
and moreover, that cross-national differences are larger than religious 
differences when it comes to the importance that people attach to various 
virtues (Van Oudenhoven et al. 2014). 
 Jedan and De Looijer (2010) then investigated the use of virtues in political 
party programmes to understand how the image of the good citizen was drawn 
with reference to virtues. Interestingly, their study showed that political parties 

 The results of the univariate tests of the MANOVA were as follows: Als niemand 39

meer in God gelooft, wordt de moraal bedreigd (if no one beliefs in God anymore, 
morality is under threat): F(1, 1252) = 427,11, p < .001, eta2 = .254, Het geloof in God 
zorgt dat de samenleving niet verloedert (The belief in God ensures that society does 
not deteriorate): F(1, 1252) = 378.71, p < .001, eta2 = .232 and Als de kerken 
verdwijnen, heeft het egoïsme vrij spel (If churches disappear, egoism will have free 
play): F(1, 1252) = 286.04, p < .001, eta2 = .186. The answers were measured on a five-
point scale with lower scores indicating higher agreement to the item. In same order, the 
means were as follows: religious persons – M = 2.20, M = 2.28 and M = 2.63, while 
non-religious persons scored: M = 3.58, M = 3.56 and M = 3.75.
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made little use of virtue terminology in their party programmes. Jedan and De 
Looijer concluded that virtues are mainly interpreted as social phenomena and 
not so much as political instruments (2010, 48). These results can be related to 
the results from earlier citizenship studies, which interpreted citizenship as 
mainly a social matter; the political aspect was little regarded.  
 In addition to these results, the third study of the ISW found a relation 
between religion and good citizenship — if citizenship is measured by 
participation in voluntary service activities and charitable donations. Religious 
people tended to donate more money for charity and spend more time in 
voluntary service activities (Sluis and Van Oudenhoven 2009, 17). This last 
result corresponds to the findings of the God in Nederland study, where the 
relationship between religion and good citizenship was also investigated. The 
study demonstrated that church attenders in particular were active in voluntary 
service. Depending on the denomination, this voluntary service was directed 
either solely towards one’s own group, or also towards other persons (Bernts, 
Dekker, and De Hart 2007, 90–91).  
 These results parallel international findings. Empirical studies consistently 
reveal strong relations between religiosity and various forms of civic 
engagement and solidarity or pro-social behaviour (Bekkers 2004; Scheepers 
and Te Grotenhuis 2005; Ruiter and De Graaf 2006; Reitsma 2007). 
Churchgoers are notably more active in voluntary service work and donate more 
money to charity (Verba, Lehman Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Campbell and 
Yonish 2003; Reitsma 2007; Dekker and De Hart 2009). Churches and mosques 
also provide a wide range of social services. These range from soup kitchens to 
shelters for the homeless; from hospitals for the poor to various forms of 
spiritual care. Churches in the USA promote active citizenship and teach the 
sacred character of civic obligations (Weithman 2002, 41). Likewise, American 
studies have shown that voting is related to religious affiliation more than any 
other form of institutional affiliation, and that religion directly and indirectly 
influences political participation (Verba, Lehman Schlozman, and Brady 1995; 
Putnam 2000; Greenberg 2000; Green 2007; Putnam and Campbell 2010). 
Smith and Walker (2013, 399) argued that religion ‘promotes the development 
of civic skills that enable citizens to participate politically’. These studies all 
suggest that there is a direct relation between religion and citizenship and that 
religion can offer a positive contribution to civic engagement, as the American 
context has shown. 

7.2 Reading Guide to Part Two 
In the remainder of Part Two, I detail the outcomes of my empirical 
investigation of the relation between religion and citizenship in the Dutch 
context. I need to stress here that I do not aim to measure whether religious 
people are ‘better citizens’; I focus on interpretations of good citizenship rather 
than actual practices. In doing so, I aim to fill several gaps in existing research. 
First, the notion of citizenship has often been narrowly interpreted in previous 
research. Combining the results of different studies and the findings of Part One 
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enables me to investigate the notion in all its aspects. Second, previous Dutch 
studies have largely ignored the relation between religion and citizenship. 
Although several citizenship studies did find intriguing results concerning 
religion, the search for possible explanations remained rather superficial. My 
aim is to investigate in detail how Dutch citizens interpret the notion of 
citizenship and how this relates to their interpretations of the role of religion in 
contemporary Dutch society. As we have seen in Part One, the interpretation of 
the notion of citizenship has implications for the appreciation of the public role 
of religion, both in philosophical thinking and in government policies. It is quite 
possible that the relation between religion and citizenship also plays a role at the 
level of the individual. The interpretation of the notion of citizenship may have 
implications for the appreciation of religion, and vice versa; the religious 
background of citizens might influence the way in which they interpret the 
notion of citizenship.  
 Two empirical studies form the core of this part of my research. The first 
study regards a large-scale online survey, while the second consists of in-depth 
interviews with religiously highly committed citizens. Both the online survey 
and the interviews are designed with the Big Five model of citizenship in mind 
and intend to measure the extent to which various religious groups and non-
religious persons differ in their evaluation of the dimensions of the model and in 
their appreciation of the public role of religion. It should be stated that in both 
studies, I have interpreted the dimension of shared identity in the nationalist 
sense that is put forward in liberal nationalism and in contemporary integration 
documents, and not in the communitarian sense. Shared identity thus refers to a 
national, Dutch identity.  
 The survey seeks to obtain a general insight into the views of Dutch citizens 
regarding the notion of citizenship and the appreciation of religion, while the 
interviews specifically address religiously highly committed citizens. I am thus 
able to investigate the relation between religion and citizenship in more detail 
than any previous empirical study. Three general questions run as a thread 
throughout Part Two: 

1. How do Dutch citizens interpret the notion of citizenship? 
2. What do Dutch citizens think about the role of religion in Dutch society? 
3. To what extent is the interpretation of citizenship related to or inspired 

by the religious conviction of the respondents? 

As my study integrates very different perspectives and combines different 
research methods, it is quite possible that the social-scientific approach of this 
part is relatively new to some of the readers. I therefore provide here a short 
explanation of my methods and a brief overview of the chapter structures.  
 In Chapter 8, I provide the methodological justifications for the online 
survey study. I firstly present how the questionnaire is designed and the 
description of items. Thereafter, the demographic data of the participants are 
given, and the procedure of data-collection explained. In Chapter 9, I discuss 
the methodological characteristics of the qualitative study. The chapter begins 
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with an explanation of the choice of participants for the interviews. The sample 
consists of religiously highly committed Muslims of Turkish origin and 
religiously highly committed Protestants of Dutch origin. In Section 9.1, I 
explain how I define ‘religiously highly committed’, and why I chose these two 
groups in particular. I developed semi-structured interviews, using a topic list. 
This ensured that several fixed elements were discussed during the interview, at 
the same time leaving the order and relative importance of the elements open. I 
present the complete topic list and justification for this specific method in 
Section 9.2. The chapter ends with a description of the interview procedure, 
ranging from the search for respondents to the treatment of the interview data. 
Readers are also invited to look at Appendix A for the complete survey, and 
Appendix B for the interview scheme. 
 Chapter 10 contains the statistical results of the questionnaire. Here, the 
technical and statistical explanations of the applied analyses and results are 
presented. In Section 10.1, I investigate which dimensions of the model are 
generally considered to be essential characteristics of a good citizen. In 
particular, I investigated whether the religious background of the respondent 
influenced opinions on the interpretation of citizenship. Where differences have 
been found, further analyses were carried out to investigate if the level of 
religiosity influenced the results. It is quite possible that not only the 
denomination influences opinions on citizenship, but also the individual’s level 
of religiosity.  In Section 10.2, the above-mentioned analyses are repeated, 40

with a particular focus on that part of the questionnaire concerning the 
appreciation of religion. As some readers may be less familiar with statistics, I 
have included a glossary of statistical and psychometrical terms in Appendix C. 
There, I explain the main statistical measures that I use, such as the p-value, 
eta2, mean and standard deviation, and the rationale behind the statistical 
analyses that I have employed.  
 Chapter 11 deals with the interpretations of the results of the questionnaire 
concerning the notion of citizenship, and Chapter 12 focuses on the results 
regarding the appreciation of religion. These chapters explain and expand upon 
the results found in Chapter 10. Interpretations of the online survey results are 
supplemented by the results of the interviews in order to give an in-depth 
analysis of how the notion of citizenship and the appreciation of religion were 
perceived by religiously highly committed citizens. The combination of the two 
sets of data enabled me to subject some of the results of the survey to further 
analysis. For example, if highly religious people scored differently than low or 
non-religious people on certain dimensions of citizenship, how then do these 
highly religious people interpret the notion? The survey data tell us something 
about general differences on a quantitative level, but the simplicity of the 
statistical data cannot replace the richness of a well-considered opinion on 
citizenship and religion. Thus, quotes from the interviews provide a lively 
impression of how religiously committed citizens treat both the notion of 
citizenship and the appreciation of religion in the Netherlands.  

 How the level of religiosity is measured in the survey is explained in Chapter 8. 40
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 In Chapter 13, I delve further into the exploration of the interrelatedness of 
religion and citizenship. I give a detailed analysis of two case studies selected 
from the interviews. By citing larger parts of the interviews, I can demonstrate 
not only how the religious conviction of the respondents inspired their 
interpretations of citizenship, but also how they deal with the secular and 
sometimes anti-religious aspects of Dutch society. 





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)



 8. METHODOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATIONS OF STUDY 1: SURVEY !                                                        117

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.  





9. METHODOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATIONS OF STUDY 2: 
INTERVIEWS 

In order to give minorities of religiously highly committed citizens a voice in 
the debate on contemporary issues in society, I have interviewed two groups of 
religiously highly committed people. The term ‘religiously highly committed’ 
refers to people who consider religion an essential element of their identity. 
These people also consider their holy book to be the word of God and religion 
plays an important role in their daily life.  I have chosen to use the phrase 47

‘religiously highly committed’ instead of ‘orthodox’ or ‘strict’, because many 
respondents did not consider themselves to be ‘orthodox’, although they did 
answer positively to my questions measuring the orthodoxy of their belief. 
Before I describe the method of this study, I will explain the reasons for the 
choices of groups and some characteristics of the groups. 

9.1 Interviewees 
As I argued in Part One, the government has increasingly prioritised progressive 
values in integration policies, which seem to be centred around issues of 
sexuality. It is conceivable that this focus on sexuality in government policies is 
problematic for more orthodox religious citizens, because they happen to be the 
people who are most conservative when it comes to these progressive values 
(Becker and De Hart 2006, 24–28). Additionally, heated debates — both public 
and political — have raged about themes related to the role of religion in the 
public domain. These include (but are not limited to) the debates on male 
circumcision, headscarves in public functions, the exclusion of women from the 
party ballot list of the Political Reformed Party, the proposed ban on ritual 

 The selection criteria for the aspect of religious commitment were six statements. 47

These six statements correspond with the statements that are used in the religious 
commitment scale in the online survey, and are composed of two characteristics of 
religious commitment: religious identity and orthodoxy. The statements for religious 
identity were: ‘My religious conviction influences my daily life’, ‘My religious 
conviction is important for my identity’, ‘I have a strong religious conviction’, and ‘My 
religious conviction gives me answers to important questions in life’, and the statements 
measuring orthodoxy were: ‘I live strictly according to the rules of my religious 
conviction’, and ‘I consider the holy book to be the word of God’. These statements 
served as a check on whether the respondents considered themselves as being 
religiously committed. If they agreed to a large extent to at least five of the statements, 
they were regarded as religiously highly committed. 
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slaughter, and the so-called ‘single fact construction’ that enabled confessional 
schools to refuse or fire homosexual teachers. These examples demonstrate that 
the role of religion in the public domain is nowadays heavily debated. In this 
context it is important to investigate how religiously highly committed citizens 
experience these trends and discussions and how it influences their opinions of 
Dutch society.  
 The interviews aimed to establish the opinions of religiously highly 
committed citizens regarding their interpretation of the notion of citizenship (in 
light of the recent trends in government policy) and the perceived risks and 
opportunities that religion can offer for good citizenship. The ambivalent 
position of religiously highly committed citizens in society is subject to critical 
analysis. On the one hand, the role of religion and the position of orthodox 
religious people is increasingly under attack, but on the other hand, research has 
repeatedly shown that religious people are ‘better’ citizens in terms of their 
active involvement in voluntary service and charitable donations. By 
interviewing people who considered their belief an essential element of their 
identity, I can investigate how (orthodox) religious belief contributes — both 
positively and negatively — to the content and development of citizenship. 
 Within the spectrum of religiously highly committed citizens, I have chosen 
to focus on Muslims and Protestants. Muslims have become an often-debated 
group in society. When former Minister of Integration, Ella Vogelaar, suggested 
in a newspaper interview in 2007 that the Islamic culture had nestled itself in 
Dutch society to such an extent that the Netherlands would eventually become a 
country based on a ‘Judeo-Christian-Islamic tradition’ (Trouw, July 14, 2007), 
she was heavily criticised both in parliament and in the media (Schouten 2007; 
Ankersmit 2007; Volkskrant, July 16, 2007). The most negative reactions stated 
that Islam will never become part of Dutch culture, because modern Western 
democracy is incompatible with Islamic faith. Although there are good 
examples of positive integration of Islam in Dutch and other Western societies 
(Ajouaou, Borgman, and Valkenberg 2011; Azghari 2011; Ramadan 2004), the 
negative attitude towards Islam is still very much present in public debates. In 
comparison to this group, Protestants were chosen as the ‘native’ group in 
Dutch society. Although they might experience negative attitudes towards their 
religion in contemporary society, they might also feel closely connected to the 
Netherlands, because of the shared history and the interweaving of Dutch 
culture and Protestantism.   48

 Due to the backgrounds of the groups and the connection to Dutch culture 
each group claims, it is interesting to investigate whether there are differences 
between the groups in their interpretation of citizenship. A comparison can offer 
us new insights for current integration debates. Moreover, an analysis that 
compares the differences and similarities of these two groups in terms of 
personal, social and political issues has not yet been made. Choosing only 
highly religiously committed citizens within these groups enabled me to 

 For a detailed analysis of the development of religion in the Netherlands, and the role 48

of Protestantism in Dutch society, I refer to Van Eijnatten and Van Lieburg (2005).
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investigate the influence of religious background on these issues, independent 
from the level of religious commitment. 

9.1.1 Muslims of Turkish Origin 
Due to the diverse nature of the Muslim community, I chose to narrow my 
research to a specific group within this broader community and focus on 
Muslims with a Turkish background. Turks make up the largest group of 
immigrants in the Netherlands, with over 396,000 people in 2014 (CBS Statline 
2014), of which 95% consider themselves to be Muslims. The annual 
integration reports and monitors that have been developed in the past years 
show interesting distinctions between the four largest immigrant groups (being 
Turks, Moroccans, Surinamese, and former Dutch Antilleans and Arubans) 
(SCP 2009, 2011; CBS 2008, 2010). For this study, the differences between 
Turks and Moroccans are most relevant. They make up the two largest groups 
of Muslims in the Netherlands (with 36% having a Turkish and 34% a 
Moroccan background, FORUM 2012, 9). Although these groups strongly 
identify themselves as Muslims (respectively 95% and 96%), their approaches 
to integration and their religious characteristics differ markedly. For example, 
Turkish migrants have the lowest level of inter-ethnic contact compared to the 
other three immigrant groups, and the differences between first- and second-
generation migrants are small. Additionally, the amount of inter-ethnic contact 
has declined further in the past decade. The Sociaal en Cultureel Planbureau 
(SCP, a government agency conducting research into the social aspects of 
government policies) concluded that the Turkish group has become even more 
seclusive (2009, 226–250).  49

 Regarding the identification with the Netherlands and the country of origin, 
Dutch citizens of Turkish descent identify strongly with their country of origin 
— more than the other groups do.  The percentage of people who identify 50

more with the Netherlands than their country of origin, is lowest among the 
Turkish-Dutch citizens (CBS 2008, 204). Although the percentage of migrants 
who identify with the Netherlands is higher among second-generation migrants 
than first-generation migrants, the contrast between the Turks and the other 
three non-Western immigrant groups in integration measures is still 
considerable (CBS 2010, 170). This pattern is also reflected in the limited 
number of social contacts Turks make outside their own circle (Böcker 2000, 
174). These results seem to indicate that Turkish Muslims are less integrated 
than other migrant groups, making them an important group to study. 

 The reason that I refer here to the 2009 and 2008 reports is that the most recent 49

versions of the Year Reports Integration (regarding 2010 and 2011) did not investigate 
the social-cultural integration measures that were included in the previous versions.  

 58% of the Turks identifies mainly with the country of origin, compared to 46% of 50

the Moroccans, 20% of the Surinamese and 35% of the Antilleans/Arubans (CBS 2008, 
204).
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 One possible explanation for these differences between Turkish and 
Moroccan Muslims in their identification with the Netherlands might be related 
to Moroccan and Turkish arrangements concerning the relation between politics 
and religion and their foreign policies. As opposed to Morocco, religion is a 
political matter in Turkey. Diyanet, the Turkish Directorate for Religious 
Affairs, is active in Turkey as well as in other European countries with a 
sizeable Turkish Muslim population (Sunier et al. 2011). Diyanet can be seen as 
the guard of the official Turkish Islamic movement. Organisations linked to 
Diyanet in the Netherlands are the Turkish Islamic Cultural Foundation (TICF) 
and the Dutch Islamic Foundation (ISN). The TICF can be seen as the 
representative of the Turkish Muslim population in the Netherlands and a grass-
roots organisation. It organises social and cultural activities (Sunier et al. 2011, 
56). The ISN has a more formal and theological character. Its foundation can be 
seen as an effort to ‘organise the same population in a more centralised way, 
formally controlled by Dyanet officials in Ankara, and chaired by the religious 
counsellor, the müșavir of the Turkish Embassy in Den Haag, the formal 
representative of Dyanet’ (Sunier et al. 2011, 56). One of the aims of the ISN is 
to ‘create and maintain opportunities and facilities for Muslims in the 
Netherlands in order for them to fulfil their religious duties, to improve the 
position of the Turkish Muslim community in the Netherlands, and provide 
facilities for intellectual and psychological development of Muslims’ (http://
www.diyanet.nl). When it comes to religious matters, ISN functions as an 
intermediary, conveying messages from the central office in Ankara to Turkish 
Muslims in European countries. Sunier, Landman, Van der Linden, Bilgili and 
Bilgili (2011, 105) observe that there is little room for regional representatives 
in European countries to act independently on religious issues. 
 Furthermore, the administration and management of many of the Dutch 
mosques is in the hands of Diyanet. Of all mosques in the Netherlands, 51% is 
managed by a Turkish organisation, compared to around 33% by Moroccan 
organisations (http://www.cmo.nl). More than half of all Turkish mosques are 
related to Diyanet (FORUM 2010, 35). In addition, when compared to 
Moroccan mosques, Turkish mosques fulfil societal functions more often 
(http://www.cmo.nl). It is striking to see that the difference in identification and 
the entanglement of politics and religious affairs do not necessarily imply a 
stronger religious identity for Turkish Muslims when compared to Moroccan 
Muslims. Although different studies show different results regarding the 
religiosity of Turkish and Moroccan Muslims, most of the research agrees on 
the fact that Moroccan Muslims place a larger emphasis on the pillars and rules 
of Islam. However the research also revealed that Turkish Muslims visit the 
mosque more regularly (SCP 2009, 238). FORUM compared Moroccans and 
Turks on their satisfaction with their lives in the Netherlands in 2010 and 2012. 
 The results showed that both groups were increasingly positive on all 
aspects, except on one: the Turks particularly expressed a decrease in 
satisfaction with their religious freedom in the Netherlands (FORUM 2012). In 
summary, because the Turkish Muslims are a more interesting group, in their 
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identification with the Netherlands, I have decided to limit this research to 
Turkish Muslims.   51

9.1.2 Religiously Highly Committed Protestants 
As there are important similarities between them, I have decided to compare the 
group of religiously highly committed Muslims with a Turkish background to 
religiously highly committed Protestants with a Dutch background. In both 
groups, politics and religion are intertwined, there is also a strong identification 
with one’s own, tight-knit community and both groups are well organised.  52

Turkish Muslims are quite often negatively portrayed in media and are a 
relatively new group in Dutch society. In contrast, Protestants form a native 
group and their opinions on citizenship and the role of religion in society might 
therefore be different. 
 Dutch Protestantism comes in many forms. Therefore I have chosen to focus 
on the aspect of religious commitment in the selection of participants, instead of 
searching for specific church communities. I suspect that larger differences 
between ‘orthodox’ and ‘liberal’ branches might exist within Dutch 
Protestantism than between specific religious communities. This expectation is 
based on the idea of ‘culture wars’, introduced by Hunter (1991). The idea is 
that, independent from religious background, ethnical background, social status 
or level of education, societies are divided in two groups, based on differences 
in ideological world view. Hunter has called these two world views ‘orthodoxy’ 

 Within the group of Turkish Muslims, there is of course variation and there are 51

different traditions within this group (Sunni Islam, Shia Islam and Alevism, to name the 
largest ones within Turkey). However, for the purpose of this research it did not seem 
necessary to narrow the sample down to one of these traditions. In this study I was 
mainly interested in the effect of religious commitment and in the experiences of a 
relatively new and internally focused religious group, and less in the specific content of 
the different traditions.  

 Protestants form, together with Roman Catholics, the largest group of religious 52

citizens in the Netherlands (Bernts, Dekker, and De Hart 2007, 14). I have chosen to 
focus on Protestants instead of Catholics, because Protestants focus more on their own 
(local) church community than Catholics, and because politically they are better 
organised than Catholics (Bernts, Dekker, and De Hart 2007, 20). Aside from the CDA 
— a coalition of Protestant and Catholic parties — there are two Protestant Christian 
parties in the Netherlands: the ChristenUnie (CU, a socially-conservative Christian 
party) and the SGP. They both accept the literal truth of the Bible as God’s inspired 
word and as incontrovertible inspiration for making politics in the Netherlands. There 
are, however, differences between the parties when it comes to socio–economic 
policies, their opinions on the role of the government, and freedom and neutrality of 
religion. The CU is in favour of religious freedom and a neutral government, whereas 
the SGP is a theocratic party. The described differences between Protestants and 
Catholics might be indicative of a stronger focus on political and social matters in 
Protestantism, which makes Protestants a very interesting group to compare to the 
Muslims of Turkish descent.
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and ‘progressivism’. This division in orthodoxy and progressivism has been 
shown to influence moral and social opinions in different countries, regardless 
of religious or cultural background (Jensen 1998). Using this idea as a 
foundation, I have selected Protestants based on their level of religious 
commitment instead of their specific community. This shall prove promising for 
this research on citizenship, because thinking on societal issues is likely to be 
related more to the orthodoxy of one’s belief than to the specific nuances in 
religious content of different communities. 
 Regardless of this choice to select the respondents by their level of religious 
commitment, the relation between religious commitment and church community 
remains. Orthodox people consider the Bible to be the divinely inspired word of 
God, which is unchangeable, whereas liberal or progressive religious people see 
the Bible as a collection of texts that are inspired by the culture in which they 
originated. In the Netherlands, the orthodox paradigm can be found mainly in 
reformed Protestant, evangelical and Pentecostal communities (Hoekstra and 
Ipenburg 2008, 27). As this aspect of orthodoxy was one of the criteria for the 
selection of the respondents, most of the respondents belong to these 
communities. 

9.1.3 Sample 
A total of eighteen people participated in this study, five of which were female 
and thirteen male. Half of the participants (N = 9) were Protestants and the other 
half (N = 9) were Muslims with a Turkish background. The age of the 
respondents varied between 27 and 54 years, with an average age of 35.94 years 
(SD = 6.92). The respondents were divided into three levels of education.  All 53

the Protestant participants, except one, were born in the Netherlands and all of 
them were raised in the Netherlands. In the Muslim cohort, four were born in 
Turkey and are classified as first generation migrants. The remaining five 
Muslim participants were born in the Netherlands, have Turkish parents and can 
be classified as second generation Turkish Muslims in the Netherlands. The 
families of all the Muslim participants, both first- and second-generation, came 
to the Netherlands in the 1970s. Some participants moved with the whole 
family, in other families the fathers came first to work as guest workers in the 
Netherlands and their families followed a few years later. In Table 9.1, the 
division in gender, age, level of education, marital status and country of origin 
is displayed per religious sub-group. 

 This division was similar to the division that I made in the survey.53
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Table 9.1 Overview of the demographic data of the respondents!

1 One of these respondents was born in the Netherlands, but his parents sent him to 
Turkey when he was 12. He returned to the Netherlands when he was 19.%
2 This person was born in South Africa. The family moved back to the Netherlands 
when he was 7 months old, so he was raised in the Netherlands. 

 It is not my intention to draw general conclusions on the religiously 
committed Turkish Muslim or the religiously committed Protestant or to 
emphasise the differences between these groups too much. However, if there are 
notable differences between the groups in the interpretation of citizenship and in 
the ways in which the groups formulate threats and opportunities with regard to 
their religion, it will of course be mentioned in the following chapters. 

Protestants 
(N=9)

Muslims  
(N=9)

N % N %

Sex Male 
Female

6 
3

67% 
33%

7 
2

78% 
22%

Age < 30 
30–40 
40–50 
≥ 50

2 
4 
2 
1

22% 
44% 
22% 
11%

0 
8 
1 
0

 0% 
89% 
11% 
 0%

Level of 
Education

Low (MBO) 
Middle (HBO) 
High (University)

0 
2 
7

 0% 
22% 
78%

2 
1 
6

22% 
11% 
6 %

Marital 
Status

Single 
Married, no children 
Married, children 
Divorced

1 
4 
4 
0

11% 
44% 
44% 
 0%

1 
1 
4 
3

11% 
11% 
44% 
33%

# generation Born & raised NL, NL parents 
Born & raised NL, T parents 
Born non-NL, Dutch parents 
Born in Turkey, Turkish parents

8 
0 
12 
0

89% 
 0% 
11% 
 0%

0 
51 

0 
4

0% 
56% 
 0% 
44%
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9.2 Materials 
In this study, semi-structured interviews were conducted. The interviews were 
used to investigate the relation between religion and citizenship from the 
perspective of citizens, who regard their belief as an important element of their 
identity. The use of interviews enabled me to delve into motivations and 
underlying convictions or beliefs, which could in turn make a valuable 
contribution to the results from the online survey. The fact that the interviews 
were semi-structured meant that a topic list was created before the interviews 
were actually conducted. The advantage of a semi-structured interview is that 
the topic list enables the researcher to structure the interviews, so that the same 
topics are discussed in all interviews. At the same time, a semi-structured 
interview is not totally fixed, so the order of the topics and the relative 
importance of the different elements are still open (Baarda, De Goede, and Van 
der Meer-Middelburg 2007; Emans 2002). 
 The interview started with structured questions on personal data. These 
questions are important for the analyses and are intended to set the respondents 
at ease and make it easier to continue with the content-related questions. The 
personal questions in the interviews pertained to: age, gender, job and 
education, country of origin and family situation. After these questions, the 
actual interview started. The interview discussed three main themes: religion, 
citizenship and the interface between religion and citizenship. The sub-topics 
covered the different elements of the topics that the researcher considered 
important, while the respondent was free to come up with his or her own 
interpretation of the topic. The topic list is shown in Table 9.2. 
 The first theme, Religion, is divided into the topics personal belief and 
opinions about religion. The topic personal belief consisted of sub-topics, 
where the respondents are asked to give an account of their personal belief. The 
sub-topics also covered elements such as the importance of religious belief in 
the personal life of the participant. The role of belief in upbringing and the 
involvement in religious activities were also discussed. 
 After hearing the personal stories about the role of religion in the lives of the 
participants, respondents were asked for their opinions on religion in general. 
The sub-topics that constituted this topic were related to the religion sub-themes 
in the online questionnaire: religion as a value basis for society, privatised 
religion, embracing religious diversity and negative attitude towards religion. 
After discussing the first two topics, the interviewer had a clear picture of the 
participants’ opinions on religion and the importance of religion, both for the 
personal life of the participants and in general. 
 The second theme, citizenship, was addressed in two topics. The first topic; 
identification, dealt with the different identifications of the religious 
participants. It is quite conceivable that the participants in this study identified 
with a number of communities. First of all, because their belief is an essential 
element for their identity, these participants most probably identify with their 
religious group. 
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Table 9.2 Topic list for semi-structured interviews with religiously highly committed 
citizens 

Theme Topic Subtopic

Background 
information

Gender 
Age 
Education and Work 
Family situation  
Country of origin

Religion Personal belief Religious belief 
Role of belief in upbringing 
Devotedness/church attendance/
religious involvement /religious 
activities: past and present 
Importance of religion in life  
Religious commitment

Religion Opinions on (the 
appreciation of) 
religion 

Religion as a value basis for society 
Privatised religion 
Embracing religious diversity 
Negative Attitude towards religion

Citizenship Identification Identification with religious group 
Identification with local community 
Identification with the Netherlands / 
Dutch 
Identification with the ethnic group

Citizenship The Big Five of 
Dutch Citizenship

Social engagement 
Political engagement 
Law-abidingness 
Tolerance 
Shared identity

Interface Frictions between 
religion and 
citizenship

Personal experience 
Tensions in personal life 
Tensions in society that influence 
personal citizenship 
Threats for religion in Dutch society 
Religion and progressive Dutch values

Interface Opportunities for 
citizenship

Positive contribution of personal 
belief for personal citizenship 
Positive contribution of religion to 
citizenship 
Opportunities for religion to 
contribute to society 
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 Furthermore, if the participants are active in the religious community, they 
might at the same time feel connected to the local community, especially if the 
local community and the religious community overlap. This connection to the 
local community is also important for my research. Previous studies have 
shown conflicting trends in the identifications with local versus national 
communities between native Dutch people and migrants (Hurenkamp and 
Tonkens 2008, 2011; Hurenkamp, Tonkens, and Duyvendak 2011). As the 
sample for the interviews consists of two different ethnic groups, differences in 
local or national identification might be found. For the Turkish Muslims, the 
possible overlap of their Turkish and their Muslim identity made it interesting to 
investigate how these identifications were related to their local and national 
identification. In a study on trans-national identifications, it was shown that 
most immigrant groups in the Netherlands identified more with compatriots 
living either in or outside the Netherlands than with native Dutch people (Snel, 
Engbersen, and Leerkes 2006). 
 After the topic of identification, opinions on the importance of different 
dimensions of citizenship were investigated. The respondents were first asked to 
indicate how they interpreted the notion of citizenship. With the answers to this 
open question, I could analyse the extent to which their interpretations matched 
the results of the survey regarding the essential characteristics of a good citizen. 
At this point, the five dimensions of citizenship were consecutively discussed. 
 The third theme, the interface between religion and citizenship, was also 
divided into two topics. The first topic dealt with frictions between religion and 
citizenship. The participants were asked to indicate to what extent they had 
experienced problems or conflicts between their individual belief and their 
expressed citizenship. Anecdotes from their personal experiences served as 
starting points for further discussion. The respondents’ opinions on changes in 
the acceptance of religion and threats for religion in Dutch society were also 
discussed. The last topic was called opportunities for citizenship. It concerned 
the possible opportunities that the participants experienced for the interplay 
between religion and citizenship. The main question in this topic dealt with the 
possible positive contributions that religious belief can offer for citizenship. 
 Based on this topic list, I designed a complete interview scheme. This 
scheme served as the actual basis for the interview. In the interview scheme, the 
text of the introduction is included as well as examples of main questions per 
topic. The interview scheme can be found in Appendix B. 

9.3 Procedure 
The topic list of the interviews was designed between September 2011 and June 
2012, based on previous empirical studies and on the preliminary results of the 
online questionnaire. Between March and November 2012, individuals and 
organisations were approached and asked for their cooperation. Calls for 
participation were published on several online forums and through social media. 
In these calls for participation, I mentioned that I was looking for respondents 
for whom religion played an important role in their daily life and for whom 
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religion formed an important element of their identity. The actual interviews 
took place between July and November 2012. The interviews were all 
conducted in Dutch, and (after consent) audiotaped and fully transcribed. 
Whenever quotations of the interviews are given, fictitious names are used. 
 The interviews were held in different places: at the homes or working places 
of the respondents, at the mosque or in quiet public places as lunchrooms. The 
interviews lasted between 51 and 109 minutes, with an average of 81 minutes 
per interview. The length depended on factors such as meeting place, hour of 
the day and the respondent’s willingness to talk. In general, there were no other 
people present at the interview, other than the researcher and the respondent, so 
that the respondent could talk freely. Only during one interview with an imam, 
there was another person from the mosque in the same room, but this did not 
interfere with the interview. 
 Before the actual interview started, the researcher explained the procedure 
according to a fixed interview protocol (which is included in the interview 
scheme in Appendix B). This protocol explained the aim of the research and 
accentuated the confidentiality of the interview. The interviewer explicitly asked 
for permission to audiotape the interview and the interview started after the 
voice recorder was turned on. Afterwards, the interviews were completely 
transcribed. Each interview was summarised based on the transcribed text, and 
the main arguments were distilled from each interview. The summary was sent 
by e-mail to the respondent, in order to check whether the respondent agreed 
that this summary reflected the interview correctly. If the respondent had 
comments or suggestions, these were either accepted and inserted in the 
summary, or the reaction of the respondent was taken into account as 
complementary information. 





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.



 10. RESULTS OF THE STATISTICAL ANALYSES !                                                                                      141

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.
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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. 





11. DUTCH CITIZENS ON THE BIG FIVE OF CITIZENSHIP 

Having introduced the research methods and the statistical results, it is now time 
to make an interpretation of the results and to put them into perspective. How 
do Dutch citizens interpret the notion of citizenship and which dimensions do 
they emphasise? The online survey showed quite surprising results. Contrary to 
what has been found before, the social engagement dimension of citizenship is 
not held to be most important by Dutch citizens.  Instead, Dutch citizens view 63

tolerance as the most important characteristic of a good citizen. However, 
tolerance was not a dimension that was taken into account in any previous 
empirical study on citizenship in the Netherlands. My results suggest that the 
inclusion of tolerance into the Big Five Model of Dutch citizenship should give 
a fuller account of the notion of citizenship than previous empirical studies have 
done. 
 Law-abidingness was seen as the second most important characteristic of a 
good citizen. It is important to realise that both tolerance and law-abidingness 
fit within a liberal conception of citizenship. In the analysis on item-level, the 
results also showed that the items regarded as most important for citizenship 
were items pertaining to these two categories. On the basis of these results, it 
can be argued that tolerance and law-abidingness are considered necessary for 
good citizenship; one would not be regarded a good citizen without them. 
 The third dimension that Dutch citizens viewed as an important 
characteristic was the dimension of social engagement. While previous studies 
found it to be the most important element of a good citizen, my respondents 
only listed it as third-most important. The results for political engagement 
reflect previous empirical research; Dutch citizens did not regard this element as 
very important. Surprisingly, the category of shared identity was considered 
even less important. This is interesting since recent government policies have 
stressed this element continually. The themes that have been added to the notion 
of citizenship in the early years of the millennium have been integration, good 
manners, Dutch culture and shared progressive values. Current research now 
shows that this nationalist interpretation of shared identity matters little to 
Dutch citizens. On the contrary, the respondents in the questionnaire stressed 
the importance of tolerance and equality. 

 As the sample was not representative, I cannot guarantee that the results of my survey 63

can be generalised to the whole Dutch population. However, the fact that there was no 
influence of gender, level of education or age on the results, and the fact that a fairly 
high number of respondents participated, give rise to the suggestion that the results 
would not be fundamentally different in a representative sample.
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These results can be explained in different ways. First of all, the results 
might indicate that Dutch citizens disagreed with the Dutch government about 
the importance of shared identity. The focus on majority culture in recent 
integration policies might not reflect the interpretations of citizenship by Dutch 
citizens. I propose that this aspect should be taken into account in future policy 
considerations, because there is a clear discrepancy between policy and public 
thought. Other interpretations of these results are also possible, however. It is 
conceivable that the respondents viewed citizenship as a hierarchical or pyramid 
model, where basic elements are first needed, before other elements can be 
added. Figure 11.1 shows what this pyramid model of citizenship would look 
like, based on the results of the online survey. 

This model shows first of all, that a good citizen needs to have respect for, or 
be tolerant towards, other people. The category of tolerance is correspondingly 
shown as the elementary building block for citizenship (mean score above 6). 
Without tolerance, a person cannot be a good citizen. Only when this element is 
present, is it possible for 
other elements to be 
regarded as important 
requirements for a good 
citizen as well. Law-
abidingness and social 
engagement form the 
next two blocks and are 
also seen as important 
and necessary dimensions 
(with mean scores above 
5). The dimension of 
political engagement is 
the fourth block. It is 
considered an element of 
citizenship, but being 
further up the hierarchical model, it is not as elementary as the other ones (mean 
score around 4.5). The dimension of shared identity forms the finishing stone of 
the pyramid. People may regard this element as somewhat important, but not 
necessary for a good citizen (mean score below 4.5). 

It is interesting now to see whether this hierarchical model of citizenship 
also extends to the interviews and whether we can elaborate on the idea of how 
citizenship is interpreted by religiously highly committed citizens. Indeed, I 
began my interviews with this in mind, and like Dekker and De Hart (2002), 
asked the open-ended question of what the respondents thought about good 
citizenship. Remarkably, social engagement was the element mentioned the 
most. This corresponds to Dekker and De Hart’s own research, but contradicts 
the results of my survey. In Table 11.1, the number of respondents that named 
each of the categories is presented.!

Shared Identity 
Political Engagement 
Social Engagement 
Law-abidingness 
Tolerance 

Figure 11.1 A hierarchical model of Dutch 
citizenship based on the results of the survey 
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Table 11.1 The number of times the respondents spontaneously name the citizenship 
categories 

The table shows an agreement between Protestants and Muslims over the 
emphasis on social engagement as an essential element of citizenship. However, 
the table also reveals differences between the groups in their opinions on 
citizenship. If the Protestant respondents distinguished more than one category, 
they highlighted (elements of) law-abidingness and political engagement, as 
Jacob (Protestant, male, 35 years)  does here: 64

I immediately make a distinction between being a citizen of a state and 
civil citizenship. Citizenship as being a citizen of a state is focused on 
politics, and concerns voting etc., and your contribution to the common 
good, thinking about the organisation of society. The civil side is more 
focused on society in the sense of making an effort to help your fellow 
people,  being active in voluntary service, those kinds of things. Being a 
good citizen, also in the sense of not throwing garbage on the street. To 
keep the public space in order together. 

Again, this comment aligns with the findings of Dekker and De Hart (2002) and 
it offers an interesting insight into how Dutch people think about citizenship. 
When people are confronted with the open-ended question of what a good 
citizen does, they accentuate elements of social engagement, followed by 
elements of political engagement, law-abidingness and tolerance.  However, 65

when they are confronted with specific statements about dimensions of good 
citizenship, they consider tolerance the most important, with less emphasis on 
political engagement. Apparently, there is a difference between what people 

Citizenship category Number of  
Protestants  
(N = 9)

Number of 
Muslims  
(N = 9)

Social Engagement 9 8

Political Engagement 4 0

Law-Abidingness 4 3

Tolerance 0 2

Shared identity 0 0

 I indicate the name, gender, age and religion of interviewees the first time they are 64

introduced. In Appendix E, I include an overview of the respondents.
 Statements about respecting other people and that stressed non-discrimination were 65

classified under tolerance, whereas Dekker and De Hart classified these under the 
category of decency.
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associate with the notion of citizenship and elements they think are important 
for good citizenship. 
 It needs to be noted that Jacob mentioned elements of citizenship that 
Dekker and De Hart had classified as decency. Statements such as ‘keeping the 
neighbourhood clean’ and ‘behaving decently’ were heard often in the 
interviews with Protestants, as Ruben (Protestant, male, 29 years) also showed: 

I think that [a good citizen] is someone who contributes to society as 
much as he can. Eh, who behaves decently and does not bother others in 
society. So I guess … a contribution. And, according to me, a good 
citizen is someone who, eh, makes sure that he is economically 
productive, he at least makes sure that the country progresses. Eh, of 
course … that he takes  good care of his family. So, he raises his 
children in a good way, that kind of thing. I think he  takes care of the 
environment. So, eh, no garbage on the street and those kinds of things. 
And no stealing from others, eh, yes. I think that’s what good citizenship 
is for the most part. To me. 

Since decency did not remain as a separate factor in the Factor Analyses (in 
Chapter 8), I decided to maintain the Big Five structure and discuss the results 
in the five remaining categories, as has been done consistently throughout this 
book. Statements like the ones mentioned above thus fall under social 
engagement. 
 Interestingly, the category of tolerance was not spontaneously named by any 
of the Protestants in the interviews, nor was the category of shared identity. In 
order to find out whether the respondents found these elements unimportant for 
good citizenship or whether they just did not think about these dimensions, we 
will look at the results of the individual dimensions later in this chapter. 
 An examination of Table 11.1 reveals that none of the Muslim respondents 
spontaneously identified political engagement as an element of Dutch 
citizenship. The Muslim respondent group did identify the dimensions of law-
abidingness and decency in their interpretation of good citizenship. However, 
law-abidingness in particular was less prominent when compared to the 
Protestants. Interestingly, two Muslims cited the importance of tolerance, or 
respect for other religions or other people, as essential for a good citizen. One of 
them was Semra (Muslim, female, 34 years), who stressed that a good citizen 
should: 

Be concerned about his fellow people, truly towards the people closely 
around him, I think. And well, there we have it again: have respect for all 
other people [laughs]. Regardless of belief, religion, race. And yeah, 
being open, being open to each other. 

That some Muslim respondents mentioned tolerance, while none of the 
Protestants did, might indicate that the topic of tolerance is more vividly 
explicit in the personal situation of some Muslims than Protestants. 



 11. DUTCH CITIZENS ON THE BIG FIVE OF CITIZENSHIP !                                                                    153

 Nonetheless, there were many similarities in how the two groups responded 
to the open-ended question of good citizenship. Mohamed (Muslim, male, 30 
years), also pointed to the importance of social engagement by emphasising 
similar aspects as his Protestant counterparts, Ruben and Jacob, did above: 

A citizen takes care of … where possible, you should not oblige anyone, 
but then that’s my opinion of it, that you should just take care of the 
people around you, you help them, support them, your neighbours. A 
small, specific example, easy example is to keep the street clean. Well, I 
live in an apartment, so that’s a bit difficult. Well, that you have a job, 
and aren’t dependent on others. That you stand on your own two feet and 
in that way contribute to your — to society. And mostly, I think, doing 
voluntary service work is very important. Whatever you can do, wherever 
you can help, they always need manpower somewhere. Yes, well, that is 
at least the commitment that I ask of myself. 

As these interview excerpts show, several Muslims and Protestants explicitly 
mention voluntary service as an example of good citizenship. Although it is 
unknown whether a similar result would be found in non-religious persons, this 
finding complements the picture of the socially active, religious citizen, who 
spends much of their time in voluntary service activities (Sluis and Van 
Oudenhoven 2009, 17). 
 These spontaneous reactions to the open-ended question of what good 
citizenship entailed give us, together with the first results of the survey, an 
insight into how Dutch citizens interpret the notion. Since we cannot yet 
conclude whether there is a distinction between how citizens respond to the 
open-ended question and how they respond to specific statements, or between 
Dutch citizens in general and religiously highly committed citizens in specific, 
we must turn to the follow-up results of both the survey and the interviews. 
 The survey data have been analysed in order to answer the question of 
whether there are differences between people from different religious 
backgrounds in their judgement of good citizenship. By using a rough division 
of non-believers, Catholics, Protestants and Muslims, the general answer to this 
question is ‘yes’. The results showed significant effects of the religious 
background of the respondents in several categories of citizenship. Figure 11.2 
displays the scores of the different groups on the five citizenship dimensions. 
 The statistical analyses demonstrated that there were differences between the 
groups in four of the five categories: social engagement, political engagement, 
law-abidingness, and shared identity. Surprisingly, there were no differences in 
the category of tolerance, indicating that, over all groups, people thought of 
tolerance as the most important element of citizenship. In the following five 
sections, I shall discuss these results per citizenship dimension and combine the 
survey and interview data, starting with the dimension of tolerance. 
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11.1 Tolerance 
The results regarding the dimension of tolerance are probably the most 
fascinating of my research. This element had not been distinguished as a 
separate dimension in previous empirical citizenship research. My survey 
results, however, indicate that Dutch citizens regard it as the most important 
element of citizenship. There were no differences between religious groups in 
the relative importance they attributed to tolerance, implying widely shared 
agreement. Notably, the first interview results showed that none of the 
Protestants and only two Muslims mentioned this category of their own 
volition. These results seem to contradict each other. However, when explicitly 
asked about the notion of tolerance, the interviewees did address its importance 
for citizenship. When I asked Ruben, for instance, to what extent should citizens 
be tolerant towards each other, he replied; ‘As far as possible, of course’. When 
I posed the question of how tolerant should one be if other opinions clashed 
with your own norms and values, he said: 

Yes, if you, um… if [these other opinions] don’t damage you, then you 
should tolerate them. … By the way, some of these things fall under 
‘decency’. For example, I think cursing is a matter of decency. According 
to me, you just shouldn’t behave like that, for example. And that’s all 
fine, that you — you know, if someone else curses, then I think it’s the 
right of that person to do so. But I also think, if someone curses in my 
presence, I’m allowed to ask him not to do it again. Because he hurts me. 
Well, if he then continues to do it, then that’s his right, although I did ask 
him to stop it. And I do think that you should be tolerant towards each 
other in situations like this — try to be. 

4
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SE PE LA To SI

Non-Believers Protestants Catholics Muslims

Figure 11.2 Scores of the different groups on the citizenship categories (SE means 
Social Engagement, PE means Political Engagement, LA means Law-Abidingness, To 
means Tolerance and SI means Shared Identity)
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This excerpt shows that Ruben’s ideal of tolerance, indeed, reaches quite far. He 
explains that he thinks he should have the right to voice his opinion over 
something that he does not agree with. But if the other person then deliberately 
denies his opinion, he should still be tolerant towards the other. 
 What can be gleaned from the interviews regarding tolerance is that although 
most of the Protestants and Muslims thought tolerance was important for 
citizenship, there was only one person who considered it to be the most 
important element for a good citizen. When asked about the notion of tolerance, 
Lucas (Protestant, male, 44 years) replied; ‘[Tolerance] might be the most 
important value. Yes, tolerance and responsibility’. When I asked him whether 
there were any limits to this tolerance, he responded: 

Eh… not many. According to me, tolerance is — yes, tolerance for me 
reaches very far. In that respect I am, well … the statement that is often 
attributed to Voltaire, about, ‘I will defend your freedom with my life’… 
Although I think it’s a horrible statement, I think it’s a basic value, 
especially as a citizen. So yes, I think it’s horrible that women are not 
allowed to have an active role within the SGP, but I will always defend 
that [freedom]. The same goes for religious practices within Islam. I 
wouldn’t … well personally I don’t have any problems with headscarves. 
I think it’s often an expression of emancipation … but I would be very 
hesitant to ban the burqa. Ah, yeah, if you really go on and get to the 
issue of something like female circumcision, then I think you’ve reached 
a point that crosses a line. But that’s because it clashes with other values 
— central values in society. 

In sum, although most respondents stressed the importance of tolerance when 
asked about it, Lucas was the only one whole seemed to value tolerance over 
social engagement as essential characteristic of a good citizen. 
 Interestingly, where most of the Protestants discussed tolerance with a 
certain objectivity, many of the Muslims referred to more personal and religious 
instances. In the quotes above, we saw that Lucas mentioned concrete 
examples, but these were examples outside his personal life, nor did these 
examples relate to his own religious community. Ruben used the example of 
cursing, but emphasised that it was basically a matter of decency. In striking 
contrast, many of the Muslim respondents did use personal and religious 
examples, as Kasim (Muslim, male, 31 years) here illustrates: 

[Tolerance], that is definitely important. That doesn’t mean that as a 
Muslim, I am always right. It doesn’t mean either that everything that I 
want, well, needs to happen. And that what I don’t want is not allowed to 
happen. No, that’s rubbish. I think that we should accept each other 
anyway. Eh… but that has to be reciprocal. There shouldn’t only be 
acceptance from one side… that good feeling, it has to come a bit from 
all sides.  
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When I asked him whether there were limits to what should be acceptable and 
to what should be accepted, he answered: 

Yes, we just talked about gay marriage. My belief is absolutely against it. 
Eh … well [laughs] if it is accepted, allowed here in the Netherlands, 
then I can’t do anything about it, I have to accept it. Period. 

Kasim has clearly related the issue of tolerance to his own religious conviction, 
in which an interesting implicit prioritisation of values becomes visible: by 
indicating that gay marriage is not accepted in Islam, Kasim justifies his 
personal opinion on this matter. He then turns to the fact that gay marriage is 
legally allowed in the Netherlands, which gives him no other option than to 
accept this fact. It seems to me that he shows here a prioritisation of law-
abidingness over tolerance: it is not as much the principle of tolerance that leads 
him to accepting gay marriage, but rather the legal status of it in the 
Netherlands. However, this legal acceptance does not equate with cultural or 
personal acceptance. 
 An example in which the influence of religious conviction on thinking about 
tolerance is even more apparent, comes from a long excerpt from the interview 
with Tarik (Muslim, male, 36 years): 

People should be very tolerant [towards others who think differently]. 
Except when it, it is hurtful for, for the other. And if there is really a line 
crossed. And then I think,…then I immediately think about those 
cartoons, and about the issue regarding headscarves and all that. And I 
think that people ah… don’t have to agree with Muslims. They don’t 
have to regard my prophet as a good prophet, or maybe not even 
acknowledge him as a prophet at all. It’s their right. And if they don’t 
acknowledge the Quran as the word of God, that’s their right. I can name 
many other things. But when you are offensive, and yes, cross a certain 
line, then you actually provoke others to offend you too … I think, yes, 
that there is a limit. 
 So, actually, I think that the law on blasphemy … that it really should 
be maintained. Because… well, unlimited freedom doesn’t exist. 
Unlimited freedom of speech doesn’t exist. If unlimited freedom of 
speech existed, which wasn’t limited at all, then there would be fights 
everywhere. It is especially difficult if you’re Muslim and say, ‘yes, but I 
have my norms and values, and you offend me now, but I cannot… I, I 
believe in Jesus as a prophet, that he is also God’s prophet. Although you 
abused or ridiculed the prophet Mohamed, I can’t ridicule Jesus; I am 
unable to do so’. I am not saying that the ones who made these cartoons 
and other things about the prophet Mohamed, that they are always 
Christians. It is also non-religious people, people who don’t believe at all.  
 And I know that in the sixties or seventies here in the Netherlands, 
they called Jesus ‘the donkey of Nazareth’, or something like that, and a 
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book was written…  And, back then, the whole church was against that. 66

But what happened? In the end, the church surrendered. So they accepted 
that people made fun of their prophet, of their belief. And now they 
expect the same thing from us, Muslims, that we also accept that. But we 
don’t want to, that’s our right. There are international treaties, and the 
United Nations… everyone has the right to practice his belief. Everyone 
has a certain protection, because of his belief. Eh… a right to protection. 
Everyone is allowed to raise his or her children according to a certain 
religious belief. And educate them. That's why we have these different 
school systems in the Netherlands. In that same ah, description of rights 
of the United Nations, there are things like this, but freedom of speech is 
also included. But that freedom of speech isn’t a total freedom. At the 
point where my freedom is limited because of your freedom, it actually 
limits your freedom too. And yes, that, that hasn’t been maintained in the 
past years, let me just say. 

Tarik apparently thinks that there should be limits to tolerance, in the sense that 
the freedom of one person can impinge on the freedom of another person. What 
is fascinating is that he explicitly says that he thinks there should be limits to 
freedom of speech and that these limits are exceeded when other people are 
offended. However, Tarik does not seem to place similar limits on other human 
rights.  It would be interesting to ask what he thinks about intolerant religious 67

groups who offend other people based on their religious conviction. He 
suggested that there is unlimited freedom of religion, but only limited freedom 
of speech. In the whole quote, he related the notion of tolerance to issues 
relating to religion and especially to his own conviction. 
 Where tolerance is mostly seen as a positive value that enables different 
people to live together peacefully, Tarik was very ambiguous in his 
interpretation of tolerance. On the one hand, he thought that tolerance was a 
positive value but on the other hand, he interpreted the term as though it 
required him to give up part of his rights. Subsequently, he interpreted tolerance 
as the term that enabled other people to offend him and his religion. Although 
this example makes it very clear how personally involved some of the Muslim 
respondents were when talking about this topic, Tarik’s opinion was not 
representative. Many of the Muslims emphasised the affirmative aspects of 
tolerance; a positive value in a multicultural society. Tolerance as a positive 
value enables people to maintain their habits and identity, while still living 
together in a society with people who hold different opinions. It is probably this 
latter interpretation of tolerance as a necessary condition to live peacefully in a 
pluralistic society that induced the high level of agreement in the survey results. 

 He is most likely referring to the so-called ‘donkey trial’ in the late 1960s, in which 66

Gerard Reve was accused of blasphemy. 
 It is interesting to see how Tarik turns the question on tolerance into a discussion on 67

rights. It is, however, beyond the scope of this study to discuss this shift in detail, also 
because this line of reasoning did not seem representative for the group of respondents.
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 In sum, although many interviewees did not spontaneously mention 
tolerance as element of citizenship, when they were explicitly asked about this 
notion, both the survey results and the interviews showed that there is much 
agreement over the importance of tolerance. 

11.2 Law-abidingness 
The results of the survey showed that Muslims and Protestants considered law-
abidingness, as a characteristic of a good citizen, more important than non-
believers. Muslims, in particular, appreciated this dimension more than 
Catholics.  This result corresponds with Dekker and De Hart’s (2002) results, 68

whose research also discovered distinctions between religious and non-religious 
people on law-abidingness. While Dekker and De Hart did not explain these 
differences, the current study has investigated the possibility of the involvement 
of religious commitment as an explanatory force. The involvement of religious 
commitment is investigated by introducing two new variables: ‘religious 
identity’, which measured the importance of religion for a respondent’s identity; 
and ‘orthodoxy’, which measured the level of orthodoxy, or strictness of the 
respondent’s belief.  
 The results of the follow-up analyses that included these variables revealed 
that the differences on law-abidingness between the religious groups can be 
explained by differences in level of orthodoxy: the more orthodox people are, 
the more they emphasise law-abidingness as essential for good citizenship. This 
signifies that Protestant and Muslims prioritise law-abidingness more, not 
because of something inherent in their belief, but because they are stricter in 
their belief. A possible explanation for this finding could be that Protestants and 
Muslims have a more literal approach towards their holy books, and obedience 
to authorities is an explicit element of their conviction. Both in the Bible and in 
the Islamic tradition, it is said that people should show obedience to laws and 
authorities, as long as these are not incompatible with God’s will.  In several of 69

the interviews, respondents referred to this religious obligation to explain their 

 There were no significant differences between Muslims and Protestants, between 68

Catholics and Protestants, and between Catholics and non-religious people.
 In the Sahīh al-Bukhārī, one of the six major hadiths in Sunna Islam, the following is 69

said about obedience to authority: ‘A Muslim man must hear and obey both in respect 
of what he likes and dislikes, unless he is commanded to do a wrong action. If he is 
commanded to do a wrong action, he should not hear or obey’ (Sahīh al-Bukhārī, no. 
2796, as cited on http://www.sunnipath.com).  
In the Bible, several verses talk about obedience to authority. As Julian’s quote shows, 
the fifth Commandment can be seen as commandment to obey authority (‘Honour your 
father and your mother as the Lord your God commanded you, that your days may be 
long, and that it may go well with you in the land that the Lord your God is giving you’, 
Deuteronomy 5:16), and obedience to authority is also emphasised in Romans 13:1: 
‘Let every person be subject to the governing authorities. For there is no authority 
except from God, and those that exist have been instituted by God’.
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emphasis on law-abidingness, as Julian (Protestant, male, 35 years) here does: 

To me, it’s very clear. That also comes straight out of the Bible. The fifth 
Commandment, that you should respect authority. Eh no, there is no 
doubt about that. What can be debated is, well, sometimes a government 
can exceed limits, and then they ask things of citizens that they are 
actually not allowed to, or that they shouldn’t ask, based on our religious 
conviction … Yes I think, for example, that it’s very clearly the case with 
that whole discussion about the conscientious objections from a public 
civil servant. Then, I think that the government goes too far when it asks 
a public civil servant to do things that go against his deepest convictions, 
while you can practically solve the problem by saying; ‘Hey, let another 
colleague register the marriage.’ 

 This type of reasoning is quite common, especially among the Protestant 
interviewees, in that they referred to the Bible to emphasise the importance of 
law-abidingness and also that they stressed that their religious belief can be a 
valid exception to law-abidingness. The example of conscientious objections 
was also a typical example that the Protestant interviewees used to show the 
tensions between government policies and their religious conviction. I pay more 
attention to this issue in Chapter 12, where I discuss the interview results with 
regard to opinions on the role of religion. 
 A similar argument can be found in Kasim’s answer to the question of law-
abidingness: 

Abide by the Dutch law? Yes, that is very important. That can also be 
found in our Quran … You have to — you have to adapt to society, to the 
laws of the country where you live. So, if here in the Netherlands, just for 
example, right? — I’m just naming something — if I’m not allowed to 
drive through a red light, then I’m not allowed to do so. I’m not allowed 
to according to Islam. So that means, if there is a law, I should abide by 
that … Unless it contradicts your belief. So, if the Dutch law says, you 
should eat pork once a month… [laughs] then, just say, then I won’t abide 
by that law. But if it’s just a reasonable law, if it is understandable, 
logical, then I should just abide by that. That’s it. 

Kasim was the only Muslim respondent who explicitly connected the 
importance of law-abidingness to his religious belief. Several other Muslims 
emphasised the importance of this element, but they did not refer to their 
religion here, as the quote from Rahmi (Muslim, male, 39 years) demonstrates: 

I think, good citizenship, responsible citizenship, that… then you should 
also abide by the laws. But whether someone who consciously doesn’t 
abide by the law is a good citizen or not, I leave that aside. I don’t want 
to exclude people from citizenship. However, I do think that following 
the rules is part of citizenship. 
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11.3 Social Engagement 
The results of the survey regarding social engagement show precisely the same 
trends as those regarding law-abidingness. In terms of characteristics for a good 
citizen, both Muslims and Protestants perceived social engagement as more 
important than non-believers, and Catholics considered this element as less 
important than Muslims.  When the level of religious commitment is also taken 70

into account, the results show that both the level of religious identity and the 
level of orthodoxy play a role, although the effect of religious community still 
remains. This means that, independent of the level of religious commitment, 
there remain differences between the religious groups in the importance they 
attach to social engagement. 
 We know from previous research that religious citizens tend to donate more 
money to charity and do more voluntary service than non-religious people 
(Bekkers 2004; Scheepers and Te Grotenhuis 2005; Ruiter and De Graaf 2006; 
Reitsma 2007; Sluis and Van Oudenhoven 2009). It is unclear whether this is 
also the case in this survey sample, but it is conceivable that people who donate 
more money and do more voluntary service place a greater emphasis on the 
social engagement element of citizenship. When looking at religious differences 
at an item level (instead of a dimension level), one of the two items that show a 
significant and moderate effect is: ‘Donates money to charity’. Protestants and 
Muslims find this aspect more essential for a good citizen than Catholics and 
non-believers. The fact that both Muslims and Protestants regard donating to the 
poor as an important aspect of their religion could explain this effect. Although 
the same might be true for Catholics, it is conceivable that in the Netherlands, 
Muslims and Protestants interpret their holy books more strictly and therefore 
emphasise the importance of this item. Another interpretation of the results 
could be that there was a relation between one’s religious community and the 
level of social cohesion within the community. This in turn led to the 
differences in scores on social engagement. As such, Muslims and Protestants 
perhaps belong to more exclusive (religious) communities than Catholics and 
non-religious citizens, and that within such tight-knit communities, social 
engagement is valued more. 
 As could be expected on the basis of the survey results, the interview groups 
did not differ in their opinions on social engagement. Besides the fact that 
almost all of the respondents spontaneously mentioned social engagement as an 
essential element for citizenship (as we have seen at the beginning of this 
chapter), there were also no remarkable differences in the actual interpretations 
of the term. Both Protestants and Muslims referred mainly to the importance of 
helping other people, doing voluntary service work, and active participation in 
society.  

 There were no significant differences between Muslims and Protestants, between 70

Catholics and Protestants, and between Catholics and non-religious people.
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11.4 Political Engagement 
The survey results showed that Protestants regarded the dimension of political 
engagement as more essential for good citizenship than non-religious citizens. 
No differences existed between the other groups. In the Netherlands, different 
Christian political parties exist, which are mainly based on Protestant ideology. 
This might form part of the explanation of this effect; if Protestants are 
politically better organised, then they may think of political engagement as 
more important for good citizenship. However, the explanation can also be 
reversed: the fact that Protestants prioritise political engagement may have 
initiated their political organisation into different political parties. These two 
directions of the effect might have mutually influenced each other.  
 As Figure 10.2 showed that Muslims in this sample found political 
engagement even less important than non-religious people, it is strange to find 
no significant differences between Muslims and Protestants in the survey. This 
is probably due to the limited number of Muslims that participated in the 
survey. Lack of significant differences could also be due to a relatively large 
variation in answers within this group. This variation is also present in the 
interviews. Some Muslims thought that politicians did not listen to ordinary 
people and that citizens did not have any influence at all, while others 
emphasised the importance of representatives from within the Muslim 
community, and a certain level of political engagement, as Hasan (Muslim, 
male, 30 years) argues: 

People should vote in elections, yes. Yes, of course — yes politics — you 
should keep up with that too. But if you aren’t interested, well, then 
naturally, that engagement doesn’t have to entail that much. But you 
should know who governs this country, you know? That you should 
know. At least that much. 

Within the group of Protestants, we already saw that almost half of the 
respondents initially indicated that political engagement was part of being a 
good citizen. There was only one interviewee in this group who explicitly 
denied the importance of political engagement. Besides this one interviewee, all 
Protestants attached a relatively high importance to political engagement, and 
the interview with Esther (Protestant, female, 39 years) is only one example of 
this: 

I think [political engagement] is important, yes, absolutely. Because, in 
the end, it’s the political parties who decide. They are pretty influential 
actually, in the way things go in the country. They create the 
preconditions, so that the economy and the society can grow and flourish, 
so to say. So yes, it is important to be informed, to think along, and to 
vote. Absolutely. That has great influence. 

Esther shows here that, to her, political engagement includes aspects of 
knowledge and action. It is about being informed and acting accordingly. It 
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needs to be noted that she was one of the few respondents who named other 
political activities than merely voting. For most respondents, political 
engagement did not entail that much. They mostly indicated that one should 
preferably have some knowledge about politics, and one should use his right to 
vote, and that is basically all that is needed, as this quote from Benjamin 
(Protestant, male, 43 years) also shows: 

Well, everyone has the right to vote. You’ve got that right for a reason. I 
mean... either way, everyone always has an opinion about the way the 
country is governed and about the way things go … Well, then I think, 
elections are the moment to show what you think. So, to me, that is the 
basis. If you have the right to vote, you should vote in elections. And if 
you don’t agree at all, you can give in a blank vote. That’s some kind of 
protest, or a signal, right? 

Hardly anyone mentioned other possible expressions of political engagement. In 
general, the impression I received from the respondents was that political 
engagement was not one of the most relevant elements for a good citizen. This 
reflected previous empirical research on citizenship in the Netherlands (Dekker 
and De Hart 2002; Hurenkamp and Tonkens 2008), and contradicts the 
importance that is attached to this dimension in the political philosophical 
tradition. In the Synthesis, I will elaborate further on this result. 

11.5 Shared Identity 
The survey results showed that Protestants valued the dimension of shared 
identity more than non-religious people. There were no differences found 
between any of the other groups, which is rather surprising, as it could be 
expected that Muslims, as non-native citizens, would find this dimension less 
important than native Dutch people. 
 Remarkably, an item-level analysis (as opposed to a dimension-level 
analysis) showed that Muslims regarded the acceptance of homosexuality as 
less important for a good citizen than the other groups. It is fascinating that this 
item, which fell out of the analysis on a dimension level,  exhibited important 71

results on its own. There was a hierarchy in appreciation of this item: non-
believers and Catholics thought of this item as being fairly important for a good 
citizen (mean scores around 6). Protestants had a mean score of M = 5.3 and 
Muslims thought of this item as least important, with a mean of M = 4.3. 
 The differences noted with this item can best be explained by cultural and 
religious differences between the groups. In Muslim communities, 
homosexuality is probably less accepted, although the results of this study 
showed that the Muslim respondents were internally divided over this item.  72

 As the Factor Analysis in Chapter 8 showed.71

 As is shown by the high standard deviation (SD = 2.09) within this group.72
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This is possibly due to the fact that only a few Muslims participated in the 
survey and could also reflect internal differences in opinions in the group of 
Dutch Muslims as a whole. That homosexuality is generally accepted in the 
Netherlands, offers Muslims a choice to either accept it, or reject it based on 
their religious or cultural upbringing. These results may be indicative of the 
internal controversy within the group over so-called progressive Dutch values, 
that the acceptance of homosexuality typifies. 
 When considering the interview data, there is indeed quite some variation in 
the opinions of Muslims on the category of shared identity and on the 
acceptance of homosexuality. Some of them seemed to embrace a tolerant world 
view and emphasised respect, albeit for very different opinions. They thought 
that the government could demand adaptation to a certain degree and that some 
basic rules needed to be fixed, but individuals were free to keep their own 
opinions and habits, whether they were ‘typically Dutch’ or not. One example 
of this mentality is Aziz (Muslim, male, 30 years): 

I think that, that these kinds of values, actually, that they actually are a 
kind of misunderstanding. I do not totally agree with them. I, well look 
— I already shared it with you, so it’s not a problem now: I think that 
homosexuality is some kind of disease.  I am not saying that — that the 73

government should think about homosexuality in this way, but I also 
don’t think that they should ah, put pressure on people; that it should be 
accepted — say, you see. But I think, in that respect, there is, you know, 
pressure nowadays. 

At a different moment in the interview, Aziz said that, although he is against 
homosexuality, he does not act accordingly. Nor does he offend or hurt 
homosexuals, because he feels that he needs to be tolerant towards other people 
and other opinions. At the same time, the quote showed that Aziz also believed 
that the government should be more tolerant towards different opinions on this 
issue. He felt that the government placed too much pressure on the acceptance 
of certain values. Overall, Aziz thought that citizens should tolerate differences 
in opinions, including when it came to these ‘typical Dutch values’. A 
somewhat different approach can be found in this quote by Tarik: 

 During the interview, Aziz was sometimes very aware of the fact that the conversation 73

was audiotaped. There were several instances where he looked at the audio recorder. He 
once mentioned that he knew that all he said would be treated confidentially, but 
nonetheless, he seemed to try to say only the ‘right’ things. At some point, when we 
were talking about tolerance, he said that he should also be tolerant himself. He seemed 
to hesitate for a short while, looked at the recorder, and then said, ‘I’ll give an example, 
you probably won’t like this’. He went on to say that he once told his fellow students 
that he thought homosexuality was a disease. Due to their negative reactions, he 
concluded that he should not have told them what he thought. He emphasised 
immediately afterwards that he would not offend homosexuals if he encountered them, 
although he personally thinks homosexuality is unacceptable.  
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I oppose the use of integration if the actual meaning underneath it is 
assimilation. I don’t agree with that. But I am in favour of participation. 
But hey, what is integration? Look, if I live here in the Netherlands, and 
if I participate, then I’m already integrated, right? I see integration more 
as a… Integration is actually a verb, right? You do it, you work with it. 
It’s an act. But when we talk about homosexuality, or if we talk about … 
yes, acceptance of abortion and euthanasia, and I don’t know what else, 
then you are actually no longer talking about a verb, but you are talking 
about norms and values. Or… no, you are talking about values … And 
because these are values, they have something to do with belief. And I am 
not talking about religion. Something I believe in. I believe, for example, 
that euthanasia is murder. That has nothing to do with me being Islamic, 
because I know a heap of Dutch people who would consider that as 
murder, even if they are not Christians. I know a heap of Dutch people 
who don’t have a belief, who aren’t religious, but who are against 
homosexuality.  
 So this has nothing to do with Islam, the integration of Muslims, or 
the integration of minorities in the Netherlands… no, this has to do with 
the values of people. And I don’t understand why people still point to, to 
the Muslims. Because, if you gathered a number of non-Muslims in the 
Netherlands, and if you conducted interviews with these thousands of 
non-Muslims in the Netherlands, then I believe that there would be 
hundreds who would say: ‘I am against homosexuality, I am against 
abortion, and I am also against euthanasia’. So I don’t understand why 
the discussion is only about Muslims who are against homosexuality or 
against euthanasia …  
 So, integration should not be another stick to beat the Muslims with, 
in order to get them to assimilate. I am in favour of participation; I 
encourage Muslims to participate more actively in society; more 
participation — that’s what I encourage. But, as I said before, if they 
don’t participate, that does not automatically mean — it can — but it 
does not automatically mean that they are worse citizens. 

 Although parts of his statement are comparable to the idea Aziz put forward 
that the government should not force the acceptance of certain values, the tone 
of his statement is very different from that of Aziz. Here again, we see that a 
respondent is very personally involved when answering a question about 
citizenship. Apparently, he felt personally attacked, although the question did 
not specifically focus on tensions between Dutch values and Islam, but asked 
whether he thought that the government was allowed to emphasise these issues. 
The fact that he so emphatically insisted that these values had nothing to do 
with Islam and that he did not understand why people kept focusing on this 
issue as a particularly Muslim problem, actually focused more on this aspect 
than was intended by the question. 
 Aside from the tone, there are other interesting things about Tarik’s quote. 
Firstly, Tarik problematised the misuse of the word ‘integration’. According to 
him — and several respondents, not only Muslims, pointed this out — the 
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Dutch government wants immigrants to assimilate into Dutch society. Tarik felt 
that the government asked too much when it focused on the acceptance of 
certain progressive values. Furthermore, Tarik mentioned the importance of 
participation for integration in Dutch society. However, in the last sentence, he 
also made clear that he did not think that there was a one-to-one relationship 
between participation and citizenship. People who do not participate actively in 
society are not automatically bad citizens. Participation is something that should 
be encouraged, but it is not a necessary condition for good citizenship. 
 Now that we have seen the diverse Muslim reactions on this topic, we shall 
focus on the interpretations of the Protestant interviewees. A notable result from 
the survey was that Protestants highlighted a shared national identity more than 
non-religious people. One possible explanation could be that Protestants value 
this dimension more, because they interpret the Dutch culture and Dutch values 
as similar or related to Protestant culture and values. They probably see the 
Dutch nation as a Christian-Protestant nation and as a result may place greater 
value on this typically Dutch, or as they see it, Protestant, culture. 
 Although I did not conduct interviews with non-religious people, the 
interviewed Protestants were not as positive about the element of shared identity 
as was expected on the basis of the survey results.  The interviewees seemed to 74

be divided and opinions on this dimension depended largely on the 
interpretation of this shared identity. To cite one example, Lea (Protestant, 
female, 31 years), argued that it was unnecessary to have a shared identity, as 
long as you abided by the rules of the country: 

If you don’t love this country, that’s fine. As long as you abide by the 
rules about what society asks from you, about the way we live here. I 
don’t have to love my neighbour, for example. But I should adapt to the 
fact that these people live next to me. And I think too, that if I were to 
emigrate and I hated that country, that’s fine, but maybe I shouldn’t have 
moved there. 

This line of reasoning was found in more interviews with Protestants. However, 
when the interview explicitly focused on the progressive Dutch values that are 
emphasised by the Dutch government and when I introduced such themes as 
euthanasia, abortion and gay marriage, several respondents professed that they 
did not recognise themselves in this portrayal of the Netherlands: 

I consider the constitution to be more important than the national bond, 
so to say … So, you should abide by the law, relate yourself in a certain 
way to the constitution, and have a positive attitude towards the rights 

 It has to be mentioned that this depended to a large extent on the interpretation that 74

they, or I, gave to the notion during the interview. Some of the Protestant respondents 
acknowledge the importance of shared identity for integration, in the sense that they 
think it is important that people feel Dutch and speak the Dutch language. Some also 
mention that certain Dutch habits need to be accepted by all Dutch citizens. 
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and duties that citizenship entails, to put it formally. So, that is more legal 
culture than national culture. It is of course related to the Netherlands, but 
we just talked about that film by Rita Verdonk about integration,  and 75

then I start wondering; ‘Do I feel at home in this country?’— you know? 
And of course this film was about drug abuse and so forth, and then I 
think; ‘Is this my Holland?’ 

We see that Jacob’s interpretation of this dimension generally matches Aziz’s 
interpretation mentioned above, namely that the government’s focus on certain 
typically Dutch issues does not make people feel more at home in this country. 
This feeling is true for (some) native Dutch people and for (some) migrants. 
When I related these results from the interviews regarding the issue of shared 
identity to the shifts in integration policies, many of the respondents — both 
Muslims and Protestants — seemed to support the transitions that were made in 
the late 1990s, in which the liberal approach was combined with a focus on 
participation in society. However, they opposed the liberal nationalist approach 
of the last ten years, where the government has focused more on the acceptance 
of progressive Dutch values. 
 When I asked the respondents to what extent they identified themselves with 
various groups, beginning with their religious group and their local community 
and extending to the Netherlands or Turkey, respondents unanimously identified 
most with their religious group. Both Muslims and Protestants specified that 
their religion formed the basis for their whole lives; for their social contacts, 
their norms and values and their opinions about important issues in life. In this 
sample of interviewees, I did not find clear differences between Protestants and 
Muslims in their appreciation of identification as part of a group at the national 
or local level. As we have seen, respondents were ambiguous towards the idea 
of national identification. They disapproved of the current focus on progressive 
values, although both groups simultaneously mentioned that they felt Dutch. 
With regard to identification at the local level, both groups did not show strong 
emotional bonds. The more politically active citizens from both groups felt 
more closely connected but in general, identification with the local community 
mostly overlapped, and was consequently surpassed by, identification with their 
religious community. 
 Most of the Turkish Muslims did mention their double bonds with their 
country of origin and the Netherlands. The ambivalent and multifaceted feelings 
of belonging to different nations (Stock 2014) was, for instance, brought 
forward by Semra, who stated; ‘I don’t feel Dutch, but I don’t feel Turkish 
either. I do feel a sense of belonging to the Netherlands, but I feel also a sense 
of belonging to Turkey’. While Semra interpreted this double bond as 
enrichment, other interviewees like Hasan mentioned that in both countries they 
were always seen as foreigners. He commented that: 

 He refers to the film Coming to the Netherlands, which I discussed in Chapter 5.75
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It can be difficult, because in the end you don’t belong anywhere. 
Because here, you are a foreigner … so because of that, you actually feel 
like an outsider, you know. But in Turkey, there … you’re called Dutch, 
or European. 

In the end, both groups thus showed ambiguous responses regarding 
identification with the national level and identified most with their religious 
group.  





12. DUTCH CITIZENS ON THE APPRECIATION OF RELIGION 

This chapter is devoted to the interpretations of the combined results of the 
survey and the interviews regarding the appreciation of religion. What do Dutch 
citizens think about the role of religion in society? Are there striking differences 
or similarities between various religious groups? How do religiously highly 
committed citizens experience their religiosity in a secular society like the 
Netherlands? The first results of the online survey showed that the respondents 
valued religious diversity more than any of the other categories, and that this 
appreciation of religious freedom and religious diversity is widely shared. 
Furthermore, people agreed more with the categories that reflected positive 
attitudes towards the role of religion in society than with negative attitudes. In 
general, Dutch citizens thus seemed to evaluate several aspects of religion 
positively. This was true even for non-religious people, although religious 
people were more positive. 
 Due to the significant correlations between the attitudes towards religion, the 
religious convictions of the participants and their level of religious commitment, 
it was decided to include two measures of religious commitment (religious 
identity and orthodoxy) into the analyses to deliver a fuller interpretation of the 
results. We shall take a closer look at each of the four categories which combine 
the results of the survey and the interviews. 

12.1 Religion as a Value Basis for Society 
The results of the survey showed that the appreciation of religion as a value 
basis for society depends on the level of religious commitment and not on the 
religious community to which one belongs. People who are religiously highly 
committed regard religion more as a value basis for society than people who are 
less religiously committed. I therefore expected no fundamental differences 
between the groups in the interviews. 
 It will come as no surprise that the interviewees were positive about the 
added value of religion for society. When I asked the interviewees about the 
contribution of religion to the development of norms and values and about its 
contribution to society as a whole, they were all convinced of the positive role 
of religion, as Esther shows; ‘I think, yes, Christian faith has a lot to offer with 
regard to norms and values indeed; a bit of normalisation about how to treat 
each other’. The respondents saw religion — especially their personal religious 
tradition — as a value basis. Religion served as the framework for their 
personal life and they based their moral norms on their tradition. Both Muslims 
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and Protestants stressed the importance of their religion for social relations and 
its universal applicability, as Kasim here does: 

You know what it is, religion actually only consists of values and norms. 
You have to apply that everywhere. Not only in daily life, but also in your 
private life and in your work life and so on. Because our faith is so 
unique; and in Islam, all your questions, you can — you can answer 
them. Honestly. 

 Another element that came up during the interviews was the topic of 
confessional education. In general, both Muslims and Protestants appreciated 
the opportunity to send their children to confessional schools. Muslims 
especially considered this element a positive aspect of Dutch culture. As the 
following quote from Aziz shows, the ability to have their children educated in 
a publicly funded confessional school made the Muslims respondents feel more 
welcome and more appreciated: 

[I think it’s] superb, the opportunity to have Islamic or religious primary 
schools. There are Protestant and Catholic primary schools and there are 
also Islamic primary schools. If you go to those schools, they take your 
children — the boys, not the girls — to the Friday prayer …And it’s just 
an institution that is accepted by the government. As a citizen, I 
appreciate that enormously. And then, yeah, then I think it’s good to stay 
here. Then I think, I appreciate that. And then I also see that the 
government appreciates me as a citizen. 

Arguably, he (like many of the Muslim respondents) interpreted the public 
funding of confessional schools as a sign of acceptance of their religious 
identity. 
 All the Protestant respondents themselves went to confessional schools and 
they mostly evaluated that positively. However, not all Protestants were 
completely convinced of the added value of confessional schools for society, 
because they experienced the schools as a closed system in which only the 
religious values and traditions of the school were taught. Two of the Protestants 
thought it was important that schools should educate children broadly and to 
raise them with such democratic values as respect and responsibility. According 
to them, tolerance and a broader view on society were not developed in these 
confessional schools. 
 In addition to these two negative responses about confessional schools, there 
was more Protestant critique about religious communities or institutions being 
too detached from society. These critical respondents emphasised the aspect of 
the common good: if a school, institution or community contributes positively 
to society and does not focus solely on its own group, then it is, for instance, 
allowed to receive public funding. The clearest example of this attitude towards 
confessional education and the focus on the common good can be found in this 
quote from Esther: 
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I think [public education] is also better for the country. It is better to push 
[religion] to the private sphere than to maintain those schools, actually. 
You could potentially still subsidise religious institutions, because the 
church, religious institutions, and those communities have an important 
function in society … But anyway, they [conservative religious groups] 
just want a certain type of education. I wonder, in what way does that 
differ from a public school, where you also learn to behave socially and 
all that? The only difference is religion … And that’s [confessional 
education] not good either. Yeah, then you get a certain unworldly 
attitude… while you live in a normal society, in the Netherlands. So, it’s 
good if you are really raised in that society, and that you really learn all 
the norms and values. 

 The fact that some of the Protestants were rather critical about the 
homogeneity and self-centred nature of religious groups or institutions might be 
related to the fact that six of the nine Protestant respondents are nowadays 
members of a different church community than the ones in which they were 
brought up. The results with regard to this topic might have been different with 
a sample of Protestant respondents who stayed in one community during their 
lifetime. Within this sample however, the Protestants described a greater 
transition or development of their religious belief, whereas the Muslims focused 
more on the continuity of their faith. In the next sections, we can see whether 
this difference is also visible in the opinions in the other categories. 

12.2 Privatised Religion 
Concerning the domain of privatised religion, the online survey showed that 
Muslims and Protestants appreciated the involvement of religion in the public 
and political domain more than Catholics and non-religious persons. When the 
level of religious commitment was included in the analyses, the effect of 
religious denomination diminished significantly. This meant that it was the 
commitment level that determined the point of view, when it came to the 
appreciation of the public or political role of religion. Belonging to one specific 
religious community only explains to a small degree the differences in opinions 
in this category. The higher the religious commitment, the more people 
appreciated religion’s contribution beyond the private sphere. This is 
understandable, because people who are more committed to their religion will 
have a more positive appreciation of it, and consequently not want to restrict 
religion to the private sphere alone. An interesting question that was tested with 
the interviews, was whether religiously highly committed citizens were positive 
towards a public role of any religion or whether this positive attitude was 
limited solely to their own religion. I come back to this issue in sections 12.3 
and 12.4. 
 Based on the survey results, it could be expected that the interviewed 
Muslims and Protestants would not differ much in their interpretation and 
appreciation of the public and political role of religion. This expectation was 
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confirmed. Both groups thought that religion should be allowed in the public 
domain. There were hardly any respondents who distinguished between the 
public and the political domain or between public and political debates. In the 
arguments, two elements were often named. 
 To begin with, both Protestants and Muslims maintained that everybody 
holds certain convictions, whether religious or not, which influence their 
opinions. According to many of the respondents, it is exactly these convictions 
that matter most, and that these convictions should therefore be made explicit in 
public debates. This did not mean that the respondents thought that religious 
beliefs should dominate every debate, but that it should be possible to explain 
the rationale behind certain opinions, as Esther argues here: 

Religion is actually a conviction of a group about how to interpret certain 
things, about how you should live together. When you talk about the 
norms and values that are based on that religion, I think, okay, that is 
absolutely good to put forward in political debates. Because that is what 
every party does, from its own norms and values and vision, you are 
discussing with each other how to organise society in the best way. 

The respondents agreed that it is impossible to keep convictions, whether 
religiously inspired or not, restricted to the private domain. A clear example is 
this quote from Paulien (Protestant, female, 54 years), who argued: 

The opinions we have, no matter where they come from — whether they 
come from the Bible or anywhere else, socialism or communism or 
whatever — everybody has a certain basis from which his norms and 
values stem. You can’t just hide that behind the front door. 

 Secondly, many respondents pointed to the unfairness of depriving religious 
convictions a role in public and political debates when other, non-religious, 
opinions are allowed. Several respondents noticed that non-religious people also 
held opinions, based on irrational presuppositions and Tarik argued that these 
can also be labelled ‘religious’. He argues that ‘one could regard liberalism as a 
religion too. They also base their decisions on what they believe’. Murat 
(Muslim, male, 44 years) agreed with Tarik: 

When someone suggests to change the constitution regarding article 23, 
in order to forbid confessional education, then that is also a conviction. It 
is his religion, so to say. We don’t call it religion, because there is no God 
involved. But in my opinion it is a religion, it is an ideological 
conviction. 

Several other respondents (also Protestants) mentioned the supposed neutrality 
of secular convictions and of the (secular) government, which according to 
them, is non-existent, as this quote from Jacob shows: 
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So, I am religious, but everybody has his vision on humanity, his world 
vision, on good and evil, which is more or less latently present. Anyway, 
everybody has those ideas. Let’s say, indemonstrable presuppositions 
about how everything came to exist. So, neutrality in that sense doesn’t 
exist … Nowadays, people are in favour of public education, because it’s 
neutral, you know, because everyone thinks that it is. But I don’t believe 
in that. According to me, that [neutrality] doesn’t exist. You always base 
your choices on shared values and nothing is self-evident. 

12.3 Embracing Religious Diversity 
The results of the survey showed that there are hardly any differences between 
religious and non-religious people, when it came to embracing religious 
diversity. This element is generally highly valued. This might be related to the 
fact that tolerance is highly valued as an important element for good citizenship, 
as the results from the previous chapter showed. If people value tolerance in 
general, they might also value tolerance towards religion(s). In Chapter 13, this 
direct relation between attitudes towards religion and interpretations of 
citizenship is discussed further. 
 As the examples dealing with privatised religion showed, the religiously 
highly committed respondents interpreted their religious conviction as a value 
basis for their opinions. They assumed that opinions of other citizens were also 
based on certain (unable to be proved or irrational) convictions. Several 
respondents argued that they thought that there was no fundamental difference 
between religiously inspired convictions and other convictions or world views. 
As the respondents did not distinguish between religious and non-religious 
opinions and arguments, their attitude towards the public role of religion was 
related to their opinions on religious freedom and religious diversity; the two 
sub-themes within the category embracing religious diversity. The respondents 
agreed to a large extent that different opinions and arguments should be allowed 
in the private as well as in the public domain, thereby embracing plurality in 
opinions and the freedom to express these opinions. 
 Although the respondents were positive over the role of religion in the public 
domain and did not seem to distinguish between different religions, it is 
interesting to note that more nuances had to be made with regard to their 
opinions on religious freedom and religious diversity. The results of the survey 
showed that Muslims emphasised embracing religious diversity more than the 
other groups. This indicated a greater appreciation of both religious freedom 
and religious diversity. This can possibly be explained by the fact that Islam is a 
relatively new religion in the Netherlands, which might increase the importance 
for Muslims to strive for religious tolerance and acceptance. This greater 
appreciation could also be related to the fact that the public and political debates 
of the last decades have been quite negative about Islam, portraying it as a non-
Western religion or even incompatible with Western democracy. This could also 
account for the Muslims attaching greater value to religious freedom and 
diversity; in doing so, they are able to maintain their own religious identity. 
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When we look at the interviews, there are differences between Muslims and 
Protestants in the appreciation of these issues, although it needs to be stressed 
that this depended largely on the specific interpretation of the respondent. The 
respondents pointed to different elements of religious freedom and diversity and 
approached these elements from different perspectives. 

12.3.1 Freedom of Religion 
In general, Muslim respondents emphasised two different elements. They 
appreciated the opportunities they had to practice their belief in the Netherlands. 
Mohamed, for instance, said: 
  

I go to the Friday prayer. At least, if it’s quiet at work, if it’s possible. And 
when I openly communicate that, I never get a negative reaction of like; 
‘What’s he doing?’ So most of the time it is allowed. So far, I haven’t 
experienced any problems. The same with praying and fasting. So, if you 
are able to do all this, that’s just excellent. 

During the interview process, several Muslims told me that they had a separate 
praying room in the office or that they were allowed to take a longer break on 
Friday afternoon to go to the mosque. In this respect, the Muslim respondents 
were especially very positive about the religious freedom that they experienced 
in the Netherlands. However, despite this positive evaluation of the freedom to 
practice their religion, the respondents also experienced constraints when it 
came to public and political debates over religious expressions. Examples of 
these constraints can be found in the debate on the proposed ban on ritual 
slaughtering and the debate on the conscientious objections of civil celebrants 
regarding gay marriage. 
 I chose two quotes about the debate on ritual slaughtering in which the 
respondents highlighted several interesting elements. The first quote shows how 
Mohamed related the experience of religious freedom to the emotional bond 
with the Netherlands: 

Ritual slaughtering was, yes. Yes, that was, for example, a real big 
problem. If you forbid that in the Netherlands, large groups of people are 
going to get in trouble. … Look, the more space you get in the 
Netherlands, the more you will feel Dutch. But if that [space] becomes 
limited, then I think, you know; ‘I don’t belong here’ and things like that. 
Then all kinds of negative feelings arise in me. 

Mohamed suggests here that people will feel Dutch if they have enough space 
to develop and express themselves. A ban on ritual slaughtering would be 
counterproductive in this respect. Although Mohamed’s previous quote revealed 
that he appreciated the freedom that he personally received at his work, he was 
worried about the public and political debates such as the debate on ritual 
slaughtering. He thus connected religious freedom to feeling Dutch and feeling 
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welcome. It showed that he felt personally attacked when his religious freedom 
was limited. Mohamed experiences the proposed ban on ritual slaughtering as a 
restriction of his religious freedom. 
 This is related to the second quote that I chose. Rahmi argued that ritual 
slaughtering belonged to religious freedom, which he interpreted as a personal 
right. He therefore argued that non-religious people were not allowed to put 
limits to that freedom: 

Look, ritual slaughtering is very important to certain people. And non-
religious people shouldn’t [forbid that] for religious people, by using very 
general [arguments] about animal [rights]. So there should be freedom. 
So, there should be … as a religious person I shouldn’t bother others with 
my religious arguments, like you have to do it this way, you have to do 
that from over there. But I should not be… I should have some freedom, 
especially in my personal, individual life, to practice my religion … You 
require religious people to behave non-religiously, also in individual 
matters. I would say, I call that world view — non-religious [conviction] 
is also a world view — you try to impose your own world view on others, 
under the guise of arguing that religion is not allowed to have any 
influence and that’s not good either. So, religious arguments don’t have to 
play a role in the public discussion … but that shouldn’t deprive a person 
from his religious freedom. 

Rahmi relates the issue of ritual slaughtering to the distinction between the 
public and private domain. Rahmi was one of the very few respondents who 
thought religious arguments not particularly useful in public debates and that 
these debates should mainly focus on general interests. Apparently, Rahmi saw 
religion mainly as a personal and private matter, which should be distinguished 
from public matters. Therefore, in this quote he stated that religious arguments 
were not useful in the public domain and likewise, general arguments and 
public debates should not be concerned with religious issues. He felt that the 
opponents of ritual slaughtering tried to force religious people also to behave in 
a non-religious way in the private sphere. There are two implications for this 
line of thought. Firstly, it seems to me that Rahmi would find it less problematic 
if religious expressions were excluded from the public domain. Secondly, he 
interpreted ritual slaughtering as an element of religious freedom in the private 
sphere. 
 What we have seen in the arguments on religious freedom is that there is 
some ambivalence in the interpretation and appreciation of religious freedom 
within the Muslims respondents. On the one hand, they personally experienced 
freedom of religion; they can pray at work and there are Islamic schools. This 
kind of religious freedom was appreciated greatly by them. On the other hand, 
public debates, as the quotes on ritual slaughtering showed, threatened that 
experience of religious freedom. 
 I propose that religious freedom is less of an issue for Protestants. They 
sometimes mentioned the conscientious objections against gay marriage and 
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many of them experienced negative attitudes towards religion in public debates 
in media,  but they did not relate that to their religious freedom as we saw in 76

the examples of Mohamed and Rahmi above. Apparently, freedom of religion is 
more important for Muslims than for Protestants. 

12.3.2 Religious Diversity 
To continue with the sub-theme of religious diversity, the interviews confirmed 
the results of the survey: Muslims seemed to appreciate religious diversity more 
than Protestants. Muslim respondents almost unanimously valued the plurality 
of religious communities in the Netherlands. Several of the respondents even 
made an explicit distinction between religious convictions and atheism or 
agnosticism. This demonstrated an appreciation for other religions, which did 
not seem to include non-religious people, as Meral (Muslim, female, 36 years) 
made clear; ‘I also appreciate it [religious diversity]. Sometimes, I see — across 
the street here — a church. Every Sunday, I see people going there to pray. You 
know, they are also religious. That’s better than nothing’. 
 The Protestants seemed to be more ambiguous towards the idea of religious 
diversity. Some of them saw it as enrichment and alluded to the positive 
contributions of religious communities to society, whereas others were more 
negative about diversity. They pointed to the fact that problems still exist within 
multicultural society and that it is difficult to live together with different 
cultures and religions. Julian provides clear example of this Protestant 
ambiguity. When I asked him whether he thought religious diversity was 
enriching for society, he gave two lines of reasoning that led to two different 
answers to the question. At first, he argued as a religious person who is 
convinced of his own point of view. He thought that it would be beneficial if all 
people would live according to his conviction. After that, he mentioned that this 
question could be answered from a different perspective, where the evaluation 
of a certain world view as enriching depended on the extent to which that world 
view contributed to a virtuous life or better society. From that perspective, he 
appreciated (other) religious views more than secular views: 

From our religious perspective, it is your deepest wish, actually, that 
everybody would acknowledge the Bible as the word of God. Every other 
conviction is fundamentally inadequate, according to us … I think, 
fundamentally — at the deepest level — it hurts me that so many people 
are on the wrong track. So, that’s why I think it is difficult to call that 
enrichment. To put it bluntly, to me it makes no difference what the other 
opinions are. Look, in a more mundane way, say, one could formulate 
some criteria and one could say, ‘I investigate to what extent a religion 
contributes to a virtuous life. You know, that people behave normally and 

 I will discuss these negative attitudes towards religion in Section 12.5, where I 76

discuss the experienced threats towards religion.
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act responsibly’. Depending on that, I appreciate certain attitudes more 
than others. If you measure [enrichment] like that, people from certain 
religions can command more respect than a secular Dutch person, who 
thinks solely about himself, takes holidays three times a year and who 
knows what else … I would never call that ‘enrichment’, but I can show 
respect if someone contributes to a good society from his own conviction. 

In this quote we again see the preference for other religious world views over 
secular ones. Furthermore, it is remarkable to see that almost all Protestants 
referred immediately to Islam when I asked them about religious diversity. 
Apparently, many of them interpreted the question on diversity as a question 
about their opinions on Islam as a ‘new’ religion in the Netherlands. However, 
these interpretations could be divided in two groups. Some of them regarded 
Islam as a religion like other religions and pointed to positive aspects, whereas 
others were quite critical towards it and addressed such themes as Shari’ah, 
inequality and intolerance to characterise and problematise the position of Islam 
in the Netherlands. 
 Although the respondents were thus quite divided in their appreciation of 
religious diversity, all respondents — both Protestants and Muslims — agreed 
on the importance of knowledge of different religions. They suggested that 
knowledge of different world views could increase understanding of and respect 
for differences, as this quote from Sebastiaan (Protestant, male, 27 years) 
exemplifies; ‘Yes I think it is important [that people know about different 
religions]. Yes, that way, you can prevent negative images … I just believe that 
knowledge can, at least partly, negate these stereotypes’. Some respondents 
added that this knowledge should be part of general education in the 
Netherlands. Paulien argued that courses on different religions should be taught 
by people from the different religious groups themselves. She remarked that, ‘it 
should be honest education. Every group should be able to give its own 
education … I think it’s good to know about each other. Then you can discuss 
things and talk to each other’. To conclude, the theme of embracing religious 
diversity evoked many different reactions from the respondents. By elaborating 
on the two sub-themes — freedom of religion and religious diversity — it has 
become clear that the Muslim respondents are more positive about both 
elements than the Protestants, which is in line with the results from the survey. 

12.4 Negative Attitude Towards Religion 
The last theme of the survey was negative attitude towards religion. In the 
survey, this category consisted of items that problematised the role of religion 
with regard to modern citizenship and emphasised the negative effects of 
religion. The results showed that non-religious people agreed more with these 
items than religious people. This is not very surprising; it is reasonable to 
expect that non-religious people value religion less than religious people do and 
that non-religious people therefore focus more on potentially negative aspects 
or effects of religion. Although initial analyses also revealed a difference 
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between Catholics and Muslims, the follow-up analyses made clear that this 
effect was largely due to differences in religious commitment. Both the level of 
orthodoxy and the extent to which religion defined one’s identity had moderate 
effects on the negative opinions about religion, whereas the effect of the 
religious community remained only weak. Therefore, it can be concluded on the 
basis of the survey that the less religiously committed a person is, the more he 
or she emphasises problematic effects of religion. 
 The survey thus showed no differences between Protestants and Muslims 
regarding this theme; they did not agree to the negative opinions on religion. 
The interviews, however, revealed more nuances concerning this theme. In 
general, both Muslims and Protestants were very positive about religion. This 
positive attitude is mainly based on the idea that religion contributes to morality 
and social cohesion. Many respondents pointed to the value of religious 
communities in social activities and in helping other people. In general, they 
disagreed with the negative attitude towards religion. 
 However, there were some respondents who were quite critical about certain 
elements of religion. One of the examples of this more critical attitude can be 
found in this quote from Lucas, who criticised conservative tendencies within 
religious traditions: 

I think that one of the roles of religion that I, that I don’t like, is that 
religion has the tendency to preserve values. I think about, in a way, 
sexual morals, eh yes. Or the position of women. In that regard, religion, 
churches and Christian organisations are a few decades behind. And eh,
[laughs] they will get there eventually, with a bit of a delay, you might 
say. 

Again, critical stances towards religion were mainly found in Protestant 
respondents who had made a transition from one religious community to 
another. It could be that the transition influenced their appreciation of religion to 
a certain extent. 
 Furthermore, the results of the survey showed that religiously highly 
committed people were more positive about the role of religion in society. 
Earlier I asked whether this positive appreciation of religion was largely 
directed towards one’s own religious community, and whether these religiously 
highly committed citizens were positive towards all religious contributions to 
society. In the interviews it became clear that the respondents were generally 
more positive about their own religious tradition than about other traditions. 
This was especially evident with the Protestant group. It was striking to see that 
they often used the same rhetoric. By referring to the principle of loving God 
above all else and your neighbours as you would yourself, they explained that 
Christianity or Protestantism could have only beneficial consequences for 
society. Several respondents made a comparison to Islam, to show that 
Christianity contributed more positively to society than Islam, as this excerpt 
from Julian shows: 
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You have to make a distinction between what a religion implies on paper, 
say — and how it is practically implemented. Look, I don’t want to be 
chauvinistic, but studies on the charitable character of Dutch people, and 
also on voluntary service, all point consistently in one direction. That is 
that churchgoers are most concerned about their fellow people. And, 
unfortunately, that doesn’t equally apply to Muslims. Look, Muslims 
have their zakat, right, their yearly ‘tax’. But that is mainly directed 
towards Muslims. Muslims for Muslims, so to say. That is not about a 
universal love towards the people around you. 

This quote seem to imply that to Julian, contributions of religious groups to 
society are less valuable if they do not concern other groups than the own 
group. 
 In sum, the results of this chapter have shown that the attitudes towards 
religion as measured in the survey are largely determined by the level of 
religious commitment. Religiously highly committed citizens emphasised more 
positive aspects of religion and showed less agreement to a restriction of 
religion to the private sphere than less religiously committed or non-religious 
citizens. I found very few differences between Protestants and Muslims in the 
topics. In the interviews, however, some important differences were discovered. 
While Muslims showed positive attitudes towards all the topics, Protestants 
were sceptical about certain elements. 

12.5 Perceptions of Religion — Threats and Opportunities 
In Part One, I explored the increasingly negative attitude towards religion in 
Dutch integration policies. Religious groups (especially orthodox or traditional) 
have increasingly received negative portrayals in the media (Ganzevoort 2012). 
It is therefore also important to investigate how Dutch citizens experience this 
negative attitude and whether they experience threats to their religious identity. 
Running contrary to this negative framework, we have the positive construction 
of opportunity. This is the idea that religion can contribute to citizenship, as 
religion is associated with all kinds of pro-social behaviour and moral values 
(Bernts, Dekker, and De Hart 2007). Do religiously highly committed citizens 
also see opportunities for their religion to contribute positively to society? In 
this last section of this chapter, I look at the threats and opportunities that these 
groups perceive concerning their religious conviction. 
 It is noteworthy to see that many respondents make a clear distinction 
between their personal belief on an individual level and (their) religion in 
general. With regard to possible threats, they clearly experienced more threats 
on a societal level than on an individual level. Both Muslims and Protestants 
rarely experienced negative or threatening attitudes towards them as religious 
citizens. They did see negative attitudes towards religion in the media and in 
social and political debates, but on a personal level they felt that their religious 
identity was accepted and even appreciated, even by non-religious people. Both 
Muslims and Protestants related that other citizens were often surprised and 
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interested to hear that they were religious. Hasan clearly differentiated between 
the negative attitudes in the media and his personal experiences: 

What I see from the media and from society is that there’s just a lot of 
debate over Islam and that… What I have experienced myself is that even 
if politics is fairly strongly against Islam, still some of the members [of 
parliament]… in the work force and also other people are more relaxed 
when it comes to Islam. They say; ‘If you want to pray, go ahead’… So 
I’ve noticed that society is a bit more relaxed than it seems. 

Although several respondents noted the negative attitudes in media and politics, 
some Protestant respondents described positive changes in the social and 
political realm with regard to the attitude towards religion, as Lucas does: 

I am inclined to regard this militant secularism as a kind of… a kind of 
after-effect of a generation that is saying goodbye to the church. That if 
they are retired in about five to ten years, then we’re done with [this 
militant secularism] … Where I used to hear, ‘Oh? Are you religious?’, 
people nowadays say, ‘Oh, how interesting!’ 

Protestants in this line of thinking believe that the negative stance of the past 
decades has slowly been replaced by a more open approach towards religion. 
Esther also alluded to this shift in social attitude towards religion, remarking 
that, ‘for a long time, [the attitude towards religion] was very negative, but 
somehow you see signs of change, that it is acceptable again … Indeed, there’s 
a new interesting twist, I think, in people’s attitude towards the Christian.’ 
 When asked about the opportunities for religion to foster good citizenship or 
to give a positive contribution to society, many respondents immediately 
referred to activities within their own community or religious tradition. This 
seemed to be a general trend in the interviews. When I asked the respondents 
about religion in general, they usually narrowed their answers down to their 
own religious community or tradition. This might be explained by the fact that 
they are more closely connected to their own community and are better 
informed about what happens there than in other communities. In this sense, 
reference to one’s own community is purely practical. Another explanation 
might be that they think solely of their own religion when talking about the 
positive aspects of religion. Many respondents are more positive about their 
own religion than other religions. It is therefore conceivable that they do not 
even think about the positive contributions of other religious groups. The only 
two exceptions to this trend were Lucas and Hasan. Lucas referred to the lack of 
acknowledgement of all the positive activities in mosques. He pointed out that 
many social activities are organised within Islamic communities; they provide 
informal care and language courses in the mosques and therefore contribute 
positively to Dutch society. Hasan mentioned church activities that he saw as 
possible inspiration for mosques to increase social cohesion in local 
communities. 
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 Answers to questions about the positive contributions of religion for society 
show many similarities. Almost all respondents — both Muslims and 
Protestants — referred in one way or another to the social aspect of citizenship 
they saw as a fundamental element of their belief. They often referred to their 
religion as a source for morality and mentioned that their religion asks them to 
look after fellow citizens and to take care of the world. In that respect, they 
were convinced of the positive contributions of religion and religious 
communities to society. One clear example of the way in which a respondent 
saw the responsibility for religious, or specifically Christian, citizens, is this 
quote from Jacob: 

To act responsibly in life, not only in your church life, but in your whole 
life, that is actually a very Calvinistic notion, you know, it comes from 
Calvin … that Jesus rules over all domains of life. Abraham Kuyper  77

says; ‘There is no domain in life of which Jesus doesn’t say “mine”’.  78

Jesus wants us to act in and take responsibility over all domains of life, 
the whole range of life, from art to education, to church, to society. 

 Besides the similarities in the focus on the social dimension of citizenship as 
the domain on which religion can offer something positive to society, there are 
also some differences between the Muslim respondents and the Protestant 
respondents. First, several Protestants emphasised the fact that contributing to 
society is something that religious people should do, and that religion is always 
the motivation for all action, whether explicit or implicit. According to Ruben, 
for instance, Christians can inspire other citizens by doing the right things, 
without explicitly saying that they are Christian. This line of reasoning is not 
found in any of the interviews with the Muslims. 
 Secondly, in many of the interviews with Muslims, I was told about the 
activities that are organised by the religious communities and in the mosques. 
These activities extend beyond religious content. In fact, many activities for 
young Muslims are organised in order to help them to feel at home in Dutch 
society and to help them with their individual development and education. 
Although not all respondents referred to these activities when asked about the 
contributions of their religion to Dutch society, these activities show how 
Muslim communities play a participatory role in Dutch society. 
 During my fieldwork, I witnessed such an example of mosque activity, 
where the Islamic community tried to encourage good citizenship for its 
members. Before one of the interviews with a Muslim respondent, I was invited 
to attend a public lecture of the imam. This lecture was part of a lecture series 

 Abraham Kuyper (1837–1920) was a Dutch theologian and founder of the first 77

modern political party in the Netherlands, the Anti-Revolutionaire Partij (ARP) and of 
the Free University.

 The original quotation says: ‘There is not a square inch in the whole domain of our 78

human existence over which Christ, who is Souvereign over all, does not cry: 
“Mine”’ (Kuyper, 1880, 488).
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for young Muslims about the fundamentals of Islamic faith. The aim of this 
series was to explain the backgrounds and content of Islam to young people, in 
order to foster their social efficacy. The imam explained that, because these 
young Muslims lived in a secular, non-Islamic country, they were often 
confronted with questions about their belief. According to him, they were often 
unable to respond properly to these questions and they were struggling with the 
compatibility of their Islamic faith with Dutch society. By explaining the 
backgrounds and fundamentals of their religion, the imam tried to make them 
more aware and more assertive. This would also help them to in integrate better 
into Dutch society. It seems to me that these kinds of activities, where there is a 
focus on the social status and defensibility of the members of the religious 
community, are more common in mosques than in churches. Churches, on the 
other hand, seem to focus their activities more on religious content. 
 Thirdly, there were a few Protestants and Muslims who pointed to the 
importance of inter-religious activities and dialogue as a way to contribute to 
society. Kasim related this very concept in the following quote, saying; ‘So, if 
we are really able to do something together with different religions, if we can 
contribute to society, we can achieve a lot, I guess’. Respondents who referred 
to inter-religious cooperation as a possible way for religion to contribute to 
society, underlined the importance of knowledge of and respect for others. 
Furthermore, some Protestants pointed out that there are many small Protestant 
communities that focus primarily on their own members. They argued, however, 
that more could be achieved if religious communities cooperated with each 
other and focused more on society, whether that be on a local, regional or 
national level. 



13. THE INTER-RELATEDNESS OF RELIGION AND CITIZENSHIP 

As we have seen in the previous chapters, there is a relationship between the 
religious background of Dutch citizens, their opinions on citizenship, and the 
role of religion in society. In the interviews it became clear that many of the 
religiously highly committed respondents drew inspiration from their religious 
conviction in their attitude towards other people and society as a whole. They 
did not refer to their convictions in all of their answers, but it was obvious that 
the inspiration of their holy book and religious tradition influenced their 
opinions to a large extent. This mirrored the findings in Part One, where it was 
shown that opinions on citizenship often coincided with particular attitudes 
towards religion. In this chapter, I take a closer look at two forms of inter-
relatedness of religion and citizenship by taking two different approaches. In the 
first approach, I give an interpretation of the results of the survey regarding the 
correlations between thinking about religion and citizenship. In the second 
approach, I discuss two case studies from the interviews — one Protestant and 
one Muslim with a Turkish background — to show the tight connections 
between religion and citizenship in their reasoning. 

13.1 Correlations Between Religion and Citizenship Attitudes 
While the analyses of political philosophies and government policies suggested 
a direct relation between interpretations of citizenship and appreciation of 
religion in the public domain, the correlation analyses on the survey data 
seemed to contradict these findings. Overall, the correlations between the two 
were unexpectedly low (less than 0.4), indicating no strong relations between 
ideas on religion and citizenship at all. Were all previous results based on 
spurious relations? Let us first take a closer look at the correlations. The highest 
correlations found were those between tolerance and embracing religious 
diversity and between social engagement and religion as a value basis for 
society. This indicates that people who emphasised tolerance as an essential 
characteristic of a good citizen also embraced religious diversity, and that 
people who thought of social engagement as an essential characteristic of a 
good citizen tended to attribute a more important role to religion as a value 
basis for society. 
 When we split the respondents into non-religious and religious groups, we 
see that a greater appreciation of tolerance coincides with more emphasis on 
embracing religious diversity and with less negative attitudes towards religion. 
The groups remain consistent when it comes to the category of tolerance, 
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indicative of high levels of agreement and a uniform interpretation of the 
category. 
 The initial correlation analysis revealed that the category of privatised 
religion correlated positively with shared identity, while the category of 
embracing religious diversity correlated negatively with this citizenship 
dimension. These results can be related to the earlier described relation between 
the focus on shared identity and the appreciation of religion in government 
policies. Here too, it seemed that the focus on ‘Dutchness’ was accompanied by 
a reduced appreciation of religion, a stronger focus on a shared (non-religious) 
identity and a stricter restriction of religion to the private sphere. At the same 
time, the correlation analysis revealed that a focus on shared identity also 
correlated with higher scores on religion as a value basis for society, which was 
rather unexpected. When the results are split by religiosity (to compare religious 
and non-religious persons), this relation between shared identity and religion as 
value basis for society almost disappears. Only a very weak correlation (r = .
091) remains within the group of religious people; for non-religious people, 
there is no correlation at all. 
 The other results regarding shared identity follow general expectations 
formed on the basis of the results of Part One. For both religious and non-
religious people, the emphasis on national identity is accompanied by a reduced 
appreciation of religion. The only non-consistent finding in this respect is that 
the survey revealed that Protestants emphasised national identity more, while 
simultaneously appreciating religion. The interview data, however, seemed to 
indicate that religiously highly committed Protestants were quite ambivalent 
with regard to the dimension of a shared national identity. When it came to the 
government emphasis on progressive Dutch values and sexual morals, they did 
not agree to the nationalist interpretation of shared identity. The combined 
results thus indicate that the dimension of shared identity should be treated with 
sensitivity. 
 The most apparent differences between religious and non-religious people 
were found in the categories of social engagement and law-abidingness. With 
regard to social engagement, the direction of the correlation is different for 
religious compared to non-religious people in three of the four categories. This 
clearly indicates that there is an effect of religiosity on the relation between 
religion and citizenship. For religious people, the significance of social 
engagement is associated with less negative attitudes towards religion and with 
the possibility of religion to engage in the public domain and to form a value 
basis for society. For non-religious people, the emphasis on social engagement 
is associated with a greater emphasis on the restriction of religion to the private 
domain. Regardless of religiosity, highlighting social engagement as an 
essential characteristic of the good citizen coincided with higher scores on 
embracing religious diversity. 
 With regard to law-abidingness, the following results have been found. 
Firstly, in the group of non-religious people, a greater emphasis on law-
abidingness was associated with a greater emphasis on the restriction of religion 
to the private domain. For religious people, higher scores on law-abidingness 
correlated to a greater appreciation of religion as value basis for society, as well 
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as a greater appreciation for religious diversity and freedom of religion, and 
with lower negative attitudes towards religion. These results also follow what is 
known from the previous chapters: both the interpretation of these two 
citizenship dimensions and the interpretations of these religious attitudes 
depend on the religiosity of the respondent. 
 Altogether, these correlation analyses reveal a relation between 
interpretations of citizenship and the appreciation of religion, although the 
relation is not as strong as expected. Another way of looking at the relation 
between religion and citizenship is to look at how religious people use their 
religious background and tradition in thinking about citizenship. In order to do 
so, larger parts of the interviews with two interviewees are discussed in detail 
and are closely analysed in the next two sections. 

13.2 Paulien: Shared Inner Convictions as Condition for Citizenship 
Paulien is a fifty-four-year-old woman, living with her husband and two of her 
six children in a medium-sized town in the middle of the country. I meet her at 
her home, on a warm summer day, where we talked in her spacious, quiet 
garden. She told me she was raised in a religious family. They were members of 
the Reformed Congregations (Gereformeerde Gemeenten),  a religious 79

community that she described as ‘orthodox Protestant’. She explained that in 
this community, the Bible is accepted as being 100% true and that the Bible is 
seen as a rule for one’s whole life and that one cannot deviate from that. 
Religion was very important to her family and as a child she sometimes had the 
idea that there were many obligations and rules about what was acceptable and 

 The Reformed Congregations (Gereformeerde Gemeenten) is a church community 79

that falls under the broader spectrum of so-called ‘bevindelijk gereformeerde’ 
communities, which can be regarded as highly conservative reformed communities 
(Amelink 2001, 18–21). According to Hoekstra and Ipenburg, the main characteristics 
of these communities are ‘a strong emphasis on chosen-ness, in which it is a priori 
established who is destined to eternal beatitude and who is not; the emphasis on the 
need to convert as a proof that one is chosen by God; the personal insecurity of many 
believers about whether one is chosen; the distinction that is made between those who 
have converted and those who haven’t, this distinction needs to be expressed clearly 
during services, the experience (bevinding), among which the strictly personal 
experience of the relation with God as the result of conversion; great respect for the 
theologians of the 17th and 18th century.’ (Hoekstra and Ipenburg 2008, 244) 
The religious doctrine of the Reformed Congregations is based on the Bible as the 
infallible Word of God and on the Three Forms of Unity. There are 152 communities of 
the Reformed Congregations in the Netherlands, and they are one of the few church 
communities in the Netherlands that has a growing number of members. In 2006, they 
had 103.272 members, which increased to 106.782 on 31 December 2013 
(Reformatorisch Dagblad, May 14, 2014). Only men are eligible for positions within 
the church community. There are at least two services on Sunday and sometimes also 
during the week. Special attention is paid to youth and education (Hoekstra and 
Ipenburg, 2008, 246–248). 
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what was not. They were very active church members and went to the services 
twice on Sunday, participated in the different church clubs and societies, and 
took part in all kinds of church activities. Although her family was very active 
and religion played a large role in her youth, Paulien did not really think 
consciously about what her faith meant to her. This changed after secondary 
school, when she started teacher training college for primary school teachers. 
During that time, her faith became something personal and valuable, and she 
established a personal relation with God. 
 Nowadays, her religious beliefs are very important for her identity and play 
a large role in her daily life. Paulien and her husband have made a transition to a 
different church community and are now members of the Restored Reformed 
Church (Hersteld Hervormde Kerk).  She explained that the Bible has 80

remained the doctrine for her belief, but that she experiences less social control 
and more freedom to practice her belief in her own personal life within this 
community. She is very actively involved in her religious community. Paulien 
attends church twice on a Sunday, she is active in evangelisation work, teaches 
a course for non-religious people, is a member of the cleaning team of the 
church, and is member of a women’s discussion group of the church. Her 
children are actively involved in youth work and clubs, her husband is leader of 
one of the groups, and they host a Bible study group at home. 
 Paulien’s religious belief influences her opinions on society; belief and 
citizenship are strongly interwoven in her life. When asking her about the role 
of religion in her personal life, and specifically for her interpretation of 
citizenship, she connected the positive values that she sees as central to her 
belief to positive values for society as a whole: 

 In 2004, the Dutch Reformed Church (Nederlandse Hervormde Kerk) united with the 80

Reformed Churches in the Netherlands (Gereformeerde Kerken in Nederland) and the 
Evangelical Lutheran Church in the Kingdom of the Netherlands (Evangelisch-Lutherse 
Kerk in het Koninkrijk der Nederlanden). This unification led to the establishment of 
the Protestant Church in the Netherlands (PKN, Protestantse Kerk in Nederland), 
nowadays the largest church body in the Netherlands. The establishment of the PKN led 
to a schism, in which the Restored Reformed Church separated from the PKN. Hoekstra 
and Ipenburg identify three main reasons for this separation. Firstly, opponents of the 
unification of the three communities wanted to stick to the reformed confession as 
mentioned in article X of the church order of the Dutch Reformed Church. Secondly, 
the rejection of all doctrines that oppose God’s Word; and thirdly, they did not 
acknowledge the pluralism in the church of Christ and they emphasised the union of 
man and woman as the exclusive form of cohabitation as installed by God (Hoekstra 
and Ipenburg 2008, 204). 
It is unclear how many members the Restored Reformed Church has, because many 
members of the Dutch Reformed Church did not officially have themselves removed 
from the index of the Reformed Church after the establishment of the PKN. According 
to the PKN, there are between 35,000 and 50,000 members of the Restored Reformed 
Church, whereas the Restored Reformed Church itself claims to have over 60,000 
members. In 2006, there were 126 congregations of the Restored Reformed Church in 
the Netherlands (Hoekstra and Ipenburg 2008, 205).
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INTERVIEWER: In what way do you think your belief contributes to your 
citizenship? 
PAULIEN: I think that living with a Christian identity — if you can really 
feel it as personal experience — is only positive. That’s not because I feel 
it this way, but because God’s norms and values are very positive. I make 
mistakes too sometimes, and feel bad things, and maybe I act completely 
wrong. But He has good intentions, and I try to live up to those. I think, if 
we would live as close as possible to God and stay connected to Him, and 
if we are able to show something of Him, that would be only positive for 
society as a whole. 

 During the interview, there were several moments like this, in which Paulien 
claimed that it would be positive for society if all citizens accepted Christian 
values. To her, it was obvious that God’s norms and values could only be 
positive. People can act wrong if they do not live up to these norms and values 
or if they misinterpret them, but in principle, she believed in the rightness of 
these moral principles for society. Therefore, she thought it would be beneficial 
for society if all people shared these Christian values. Consequently, she related 
contemporary problems in society to a lack of these shared values: 

INTERVIEWER: Do you think that religion can play a role when it comes to 
norms and values? Or that it plays a role? 
PAULIEN: Yes, honestly, I think that our whole legislation is traditionally 
based on these Ten Commandments. However, if we don’t know where 
this [legislation] comes from anymore, then I start to wonder what the 
norm will be in the future. Is that the number of people who agree on 
something? If in the future, the majority thinks that stealing is okay — 
just as an example — does that mean you can’t be punished for it 
anymore? What do you base your norms on then? So I think society will 
profit from this. Do you know them, the Ten Commandments? 
INTERVIEWER: Yes, I think I would be able to name them all. Yes, I could 
do that. 
PAULIEN: Well, I think they are only meant to let us live in peace with 
each other. 
INTERVIEWER: I think you might be right in that a growing part of society 
doesn’t know them,  or is unaware of the relationship between Dutch 81

legislation and the Ten Commandments. But don’t you think that these 
values will always exist? That they will always seem so essential? 
PAULIEN: Yes, but exactly because they are so essential, I don’t 
understand why people would think that God doesn’t exist. Because 
otherwise, where would this [legislation] come from? I even think that we 
all have something inside of us that gives us some kind of consciousness 
— something that seems to be based on these values as well. Well, I hope 
so. But I don’t know. Look, killing and stealing are things that we all… 

 This is something Paulien claimed earlier during the interview.81
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still desire, well, I think that many people don’t consider that as 
disgraceful and wrong. While to me, desire is such a basic attitude, which 
I think is getting worse and it’s one of the things that makes us become an 
increasingly negative society. It’s all ‘me, me, me’. If you take God’s 
Commandment of loving Him above all else and your neighbour as 
yourself — so no desire to be superior to the other, or to earn more 
money no matter what, whether in an honest or dishonest way… 
Ultimately, this has to do with the crisis as well. So these are all things 
which I think, if you really… I am convinced of this, if you really know 
inside that God thinks it’s terrible to live like this, then it wouldn’t 
happen. Unfortunately, I can’t give it to other people. It is something very 
personal, but I am absolutely convinced that [society] would look 
completely different then. 

These two quotes from the interview show that Paulien was convinced that 
society would profit if people were internally driven to live a good life 
according to these positive, Christian values. Furthermore, this last quote 
reveals that for her, it was hard to believe that someone who did not believe in 
God could still embrace these values to the same extent that she did. Nor did 
she understand how people could abide by or embrace these values, while 
simultaneously denying God’s existence. She based her morality on her 
religious conviction and thought it necessary in order to share these values. 
 Aside from these reflections, the quote makes clear that Paulien related 
morality to legislation. She was convinced that Dutch legislation is built on 
Christian values, thereby drawing a connection between ethics and law. 
Moreover, Paulien’s quote revealed that she thought the Christian values that 
constituted Dutch legislation were not positive values because of their intrinsic 
goodness, but because they formed a part of the Ten Commandments. This 
offers interesting material for thought, because in this line of reasoning, it is not 
only the value or virtue that counts, but the inner belief on which it is based as 
well. According to Paulien, it is important that people live by certain rules, but 
in the end, mere acceptance of rules and regulations is not actually enough to 
build a society or a moral system on. In order to establish that system, shared 
and lived beliefs seem to be a necessary next step. 
 When I asked Paulien more explicitly about her opinions on Dutch 
citizenship, the quotation below shows, again, that her ideas on citizenship are 
also influenced by her religious conviction. When it came to law-abidingness, 
she related the importance of this element of citizenship to her belief: 

PAULIEN: I think that, based on the Bible, we need to accept the authority 
that is placed on us, unless it explicitly contradicts God’s word. To me, 
authority is so essential in all kinds of relations. You can see that 
already… it starts very small within the family. You have to teach 
children to accept your authority. That is something that I encounter 
nowadays… because I work in education I see that, well I feel that it’s 
becoming less. I think there has to be a natural distance between child 
and parent. A child needs to learn at home what it means that someone 
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has authority over him and that he needs to accept authority. You can 
have discussions with each other, but ultimately your parents still have 
authority over you. Then there is a next step when you go to school. 
There is the acceptance at school that your teachers are the boss. As 
parents you can question that sometimes, but principally you just need to 
submit to that authority. Well, then you take another step; there is the 
local government that is put over you. With regard to laws and rules 
about how to behave on the street, and the laws in the Netherlands… I 
think you need to accept them. If you don’t agree, you can vote for a 
political party that wants something different, but I think it’s very 
important to have some obedience to authority … in all layers of society. 
Even… look, if it really violates my principles, then I will probably say 
‘no’, but then it needs to be very strong and very clear. And otherwise 
you should just accept authority. 
INTERVIEWER: Does it ever happen, do you recall instances in which you 
thought: ‘this violates my principles’? 
PAULIEN: Well, I have never really experienced it. But you could, for 
example… if it is no longer allowed to approach someone on the street 
about, well; ‘How do you think about God?’ and things like that, and try 
to convert people to believe, which is also part of our evangelisation 
work, once a year… Let’s suppose, I can imagine, we are in one of those 
stands and trying to put people in touch with the Bible… now suppose 
that’s no longer allowed, because it’s public space and religion is only 
allowed behind the front door, then I think I would protest. Yes. 

 It is interesting to see that, of all the possible things that could cause tensions 
between her obedience to authority and her religious belief — in which she 
thinks that obedience to authority runs contrary to God’s word — Paulien chose 
the example of evangelisation. If she is no longer allowed to try to put people in 
touch with the Bible, she would protest against that. It is quite remarkable that 
this is the first thing that came to her mind. One would expect (and in other 
interviews, it was indeed the case) that religious people would refer to examples 
such as the freedom of religious education and special schools, and the possible 
fear of a secular government denying the freedom to send one’s children to a 
religious school. Alternately, respondents referred to topics like gay marriage, 
euthanasia and abortion as possible sources of friction between their religious 
belief and Dutch legislation or authorities. For Paulien, however, evangelisation 
is apparently a crucial element of religious freedom. This might be related to the 
idea that for Paulien, the inner convictions of people are as important as the 
rules they abide by and that society as a whole would profit if more people were 
convinced of the truth of her religious belief concerning the rightness or 
wrongness of certain rules or regulations. 
 Lastly, when the topic of shared identity was discussed, Paulien chose to 
embrace a hierarchical interpretation of the notion of citizenship: 
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INTERVIEWER: To what extent do you think it is important that all Dutch 
citizens — both immigrants and native Dutch people — feel Dutch or 
love the Netherlands? 
PAULIEN: I think that is important. I think it is quite important that they 
feel Dutch, and I also think that the government can request something in 
that respect. On the other hand, they also have their own identity, and 
they are allowed to maintain that, if you ask me. But they need to abide 
by the laws here. We assume that every person who has the capacity to 
work, will search for a job, and won’t just do nothing. Well, I think 
you’re also allowed to ask that of foreigners. If I look at my own 
religious conviction, God asks from all of us that we make an effort to 
use all the talents that are given to us. And that we do not think; ‘Well, we 
get welfare anyway’. You are allowed to point out to someone what his 
responsibilities are. But look, if someone wants to maintain his own 
habits and customs at home, then that’s fine with me. I don’t want to 
force anything in that respect. Look, we have a couple of foreigners at 
school. Well, it happens that, when you make appointments, they don’t 
follow up on the appointment. Then I think, you should know that in the 
Netherlands, that’s really irritating. If you agree to meet at two o’clock 
and they show up at four, you have to be honest and tell them: ‘Guys, this 
is not the way things work in the Netherlands. That might happen in 
Africa, but it’s not the way it works here’. So you can point that out to 
someone else. 
INTERVIEWER: And besides these kinds of unwritten rules that apply here 
in the Netherlands, are there, according to you, certain norms and values 
that are valid in the Netherlands, which are also for immigrants… 
PAULIEN: Yes, but that has to do with our Ten Commandments. Honesty, 
for instance. You just know that in Africa ‘yes’ often means ‘no’. Let’s be 
very honest. It’s decent to say: ‘yes’, but they mean ‘no’. Then I think, 
you could say that that’s how it works in their culture, but then I think no, 
in our culture — and we learn that from the Bible — yes should be yes, 
and no is no. That’s what the Bible says. Our legislation is based on that, 
it is highly regarded here, whereas for foreigners it’s at the bottom of 
their priorities, as it were. Over there, friendliness and hospitality are 
number one. So one might have to accept that for us, [honesty] is a highly 
ranked, unwritten rule. 

What we see in this quote is that Paulien began by saying that it was important 
that Dutch citizens felt Dutch and that the government could demand that from 
her citizens. However, she immediately pointed out that this did not mean that 
citizens were unable to maintain their own identity. This suggests that she 
embraced the slogan ‘integration while preserving one’s identity’; a catchphrase 
the government used before the 1990s. According to this ideal, migrants need to 
integrate and participate in Dutch society, but they do not have to give up their 
personal identity. Having said this, Paulien started to elaborate on what the 
government could expect from Dutch citizens. 
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 First, she named law-abidingness. This can be seen as the first elementary 
building block of her notion of citizenship. Second, she thought that all citizens 
can be expected to participate in and contribute to society, in the sense that 
everyone should make an effort to find a job. Interestingly, here she introduced 
her religious conviction, which she based this second building block on. 
According to her belief, it is one of the responsibilities for a person to use the 
talents God has given. Although she based this idea on her religious belief, 
which is not shared by everyone, she emphasised that it should be possible to 
point to this responsibility as an obligation for all citizens. This second building 
block of her notion of citizenship matches the development in government 
policy of the 1990s, when the slogan ‘integration while preserving one’s 
identity’ was replaced by the citizenship ideal of active participation in society. 
 After this second building block, Paulien moved on to the next block. Here 
she mentioned that everyone should be allowed to maintain their habits and 
customs at home, and that she did not want to force anyone to change those 
habits in private situations. This appears to be a shift away from what she said 
at first about the maintenance of identity. Paulien introduces a separation of 
private and public domain here. Furthermore, she mentioned certain Dutch 
customs and values that all citizens should accept, like punctuality and honesty. 
With reference to the Bible she argued that these Dutch values are greatly 
valued here in the Netherlands, but not in other cultures. She added that it was 
important that immigrants are told that they should accept these values and live 
by these customs. The move from the second to this third building block 
resembles the shift in government policy to the liberal nationalist approach of 
the past decade, emphasising shared cultural values. 
 Lastly, what is interesting to see in this quote is when I asked Paulien 
whether she thought that all Dutch citizens should feel Dutch, she narrowed her 
answer down to immigrants and the way in which they should integrate in 
society. Apparently, Paulien considered the shared identity element of 
citizenship to be something that applied especially to immigrants. It even seems 
as if she thought that this shared identity and the unwritten rules and values she 
attaches to this identity were self-evident for native Dutch people. Moreover, 
when she said that the cultural value of honesty stemmed from the Bible, she 
equated Dutch culture with Christianity. Although she did not elaborate on this 
connection, it suggests that Christian immigrants might have an easier job 
integrating in the Netherlands than non-Christian immigrants, because their 
values are based on the same system of beliefs, according to Paulien. At the 
same time, she explicitly mentioned the difference with African culture, which 
indicated that it is not merely religion, but also culture that determines these 
differences in values. 

13.3 Murat: Religion as Basis for Boundless Citizenship 
Murat is a Turkish man in his mid-forties. He was born in a city in the south-
east of Turkey, close to the borders of Syria and Iraq. His father came to the 
Netherlands in 1971 to work as a guest worker. Murat and his mother followed 
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in 1974, and they lived in a large city in the east of the Netherlands. In 1985, he 
went to a boarding school in Syria to study Islam, after which he moved to 
Turkey, where he went to an Imam and Minister high school. He returned to the 
Netherlands in 1990, to the same city where he grew up and has lived there ever 
since. He is married and has three children. We met on a Friday afternoon in his 
mosque, where I was warmly welcomed. As it was Friday, there were many 
people in the mosque, so we conducted the interview in a small, separate room. 
 Murat told me he was raised in a traditional Muslim family, in a town where 
religion was handed down through an oral tradition. Their belief was an 
important element in their daily life and his parents emphasised this to him. The 
importance of praying, fasting, the way you treat other people, and all kinds of 
social Islamic conventions were highlighted as being important for a Muslim. 
His belief always remained important to him, and so it still is. He is convinced 
of the truth of his belief; it provides guidelines for how he thinks and acts. 
Murat is actively involved in the religious community as chairman of the 
mosque. In the mosque, there is a praying room and a gathering room, where 
the community members can come together in an informal way. The mosque 
also offers weekend schooling, where they organise Quran and Islam lessons 
and assist pupils with their homework. They offer lectures and information 
meetings, there is a student organisation, a women’s and a young women’s 
group, and Murat is involved in all of this as member of the board. He pointed 
out that the mosque does not only offer religious activities, but that all the 
activities are driven by their religious conviction. For example, the homework 
assistance they offer is based on the conviction that studying is important from a 
religious perspective. 
 In the interview with Murat, the connection between his belief and his 
opinions on citizenship were made very explicit. When asking him an open 
question about what one should do or how one should behave in order to be a 
good Dutch citizen, he gave an elaborate answer that revealed how his opinions 
on living together are based on his religious conviction: 

INTERVIEWER: What does being a good citizen mean to you; what makes 
up citizenship in the Netherlands, in the Dutch context? 
MURAT: To me it doesn’t matter that much whether you live in the 
Netherlands, in China, in the United States or in Turkey. My conviction is 
based on a religious framework. My religious framework teaches me that 
God created human beings for two reasons. In the Quran, two things are 
mentioned. [First — God says] I have created human beings to serve me. 
Then it doesn’t matter that much where you are. Whether you are in the 
Netherlands or in the United States, in China, or in Turkey, you can serve 
God everywhere. And second, [God says] I have created human beings 
for… well in Christianity they call it stewardship. These are the two 
reasons why I live, why I exist. And if I take my responsibility, we call 
that khalifa-ship, if I take my khalifa-ship — so that responsibility here 
on earth — with regard to people, animals, plants, and earthly life you 
may call it, if I take that [responsibility] honourably... And what that 
means exactly, God tells us in the next verse. What it absolutely doesn’t 
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mean, is destruction and bloodshed. That absolutely not. That is, the 
Quran says … Allah says in the Quran, ‘I will create a khalifa’. And the 
angels then say, ‘Are you going to create someone who will destroy and 
shed blood?’ ‘No’, He says, ‘that is not my purpose.’ But the fact that 
human beings actually do that, is a different story. So, as long as I, 
wherever I live on this world, in whatever place I live, if I take the 
responsibility upon myself not to destroy and not to shed blood, that 
means I should treat my environment well. 

In the first part of this quote, it becomes clear that Murat does not make a 
distinction between being a good citizen and being a good person. He shows 
that his ideas on citizenship are based on his religious conviction and not 
restricted by national boundaries. Murat referred to Surah 2:30 , where it is 
explained how Allah created Adam after He created the world and the angels. 
The khalifa-ship mentioned in the Quran can be seen as both an individual and a 
collective task for humanity. Every individual Muslim has to earn the honour to 
become Allah’s khalifa by being loyal and faithful (Abdus Sattar 2011, 201–
202). 
 It is quite interesting to see that Murat translated the Islamic notion of 
khalifa-ship in Christian terms, and thereby assumed that I was familiar with the 
meaning of the Christian notion of stewardship. Murat apparently expected that 
he was talking to a Christian to whom he did not have to explain Islamic 
notions if he could translate them into Christian ones. In the next quote — 
which is the immediate follow-up to the previous quote — it became clear that 
he only expected me to have some basic knowledge of Islam. Here, he 
explained the Islamic fundamentals behind his ideal of good citizenship, by 
saying that the five fundamentals he was about to explain were not the five 
well-known pillars of Islam: 

I should consider the wellbeing of the people around me. And for that 
purpose, the Islam has named five main points. Not the five pillars that 
you probably know, about praying and fasting. Those, those are the 
servant parts. But besides these servant parts there are five different 
pillars, you might say, of Islam. And [the first] is holiness of life. So 
human life is sacred. As people we should do everything to maintain the 
life of other humans and to increase the quality of life. That means that, 
yes, not only my life here on earth is sacred, but also other lives of other 
people. That means that I have to make sure… not only that I can live, 
but also that the standard of my life should improve, qualitatively. So, not 
only maintenance but also development. Founding a hospital contributes 
to that quality, and so belongs to this [first pillar]. So, life, human beings, 
and the holiness of life. 
 The second one is intellect. The intellect of humans is sacred. And so 
we have to make sure that everyone has the safety and the opportunity to 
develop his intellect. So, education is important. To be able to talk and 
think … that safety needs to be created. So speech, freedom of speech 
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belongs to this aspect, just in this part. Next… so holiness of life, 
intellect, and then of family. Family is also sacred to us. The ability to 
reproduce. Anything that threatens reproduction and the family then yes, 
you should be able to guide that. You should thus maintain the quality of 
the family. 
 Then next, we have holiness of religion. And we do not only name 
Islam here… that it should have the freedom, but also all other religions 
should have the freedom to live. So religious freedom. And the last one is 
ownership, holiness of ownership. That watch is yours, I am not supposed 
to touch that. Yes, that is your sanctuary, as it were. And that counts for 
everything of course, around these five aspects. We call those the 
essentials of Islam. And all statements of Islam are based on these five 
essentials. 

 In this quote, Murat described the Islamic foundation of his interpretation of 
citizenship. The five essentials of Islam that he distinguished are elements of the 
Maqasid Model of Shari’ah, the set of rules and regulations about how Muslims 
should act and behave (Bakker et al. 2010). Literally, Shari’ah means ‘the path 
that leads to the source of water’. In the Western world, it is often assumed that 
Shari’ah is a complete and fixed law book. This is, however, not true. Shari’ah 
is a notion that is interpretable in different ways (Oldenhuis et al. 2007). A 
detailed explanation of these different interpretations and applications of 
Shari’ah lies beyond the boundaries of the present research. It is, however, 
important to mention that a Dutch study on the interpretations of Shari’ah 
showed that Muslims in the Netherlands differ in their interpretations of the 
notion; a minority views Shari’ah as a legislative system, a larger group 
describes it as the religious rites of Islam, while a majority interprets Shari’ah as 
a system of norms and values, which arguably applies to Murat as well. 
Furthermore, the study has shown that in general, Dutch Muslims do not 
actively and consciously apply Shari’ah to their daily lives (Bakker et al. 2010, 
45–46). 
 As mentioned above, Murat focused on the Maqasid al-Shari’ah, which can 
be translated as ‘the Shari’ah Objectives’. The famous Muslim philosopher-
theologian Al-Ghazali (1058–1111 CE) classified the maqasid into the five 
categories that Murat used to explain his ideas on citizenship: 

The very objective of the Shari’ah is to promote the wellbeing of the 
people, which lies in safeguarding their faith (din), their self (nafs), their 
intellect (aql), their posterity (nasl) and their wealth (mal). Whatever 
ensures the safeguard of these fives serves public interest and is desirable, 
and whatever hurts them is against public interest and its removal is 
desirable. (Al-Ghazali as quoted in Umer Chapra 2000, 118) 

This quote shows how the maqasid, or the objectives of Shari’ah, are related to 
the idea of the public good (maslahah). Safeguarding these objectives serves the 
public good, and according to several Islamic scholars, maslahah’s fundamental 
meaning is exactly the preservation of these five objectives (Dusuki and 
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Abdullah 2007). The maslahah can be divided into three categories, as Figure 
13.1 shows. 

The inner circle shows the 
essentials or necessities that 
people essentially depend upon 
(daruriyat). These elements are 
the five essentials that Murat 
explained in the interview. The 
second and the third circle of the 
complementary (hajiyat) and the 
embellishments (tahsiniyat) 
supplement the essentials. They 
are less important than the 
essentials (Dusuki and Abdullah 
2007: 33). The protection of the 
essentials is not only a personal 
matter, but has direct influence 
on society. It is seen as a 
responsibility for all Muslims. In 
Murat’s quote, it becomes clear 
that he was aware of his 
responsibility as a Muslim to 
preserve these five essentials. It 
is this idea of the common good 

that defined his interpretation of the notion of good citizenship. In the rest of the 
interview, where the other dimensions of citizenship were discussed, Murat 
related all of the dimensions to the five essentials of maslahah. This 
demonstrated that his conception of citizenship was completely built on his 
religious conviction. When talking about the notion of social engagement, 
Murat gave the following example: 

MURAT: Social engagement, if I may give an example: if I see a woman 
who has been disowned by her husband and has to stay at home alone 
with her two children and doesn’t have any contact with other people. 
Then she falls under the [category] holiness of intellect and of family.  
INTERVIEWER: Okay, yes, yes. 
MURAT: Yes, I have to make sure that she won’t experience such 
psychological pressure that she’d develop psychological problems. That 
is my responsibility. I have to make sure that her family — either with or 
without her husband, that doesn’t matter that much — at least that she 
and her children can stay in a safe situation and that they can develop. So 
I have to contribute to the wellbeing of… Well, you can give numerous 
examples like this. Everything falls under these five categories. 

 This example shows that Murat saw it as his duty as a Muslim to help other 
people. As soon as one of the essentials of another citizen is at risk, he must act 

Figure 13.1 The three categories of maslahah.  
Source:http://www.muslimphilosophy.com/ma/
works/maqasid.pdf
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responsibly and contribute to the wellbeing of others. The excerpt also showed 
that according to maslahah, social engagement is a very important element of 
being a good citizen; Murat considered it the building block of his notion of 
citizenship. The inequality between men and women often attributed to Islam 
did not seem to apply when it came to Murat’s explanation of the essentials of 
maslahah. Whenever one of the five essentials is at risk, irrelevant of sex, 
Murat thought it was his responsibility as a Muslim to safeguard them. This 
responsibility can be seen as a religious task, but one with social consequences. 
By relating all of the categories of citizenship to the five essentials of Islam, 
Murat demonstrated exactly why he did not differentiate between being a good 
person and being a good citizen, nor between public and private life: the 
principles of maslahah cover all aspects of life. 
 Murat did not seem to make a distinction between either public and private 
or between citizen and person; it is therefore worthwhile to delve deeper into his 
opinions on shared identity. As we saw in the first quote, Murat pointed out that 
where you lived in the world had no bearing on good citizenship and that you 
have to be a good person in any situation. This suggests that being a good 
person meant the same in all situations and all circumstances. However, his idea 
does not seem to match with the way the government addresses the notion of 
citizenship, where currently a national component dominates. Murat said the 
following about this nationalist interpretation of citizenship: 

INTERVIEWER: In integration policy over the last few years, the Dutch 
government has focused on the fact that everyone should feel Dutch and 
that everyone should embrace certain progressive, Dutch values. What do 
you think about that? Do you think that the government can, or is allowed 
to ask that? That everyone needs to feel Dutch? 
MURAT: Yes, well look, you can’t force a feeling. That is one. And two is 
that we need to agree on what that exactly is, being Dutch, or Dutch 
identity. Do we then mean the identity of someone from Rotterdam who 
works in the harbour? Or do we mean the identity of the professor of the 
university, of the Free University in Amsterdam? Or do we mean the 
identity of someone from the Achterhoek? Which identity are we talking 
about? Do we all agree on a certain identity in the Netherlands? Well, if 
that is the case, then, in my perspective, there is no identity aspect 
whatsoever, which can be at issue with these five essentials. If everyone, 
all Dutch people, agree on a certain identity, then I can’t imagine that 
there would be something that I couldn’t agree to. 
INTERVIEWER: No, that might be true. But the big question is whether 
there is something which we would all agree to. Except for very general 
principles that is. 
MURAT: Yes, well yes, very general principles are covered by these five. 
INTERVIEWER: Yes, but they’re not typically Dutch. 
MURAT: No. 
INTERVIEWER: I mean, the government wants to have something typically 
Dutch… 
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MURAT: But what is typically Dutch? Look, if you’re talking about the 
language, then I speak the language. If you’re talking about having a 
good feeling in the place where you live, then I have that good feeling. If 
you’re talking about contributing to the economy, I contribute by working 
and paying taxes. So, what are we talking about, then? 
INTERVIEWER: Well, that is a good question. One of the things that might 
be problematic for different groups in society is that several political 
parties emphasise progressive Dutch, so-called achievements, like gay 
marriage, euthanasia, abortion. That is seen as something that we have 
achieved together in the Netherlands. While, obviously, for certain 
groups, certainly for religious people, but even for some non-religious 
people, this is quite problematic. 
MURAT: Yes absolutely, of course. Look, I can never, and — it’s not just 
me — nobody can, no one will agree with all these accords, either in or 
outside politics. And I belong to this group of people. And whatever law 
you take, it doesn’t matter. Well, if you say: ‘Gay marriage, are you in 
favour of that?’, I say: ‘No, I am not’. But, if I were guaranteed these five 
principles in the country where I live, and a rule for somebody else that I 
do not agree with is created, and it doesn’t force me [to act in any way], 
then that’s no problem to me. So, that gay marriage is legal in the 
Netherlands; it’s not for me, but for gays. [laughs] And it doesn’t change 
a single thing in my life. It doesn’t change my mentality and in my 
thinking nothing changes. The fact that they are allowed to get married 
doesn’t mean that I become gay. No, it doesn’t change anything in my 
life. And it doesn’t change anything in my thinking, in the sense that I 
would suddenly think that it’s correct — no. 

 Several interesting things happened in this excerpt. First of all, Murat was 
very decisive in pointing out that there is diversity in society. By asking what 
kind of Dutch identity the government envisages when they are talking about 
‘Dutch identity’, he pointed to one of the problematic aspects in the idea of a 
national identity. The question of what binds different people in the Netherlands 
is not answered by pointing to a vague construct as Dutch identity. Murat 
showed that if this construct of national identity focuses only on things that we 
all agree on, it probably does not contradict his five fundamental principles of 
Islam. Broad principles which we all agree with are, according to Murat, 
universal principles. They are very important to him, but they are in no way 
locally determined. 
 Murat then named the language, a positive feeling, and contributing to the 
national economy as important formal requirements for citizens. He said that he 
meets these requirements, so that in that respect, he is a good Dutch citizen. 
However, this still did not immediately amount to something akin to a Dutch 
identity. When I asked him in a straightforward manner about progressive 
values, and the possibility of accepting and embracing these values as a 
component of a shared Dutch identity, something interesting happened. Firstly, 
Murat assumed that no one agrees with all Dutch legislation and regulations. 
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This presupposition enabled him to disagree with some of these progressive 
values, without the problem of losing his shared Dutch identity. By saying that 
it was normal to disagree on certain points, without distinguishing between 
norms, values or laws, it was perfectly possible to disagree with such Dutch 
‘achievements’ as gay marriage, euthanasia and abortion. 
 Murat went further and explained that he was not affected by these 
progressive values and achievements. He maintained that he was not in favour 
of gay marriage and that the right to marry for homosexuals had no impact on 
him. Murat provided two explanations for his reasoning. He firstly mentioned 
his freedom to live according to the five principles of Islam. It matters little to 
him what kinds of rules and regulations are created for other people, as long as 
his five principles are guaranteed. Arguably, his freedom of religion is the basis 
on which other aspects of the Dutch situation are evaluated. As long as his 
religious freedom was guaranteed, he remained very tolerant. The second 
explanation — also related to the first — is the statement that these values or 
achievements do not alter Murat’s opinions. As long as he was not personally 
affected, forced or forbidden to do certain things, and allowed to practice his 
religion, Murat remained quite indifferent to these Dutch ‘achievements’. This 
quote has made clear that Murat embraces the pluralistic context in which he 
lives. He accepts different interpretations and pluralism in values and he does 
not problematise those. According to him, consensus in values is not a condition 
for citizenship. 
 When we compare these two case studies, we can conclude that both Paulien 
and Murat built their notion of citizenship (almost) completely on their religious 
framework. In this regard, there is a very clear and direct connection between 
religious conviction and the notion of citizenship. There were also many 
similarities in their strategies of relating belief to the notion of citizenship. 
When we come to the interpretation of the importance of the different 
dimensions and the emphasis that Paulien and Murat placed on social 
engagement, the similarities clearly outweigh the differences between them. 
However, different evaluations of the pluralistic character of Dutch society and 
the acceptance of diversity in values draws them apart. Murat took this plurality 
as his starting point and formulated his interpretation of citizenship in this 
context. However, Paulien saw this emerging diversity as a problematic 
development. Throughout the entire interview, she focused on the Christian 
context and Christian traditions as essential for Dutch citizenship. Consensus 
about certain values and over the origins of these values was essential to her 
interpretation of the good citizen. Murat, on the other hand, described actual 
differences in values in Dutch society without interpreting them as being 
problematic. According to him, consensus over certain values was not a 
necessary condition for citizenship. To me it seemed that the acceptance of 
moral diversity rather than religious content or the level of orthodoxy defined 
the differences between the interpretations of citizenship of these two 
respondents.  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14. CONNECTING THE DOTS 

In general terms, the central aim of this book has been to provide a better 
understanding of the relation between religion and citizenship, with an eye to 
contemporary Dutch society. Three research goals were formulated to fulfil the 
central aim: 

• To analyse the complex and multidimensional concept of citizenship; 
• To clarify how thinking about citizenship influences thinking about the 

public role of religion; and 
• To investigate how religious beliefs influence thinking about citizenship 

and religion. 

In order to accomplish these goals, I have investigated how the notion of 
citizenship and the relation between religion and citizenship have been 
interpreted at three levels: political philosophical theories, Dutch government 
policies and Dutch citizens. To keep track of the different interpretations and 
trends in thinking about the contested notion, I developed the Big Five model of 
Dutch citizenship, which consisted of the following five dimensions: social 
engagement, political engagement, law-abidingness, tolerance and shared 
identity. 
 Part One started with an analysis of the lines of reasoning about citizenship 
in four contemporary political philosophical traditions: liberalism, 
communitarianism, neo-republicanism and liberal nationalism. These four 
traditions are among the most influential theories in modern political 
philosophy and help to understand important currents in contemporary Dutch 
political thinking. Plotting these developments in political philosophy gave me 
the opportunity for a comparison with parallel trends in government policies. As 
the Dutch government has reformulated citizenship as its explicit goal in 
integration policies since the 1990s, I have focused on contemporary trends in 
this policy domain. 
 Part Two contained the empirical component of the book and is comprised of 
two studies that investigated how religion and citizenship are interwoven at the 
level of the individual. The method of investigation was twofold; I began by 
looking at how a person’s religious background influenced his or her 
interpretations of citizenship, and then at how interpretations of citizenship 
influence opinions on religion. The first study was an online survey, which 
mapped the general Dutch approach towards citizenship and religion. Despite 
the fact that over 1500 people participated in this study and special efforts were 
made to collect a sample as representative as possible, Muslims and lower-
educated people remained under-represented. This under-representation might 
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have influenced the results, so my conclusions here are cautious. Nonetheless, 
the results pointed towards some trends, which I discuss below. 
 The second study consisted of eighteen interviews with religiously highly 
committed Protestants and Muslims with a Turkish background. Orthodox 
religious people are often negatively portrayed in public debates, despite the 
well-known fact that they contribute positively to various aspects of citizenship. 
As such, I wanted to investigate how two specific groups of ‘orthodox’ religious 
citizens interpreted the notion of citizenship and how they experienced the 
acceptance of their faith in their direct surroundings and in society at large. In 
addition, these interviews enabled me to gain practical insight into the reasoning 
behind the abstract notion of citizenship, thereby complementing the findings of 
the survey. 
 In the Synthesis, I integrate the results of Part One and Part Two. How is 
citizenship understood at the different levels? How are religion and citizenship 
interwoven? What role can religion play in contemporary Dutch citizenship? In 
the next three sections, I return to the research goals to review and interpret the 
main findings. I conclude my book with a proposal for a weighted Big Five 
model of Dutch citizenship, which would embrace positive contributions of 
religion to society at large. 

14.1 Analysing the Notion of Citizenship 
Bringing together the three perspectives — political philosophical theories, 
Dutch government policies and Dutch citizens — has opened new avenues for 
understanding diversity and nuanced thinking in the contested notion of 
citizenship. Upon reflection of what I have achieved in my book, I want to 
highlight three findings. 

14.1.1 Typical Dutch Tolerance 
The first major finding is that tolerance is an essential dimension of 
contemporary citizenship in the Netherlands. Including tolerance as a separate 
dimension has been one of the innovative aspects of the current study. Due to 
the centrality of tolerance in the perceived (historical) identity of the Dutch, I 
wanted to test the extent to which tolerance was also considered an essential 
element for good citizenship. Analysis of the political philosophical traditions 
showed that for both liberalism and neo-republicanism, tolerance — in the 
sense of openness to others and acceptance of diversity — is one of the key 
virtues of a good citizen. Dutch citizens agreed that this interpretation of 
tolerance for citizenship is important. The results of the survey and the 
interviews indicated a widely-shared agreement over the fact that tolerance is 
considered a necessary component of living together in a multicultural society 
like the Netherlands. Dutch integration policies, however, do not seem to fit into 
this picture. While tolerance was an ideal in the 1990s, governments nowadays 
tend to demand socio-cultural adaptation to specific Dutch norms and values. 
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Arguably, this results in a move towards cultural homogeneity, which stands in 
opposition to the ideal of Dutch tolerance. 
 How can we interpret these results? The apparent contradiction between 
Dutch citizens and contemporary integration policy might be due to the fact that 
the survey sample was not representative for the whole population. Public 
debates in the media suggest that large groups of Dutch people embrace cultural 
homogeneity. It is known that there is a general under-representation of 
minorities and lower-educated people in social-scientific research, due to 
inaccessibility on the one hand and unwillingness to participate on the other (De 
Leeuw and Hox 1998). Both of these aspects must be taken into account in 
future research in order to gain a more representative sample, which might alter 
the results. However, it is equally possible that the media exaggerates the 
longing for a national identity and that my survey data reflect the general Dutch 
approach towards tolerance and Dutch identity better. A thorough analysis of the 
public support for a cultural national identity in combination with media 
research could contribute to the findings of the present study. 
 Nonetheless, if we follow my findings, we may assume that tolerance is 
indeed regarded as an important element of citizenship by Dutch citizens and in 
political philosophies. However, integration policies have increasingly 
demanded cultural adaptation. It seems to me that this disparity points to a 
major interpretation gap between the three perspectives. The conclusion that can 
be drawn from my research indicates that the difference between the three 
levels can be related to the government response to the emergence of Islam as a 
new religion in the Netherlands. As several scholars have argued, the emergence 
of Islam has been met with ambiguity in European countries (Rath et al. 2001; 
Cesari 2004; Casanova 2009). Although European governments respect the 
individual freedom of Muslims and their adherence to their religion, they have 
difficulties in tolerating the public exercise of Islam because they interpret 
Islam as un-European. Different countries have used a variety of arguments to 
problematise the public exercise of Islam in Europe, ranging from the presumed 
incompatibility of Islam and liberal secularist norms to the fear that Islam 
would threaten (the preservation of) the Christian nature of European countries 
(Casanova 2009). 
 In Part One, I have already indicated that the appearance of Islam in Dutch 
society fuelled public debates on national identity. In response to that, Dutch 
governments have emphasised the adaptation to Dutch identity in recent 
integration policies. My comparative analysis of integration policy and 
philosophical theory reveals that the perceived typical Dutch tolerance has 
played a role in defining ‘us’ as Dutch in these recent policies. If we take a 
closer look at the documents, we see that the governments try to protect the 
Dutch tolerant tradition by demanding socio-cultural adaptation to specific 
norms and values. I reconstruct the underlying argument as follows: citizens 
who do not accept the progressive Dutch values are considered intolerant and 
therefore un-Dutch. If they want to become Dutch, they must tolerate the 
progressive values and even accept and internalise them. Therefore, the demand 
for more socio-cultural adaptation to a liberal-progressive comprehensive 
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doctrine is legitimatised in order to make intolerant newcomers more tolerant. 
The fact that demanding one-sided tolerance of (and adaptation to) specific 
values itself contradicts the value of tolerance has been overlooked or ignored. I 
share Judith Butler’s critique on the selective prioritising of particular 
minorities’ rights and freedom in Dutch integration policies at the cost of the 
rights and freedom of others (Butler 2009, 126–131). This tendency not only 
concerns newcomers, but extends to native religious groups as well. 
 Recent policies suggest that all Dutch citizens need to embrace progressive 
values. This also counts for those progressive values at the centre of many 
public debates. For instance, the idea that the SGP needs to accept the eligibility 
of women and that all civil celebrants must be willing to marry gay couples. 
Once, tolerance entailed that (religious) organisations were free to determine 
their own statutes and that individuals could refer to conscientious objections 
based on their religion. Nowadays, the principle of non-discrimination prevails 
over the rights of religious organisations and religious freedom. The results of 
the interviews have shown that religiously highly committed Protestants do not 
recognise themselves in the picture of ‘the Dutch’ that governments draw today. 
Indeed, they cast doubts on the neutrality of secular government rhetoric, while 
in fact the rhetoric reflects normative positioning. The push for tolerance of 
progressive values as part of Dutch culture is thus met with criticism by this 
native group of Dutch citizens. I conclude that tolerance is understood as an 
important aspect of Dutch citizenship in all three levels, although the 
interpretation of the dimension is radically different in integration policies 
compared to the other two levels. 

14.1.2 Voting as Dutch Political Engagement 
The second finding that I want to highlight is the fact that political engagement 
was hardly regarded as an important characteristic of good citizenship in the 
Netherlands. My empirical studies corroborated results from previous research, 
which revealed that Dutch citizens prioritised social engagement over political 
engagement. Aside from this, integration policies paid little attention to political 
engagement. My choice to focus on the policy domain of integration may have 
influenced this view. However, a suggestion for future research would be to 
investigate government interpretations of citizenship from multiple policy 
domains. The policy domain of education, in particular, could complement the 
current findings. It is quite conceivable that the government presents a different 
picture of citizenship in its education policies than in integration policies: what 
the government expects from young future citizens may differ from 
expectations of foreign future citizens. A quick glance at education policies 
indeed suggests that both the elements of political engagement and tolerance are 
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more prominent in this policy domain, compared to the domain of integration.  82

Future research on diverse policy domains could perhaps offer a more nuanced 
view of diverse government interpretations of citizenship; specifically regarding 
the importance the government attaches to the dimension of political 
engagement. 
 All in all, current research seems to suggest that political engagement is 
considered relatively unimportant for good citizenship in the Dutch context. 
However, there are subtleties indicated by the interview data that may influence 
this suggestion. When asked explicitly about the topic, interviewees indicated 
that political engagement was indeed an expression of good citizenship, with 
several respondents emphasising its importance. 
 Diving deeper into the actual meaning of the dimension of political 
engagement, an interesting pattern becomes visible. The interviewees focused 
almost exclusively on voting in elections when talking about political 
engagement. According to them, voting enables people to voice their opinions 
in and about society. Voting is arguably the most obvious expression of political 
engagement, which might explain its prominence in the interviews. 
Remarkably, the results of the survey indicated that voting is not only the most 
obvious, but also the only important element of political engagement. The other 
five elements that measured political engagement (such as following the 
national news, knowledge about party programmes and engagement in local 
politics) were not considered important for being a good citizen. These results 
suggest that the broader spectrum of political engagement highlighted in several 
political philosophical traditions and subsequently taken into account in the 
survey, did not resonate in the opinions of Dutch citizens. Aside from voting, 
political engagement does not constitute an important dimension of Dutch 
citizenship. 

14.1.3 Opposed Trends in Reasoning About Citizenship 
My third major finding revealed that the trends in reasoning about citizenship in 
integration policies and political philosophies ran in opposite directions. We 
have seen that the three most influential political philosophical traditions — 
liberalism, communitarianism and neo-republicanism — started in the 1980s as 
three colliding theories. They disagreed not only on the dimensions belonging 
to the concept and on the relations between the dimensions, but also on the way 
in which citizenship should be shaped in society. In the course of the debates on 
citizenship, the three theories have moved towards common ground. All three 

 As of 2006, primary and secondary schools in the Netherlands are expected to pay 82

attention to active citizenship and social integration in their education programmes. The 
laws made to this effect, state that: ‘Education: 1) is founded on the assumption that 
pupils grow up in a multiform society; 2) aims to promotion of active citizenship and 
social integration; and 3) is directed towards pupils’ understanding of and acquaintance 
with the various backgrounds and cultures of their fellow pupils’ (Wet op het Primair 
Onderwijs 8.3 and Wet op het Voortgezet Onderwijs 17).
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now favour a discursive process and thus a bottom-up approach in the 
development of a concept of good citizenship. Citizens should discuss the 
content of citizenship in interaction with each other, so that a common 
understanding of — and agreement on — the concept can be reached. 
 In integration policies of the 1990s, the Dutch government acknowledged 
the necessity of a discursive process. At that time, integration documents 
accentuated mutual acceptance and valued (cultural and religious) diversity. 
Citizens had the freedom to live according to their own ideals. In the years after 
the turn of the millennium, this approach changed and the subsequent 
governments started to act as so-called ‘gate-keepers’ by demanding more 
socio-cultural adaptation. In doing so, integration documents no longer 
promoted a dialogue about values and conditions for living together. On the 
contrary, government rhetoric has only gestured towards a clear-cut picture of 
what is typically Dutch in our society without providing any detailed 
description. Despite the vagueness of citizenship signifiers in the documents, 
the documents demand increasing uniformity of its citizens. That is the real 
issue. The government expects everyone to be Dutch without explaining what 
that entails. 
 Although it seemed that this trend in integration policies fitted within a 
liberal nationalist approach in defining citizenship, I demonstrated in Part One 
that, in their demand for one-sided adaptation, recent governments went far 
beyond the call for national identity exemplified by this tradition. We can thus 
conclude that there are opposing trends in the ideas on how to shape good 
citizenship. Integration policies tended to support a discursive process in the 
1990s, but started to demand more adaptation to vague cultural norms after the 
turn of the millennium. Meanwhile, political philosophies started to embrace the 
ideal of a bottom-up shaping of the notion, or at least acknowledged that 
integration was a costly process involving two sides. 
 My studies revealed that the ideas on how to shape good citizenship are 
related to the question of individuality versus uniformity. If the content of 
citizenship is fixed and implemented top-down, uniformity becomes the main 
focus, as opposed to when citizens are free to develop citizenship in a discursive 
bottom-up process. The move away from the liberal concept of citizenship in 
government policies after the turn of the millennium therefore stems from this 
desire for cultural uniformity. 
 It would have been of great benefit to have investigated the development of 
the opinions of Dutch citizens in the past decades. Unfortunately, I could only 
perform a single measurement of the opinions of Dutch citizens. As essentially 
contested concepts like citizenship are constantly in flux, future research on this 
topic can gain much from longitudinal empirical data. Nonetheless, the results 
of my empirical studies allow me to tentatively conclude that the views of 
Dutch citizens do not match the government’s top-down approach, with its 
increased emphasis on adaptation to Dutch culture. It is precisely this dimension 
of national identity where the divergence between Dutch citizens and 
integration policies is the greatest. This is remarkable, since the changes in the 
framing of good citizenship by the government were expected to be reactions to 
populist tendencies. In their efforts to win the votes of the people, political 
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parties and Dutch governments have increasingly tried to articulate the opinions 
of Dutch citizens. Public debates in the media suggest that Dutch citizens are 
more inclined to favour a nationalist approach to citizenship and the changes in 
integration policies appear to parallel the call for more uniformity and a 
stronger focus on shared culture. However, my research indicated that Dutch 
citizens do not embrace this approach. 
 Dutch citizens considered the dimension of a shared national identity least 
important. Combined with the clear emphasis on the dimension of tolerance, the 
results of the online survey sketched a different picture of the good citizen than 
the one presented in integration policies. A good Dutch citizen is a tolerant and 
open-minded person who takes care of his fellow people; that is what both the 
survey data and interview data told us. The survey data showed that the 
nationalist interpretation was not embraced by Dutch citizens in general. The 
interview data supplemented these findings, demonstrating that religiously 
highly committed citizens counted social engagement and tolerance to be 
important characteristics of citizenship. In contrast, their response to the 
dimension of a shared Dutch identity was, at best, ambiguous. Many of the 
religiously highly committed respondents — both Muslims and Protestants — 
seemed to support the transitions made in integration documents in the late 
1990s, when the liberal approach to citizenship was expanded to incorporate a 
greater emphasis on social engagement. Post-millennium integration policy, 
with its shift towards a liberal nationalist approach and the added pressure to 
adapt to Dutch culture, was not appreciated by these religious citizens. 

14.2 Clarifying the Relation Between Religion and Citizenship 

14.2.1 Spurious Relation Between Religion and Citizenship? 
In the first part of the book we saw that the various interpretations of citizenship 
had implications for thinking about religion. In all four political philosophies, 
boundaries for the public expressions of religion were related to thinking about 
good citizenship. In integration policies, this relation was even clearer. After the 
turn of the millennium, policy documents abandoned the liberal conception of 
citizenship. Consequently, diversity was no longer seen as desirable. While 
cultural and religious diversity was seen as enrichment for society in the 1990s 
and the only limits to religious expressions were formed by the constitution, in 
recent years public religion has been challenged. Nowadays, religious 
communities are expected to adhere to certain (normative, not merely legal) 
norms and to accept progressive Dutch ‘accomplishments’ and sexual morals. 
These tendencies indicate a direct relation between the interpretations of 
citizenship and attitudes towards religion. 
 It is therefore unusual that I found very few strong correlations between 
interpretations of citizenship and attitudes towards religion in the empirical 
data. The results of the survey suggested that the two were relatively unrelated. 
How is this possible? Did I see relations that weren’t actually there? Is there a 
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difference between individual thinking and policy strategies? Or can the 
findings of the survey be explained by introducing a third variable? It is 
conceivable that the relation between thinking about religion and interpretations 
of citizenship is mediated by a different variable. I therefore tested the possible 
explanation that the relation between the two is different for religious and non-
religious people. Splitting the sample into a non-religious and religious group 
did not, however, drastically change the results. This suggests that the perceived 
direct correlation in integration documents is not solely due to the secular nature 
of government policies. Otherwise the survey data would have probably shown 
a similar tendency in non-religious persons. 
 If we delve further into the results, another possible explanation emerges: 
when splitting the sample into a religious and a non-religious group, the results 
regarding Dutch identity and tolerance show a consistent picture. For both 
groups, those who stressed the dimension of national identity were more 
negative about religion, while those who accentuated the dimension of tolerance 
appreciated religious diversity more. These results are in line with the trends we 
discovered in integration policies and call for a slight correction of the results. 
There is a presumably direct relation between attitudes towards religion and 
interpretations of citizenship, but only at the dimensions of Dutch identity and 
tolerance. This was prominent in integration policies and seems to be confirmed 
by the results of the survey. 

14.2.2 The Contested Issue of Sexuality in Relation to Dutch Identity 
It has become evident that religion is the motivating force behind the focus on 
sexuality in thinking about citizenship. The emergence of Islam in Western 
Europe triggered the debates over national identity in political philosophy as 
well as in integration policies. One of the issues which seemed to show Islam’s 
incompatibility with Dutch society was the acceptance of progressive values 
and typical Dutch accomplishments in this domain. These values appeared to be 
concentrated around themes of sexuality. On the other side of the coin, by 
emphasising progressive attitudes towards sexuality in integration policies, 
recent governments choose to embrace a specific picture of the good citizen, 
which arguably also excludes other (mainly orthodox) religious groups. If the 
acceptance of these progressive values is indeed so important for good 
citizenship, it could be expected that the survey data would show that non-
religious people ascribe greater importance to the dimension of a shared 
national identity than religious people. We would also expect to see that 
Muslims would find this aspect rather problematic. None of these were true: 
Protestants emphasised shared national identity more than non-religious people; 
no differences were found between any of the other groups. Based on the actual 
scores, I conclude that this dimension cannot be considered important for good 
citizenship in general and that Muslims do not find this aspect either more 
problematic or less important than the other groups. 
 Admittedly, the dimension of a shared national identity did not only concern 
the acceptance of progressive values or sexual morals. Therefore, I decided to 
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look specifically at the issue of accepting homosexuality as being a typical 
characteristic of a good Dutch citizen. The survey did indicate differences here: 
while Catholics and non-believers find the acceptance of homosexuality a rather 
important indicator of good citizenship, Muslims were less positive about this 
issue. It was also apparent in the interviews that homosexuality was a difficult 
topic. Several respondents, both Muslims and Protestants, thought that the 
government should not impose specific moral values on its citizens and used 
this motif to disentangle good citizenship from an endorsement of 
‘progressive’ (sexual) values. To complicate matters, some respondents 
indicated that, although they did accept the fact that gay marriage is legal in the 
Netherlands, they should also have the freedom to hold a personal opinion about 
homosexuality that diverges from the mainstream. Acceptance of the legal 
possibilities for homosexuals is something different to them than the individual 
and personal acceptance of homosexuality. 
 I wonder whether non-religious Dutch citizens in general would agree with 
this unusual approach, in which diverging personal values and legal values are 
allowed to co-exist. This typically religious, minority approach was only 
explicitly expressed with regard to the issue of gay marriage, although one 
could easily translate it to other issues related to progressive values; perhaps 
even to other social debates. It seems to me that Dutch governments of the past 
decade expect each and every citizen to accept homosexuality wholeheartedly 
and truly internalise progressive values. This expectation, however, leaves no 
room for the co-existence of conflicting values within individual citizens; a 
balance of values that the ‘homosexuality’ issue highlights. According to 
government policy, the acceptance of legal norms should be accompanied by 
matching internal beliefs. Yet, since my research showed that Dutch citizens did 
not embrace the ideal of a shared national identity to the same extent as the 
government did, I tentatively suggest that there might be room for this type of 
balance between personal, religious values and legal values or norms. In 
essence, the co-existence of conflicting values revealed by the issue of 
homosexuality could provide a working model on how to deal with other 
conflicting value and belief systems. 

14.3 Understanding the Influence of Religious Beliefs 
The third research goal entailed the investigation into how religious belief 
influenced thinking about citizenship and religion. Results of the survey 
confirmed the findings from previous studies that indicated differences between 
religious and non-religious groups. My results pointed to a division between 
Muslims and Protestants as one group and non-religious people and Catholics 
as another. This division was visible both on several citizenship dimensions and 
on several attitudes towards religion; Muslims and Protestants found the 
dimensions of social engagement and law-abidingness more important for a 
good citizen than non-religious people and Catholics. Muslims and Protestants 
were also more positive about the involvement of religion in the public and 
political domain than non-believers and Catholics. 
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 Hunter (1991) has argued that opinions on moral and social matters depend 
more on differences in levels of orthodoxy and progressivism than on 
differences in religious affiliation, but my research showed that his conclusion 
is overdrawn. The survey results indeed indicated that the level of religious 
commitment (which is strongly related to orthodoxy) influenced the above-
mentioned results, but differences remained between religious affiliations on the 
dimension of law-abidingness and regarding the privatised role of religion. 
 In order to understand how the combination of religious commitment and 
religious background can guide thinking on social matters, I returned to the 
interviews. Muslims and Protestants both relied heavily on their religious 
tradition and took this as a starting point for thinking about citizenship. Both 
groups also emphasised the importance of the dimension of law-abidingness, 
which corroborates the results of the survey. However, more Protestant than 
Muslim respondents referred directly to their holy books when discussing this 
issue. This suggests that not only the level of religious commitment (which was 
equal for both groups), but also the religious affiliation influences the ways in 
which citizens combine their religious tradition with their opinions on social 
matters. Especially in those cases where clear directions are given by a specific 
religious tradition, differences between religious groups and between orthodox 
and progressive groups can occur. My research suggests that religious affiliation 
and commitment both need to be taken into account in order to understand the 
full influence of religion when it comes to thinking about social matters. 
 Based on these findings, it is tempting to conclude that religiosity influences 
the interpretations of citizenship. However, the findings of the survey lead to the 
conclusion that the relation between religious belief and thinking about 
citizenship is, in practice, not very strong. The differences in the importance 
which individual respondents attached to the various dimensions of citizenship 
are far greater than the differences between religious groups. It appears that 
there are commonalities across citizens that outweigh differences in religious 
beliefs. Although it is vital to take the differences between religious groups into 
consideration, it is remarkable that no diametrically opposed views in thinking 
about citizenship between non-religious and any of the religious groups were 
found. Contrary to what was expected, non-religious citizens did not embrace 
the ideal of a shared national identity to a greater degree than religious 
respondents and Muslims did not completely reject it. Obviously, the number of 
Muslim participants was limited, so I must be cautious in drawing conclusions 
about the whole group. In light of this research however, my results showed 
noteworthy consistency between religious groups over the dimensions of 
citizenship, especially with regard to the dimensions of tolerance and shared 
identity. This indicates that there are at least building blocks for a common 
outlook on Dutch citizenship that encompasses both religious and non-religious 
citizens. 
 Also regarding the opinions on religion, my results revealed that 
consistencies between the groups were more notable than the differences. In a 
country with a highly secularised cultural mainstream, where several of the 
interviewees experienced an increasingly negative attitude towards religion in 
society and where integration policies recently questioned religion and religious 
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diversity, my survey indicated that non-religious citizens are neutral or even 
positive about the role of religion in contemporary Dutch society. This unusual 
result again points to a discrepancy between government and citizen 
approaches. While polarised debates in the media suggest that Dutch citizens 
are increasingly negative towards religion (which might have encouraged recent 
governments to question the public role of religion and the value of religious 
diversity), my survey revealed that Dutch citizens embrace a rather different — 
and generally positive — position in the acceptance of religion in contemporary 
Dutch society. How is this possible? It might, of course, be that the participants 
of the survey gave (what they thought were) socially desirable answers. 
However, I cannot verify this. On the basis of my results, I can only conclude 
that Dutch citizens are less negative about religion than the media suggests. 
 As the results of the survey indicated that people who stressed the dimension 
of national identity were more negative about religion, future in-depth, 
qualitative research that specifically investigates groups or individuals who are 
known for their nationalist opinions would complement my findings. 
Additionally, it would also be worthwhile to investigate the attitudes towards 
different religions or religious expressions. It is known from previous research 
that Dutch people are quite positive about Christianity but rather negative about 
Islam (De Hart and Dekker 2012, 9–10). An investigation into how far the 
reception of religious diversity actually reaches in Dutch society would have 
merit, especially since the results of the current research indicated that the 
dimension of religious diversity was appreciated by both religious- and non-
religious citizens. 





15. CONCLUSION: TOWARDS AN INTEGRATIVE CONCEPT OF 
CITIZENSHIP 

The different findings of my research validate my Big Five model of Dutch 
citizenship. This means that the five dimensions — social engagement, political 
engagement, law-abidingness, tolerance and Dutch identity — all indeed 
belong to contemporary Dutch citizenship. Although previous empirical studies 
suggested ‘decency’ as a separate dimension of Dutch citizenship and although 
this element also seemed present in integration policies and the interviews with 
religious citizens, the results of the survey indicated that decency has to be 
understood as component of social engagement, not as a separate dimension. 
Moreover, previous research did not distinguish the dimension of tolerance as a 
separate category, while this dimension turned out to be the most important 
characteristic of a good citizen in the present survey. Both results are an 
indication of the added value of combining different perspectives and using 
various research methods. Without the political philosophies, the model would 
not have included the dimension of tolerance; without the survey, the 
importance of this dimension would have been underestimated, while the 
emphasis on decency would probably have been overrated. 
 There was a great deal of variation in the emphasis different perspectives 
placed on the dimensions of the model. The four discussed political 
philosophies ranged from the very thin liberalist description of the notion to a 
rather thick description of good citizenship in communitarianism. Thin 
descriptions of citizenship focus on the dimensions of law-abidingness and 
tolerance, indicating that all citizens should be regarded as equal and free 
persons who decide for themselves how they want to live their lives. Thicker 
descriptions of citizenship include the dimensions of social and political 
engagement, with the expectation that citizens interact with each other and hold 
each other mutually responsible for the political and social relations in society. 
Even thicker descriptions of citizenship also require citizens to share a common 
culture or cultural identity. While liberalism used to be the most intuitive 
interpretation in the 1970s and 1980s, I observed a ‘communitarian turn’ in 
political philosophy; my label for the transition from thinner to thicker 
interpretations of citizenship in philosophical thinking. Communitarianism, 
neo-republicanism and liberal nationalism all accentuate communal aspects of 
citizenship and demand more from their citizens than liberalism. 
 A similar trend was visible in the integration policies of the past two 
decades. Where governments once highlighted the liberal dimensions of law-
abidingness and tolerance, later policies followed the liberal nationalism line, 
with their focus on social engagement and shared identity. In the past decade, 
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integration documents have increasingly gestured towards cultural homogeneity 
and one-sided adaptation, beyond even the scope of liberal nationalism. It 
seems to me that these trends show a certain hierarchy in how the dimensions of 
citizenship are understood; law-abidingness and tolerance were first seen as 
sufficient conditions for a good citizen, yet today, more is expected. My 
research suggests that the trends do not merely indicate changing focal points, 
but point also to increasing demands. 

Built upon this suggestion, I redesigned the Big Five model, into a weighted 
model where the five dimensions not only exist next to each other, but build 
upon each other to some extent. This weighted Big Five model is displayed in 
Figure 15.1. Based on how political philosophies contain thinner or thicker 
descriptions of citizenship, the pyramid model builds up from a thin description 
and every added layer constitutes a thicker description. 

 

The lowest levels are the liberal dimensions of law-abidingness and 
tolerance. Even if citizens are considered completely free to live according to 
their own conceptions of the good, they are still expected to act within a legal 
framework and to be tolerant towards other people. The elementary building 
blocks of the pyramid are thus characteristics without which, one cannot be 
considered a good citizen. Social engagement as the middle stone of the 
pyramid is the first of the elements that signify a thicker description of 
citizenship. If more than merely law-abidingness and tolerance is expected, the 
first additions are pro-social behaviour and participation in society. Based on 
the findings of my empirical studies, the dimensions of political engagement 
and Dutch identity are the top stones of the pyramid. Empirical research on 
Dutch citizenship consistently shows that political engagement is considered 
relatively unimportant by Dutch citizens. This study brings the subtleties of this 
picture to the fore, revealing that although they regard the broad array of 

Shared Identity 
Political Engagement 
Social Engagement 
Tolerance 
Law-abidingness 

Figure 15.1 Weighted Big Five model of Dutch citizenship 
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political practices as unimportant, they do stress the importance of voting in 
elections. Therefore, political engagement is included as a fourth dimension in 
the model. The fifth dimension is the most ambiguous dimension of all. Despite 
the fact that integration policies have increasingly demanded socio-cultural 
adaptation, Dutch citizens appreciated this aspect least of all. The easiest 
explanation for this is that Dutch citizens consider a shared national identity 
unimportant for good citizenship. 
 I would, however, like to propose another explanation that takes into account 
my findings on the appreciation of religion. I propose that the denial of the 
importance of a shared national identity reflects the denial of the dimension as a 
condition for citizenship. It is conceivable that this psychological dimension of 
national citizenship is seen as an outcome of an integration process instead. If 
we conceptualise citizenship in the proposed hierarchical way, one could say 
that the thickest description of citizenship is fulfilled if citizens feel Dutch, if 
they feel connected to their fellow people and to the state. While the 
government currently adheres to the principle that citizenship is the goal of 
integration, the idea of a shared national identity could also be viewed as a goal 
of citizenship. The subjective feeling of belonging then becomes part of the idea 
of a shared national identity; an identity that overlays other identities, but does 
not suffocate or displace them. 
 An important suggestion regarding the role of religion in Dutch citizenship 
can be made by taking my proposed weighted Big Five model as a framework 
and applying the findings from all three levels. Since a plurality of values will 
remain an undeniable aspect of Dutch society, the best way to foster a sense of 
belonging to the national community is perhaps not by pushing a shared cultural 
identity as prerequisite for citizenship. On the contrary, demanding adaptation 
to a vaguely formulated ideal of uniformity creates the risk of excluding certain 
people, such as religious people. Demanding ‘the full package’ implies that one 
has to climb the whole pyramid in order to receive citizenship. 
 I argue that the top-down approach of government policies of the past twenty 
years endangers the opportunities for religious citizens to contribute to society. 
This calls for a rethinking of the government interpretation of citizenship. 
Current trends in political philosophies and debates in Dutch media  indicate 83

that citizenship should not be realised with a top-down approach, which 
demands uniformity and forces people to be socially active in specific ways. 
Instead, citizenship should be encouraged by facilitating what is already 
initiated by communities in society. As my research showed, Dutch citizens in 
general do not focus on national identity. Nor do religiously highly committed 
persons recognise themselves in the picture of the good Dutch citizen that has 
been recently described in integration policies. Besides, the focus on one-sided 
adaptation to an ill-defined Dutch culture is not shared by any of the political 
philosophies and has been explicitly discouraged by scientific advisory 

 Examples are the current debates on the ‘participation society’ (Troonrede 2013) and 83

on the so-called ‘kitchen table conversations’ that representatives of municipalities hold 
with informal care givers (Duyvendak 2014).  
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councils. What is emphasised by these different actors, is the dimension of 
social engagement. Dutch citizens think it very important that people take care 
of their fellow citizens and that they behave pro-socially. Political philosophies 
and scientific advisory councils have pressed the need for participation in 
society and interactions between citizens of different backgrounds. 
 To emphasise the element of social engagement would therefore be more in 
line with the interpretations of the other perspectives and would possibly lead to 
less polarisation in society. An approach that highlights social engagement, in 
which different methods of social participation are supported, can foster the 
feeling of belonging together and thus create the idea of a shared identity and 
solidarity from the bottom up. Within the specific research area of this book, 
emphasising social engagement provides opportunities for religions to 
contribute to society. Research has consistently shown that religious citizens are 
more socially active than non-religious citizens. If the lower dimensions of 
citizenship are underlined and social engagement is presented as one of the 
cornerstones of Dutch citizenship, religious groups and individuals can be 
appreciated or even serve as an example for good citizenship, instead of being 
perceived as old-fashioned, under-valued citizens, or non-Dutch. I thus argue to 
leave aside the top-down approach to citizenship and the accompanying 
emphasis on national identity as a condition for citizenship and instead focus on 
social engagement. In doing so, this approach opens up space for diversity, 
which enables cultural and religious minorities to keep and express their 
identity and at the same time continue to make positive contributions to society 
at large.  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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE (IN DUTCH) 

Beste respondent, 
Allereerst bedankt dat u/je mee wilt doen aan dit onderzoek van de faculteit 
Godgeleerdheid en Godsdienstwetenschap van de Rijksuniversiteit Groningen! 
Dit onderzoek bestaat uit een vragenlijst van twee delen. In het eerste deel 
onderzoek ik hoe de Nederlandse burger denkt over burgerschap. Het tweede 
deel gaat over de rol van religie in de hedendaagse Nederlandse samenleving. 
Vanuit de overheid en door de wetenschap zijn allerlei theorieën over en visies 
op goed burgerschap en op de rol van religie in de samenleving ontwikkeld, 
maar de visie van de burger zelf wordt daarbij tot op heden vaak genegeerd. In 
dit onderzoek wil ik juist de burger aan het woord laten. 
Allereerst zullen enkele achtergrondgegevens worden gevraagd. Alle gegevens 
zullen vertrouwelijk behandeld worden en zullen uitsluitend voor dit onderzoek 
worden gebruikt. 
Het zal 10 - 15 minuten kosten om de vragenlijst in te vullen en onder in beeld 
kun je zien hoe ver je bent. 
Mocht je nog vragen hebben over het onderzoek, of wil je graag op de hoogte 
gehouden worden van de resultaten, mail dan naar r.a.wagenvoorde@rug.nl 

Wat is je geslacht? 
❑ Man 
❑ Vrouw 

Hoe oud ben je?  
…………………………… 

Wat is je hoogst genoten opleiding (afgerond)? 
❑ Basisschool 
❑ VMBO/VBO/MAVO 
❑ HAVO 
❑ VWO 
❑ MBO 
❑ HBO 
❑ WO 

In welk land ben je geboren? 
❑ Nederland 
❑ Anders, namelijk: ................... 
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Zijn je beide ouders in Nederland geboren? 
❑ Ja 
❑ Nee 

Heb je een Nederlands paspoort? 
❑ Ja 
❑ Nee 

Hoe lang woon je in Nederland? 
.......................... 

In welk land is je moeder geboren? 
.......................... 

In welk land is je vader geboren? 
.......................... 

Ben je in een bepaald geloof grootgebracht? 
❑ Nee 
❑ Ja, namelijk: ...................... 

Beschouw je jezelf als een gelovig persoon? 
❑ Nee, beslist niet 
❑ Eigenlijk niet 
❑ Eigenlijk wel / enigszins 
❑ Ja, beslist wel 

Hoe vaak bezoek je een religieuze dienst of bijeenkomst? 
❑ Nooit 
❑ 1 keer per jaar 
❑ Meerdere keren per jaar, maar minder dan 1 keer per maand 
❑ 1 keer per maand 
❑ Meerdere keren per maand, maar minder dan 1 keer per week 
❑ 1 keer per week 
❑ Meerdere keren per week 

Tot welke geloofsgemeenschap reken je jezelf? 
…………………………… 
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Geef van de volgende items aan in hoeverre ze van toepassing zijn op jou: 
(items worden gescoord op een 7-puntsschaal, lopend van ‘helemaal niet van 
toepassing op mij’ tot ‘helemaal van toepassing op mij’) 

1. Mijn geloofsovertuiging is belangrijk voor mijn identiteit 
2. Ik heb een sterke religieuze overtuiging 
3. Mijn geloofsovertuiging heeft invloed op mijn dagelijks leven 
4. Mijn geloofsovertuiging geeft mij antwoorden op belangrijke levensvragen 
5. Ik leef strikt volgens de regels van mijn geloofsovertuiging 
6. Ik vind het moeilijk voor te stellen dat iemand een andere religie/

levensovertuiging heeft dan de mijne 
7. Ik beschouw het heilige boek als het woord van God 

Nu begint de eigenlijke vragenlijst. Het eerste deel van de vragenlijst bestaat uit 
40 items die verschillende eigenschappen of kenmerken van een goede burger 
omschrijven. Ik wil graag weten welke eigenschappen een Nederlands 
staatsburger (dat is iemand met een Nederlands paspoort) volgens jou moet 
hebben om een goede burger te zijn. Het gaat hier dus om jouw mening, er zijn 
geen goede of foute antwoorden. 

Geef bij ieder van de onderstaande eigenschappen aan in hoeverre je vindt dat 
het een essentieel kenmerk is van een goede burger, door aan te geven in 
hoeverre je het eens bent met de stelling.  
Als je het helemaal eens bent met de stelling, vind je het kenmerk dus zeer 
essentieel voor een goede burger, ben je het helemaal oneens met de stelling, 
vind je het helemaal niet essentieel voor een goede burger. 
 

Een goede burger ... 
Hele- 
maal 
mee 
oneens

Mee 
oneens

Een 
beetje 
mee 
oneens

Neu-
traal

Een 
beetje 
mee 
eens

Mee 
eens

Hele
maal 
mee 
eens

is maatschappelijk betrokken

volgt het binnenlandse nieuws

participeert in de samenleving

zorgt voor medemensen

is financieel onafhankelijk

geeft geld aan goede doelen

doet vrijwilligerswerk

is politiek betrokken
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kent de belangrijkste standpunten 
van de landelijke politieke partijen

heeft interesse in lokale politiek

gaat naar inspraakavonden van de 
gemeente

gaat stemmen bij verkiezingen

gedraagt zich voorbeeldig

weet wat zijn plichten als burger 
zijn

komt op voor zijn rechten

houdt zich aan de wet

maakt geen misbruik van sociale 
voorzieningen

houdt zich altijd aan de 
verkeersregels

ontduikt geen enkele belasting

kent de ongeschreven  
fatsoensregels

houdt rekening met medemensen

laat anderen zijn gang gaan

kwetst andere mensen niet

zegt wat hij wil, ook als dat voor 
andere mensen beledigend of 
pijnlijk kan zijn

blijft van andermans spullen af

helpt de buurt netjes te houden

respecteert andere meningen

staat open voor andere culturen

beschouwt andere mensen als 
gelijkwaardig

is tolerant ten opzichte van 
andersdenkenden
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Dit was het eerste deel van de vragenlijst. In het tweede deel van de vragenlijst 
ben ik benieuwd naar je mening over de rol van religie in de Nederlandse 
samenleving. Dit deel bestaat uit 20 stellingen. Ook hier wil ik graag weten wat 
jouw mening is over de stellingen, en zijn er geen goede of foute antwoorden. 

Geef bij ieder item aan in hoeverre je het eens bent met de stelling 
(items worden gescoord op dezelfde 7-puntsschaal als hierboven). 

1. Uiterlijke geloofskenmerken (zoals een keppeltje, kruisje of hoofddoekje) 
moeten geweerd worden uit de publieke ruimte 

2. Religie past niet in de moderne, Nederlandse samenleving 
3. Religie hoort niet thuis in de publieke ruimte 
4. Religieuze burgers hoeven hun geloofsovertuigingen en –uitingen niet te 

beperken tot hun privé-leven 
5. Er moet ruimte zijn voor gewetensbezwaren op religieuze gronden 
6. Alle Nederlandse burgers mogen geloven wat ze willen 
7. Vrijheid van godsdienst is een essentiële Nederlandse waarde 
8. Alle Nederlandse burgers moeten vrij zijn hun geloof uit te oefenen zoals zij 

dat willen 
9. Het is goed dat confessionele scholen (op religieuze overtuiging of 

levensbeschouwing gebaseerd) overheidssubsidie ontvangen 
10. De overheid zou geen subsidie moeten geven aan religieuze organisaties 

is tolerant ten opzichte van 
intolerante medemensen

is overtuigd van zijn eigen 
standpunten

voelt zich Nederlander

houdt van de Nederlandse cultuur

kent de Nederlandse tradities en 
gebruiken

kan geen dubbele nationaliteit 
hebben

leeft volgens Nederlandse normen 
en waarden

spreekt de Nederlandse taal

behandelt mannen en vrouwen 
gelijkwaardig

accepteert homoseksualiteit
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11. Het is goed dat er politieke partijen zijn die zich baseren op een religie 
12. Als religieuze waarden botsen met (andere) Nederlandse waarden, hebben 

de Nederlandse waarden voorrang 
13. De overheid mag onderscheid maken tussen christelijke en niet-christelijke 

organisaties 
14. Alle Nederlandse burgers moeten kennis hebben van verschillende religies 
15. Verschillende geloven zijn een verrijking voor het land 
16. Diversiteit van religieuze overtuigingen is problematisch voor de 

samenleving 
17. Religieuze waarden kunnen de samenhang in de maatschappij vergroten 
18. Religie is belangrijk voor de ontwikkeling van moreel besef 
19. Religie staat goed burgerschap in de weg 
20. Religie heeft meer negatieve dan positieve effecten 

Je bent aan het einde gekomen van de vragenlijst. Heb je nog vragen of 
opmerkingen over dit onderzoek, of waren er onderwerpen die je hebt gemist, 
kun je ze hieronder kwijt: 



APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW SCHEME (IN DUTCH) 

Zoals u weet zal dit interview gaan over de relatie tussen religie en 
burgerschap. Het uiteindelijke doel van mijn onderzoek is een zo compleet 
mogelijk beeld te geven van hoe vanuit verschillende perspectieven wordt 
gedacht over de relatie tussen religie en burgerschap. Om dit te doen, 
onderzoek ik drie perspectieven: politieke filosofie, Nederlands overheidsbeleid 
op het gebied van integratie en het perspectief van Nederlandse burgers. Binnen 
dit laatste perspectief heb ik een vragenlijst afgenomen onder een grote 
steekproef van de Nederlandse bevolking, en daarnaast houd ik interviews met 
religieus zeer betrokken burgers. Dit interview vormt daar één van.  
Tijdens de interviews wil ik graag te weten komen hoe gelovige Nederlandse 
burgers zich verbonden voelen met de samenleving, en op welke manier hun 
geloof een rol speelt bij hun burgerschap. Ik zou dus graag willen praten over 
uw mening over de samenleving en uw persoonlijke overtuigingen en keuzes. 
Omdat ik er zeker van wil zijn dat ik uw standpunten en overtuigingen zo goed 
mogelijk begrijp, zal ik mogelijk af en toe doorvragen over dingen die voor u 
volstrekt helder zijn.  
Alles wat u mij verteld wordt vertrouwelijk behandeld. Dit betekent dat niemand 
behalve ik weet welke antwoorden bij welke persoon horen. De opname die ik 
maak van dit gesprek wordt dus ook alleen door mij gebruikt bij het uitwerken 
van dit interview. Nadat het is verwerkt, zal de opname worden gewist. Als ik 
het interview heb uitgewerkt, zal ik een samenvatting maken van de 
belangrijkste dingen die zijn gezegd en deze zal ik dan aan u voorleggen. 
Daarna zullen alle interviews worden uitgewerkt en deze zullen verwerkt 
worden in mijn proefschrift. Hierin zal niemand behalve u en ik de uitspraken 
herkennen die door u zijn gedaan.  
Het interview zal ongeveer een uur tot anderhalf uur duren en bestaat uit 7 
onderdelen. Tijdens het interview zal ik af en toe aantekeningen maken voor 
mezelf. Heeft u tot zover vragen? 

Datum interview

Tijdsduur interview

Code geïnterviewde
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1. ACHTERGRONDVRAGEN  
 

2. INDIVIDUEEL GELOOF 
- Welke rol speelde het geloof in uw opvoeding? als niet: hoe is geloof 

later ontstaan? 
o Geloofsgemeenschap 
o Geloof in het gezinsleven  
o Kerkgang en betrokkenheid bij geloofsgemeenschap 

- Is het geloof altijd belangrijk geweest/gebleven? 
- Bij welke geloofsgemeente bent u nu aangesloten? 
- Wat is de rol van geloof in uw leven nu?  

o Kerkgang  
o Betrokkenheid bij gemeenschap, activiteiten etc. 

- Mate van religieuze betrokkenheid:  
o Mijn religieuze overtuiging is belangrijk voor mijn identiteit 
o Ik heb een sterke religieuze overtuiging 
o Mijn geloofsovertuiging heeft invloed op mijn dagelijks leven 
o Mijn geloofsovertuiging geeft mij antwoorden op belangrijke 

levensvragen 
o Ik leef strikt volgens de regels van mijn geloofsovertuiging 
o Ik beschouw het heilige boek als het woord van God 

- Zijn er bepaalde waarden, deugden of normen die u meekrijgt vanuit uw 
geloof en die voor u bepalend zijn? Welke? 

- Vindt u in uw geloof een stimulans om uw overtuiging naar buiten toe uit 
te dragen? Speelt uw geloof in uw omgang met andere personen een rol? 

3. OPVATTINGEN OVER RELIGIE 
Er wordt in de samenleving niet altijd positief gesproken over religie. In de 
vragenlijst die ik heb voorgelegd aan Nederlandse burgers, kwamen dan ook 
hele diverse opvattingen over religie naar voren. Uit de vragenlijst wil ik een 
aantal stellingen halen, en die met u bespreken. 

Geslacht

Leeftijd

Opleiding(sniveau)

Werk

Leefsituatie

Geboorteland
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1. Kan en mag religie volgens u een rol spelen in de publieke ruimte? In 
publieke debatten? Of kan geloof zich beter beperken tot de privé-sfeer, 
of binnen de geloofsgemeenschap? 

2. Is het volgens u van belang dat de Nederlandse overheid subsidie geeft 
aan religieuze organisaties? En dat er politieke partijen zijn die zich 
baseren op een religie? Wat vindt u van de stelling dat religie en politiek 
niet met elkaar vermengd zouden moeten zijn? 

3. Heeft u het idee dat verschillende geloven in Nederland een verrijking 
zijn voor de samenleving? En moeten volgens u alle Nederlandse burgers 
kennis hebben van verschillende religies? Waarom is dat wel/niet van 
belang? 

4. Denkt u dat religie een rol speelt wanneer het gaat om normen en 
waarden, en om de samenhang in de samenleving? Waaruit blijkt dat wel/
niet? 

4. IDENTIFICATIE 
1. Kunt u mij vertellen in hoeverre u zich verbonden voelt met uw 

religieuze gemeenschap? Welke rol speelt deze gemeenschap in uw 
leven? 

2. In hoeverre voelt u zich verbonden met de lokale gemeenschap waarin u 
woont (de stad, het dorp)? Hangt dit sterk samen met religieuze 
gemeenschap of staat dat er los van? 

3. Voelt u zichzelf Nederlander? Kunt u vertellen waarom wel of niet? 
Waaruit bestaat dat gevoel? 

4. Als u een rangorde zou moeten aangeven, waarmee identificeert u zich 
dan het meeste? 

5. BURGERSCHAP 
In mijn onderzoek vat ik het begrip burgerschap op als bestaande uit 6 
categorieën. Ik wil graag kort deze zes categorieën bespreken, en ben benieuwd 
hoe belangrijk u de verschillende categorieën vindt, zowel in uw eigen leven als 
voor de samenleving als geheel. Maar voor dat ik per categorie u een aantal 
vragen wil stellen, zou ik u eerst de open vraag willen stellen wat een goede 
burger volgens u is. Wat doet een goede burger, of wat doet hij absoluut niet? 

1. Maatschappelijke betrokkenheid 
a. vindt u het belangrijk dat (alle) Nederlandse burgers maatschappelijk 

betrokken zijn? waaruit moet dit volgens u bestaan? Werk? 
Participeren in samenleving? Nieuws volgen? Maar ook: 
vrijwilligerswerk doen/ goede doelen steunen? Als niet, kun je dan 
nog een goede burger zijn? 

b. In hoeverre beschouwt u zichzelf als maatschappelijk betrokken? 
Waarin uit zich dat?  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2. Politieke betrokkenheid 
a. vindt u het belangrijk dat (alle)Nederlandse burgers politiek betrokken 

zijn? Waaruit moet dat bestaan? Stemmen? Interesse hebben in 
standpunten partijen? Nationaal, of ook lokaal? Inspraakavonden? Als 
je dit allemaal niet doet, kun je dan nog een goede burger zijn? 

b. In hoeverre beschouwt u zichzelf als politiek betrokken? Waarin uit 
zich dat?  

3. Gezagsgetrouwheid/zich houden aan de wet 
a. in hoeverre vindt u het belangrijk dat alle burgers zich houden aan de 

wet? Is dat de eerste basisvoorwaarde voor een burger? Als je je niet 
aan de wet houdt, kun je dan nog een goede burger zijn? Geldt dit 
voor alle wetten/regels? Ook verkeersregels en misbruik sociale 
voorzieningen?  

4. Fatsoen/ongeschreven regels 
a. vindt u het belangrijk dat (alle) Nederlandse burgers zich aan bepaalde 

fatsoensregels houden? Welke zijn dat volgens u? In hoeverre vindt u 
dat iedereen moet kunnen doen wat hij/zij wil? Moeten we rekening 
houden met elkaar, of elkaar juist vrij laten?  

5. Tolerantie 
a. In hoeverre vindt u het belangrijk dat (alle) Nederlandse burgers 

tolerant zijn? Ten opzichte van alle andere mensen? Ook ten opzichte 
van intoleranten? Moeten we andere meningen altijd respecteren? En 
zo niet, waar ligt de grens? 

b. In hoeverre speelt tolerantie een rol in uw eigen leven? Komt u vaak 
in aanraking met mensen die fundamenteel anders denken dan u? En 
is dat lastig, of eerder leerzaam?  

6. Nederlandse identiteit 
a. In het Nederlandse integratiebeleid wordt sterk de nadruk gelegd op 

de Nederlandse identiteit. In hoeverre vindt u het belangrijk dat alle 
Nederlandse burgers, allochtoon en autochtoon, zich Nederlander 
voelen en houden van Nederland? Zijn er volgens u typisch 
Nederlandse normen en waarden die van belang zijn voor goed 
burgerschap? Hoe zit dat met thema’s als gelijkwaardigheid van man 
en vrouw en homoseksualiteit?  

6. SPANNINGEN TUSSEN GELOOF EN BURGERSCHAP 
- Heeft u wel eens ervaren dat mensen negatief reageren op uw religie? Wat 

doet dat met u? 
- Heeft u wel eens het gevoel dat u uw religiositeit beter niet kunt uiten? In 

welke situaties en waarom? 
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- Ervaart u wel eens spanningen tussen uw religieuze overtuiging aan de ene 
kant en uw Nederlanderschap aan de andere kant? In welke situaties en 
waarom? 

- Heeft de publieke opinie of berichten in de media invloed op de manier 
waarop u uw burgerschap invult? Of op de manier waarop u uw geloof 
uitoefent of naar buiten toe uitdraagt? Bijv. nadruk op progressieve 
Nederlandse waarden of thema’s rondom medisch-ethische kwesties of 
gewetensbezwaren? 

- Kan religie een negatieve invloed hebben, of voor problemen zorgen in de 
samenleving? Voorbeelden? 

7. KANSEN VOOR BURGERSCHAP 
- Op welke manier draagt uw geloof bij aan uw burgerschap? Zijn er bepaalde 

ideeën uit uw geloof die ervoor zorgen dat u op een bepaalde manier 
handelt? Bijbelpassages, christelijke theologie, preek? 

- In hoeverre spelen christelijke waarden een bepalende rol? Welke zijn dit 
voor u?  

- Op welke manier denkt u dat religie een positieve invloed kan hebben in de 
samenleving? Voorbeelden? 

Hiermee ben ik aan het einde van het interview gekomen. Heeft u nog iets 
gemist of iets toe te voegen? 
Dan wil ik u graag hartelijk bedanken voor uw medewerking!  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ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) 
Analysis of Variance is a statistical test procedure that investigates whether the 
→population →means of two or more groups differ on a specific variable. In 
Section 10.1, I use analysis of variance to analyse whether there are differences 
between religious groups in their scores on the five dimensions of citizenship. 
In an ANOVA, there is a qualitative, →independent variable (here: religious 
group), and a quantitative, →dependent variable (here: the score on one of the 
five dimensions of citizenship, let’s say, social engagement). Obviously, there 
are differences within each group on the dependent variable: not all Catholic 
persons equally emphasise social engagement. The question that the ANOVA 
answers is whether there are also systematic differences between the groups: do 
Catholic persons overall emphasise social engagement more than non-religious 
people, for instance?  86

 ANOVA analyses whether differences between groups are larger than 
differences within groups. The →means, →standard deviations and →N are 
used to make a comparison, and the results of the ANOVA are reported with a 
summary of the most important statistical measures in a sentence like this: F(1, 
365) = 42.12, p < .005, eta2 = .246. The numbers between brackets are an 
indication for the number of groups and the size of the →sample . After that, 87

the F-value is reported, here F = 42.12. The F-value is the actual test statistic of 
the ANOVA; it is the result of the comparison of the variation between groups 
with the variation within groups. A large F-value leads to a small →p-value. 
The p-value and →eta2 are the values to look at if you want to know whether 
the differences are significant and how strong the effect is. If a significant effect 
is found, the researcher has to look at the group-means to see whether the 
direction of the effect matches the expectation: do Catholic people indeed 
emphasise social engagement more than non-religious people? In chapter 10, I 

 Psychometrics is a field of study (within psychology) that is concerned with the 84

construction and validation of measurement instruments.
 The entries in this glossary are based on various social-scientific introductions and 85

handbooks in methods and statistics (Burnham et al. 2004; Ellis 2003, 2004, 2009; 
Grimm and Yarnold 1995; Maris 2003).

 Note that this does not mean that each individual Catholic person has to score higher 86

than each individual non-religious person.
 They are the degrees of freedom and calculated as a-1 (the number of groups – 1) and 87

N – 1.
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use different variants of ANOVA, such as →ANCOVA, →MANOVA and 
→Repeated Measures ANOVA. 

ANCOVA 
→ANOVA is called ANCOVA if a quantitative →independent variable is 
added.  This quantitative variable is called a covariate (that is where the C in 88

ANCOVA comes from). The test reveals whether the effect of the independent 
variable is independent from the differences on the covariate; if the effect of the 
qualitative, independent variable still exists after including the covariate in the 
analysis, it can be concluded that the variable on itself has an effect. In chapter 
10, I apply ANCOVA when I include the quantitative scores on religious 
commitment into the analyses on the relation between religious background and 
the scores on the importance of the citizenship dimensions; there it is 
investigated whether the religious denomination has an effect on citizenship 
interpretations independent from the level of religious commitment. 

Between-subject variable 
If the →independent variable is a between-subject variable, it means that the 
respondents are divided in groups on the basis of this variable. In my research, 
‘religious group’ is the independent, between-subject variable in the analyses. 

Dependent variable 
Dependent variables are the phenomena that the researcher wants to explain in 
the research. In my research, I want to explain the scores on the five dimensions 
of citizenship, and on the four dimensions of the appreciation of religion. The 
religious background of the respondents forms the →independent variable, of 
which it is investigated whether it influences the scores on the dependent 
variable. 

Eta2 
Eta2 is a measure of the size of effect and is used in ANOVA. Eta2 is used in 
combination with the →p-value. Where the p-value shows whether there is a 
significant effect or not, eta2 gives an indication of the size of the effect. Eta2 is 
a ‘corrected proportion of explained variance’, and shows the proportion of 
→variance in the →dependent variable that can be uniquely explained by the 
→independent variable. The higher the eta2, the higher the unique effect of the 
independent variable on the dependent variable. The score of eta2 lies between 0 
and 1. There are no strict rules for the interpretation of the effect size, but as a 
convention, one can say that a value between 0 and .1 can be considered a weak 
effect, between .1 and .2 a moderate effect and above .2 a strong effect.  

 Note that this covariate is an extension of →ANOVA, which means that there are 88

always also qualitative, →independent variables in the ANCOVA. If there are only 
quantitative measures, Regression Analysis is the right statistical procedure.



 APPENDIX C: GLOSSARY OF STATISTICAL AND PSYCHOMETRICAL TERMS !                                233

Factor Analysis 
Factor Analysis is a psychometrical analysis that searches for patterns in the 
dataset, and reduces the number of variables to underlying (latent) factors. The 
goal of Factor Analysis is to explain the correlations between the observed 
variables. In chapter 9, I apply Factor Analysis to check (amongst others) 
whether the expected dimensions of citizenship are indeed present in the data. 
In order to do so, I included all the individual scores on the 40 items of the 
citizenship survey in the analysis. The statistical software searches for patterns 
in the responses. The result is a pattern matrix, in which the variables are sorted 
and divided in groups on the basis of their correlations. Note that there is no 
theoretical reasoning present in the analysis itself, the software only searches 
for patterns in the numerical data and extracts a smaller number of factors out of 
a larger set of items. With certain types of Factor Analysis, the software 
provides the →RMSEA, a goodness-of-fit statistic that indicates if enough 
factors are extracted. The researcher has to interpret the outcome of the analysis 
to see whether it fits the theory. Factor Analysis is thus always an interaction 
between purely statistical data and theoretical interpretations of the researcher. 
 The idea behind Factor Analysis is that variables within one group have 
more in common than variables in different groups. It is assumed that the 
variables within one group have (at least partly) a common cause: the factor. In 
my research, the factors are the dimensions of citizenship. Important to realise 
is that the factors themselves are not observed, only their manifestations: the 
items. In my research, the Factor Analysis with five factors showed the best 
solution: the factors reflected the theoretical model quite well, they were well 
interpretable in terms of the model, they all consisted of more than one item and 
the items that were grouped together, were mostly expected to measure the 
same construct. Factor Analysis is the first step in the empirical validation of a 
psychometrical instrument. The next step is →Reliability Analysis. 

Independent variable 
The independent variable is the variable of which it is expected that it 
influences the →dependent variable. 

MANOVA 
MANOVA is the multivariate version of →ANOVA (that is why the M in 
MANOVA); there are several – instead of just one – dependent variables. The 
MANOVA starts with a multivariate test, in which it is tested whether the 
→independent variable has an effect on the different →dependent variables all 
together. Only if this multivariate test is significant, the univariate tests (which 
are ANOVAs for each dependent variable) will be discussed. 

Mean 
The mean (also known as arithmetic average) is a measure of central tendency, 
which provides a summary of the centre of a variable. The most basic version is 
a calculation in which the sum of scores is divided by the number of scores. 
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N 
N is the number of observations. Mostly, N refers to the number of participants 
in the study. 

Null-hypothesis (H0) 
In many statistical analyses, the null-hypothesis states that there is no 
association between two variables. In →ANOVA, for instance, the null-
hypothesis states that the →independent variable(s) have no effect on the 
→dependent variable(s). The null-hypothesis is the statistical hypothesis that is 
tested. The results of statistical analyses always concern this null-hypothesis of 
no association; the null-hypothesis is either rejected or accepted. Rejecting the 
null-hypothesis (see p) suggests that the alternative hypothesis (Ha; that there is 
some association between the variables) might be true. Accepting the null-
hypothesis does not necessarily entail that the null-hypothesis is true; it means 
that there is not enough evidence against H0. 

P(-value) 
The p-value (probability value) is a number between 0 and 1 that shows the 
tenability of the →null-hypothesis. Statistically speaking, the p-value is the 
probability of finding a test statistic that is as extreme as, or more extreme than 
the one that the researcher actually observed, under the assumption that the null-
hypothesis is true. In different words, the p-value is the probability of wrongly 
rejecting the null-hypothesis when it is in fact true. Time and space restrict a 
more detailed explanation. However, the most important thing to know is that, 
for a significant result, the p-value needs to be p < .05. This significance level 
of .05 (or 5%) is generally accepted. 
 Finding a p-value < .05 means that the probability of observing the observed 
test value is really low, which gives you good enough reason to reject the null 
hypothesis. A small p-value thus indicates that the null-hypothesis is unlikely to 
be true. When doing →ANOVA, a p-value < .05 indicates that the difference 
between the two group-→means in comparison to the →standard deviation and/
or the number of participants (→N) is large enough to conclude with high 
probability that the group-means are not equal in the →population. 

Population 
One of the main aims of statistical analyses is to check whether the differences 
found in the data can be generalised to the population. The population is the 
universe of units from which the actual →sample of subjects is selected and to 
which the researcher (wants to) generalise(s) the results of the study. Only if the 
sample is representative of the population, one can draw conclusions about the 
population from the results of the sample. The more representative the sample 
is, the greater the certainty of inferences made about the population. This 
representativeness only concerns all research-relevant aspects. 

Reliability analysis 
When using a test instrument, there are two characteristics of the test that the 
researcher is interested in: the validity and the reliability. The validity indicates 
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whether the test really measures the construct that you want to measure,  and 89

the reliability indicates to what extent the results are repeatable. Reliability is a 
condition for validity, but no guarantee. If you weigh yourself every morning at 
8am under similar conditions, and the scale gives a different weight each time, 
the scale is neither a reliable nor a valid instrument for measuring your actual 
weight. If it does indicate a (more or less) consistent number, the scale is 
probably a reliable instrument. In order to find out whether it also is a valid 
instrument, you can compare the results of this scale to other scales. 
 With surveys, the reliability is also an indication of the repeatability. 
Researchers want to work with tests that are free from the influence of 
incidental factors, and that give consistent results. With reliability analysis the 
researcher can obtain a lower bound of the reliability of the scale, which is a 
number between 0 and 1.  There are several statistical indicators for reliability. 90

Contrary to what is most common in the social sciences, I use Lambda2 (λ2) 
instead of Cronbach’s alpha (α) as indicator for (internal consistency) reliability. 
When applying →Factor Analysis, λ2 gives a better lower bound of the actual 
reliability than α does. There are no objective boundaries for reliability; they are 
dependent on the use. As a very general rule of thumb, social scientists consider 
reliability coefficients of > .70 to be acceptable, > .80 to be good, and > .90 to 
be excellent. Besides the general reliability of the sum score of the scale, 
reliability analysis enables the researcher to investigate if each individual item 
gives a positive contribution to the reliability. Items that reduce the reliability 
should be removed from the scale. 

Repeated Measures ANOVA 
Repeated Measures ANOVA is a special variant of →ANOVA. Repeated 
Measures ANOVAs are applied whenever there is a →within-subject variable. 
This means that there are several measurements per respondent and the 
researcher wants to compare the →means of these measurements. The condition 
is that the various measurements are on the same scale, and comparable to each 
other. This is for instance the case if the →dependent variable is measured at 
different moments, with a training in between. If the researcher wants to know 
whether the training influences the scores on the dependent variable, he can 
compare the means on the different research moments. It is also possible to 
apply Repeated Measures ANOVAs when you want to investigate if 
respondents treat different, but comparable dependent variables, similarly. In 
chapter 10, I use Repeated Measures ANOVA to analyse whether the 
respondents treat the five dimensions of citizenship similarly, or whether they 
prioritise certain dimensions over the others.  

 You can check this by conducting a →Factor Analysis and (if possible) you can 89

compare your test to other tests measuring the same construct.
 The scale is comparable to what we called ‘factor’ in →Factor Analysis: the scale is 90

the subset of items that measures one construct, for instance, social engagement.
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RMSEA 
The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is a goodness-of-fit 
statistic for →Factor Analysis. Values > 0.08 indicate that too little factors are 
extracted, values < 0.08 indicate an acceptable fit, which means that the 
decision on whether this model should be accepted depends on the theoretical 
interpretation, possibly conflicting theories and other factor analyses with more 
factors. Values < 0.05 indicate a good fit of the model. Note that this goodness-
of-fit statistic does not regard the theoretical interpretation; it only indicates 
whether enough factors are extracted. 

Sample 
A sample consists of a number of cases. In most studies, the persons who 
participate in a study make up the sample of the study. 

Standard deviation 
The standard deviation is a measure of spread. It indicates how the scores are 
spread over the range of possible values, and more precisely, the standard 
deviation shows how far the variable’s observations are from the variable’s 

→mean. The standard deviation 
thus shows how ‘broad’ the centre 
of the distribution is. A standard 
deviation of 0 means that all 
respondents have the same score 
and that there is no spread at all.  
 If you display the scores of a 
normally distributed variable, the 
histogram (chart with frequencies) 
is clock-shaped and symmetrical. 
In normal distributions, 68% of all 
scores lies within one standard 
deviation of the mean, and 95% is 
within two standard deviations of 
the mean. Most statistical analyses 
require that the scores in the 
→popula t ion a re normal ly 
distributed. What we see in the 
charts here on the left, are the 
distributions of scores on two 
variables. In both charts, the y-
axis shows the frequencies and the 
x-axis the scores on the variable. 
In these two charts, both the mean 
(M = 13) and the number of 
observations (N = 48) is the same. 
The only difference is the standard 
deviation: in the upper chart, the 
standard deviation is smaller than 
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in the lower chart. Together with the mean and N, the standard deviation thus 
gives us a quick impression of what the distribution looks like. 

Variance 
Variance is a statistical measure of variation that is calculated as the square of 
the →standard deviation (SD2). 

Within-subject factor 
A within-subject factor can be used as →independent variable in →Repeated 
Measures ANOVA. All participants have scores on several, comparable 
measurements. These can either be multiple scores on one variable (for 
instance, on different moments in time), or scores on several comparable 
variables. In the present study, the latter is applied; each respondent has a score 
on each of the five dimensions of citizenship, and these measures are compared 
to each other. 





APPENDIX D: RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSES 

1. Results of Maximum Likelihood Factor Analyses on Religious Commitment (2 
factors) 

1Theoretically, factor loadings (communalities) cannot exceed 1. However, in practise, 
sometimes communalities > 1 occur. These instances are known as Heywood cases. 
There are two possible causes for a Heywood case: 1) random fluctuations in the data; 
and 2) too little factors are extracted (Maris 2003: 222-223). Because in my research, 
there seems to be no random fluctuations (N > 800), I checked whether a three factor-
model could also fit the data. A three factor-model, however, was poorly interpretable 
and the third factor consisted only of 1 item, which is highly undesirable. Because the 
Reliability Analysis of the two-factor solution showed that the item ‘I find it hard to 
imagine that someone else has a different religion or worldview than mine’ contributed 
negatively to the reliability, this item was removed. Repeating the Factor Analysis 
without this item led to the following Pattern Matrix: 

Item

Factor

Religious 
identity

Orthodox
y

My religious conviction influences my daily life 1.0121

My religious conviction is important for my 
identity

.859

I have a strong religious conviction .827

My religious conviction gives me answers to 
important questions in life 

.738

I consider the holy book to be the word of God .678

I find it hard to imagine that someone else has a 
different religion or worldview than mine 

.611

I live strictly according to the rules of my 
religious conviction 

.530
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2. Pattern matrix of Maximum Likelihood Factor analysis on Citizenship Items 
 

Item

Factor

Religious 
identity

Orthodox
y

My religious conviction influences my daily life .941

My religious conviction is important for my 
identity

.777

I have a strong religious conviction .688

My religious conviction gives me answers to 
important questions in life 

.585

I live strictly according to the rules of my 
religious conviction 

.769

I consider the holy book to be the word of God .723

Factor

Item
DI1 PE LA SE To

Lives according to Dutch norms and 
values

.803

Feels Dutch .743

Loves the Dutch culture .724

Knows Dutch traditions .653

Can’t have a double nationality .599

Convinced of own standpoints .557

Speaks the Dutch language .535

Is financially independent .503

Knows the unwritten codes of conduct .421

Says what he wants, even if that is 
painful or offensive to others

.3342
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Stands up for his rights .329

Knows the most important viewpoints of 
political parties

.803

Is politically engaged .781

Is interested in local politics .768

Goes to public consultation meetings of 
the municipality

.571

Votes in elections .542

Follows the national news .313 .430

Abides by the law .718

Does not evade any tax .671

Keeps his hands off from other people’s 
belongings 

.623

Does not abuse social services .476

Knows his rights as citizen .450

Always adheres to traffic rules .326

Takes care of fellow citizens .725

Does voluntary service .671

Gives money to charity .595

Does not offend other people .512

Keeps the neighbourhood clean .498

Is socially engaged .493

Acts exemplary .330

Participates in society .305

Is tolerant towards intolerant people

Is tolerant towards those holding 
different views

.696

Is open to other cultures .624

Treats men and women equal .559
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1 Di = Dutch Identity, PE = Political Engagement, LA = Law-abidingness, SE = Social 
Engagement, To = Tolerance 
2 This item did not contribute to the reliability of the factor, and was therefore excluded 
from further analyses. 

3. Pattern matrix Maximum Likelihood Factor analysis on Attitude towards 
Religion Items  
 

Accepts homosexuality .5572

Respects other opinions .556

Regards other people as equal .531

Takes account of his fellow people .359 .383

Allows others to go their own way .3732

Item

Factor

VB1 PR RD NA

Religion is important for the development of 
moral awareness .766

It is good that there are political parties that 
base themselves on a religion .611

Religious values can increase cohesion in 
society .553

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

.549 .372

Considering the Dutch history, the 
government may distinguish between 
Christian and non-Christian organisations

.5372

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

-.762

There is no need for religious citizens to 
restrict their religious convictions and –
manifestations to their private life

.545
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1 VB = Religion as Value Basis for Society, PR = Privatised Religion, RD = Embracing 
Religious Diversity, NA = Negative Attitude towards Religion 
2This item did not contribute to the reliability of the factor, and was therefore excluded 
from further analyses. 

Religion does not belong in the public 
domain -.537

The government should not give any funding 
to religious organisations -.483

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

-.448

There needs to be space for conscientious 
objections based on religion .309 .327

Different religions are an enrichment for the 
country .578

All Dutch citizens need to be free to practice 
their belief in the way they want .549

Freedom of religion is an essential Dutch 
value .490

All Dutch citizens are allowed to believe 
what they want .463

All Dutch citizens should know about 
different religions .354

Religion does not fit in the modern, Dutch 
society .674

Religion hinders good citizenship .658

Religion has more negative than positive 
effects -.517

Diversity of religious convictions is 
problematic for society .304 -.333 .3832





APPENDIX E: OVERVIEW OF RESPONDENTS 

Name Gender Age Religious 
Conviction

Lea female 31 Protestant

Jacob male 35 Protestant

Paulien female 54 Protestant

Ruben male 29 Protestant

Julian male 35 Protestant

Sebastiaan male 27 Protestant

Lucas male 44 Protestant

Benjamin male 43 Protestant

Esther female 39 Protestant

Semra female 34 Muslim

Aziz male 30 Muslim

Kasim male 31 Muslim

Mohamed male 30 Muslim

Tarik male 36 Muslim

Meral female 36 Muslim

Rahmi male 39 Muslim

Murat male 44 Muslim

Hasan male 30 Muslim
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SAMENVATTING 

Seculier Burgerschap? De relatie tussen religie en burgerschap in de 
hedendaagse Nederlandse samenleving 

Inleiding 
De rol en positie van religie in de Nederlandse samenleving is in de afgelopen 
decennia sterk veranderd. Waar de Nederlandse geschiedenis vaak wordt 
voorgesteld als één die gekenmerkt wordt door godsdienstvrijheid en tolerantie, 
lijkt religie, en dan met name uitingen van orthodoxe religiositeit, in recente 
jaren meer onder druk te staan. De politieke en maatschappelijke debatten over 
ritueel slachten, het dragen van hoofddoekjes in openbare gebouwen, het 
homohuwelijk en de bijbehorende positie van de gewetensbezwaarde ambtenaar 
en voorstellen van verschillende Kamerleden om de vrijheid van godsdienst uit 
de grondwet te schrappen, zijn enkele voorbeelden die getuigen van een 
groeiende problematisering van de rol van religie in het publieke domein. 
 Parallel aan deze trend in de benadering van religie zien we een groeiende 
nadruk op burgerschap en nationale identiteit. De toename van het aantal 
moslims in Nederland heeft de vraag naar wat Nederlanders met elkaar bindt, en 
wat de nationale identiteit behelst, op de kaart gezet. In de afgelopen jaren lijkt 
de roep om een eenduidige interpretatie van Nederlanderschap luider te zijn 
geworden. Daarmee is de notie van burgerschap vaak eendimensionaal opgevat 
en gelijkgesteld aan Nederlanderschap als nationale identiteit. Omdat de nadruk 
op nationale identiteit een uitsluitende werking kan hebben en de notie van 
burgerschap de mogelijkheid biedt om diversiteit te omarmen, is het 
uitgangspunt van dit promotieonderzoek geweest om de volle breedte van het 
concept van burgerschap te onderzoeken. 
 De groeiende diversiteit in de Nederlandse samenleving heeft in de 
afgelopen decennia dus geleid tot sterk gepolariseerde debatten over religie en 
over burgerschap. Tot nu toe is relatief weinig onderzoek gedaan naar de relatie 
tussen deze concepten, en naar de manier waarop de debatten over deze thema’s 
elkaar beïnvloeden. Dit onderzoek beoogt een interdisciplinaire bijdrage te 
leveren aan het begrip van de relatie tussen religie en burgerschap. Om dit te 
kunnen doen, heb ik mezelf drie onderzoeksdoelen gesteld: 

• de complexe en multidimensionale notie van burgerschap te analyseren; 
• te verduidelijken hoe het denken over burgerschap invloed heeft op het 

denken over de publieke rol van religie 
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• te onderzoeken hoe geloof het denken over burgerschap en religie 
beïnvloedt. 

 In het proefschrift wordt de relatie tussen religie en burgerschap op drie 
niveaus onderzocht: politieke filosofie, Nederlands overheidsbeleid en 
Nederlandse burgers. In hoofdstuk 1 worden achtereenvolgens de actuele 
maatschappelijke inbedding van het onderwerp gegeven en de theoretische en 
methodologische overdenkingen achter de keuze voor deze drie niveaus. 
 In hoofdstuk 2 ga ik in op de notie van burgerschap. Ook leg ik uit dat één 
van de meest prangende vragen rondom burgerschap de vraag is naar hoe de 
religieuze oriëntatie van burgers in relatie staat tot de ervaringen en opvattingen 
van burgerschap. Daarnaast ga ik in op de methodologische opzet van het boek. 

De Big Five van burgerschap 
Door interpretaties van burgerschap op deze drie niveaus met elkaar te 
verbinden, heb ik een model van burgerschap ontworpen, dat als analytisch 
kader is gebruikt in dit proefschrift. In dit Big Five model bestaat burgerschap 
uit de volgende vijf dimensies: maatschappelijke betrokkenheid, politieke 
betrokkenheid, gezagsgetrouwheid (law-abidingness) , gedeelde identiteit en 91

tolerantie. Deze vijf dimensies komen op alle drie de niveaus naar voren. 
 De eerste dimensie, maatschappelijke betrokkenheid, gaat over participatie 
in de samenleving en pro-sociaal gedrag. Eerder sociaal-wetenschappelijk 
onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat Nederlandse burgers dit het meest essentiële 
element van burgerschap vinden. Ook in overheidsbeleid wordt 
maatschappelijke betrokkenheid op deze manier opgevat en van belang geacht; 
maatschappelijke betrokkenheid wordt hierin vaak gelijkgesteld aan het 
vertonen van pro-sociaal gedrag en aan het leveren van een (economische) 
bijdrage aan de samenleving. 
 De tweede dimensie, politieke betrokkenheid, is traditioneel gezien één van 
de belangrijkste principes van burgerschap. In de politieke filosofie is dit aspect 
prominent aanwezig in het neo-republikanisme. De traditionele republikeinse 
focus op politiek zelfbestuur en autonomie is naar de hedendaagse context 
vertaald, waarbij diversiteit als uitgangspunt is genomen en de inbreng van 
verschillende groepen aan het publieke en politieke debat wordt gestimuleerd. 
Uit eerder sociaal-wetenschappelijk onderzoek is gebleken dat Nederlandse 
burgers relatief weinig belang hechten aan politieke betrokkenheid. 
 De dimensie van gezagsgetrouwheid benadrukt de rechten en plichten van 
burgers. Enerzijds worden bepaalde basisrechten aan alle burgers gegarandeerd 
en anderzijds hebben burgers de verplichting om zich aan de wet te houden en 
om bijvoorbeeld belastingen te betalen. In de politieke filosofie, en ook in het 
Nederlandse overheidsbeleid is dit element van burgerschap prominent 

 Bij de dimensie van gezagsgetrouwheid gaat het erom dat burgers zich aan de 91

wet(ten) van het land houden.
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aanwezig; gezagsgetrouwheid van burgers lijkt een eerste voorwaarde voor 
goed burgerschap te zijn. 
 De vierde dimensie is gedeelde identiteit. Het gaat hierbij om het behoren tot 
een gemeenschap waaraan identiteit wordt ontleend. Deze dimensie is op 
verschillende manieren benaderd. Aan de ene kant heeft de communitaristische 
stroming binnen de politieke filosofie gewezen op het belang van gedeelde 
moraliteit en lidmaatschap van kleine hechte gemeenschappen, zoals 
bijvoorbeeld religieuze gemeenschappen. Aan de andere kant is te zien dat de 
Nederlandse overheid het aspect van nationale identiteit beklemtoont. De 
nadruk op twee verschillende niveaus van gedeelde identiteit – kleine hechte 
gemeenschappen of nationale gemeenschap – geven een verschillende 
interpretatie van burgerschap en van de relatie tussen religie en burgerschap, die 
in dit proefschrift allebei aan bod komen. 
 De vijfde dimensie in het model is tolerantie. Nederland is vaak 
gekarakteriseerd als een weinig nationalistisch en zeer tolerant land. De nadruk 
op de nationale identiteit, zoals we die in publieke en politieke debatten van de 
afgelopen jaren steeds meer hebben gezien, lijkt gepaard te gaan met een 
verminderde tolerantie; international onderzoek heeft bijvoorbeeld aangetoond 
dat negatieve houdingen ten opzichte van moslims nergens zo sterk zijn als in 
Nederland. In de afgelopen jaren is het begrip ‘tolerantie’ een controversieel 
onderwerp geworden in het publieke debat in Nederland. Burgers zijn sterk 
verdeeld over het thema. Omdat tolerantie (vooral in cultureel pluriforme 
samenlevingen) vaak is gezien als een voorwaarde voor burgerschap en 
democratie, en vanwege de hedendaagse controverse over de notie, is tolerantie 
hier voor het eerst onderscheiden als aparte dimensie van burgerschap. 
 Om de drie niveaus — politieke filosofie, Nederlands integratiebeleid en 
Nederlandse burgers — bij elkaar te kunnen brengen en met elkaar te kunnen 
vergelijken, is gekeken welke dimensies van burgerschap worden benadrukt op 
elk van de drie niveaus en in hoeverre deze met elkaar overeenkomen. 
Vervolgens is geanalyseerd hoe het denken over deze dimensies van 
burgerschap samenhangt met het denken over religie op de verschillende 
niveaus. Door theoretische interpretaties met empirische bevindingen te 
combineren, wordt een contextuele benadering gehanteerd, waardoor ik tot een 
completer beeld van de relatie tussen religie en burgerschap kan komen dan met 
behulp van een enkelvoudige benadering mogelijk zou zijn. 

Deel 1: Filosofisch en politiek denken over burgerschap 
In dit deel bespreek ik de eerste twee niveaus: politieke filosofie en 
overheidsbeleid. Hoofdstuk 3 schetst de achtergrond van de debatten die in de 
afgelopen decennia op deze twee niveaus hebben plaatsgevonden. Op basis 
hiervan heb ik vier politiek-filosofische stromingen geselecteerd, die ik in 
hoofdstuk 4 nader bespreek. Deze vier theorieën zijn liberalisme, 
communitarisme, neo-republikanisme en liberaal nationalisme. Deze vier 
theorieën houden er verschillende interpretaties van de notie van burgerschap 
op na en hebben uiteenlopende opvattingen over de publieke rol van religie. Ik 
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geef in dit hoofdstuk per politiek-filosofische stroming een kort overzicht van 
de belangrijkste inzichten en standpunten, en spits dat dan toe op de manier 
waarop de theorieën de notie van burgerschap hebben benaderd, en hoe ze 
aankijken tegen de publieke rol van religie. 
 Omdat de publicatie van John Rawls’ A Theory of Justice in 1971 kan 
worden gezien als startpunt voor de hedendaagse politiek-filosofische debatten 
over burgerschap, en omdat zijn Political Liberalism (1993) het debat over de 
acceptatie van religieuze uitingen in het publieke domein op de kaart heeft 
gezet, begin ik hoofdstuk 4 met de bespreking van zijn interpretatie van het 
liberalisme. Binnen het liberalisme zijn vrijheid en gelijkheid de centrale 
waarden. Rawls zoekt naar een rechtvaardigheidsprincipe voor moderne 
samenlevingen dat deze twee waarden aan alle burgers kan garanderen. Om dit 
mogelijk te maken, is tolerantie, zowel op het niveau van de staat, als op het 
niveau van burgers, van belang. Burgers moeten, om vrij en gelijk te kunnen 
zijn, in staat zijn hun eigen conceptie van het goede leven na te streven, zonder 
daarbij door andere burgers of de staat gehinderd te worden. Burgers en 
overheden dienen zich dus tolerant op te stellen ten aanzien van verschillende 
levenswijzen en overtuigingen. Een voorwaarde die hieraan wel verbonden is, is 
dat burgers zich aan de wet houden, en dus gezagsgetrouwheid nastreven. 
 Deze liberale interpretatie van burgerschap lijkt alle ruimte open te laten 
voor de publieke rol van religie. Dit is echter niet het geval. Omdat hedendaagse 
westerse samenlevingen gekenmerkt worden door diversiteit in ‘omvattende 
doctrines’, wilde Rawls dat zijn rechtvaardigheidsprincipe onafhankelijk zou 
zijn van omvattende doctrines, en dus door alle verschillende doctrines omarmd 
zou kunnen worden. De enige manier waarop dit volgens Rawls mogelijk is, is 
wanneer burgers fundamentele politieke zaken bediscussiëren zonder daarbij te 
verwijzen naar waarden die afhankelijk zijn van omvattende doctrines. Omdat 
religie altijd deel uitmaakt van een omvattende doctrine, sluit Rawls het gebruik 
van religieuze argumenten in politieke debatten uit. 
 Vanaf de vroege jaren ’80 is kritiek ontstaan op Rawls’ liberalisme, onder 
andere uit de hoek van het communitarisme. De meest belangrijke 
communitaristische kritiek op het liberalisme richt zich op de overwaardering 
van het individu. Volgens communitaristen zijn individuen altijd ingebed in en 
worden ze gevormd door de gemeenschappen waarvan ze deel uitmaken. In 
tegenstelling tot liberalen zijn communitaristen juist van mening dat een 
gezamenlijk idee van het goede noodzakelijk is om een stabiele samenleving te 
kunnen vormen. Burgerschap speelt zich in deze visie traditioneel gezien af in 
kleine, hechte gemeenschappen, zoals bijvoorbeeld religieuze gemeenschappen. 
Omdat hedendaagse westerse samenlevingen echter pluriform zijn, en 
burgerschap ook altijd een nationale component heeft, is het een uitdaging voor 
communitaristen om gedeelde waarden van kleine gemeenschappen en die van 
de samenleving als geheel te formuleren en met elkaar in balans te brengen. 
Verschillende communitaristen hebben daarom gepleit voor interculturele 
dialogen, waarbij representanten van verschillende gemeenschappen 
argumenten voor hun overtuigingen met elkaar uitwisselen en op zoek gaan 
naar gemeenschappelijke waarden. Op deze manier zouden inclusieve 
gemeenschappen gevormd kunnen worden. 



 SECULIER BURGERSCHAP? !                                                                                                                       269

 De karakterisering van het communitaristische denken laat zien dat religie 
hier wordt gezien als positieve en constituerende waarde voor individuen 
binnen gemeenschappen. Goed burgerschap binnen deze politiek-filosofische 
stroming wordt bepaald door twee dimensies: gedeelde identiteit en 
maatschappelijke betrokkenheid. Burgers moeten het belang van de 
gemeenschap inzien, leven volgens de regels van de gemeenschap en zich 
ermee identificeren. Daarnaast is het ook van belang dat burgers sociaal 
betrokken zijn en actief participeren in de gemeenschap of samenleving. Waar 
communitarisme en liberalisme verschillende dimensies van burgerschap 
benadrukken, zijn beide stromingen in de loop der jaren dichter bij elkaar 
gekomen in de opvatting over hoe burgerschap in hedendaagse samenlevingen 
tot stand kan komen. Beide benadrukken het belang van het discursieve proces 
waarin burgers met elkaar in debat gaan over fundamentele zaken. 
 De derde stroming is het neo-republikanisme, dat voortbouwt op het idee 
van (politiek) zelfbestuur van klassieke republikeinse denkers. Vertrekkend 
vanuit het besef dat moderne samenlevingen pluriform zijn, hebben neo-
republikeinse denkers een theorie van burgerschap geformuleerd, waarin de drie 
belangrijkste eigenschappen van een goede burger maatschappelijke 
betrokkenheid, politieke betrokkenheid en tolerantie zijn. Burgers moeten 
proberen te handelen op de manier die volgens hen het beste is voor de 
samenleving als geheel. Vanwege de culturele diversiteit van moderne 
samenlevingen, wordt (ook) door neo-republikeinen gepleit voor interacties 
tussen burgers, waarin ‘the common good’ wordt besproken, zodat ze 
uiteindelijk zelf verantwoordelijk zijn voor de inrichting van de samenleving. 
Dit kan volgens neo-republikeinen alleen als burgers een open blik hanteren, en 
tolerant zijn ten opzichte van andersdenkenden. 
 Ook deze interpretatie van burgerschap heeft consequenties voor de 
benadering van de publieke rol van religie. Neo-republikeinen leggen een 
wederzijdse verplichting op aan alle burgers om elkaar als leden van de 
politieke gemeenschap te zien. Dit betekent dat religieuze burgers de vrijheid 
moeten hebben om hun religieuze overtuigingen in publieke debatten naar 
voren te brengen, maar ook dat ze zich niet mogen terugtrekken in hun eigen 
hechte gemeenschap, en zich niet mogen afkeren van de samenleving als 
geheel. 
 De vierde en laatste stroming die ik in hoofdstuk 4 bespreek, is het liberaal 
nationalisme, een stroming die opvallende overeenkomsten vertoont met de 
huidige tendensen in het denken over burgerschap en religie in de Nederlandse 
samenleving. Het belangrijkste element van het liberaal nationalisme is de 
nadruk op een gedeelde nationale identiteit. Liberaal nationalisten zien de 
nationale cultuur als vormend voor de identiteit van haar burgers. Essentieel in 
deze visie is dus een gedeelde identiteit. Daarnaast benadrukken liberaal 
nationalisten ook de dimensie van maatschappelijke betrokkenheid. Deze 
dimensies zijn dezelfde als die de communitaristen naar voren brengen, maar de 
dimensie van gedeelde identiteit wordt op een ander niveau ingevuld. Dit heeft 
invloed op de benadering van religie. Liberaal nationalisten zijn van mening dat 
burgers vrij zijn om te leven volgens hun religieuze overtuiging in het privé-
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domein. Als burgers dienen ze echter de nationale cultuur te omarmen. Wanneer 
nationale waarden botsen met die van minderheidsgroepen, zoals religieuze 
gemeenschappen, moet de nationale identiteit voorrang krijgen boven de 
groepsidentiteit. Wel wordt aangetekend dat de aanpassing van minderheden 
aan de nationale identiteit geen pijnloze zaak is voor de meerderheid; ook van 
de samenleving als geheel mag worden verwacht dat ze de nationale identiteit 
toegankelijk maakt voor minderheden. 
 Na de bespreking van deze vier politiek-filosofische stromingen, ga ik in 
hoofdstuk 5 in op het niveau het Nederlandse overheidsbeleid. Ik heb gekozen 
om te focussen op het beleidsdomein van integratie. Sinds 1994 is burgerschap 
als het centrale doel van integratiebeleid geformuleerd. Ik bespreek de 
ontwikkelingen van de afgelopen 20 jaren, laat zien hoe de interpretatie van 
deze notie in verschillende beleidsstukken in de loop der jaren is veranderd, en 
welke implicaties dit heeft voor de benadering van de publieke rol van religie. 
Door deze beleidsstukken in te bedden in de maatschappelijke context, en door 
ze af te zetten tegen rapporten van verschillende adviesorganen, worden 
belangrijke trends zichtbaar. 
 In de jaren ’90 hanteerde de regering een overwegend liberale interpretatie 
van burgerschap, met neo-republikeinse elementen. Burgers werden 
verondersteld in de samenleving te participeren (op sociaal en sociaal-
economisch gebied), met inachtneming van alle rechten en plichten die daarbij 
horen. De dimensies van gezagsgetrouwheid, tolerantie en maatschappelijke 
betrokkenheid zijn duidelijk zichtbaar in de beleidsstukken. De overheid 
erkende het multiculturele karakter van de Nederlandse samenleving en 
benadrukte de individuele vrijheid van burgers om hun identiteit vorm te geven 
volgens hun eigen (culturele of religieuze) overtuiging. Door actief in de 
samenleving te participeren, verwachtte de overheid dat een uitwisseling van 
waarden tussen verschillende groepen burgers op gang zou komen, die tot 
wederzijdse verrijking zou leiden. De enige grenzen aan de uiting van religie in 
de publieke ruimte werden gevormd door de grondwet en de democratische 
rechtsstaat. 
 Vanaf het begin van de 21e eeuw is de interpretatie van burgerschap in het 
integratiebeleid veranderd. Diversiteit wordt niet langer als positief gegeven 
gezien, en de focus op sociaal-economische participatie verschuift naar sociaal-
culturele aanpassing. De overheid pleit niet langer voor actief burgerschap, 
maar voor gedeeld burgerschap, wat een combinatie is van maatschappelijke 
participatie en aanpassing aan bepaalde, maar in de beleidsdocumenten zeer 
vaag gehouden, normen. Wel wordt steeds vaker benadrukt dat burgers zich 
moeten identificeren met de Nederlandse samenleving en met Nederlandse 
normen en waarden. Dit wordt ook duidelijk in de integratiefilm Naar 
Nederland, die deel is van het zelfstudiepakket dat nieuwkomers kunnen 
gebruiken in de voorbereiding op het Basisexamen Inburgering in het 
buitenland. De film biedt een interessant inkijkje in hoe de overheid 
burgerschap presenteert aan nieuwkomers. Naar aanleiding van de film is veel 
discussie ontstaan over het benadrukken van de ‘typisch Nederlandse’ seksuele 
moraal en progressieve waarden, waarbij de meningen verdeeld lijken te zijn 
langs (orthodox-)religieuze scheidslijnen. Bovendien suggereert de film dat 
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orthodox-religieuze overtuigingen op deze thema’s tegenwoordig onacceptabel 
zijn in de Nederlandse samenleving. Waar de overheid in de jaren ’90 alleen de 
grondwet en de democratische rechtsstaat als grenzen voor de publieke uiting 
van religie formuleerde, wordt heden ten dage gesuggereerd dat religieuze 
(groepen) burgers aan meer voorwaarden moeten voldoen om geaccepteerd te 
worden. 
 Deel 1 wordt afgesloten met hoofdstuk 6, waar een vergelijking van de 
trends van de eerste twee niveaus wordt gemaakt. In het denken over 
burgerschap heeft zich op beide niveaus een ‘communitaristische wending’ 
voorgedaan. Waar een liberale interpretatie van burgerschap in eerste instantie 
de overhand had, is steeds meer nadruk gekomen op het gemeeschapsaspect. 
Het overheidsbeleid lijkt steeds meer aan te sluiten bij het liberaal nationalisme, 
maar gaat in feite een stap verder door eenzijdige aanpassing aan de nationale 
identiteit te verlangen van nieuwe burgers. Daarnaast is er een duidelijk verschil 
tussen de ontwikkelingen in het overheidsbeleid en de politiek-filosofische 
stromingen. Waar in de politieke filosofie steeds meer oog is voor het belang 
van een discursieve proces, waarin burgerschap van onderaf zou moeten worden 
vormgegeven, hanteert de overheid juist steeds meer een top-down benadering 
van burgerschap. Op beide niveaus bestaat een duidelijke relatie tussen denken 
over burgerschap en denken over religie, hoewel deze zeer uiteen lopen. 

Deel 2: Burgers over burgerschap: een empirische benadering 
In deel 2 bespreek ik het derde niveau, dat van Nederlandse burgers. In 
hoofdstuk 7 geef ik een overzicht van eerdere sociaal-wetenschappelijke 
studies naar burgerschap en naar de publieke rol van religie. Samen met de 
input uit de andere twee niveaus, is dit eerdere empirische onderzoek gebruikt 
als basis voor twee nieuwe studies. Hoofdstuk 8 beschrijft de deelnemers, 
opzet en procedure van de eerste studie: een grootschalige online vragenlijst. 
Met behulp van deze survey is het Big Five model van burgerschap getest en 
empirisch gevalideerd. De dimensie van gedeelde identiteit is in deze 
empirische studie is geoperationaliseerd als gedeelde nationale identiteit. 
 De survey beoogt een beeld te geven van de visies van Nederlandse burgers 
op burgerschap en op de rol van religie in de Nederlandse samenleving. Ook is 
met behulp van deze vragenlijst onderzocht in hoeverre de religieuze 
achtergrond (niet-religieus, protestant, katholiek, moslim) en mate van 
religieuze betrokkenheid van de deelnemers invloed heeft op het denken over 
deze twee thema’s. De mate van religieuze betrokkenheid werd gemeten met 
een samengestelde schaal, die de mate van orthodoxie en het belang van de 
geloofsovertuiging voor iemands identiteit mat. In totaal hebben ruim 1500 
personen deelgenomen aan deze studie. De vragenlijst bestond uit veertig 
vragen over goed burgerschap en twintig vragen over de rol van religie in de 
samenleving. Uit de psychometrische analyse van deze onderdelen bleek dat 
burgerschap inderdaad opgevat kan worden als bestaande uit de vijf 
voorgestelde dimensies: maatschappelijke betrokkenheid, politieke 
betrokkenheid, gezagsgetrouwheid, gedeelde identiteit en tolerantie. De twintig 
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vragen over de rol van religie in de samenleving bleek vier dimensies te meten: 
religie als waardenbasis voor de samenleving, restrictie van religie in het privé-
domein, omarming van religieuze diversiteit (waarmee zowel de waardering van 
religieuze diversiteit als godsdienstvrijheid werd gemeten) en negatieve attitude 
ten aanzien van religie. 
 De tweede studie is een kwalitatieve studie, waarin 18 diepte-interviews zijn 
afgenomen met twee groepen religieus zeer betrokken burgers: moslims met 
een Turkse achtergrond en protestanten met een Nederlandse achtergrond. 
Hoofdstuk 9 is toegespitst op de beschrijving van de methodologische 
verantwoording van deze studie. Met behulp van de interviews is nagegaan hoe 
religieus zeer betrokken burgers aankijken tegen burgerschap en religie (door 
bovengenoemde dimensies van de twee thema’s te bespreken), hoe zij hun 
religieuze overtuiging toepassen in het denken over burgerschap, maar ook hoe 
ze de attitudes ten opzichte van religie in de huidige Nederlandse samenleving 
ervaren. Deze twee groepen — moslims met een Turkse achtergrond en 
protestanten met een Nederlandse achtergrond — zijn gekozen, omdat ze 
enerzijds overeenkomsten vertonen in de mate van organisatie, de sterke 
identificatie met de eigen religieuze groep, en de verwevenheid van politiek en 
religie, en anderzijds juist verschillen, in de zin dat protestanten al eeuwenlang 
deel uitmaken van de Nederlandse samenleving, terwijl Turkse moslims een 
relatief nieuwe gemeenschap vormen en de positie van de islam in recente jaren 
veelvuldig onderwerp van publiek debat is geweest. 
 In de hoofdstukken 10 tot en met 13 worden de resultaten van de twee 
studies besproken. Hoofdstuk 10 bevat de statistische resultaten van de 
grootschalige vragenlijst. Hoofdstuk 11 richt zich specifiek op de resultaten 
voor wat betreft de notie van burgerschap. In dit hoofdstuk worden de 
statistische resultaten geïnterpreteerd en aangevuld met de uitkomsten uit de 
interviews. Per dimensie van burgerschap wordt aan de hand van citaten uit de 
interviews een beeld geschetst van hoe Nederlandse burgers in het algemeen, en 
religieus zeer betrokken burgers in het bijzonder, aankijken tegen burgerschap.  
 Het eerste opvallende resultaat uit de survey is het feit dat niet 
maatschappelijke betrokkenheid, maar tolerantie als meest belangrijke 
eigenschap van een goede burger werd gezien. Deze waardering van tolerantie 
als belangrijkste dimensie van burgerschap wordt door niet-religieuze en 
verschillende religieuze groepen gedeeld. Daarna volgen de dimensies van 
gezagsgetrouwheid en maatschappelijke betrokkenheid. Nederlandse burgers 
hechten relatief weinig waarde aan politieke betrokkenheid, en verrassend 
genoeg wordt het ideaal van een gedeelde nationale identiteit nog minder 
belangrijk gevonden. De interviews sluiten in grote lijnen aan bij deze 
resultaten, al wordt tolerantie door de respondenten niet belangrijker geacht dan 
maatschappelijke betrokkenheid. 
 Uit de vragenlijst blijkt dat protestanten en moslims meer waarde hechten 
aan gezagsgetrouwheid dan niet-religieuze burgers, en dat moslims deze 
dimensie belangrijker vinden dan katholieken. Nadere analyse van de gegevens 
laat zien dat de mate van orthodoxie deze verschillen verklaart: hoe orthodoxer 
iemand is, hoe meer hij of zij gezagsgetrouwheid als belangrijk onderdeel van 
burgerschap ziet. Zowel in het protestantisme als in de islam wordt 
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gezagsgetrouwheid benadrukt, en uit de interviews blijkt dat verschillende 
respondenten (vooral protestanten) deze religieuze plicht aanhalen om dit punt 
te onderstrepen. 
 Ook met betrekking tot de dimensie van maatschappelijke betrokkenheid is 
uit de vragenlijst gebleken dat protestanten en moslims hieraan meer waarde 
hechten dan niet-religieuze burgers, en dat moslims dit element belangrijker 
vinden dan katholieken. Ook hier speelt de mate van religieuze betrokkenheid 
een rol, hoewel het effect van religieuze achtergrond nu wel aanwezig blijft. In 
de interviews zijn, zoals op basis van de survey kon worden verwacht, geen 
noemenswaardige verschillen gevonden tussen moslims en protestanten. 
Vrijwel alle geïnterviewden noemen maatschappelijke betrokkenheid en sociale 
participatie als eerste eigenschap van een goede burger. 
 Eerder onderzoek heeft laten zien dat Nederlandse burgers politieke 
betrokkenheid maar weinig belangrijk vinden. Dit proefschrift bevestigt deze 
bevinding, maar nuanceert hem tegelijkertijd. De twee empirische studies laten 
zien dat Nederlandse burgers de dimensie van politieke betrokkenheid nauw 
opvatten en hierbij slechts het stemmen bij verkiezingen zien als eigenschap van 
een goede burger. Waar de dimensie het bredere spectrum van politieke 
participatie beoogt te meten dat in de politieke filosofie naar voren wordt 
gebracht, haken de meeste Nederlandse burgers af. Stemmen bij verkiezingen 
wordt daarentegen wel degelijk als belangrijke eigenschap van een goede 
burger gezien. De resultaten van beide studies laten daarnaast zien dat 
protestanten de dimensie belangrijker vinden dan andere groepen. 
 Hoewel Nederlandse burgers gedeelde nationale identiteit over het algemeen 
weinig belangrijk achten voor een goed burgerschap, laten de resultaten van de 
survey zien dat protestanten deze dimensie belangrijker vinden dan niet-
religieuzen. In de interviews echter, bestaat geen unaniem positief oordeel over 
deze dimensie bij de protestantse respondenten. Veel hangt af van de 
interpretatie. Verschillende geïnterviewden geven aan dat er wel een zekere 
mate van aanpassing mag worden verwacht, maar dat dit vooral op wettelijk 
niveau geldt, en niet zozeer op cultureel niveau. De survey toont aan dat 
moslims de gehele dimensie van gedeelde identiteit niet minder belangrijk 
vinden dan de andere groepen, maar het specifieke element van de acceptatie 
van homoseksualiteit wel. Zowel in de vragenlijst als in de interviews blijkt er 
variatie te zijn in de opvattingen van moslims over deze dimensie, hoewel er 
over het algemeen ook in deze groep eenduidigheid bestaat in de opvatting dat 
de overheid niet teveel aanpassing aan ‘typisch Nederlandse waarden’ moet 
verwachten. 
 Hoofdstuk 12 kent eenzelfde opzet als het voorgaande, maar richt zich op de 
resultaten over de rol van religie in de samenleving. Over het algemeen is 
gebleken dat de respondenten het meer eens zijn met de dimensies die positieve 
attitudes ten aanzien van religie reflecteerden dan met negatieve. Dit geldt zelfs 
voor niet-religieuze burgers. In de interviews zijn geen noemenswaardige 
verschillen gevonden tussen de groepen in de waardering van religie als 
waardenbasis voor de samenleving. Alle respondenten zien een duidelijk 
toegevoegde waarde van religie voor de samenleving als geheel. 
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 De resultaten van de vragenlijst hebben verder aangetoond dat Nederlandse 
burgers religieuze diversiteit en godsdienstvrijheid in hoge mate waarderen. Wel 
is het zo dat moslims dit aspect belangrijker vinden dan de andere groepen. In 
de interviews hebben verschillende moslim respondenten aangegeven dat ze 
tevreden zijn over de mate van vrijheid die ze in Nederland krijgen om hun 
geloof te praktiseren. Daarnaast echter hebben verschillende respondenten 
publieke en politieke debatten van de afgelopen jaren aangehaald, waarmee 
beperkingen in godsdienstvrijheid zijn aangezwengeld. In de interviews is een 
verschil zichtbaar tussen moslims en protestanten in de waardering van 
diversiteit in religies: de moslim respondenten zijn vrijwel unaniem in hun 
waardering van de pluraliteit in religieuze gemeenschappen in Nederland. De 
protestantse respondenten zijn meer verdeeld over dit thema. Sommigen zien dit 
als verrijking en benadrukken de positieve bijdragen van religieuze groepen aan 
de samenleving, terwijl anderen negatiever zijn. Vrijwel alle protestantse 
respondenten verwijzen naar de islam wanneer ik hen naar dit thema vroeg. 
 De survey heeft aangetoond dat moslims en protestanten positiever denken 
over de publieke rol van religie dan katholieken en niet-religieuzen, en dat dit 
grotendeels te verklaren is door de mate van religieuze betrokkenheid. In de 
interviews komt dan ook duidelijk naar voren dat deze religieus zeer betrokken 
burgers van mening zijn dat religie een publieke en politieke rol zou mogen 
vervullen. Verschillende respondenten zeggen dat het oneerlijk zou zijn 
wanneer religieuze argumenten niet gebruikt mogen worden in publieke en 
politieke debatten, terwijl ook andere overtuigingen (bijvoorbeeld politieke 
overtuigingen) op onbewijsbare vooronderstellingen zijn gebaseerd. 
 Hoewel Nederlandse burgers over het algemeen vrij positief zijn over religie, 
toont de vragenlijst aan dat hoe minder religieus betrokken een persoon is, hoe 
meer hij of zij religie problematiseert. Andersom zou je misschien verwachten 
dat de religieus zeer betrokken geïnterviewden unaniem positief over religie 
zouden oordelen. Toch is dit niet helemaal het geval. Vooral protestantse 
respondenten staan kritisch tegenover bepaalde elementen van religie. Zo wordt 
het bijzonder onderwijs niet door allen gewaardeerd, en worden de soms 
conservatieve kanten van religie bekritiseerd. Over het algemeen zijn de 
geïnterviewden, en dan met name uit de protestantse groep, positiever over hun 
eigen geloof dan over andere geloofsgemeenschappen. Daarnaast ervaren deze 
groepen religieus zeer betrokken burgers meer negativiteit ten opzichte van 
religie in de media, dan in hun dagelijks leven. 
 Deel 2 wordt afgesloten met hoofdstuk 13, waarin de relatie tussen religie 
en burgerschap verder wordt uitgediept. De samenhang tussen denken over 
burgerschap en denken over religie wordt hier op twee manieren nader 
besproken. Er is op een kwantitatieve manier bekeken in hoeverre het 
benadrukken van bepaalde burgerschapsdimensies samenhangt met bepaalde 
attitudes ten aanzien van de rol van religie in de samenleving. Daarnaast worden 
in dit hoofdstuk twee case studies uit de interviews besproken. Aan de hand van 
citaten wordt geïllustreerd dat de religieuze oriëntatie van deze personen het 
denken over burgerschap in sterke mate kleurt. 
 Waar de analyse van de eerste twee niveaus leek aan te tonen dat er een 
duidelijke relatie bestaat tussen denken over burgerschap en denken over 
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religie, blijkt uit de resultaten van deze correlatieanalyses dat er op individueel 
niveau nauwelijks sprake is van een directe samenhang tussen de twee. De 
correlaties zijn laag en over de gehele steekproef genomen zijn er weinig 
duidelijke patronen aanwezig. Wanneer wordt uitgesplitst naar religiositeit, 
wordt duidelijk dat er op verscheidene dimensies andere relaties tussen 
burgerschap en religie bestaan voor religieuze en niet-religieuze burgers. 
Daarnaast bleek, bij zowel religieuze als bij niet-religieuze burgers, dat een 
sterkere nadruk op gedeelde nationale identiteit samen gaat met een lagere 
waardering van religie, terwijl een sterkere nadruk op tolerantie juist samen gaat 
met een hogere waardering van religieuze diversiteit en godsdienstvrijheid. 
Deze resultaten komen overeen met de trends in integratiebeleid. 

Synthese 
In de synthese van het boek worden de drie niveaus samengevoegd en dat levert 
nieuwe inzichten op. In Hoofdstuk 14 interpreteer ik de belangrijkste resultaten 
van dit proefschrift en geef ik suggesties voor vervolgonderzoek. Er worden 
drie bevindingen uitgelicht ten aanzien van het eerste onderzoeksdoel. 
Allereerst het belang van tolerantie voor Nederlands burgerschap. Het opnemen 
van deze dimensie als aparte dimensie van burgerschap heeft een duidelijke 
toegevoegde waarde. Nederlandse burgers blijken deze dimensie bijzonder sterk 
te waarderen, hoewel ze dit element spontaan nauwelijks noemen als 
eigenschap van een goede burger. Bovendien is gebleken dat de interpretatie 
van tolerantie op het niveau van het integratiebeleid radicaal verschilt van de 
interpretatie op de andere twee niveaus. Waar in de politieke filosofie en door 
Nederlandse burgers het belang van het accepteren van andere meningen wordt 
onderstreept, lijkt de overheid juist aanpassing aan de ‘typisch Nederlandse 
tolerantie’ te verlangen. Burgers die de Nederlandse verworvenheden en 
progressieve waarden niet omarmen, worden als niet-tolerant gezien, en 
daarmee als minder goede burgers. 
 Het tweede resultaat is de nuancering van de claim dat politieke 
betrokkenheid niet belangrijk wordt gevonden in Nederland. Mijn onderzoek 
laat zien dat Nederlandse burgers politieke betrokkenheid vernauwen tot 
stemmen bij verkiezingen, maar dat ze dit wel degelijk van belang vinden voor 
goed burgerschap. Mijn onderzoek suggereert daarnaast dat politieke 
betrokkenheid geen speerpunt is in het overheidsbeleid, maar de keuze om me 
te richten op integratiebeleid kan deze uitkomst hebben beïnvloed. Daarom zou 
het in vervolgonderzoek interessant zijn om een ander beleidsterrein, zoals 
onderwijs, te onderzoeken. Het is goed mogelijk dat de overheid andere 
verwachtingen heeft van jonge toekomstige burgers dan van buitenlandse 
toekomstige burgers. 
 Het derde resultaat betreft de tegengestelde trends in integratiebeleid en 
politieke filosofie wanneer het gaat over een top-down of een bottom-up 
benadering van burgerschap. Voor vervolgonderzoek zou het van grote 
toegevoegde waarde zijn als ook het niveau van de burger longitudinaal kan 
worden onderzocht, zodat ook op dit niveau een analyse van de trends kan 
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worden gemaakt. Dat zou een vergelijking van de drie niveaus, en zo een beter 
begrip van de volle breedte van en de ontwikkeling in het denken over het 
concept van burgerschap, ten goede komen. 
 Voor wat betreft de relatie tussen religie en burgerschap bespreek ik in 
hoofdstuk 14 twee opmerkelijke resultaten. Terwijl de politiek-filosofische 
stromingen en het overheidsbeleid duidelijke verbanden lieten zien tussen het 
denken over burgerschap en het denken over religie geldt dit voor de burgers 
niet of nauwelijks. Na splitsing in een religieuze en niet-religieuze groep, kan 
voorzichtig geconcludeerd worden dat er wel een directe relatie is tussen de 
twee op het niveau van de burger, maar niet op alle dimensies. Zowel in 
integratiebeleid als in de opvattingen van Nederlandse burgers komt de relatie 
vooral naar voren op de dimensies van gedeelde identiteit en tolerantie. Een 
sterkere nadruk op gedeelde identiteit hangt samen met een lagere waardering 
van religie in het algemeen, terwijl een sterkere nadruk op tolerantie juist samen 
gaat met een hogere waardering van religieuze diversiteit en godsdienstvrijheid. 
 Binnen de dimensie van gedeelde identiteit is de focus op seksualiteit een 
thema dat duidelijk samenhangt met religie. De opkomst van de islam in West-
Europa heeft de debatten over nationale identiteit aangewakkerd, zowel in de 
politieke filosofie als in het Nederlandse integratiebeleid. Eén van de thema’s 
die de incompatibiliteit van islam met de Nederlandse samenleving zou 
aantonen, is het gebrek aan acceptatie van progressieve waarden, die zich 
concentreren rondom seksualiteit. Door progressieve opvattingen ten aanzien 
van seksualiteit te benadrukken hebben recente regeringen ervoor gekozen een 
bepaald beeld van de goede burger neer te zetten, dat (vooral orthodoxe) 
religieuze overtuigingen lijkt uit te sluiten. Interessant genoeg hebben de 
empirische studies nu laten zien dat Nederlandse burgers deze nadruk op 
gedeelde nationale identiteit niet delen. De discrepantie tussen de visie op 
burgerschap die uit het integratiebeleid naar voren komt en de visies van 
Nederlandse burgers die ik in de empirische studies vond ten aanzien van de 
dimensies van tolerantie en gedeelde identiteit, toont het belang van dit 
interdisciplinaire en multidimensionale onderzoek, en biedt bovendien 
belangrijke aanknopingspunten voor vervolgonderzoek en toekomstig beleid. 
 Ten aanzien van het derde onderzoeksdoel heeft dit proefschrift laten zien 
dat er verschillen bestaan in het denken over burgerschap en religie tussen 
moslims en protestanten aan de ene kant en katholieken en niet-gelovigen aan 
de andere kant, en dat op diverse terreinen ook de mate van religieuze 
betrokkenheid een rol speelt. Toch is het niet gerechtvaardigd om te stellen dat 
er een sterke invloed is van religieuze overtuiging op het denken over 
burgerschap en religie. Mijn onderzoek heeft juist laten zien dat er opvallende 
consistentie is in het denken over beide thema’s tussen verschillende groepen 
burgers, wat een aanwijzing is voor de conclusie dat er bouwstenen bestaan 
voor een gezamenlijke visie op goed burgerschap waarin religieuze en niet-
religieuze burgers zichzelf kunnen herkennen. 
 Het boek sluit af met hoofdstuk 15, dat de drie niveaus in een integratief 
concept van burgerschap samenbrengt. Burgerschap wordt hier opgevat als een 
hiërarchisch concept, waarin de verschillende dimensies niet naast elkaar 
bestaan, maar op elkaar voortbouwen. De dimensie van gedeelde nationale 
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identiteit wordt in dit model gezien als mogelijke uitkomst van het 
integratieproces, in plaats van als voorwaarde voor burgerschap. Men zou 
kunnen zeggen dat burgerschap succesvol is wanneer burgers zich Nederlands 
burger voelen, wanneer ze zich verbonden voelen met hun medelanders en met 
de staat. Waar de overheid op dit moment uitgaat van het principe dat 
burgerschap het doel is van integratie en van bovenaf sociaal-culturele 
aanpassing oplegt, zou het idee van een gedeelde nationale identiteit wellicht 
beter gezien kunnen worden als subjectief gevoel van belonging bij een 
samenleving. Het is goed denkbaar dat dit gevoel niet door een top-down 
invulling van identiteit wordt verkregen, maar juist door de andere dimensies 
van burgerschap kan worden gevoed. 
 Wanneer burgerschap wordt gezien volgens dit gelaagde model, kunnen de 
dimensies van gezagsgetrouwheid en tolerantie gezien worden als elementaire 
bouwstenen. Deze komen, zowel in de politiek-filosofische theorieën als in de 
visie van Nederlandse burgers, naar voren als bijzonder belangrijk voor goed 
burgerschap. Daarbovenop komt het element van sociale betrokkenheid, dat in 
alle drie de perspectieven een prominente rol inneemt. Omdat deze dimensie 
geen uitsluitend karakter heeft, maar juist verbindend kan werken, neemt deze 
dimensie een sleutelpositie in binnen dit gelaagde Big Five model. Het vierde 
element is de dimensie van politieke betrokkenheid, die, zoals de huidige studie 
bevestigde, door Nederlandse burgers in enge zin wordt geïnterpreteerd als het 
stemmen bij verkiezingen. De laatste en bovenste dimensie van het gelaagde 
model is gedeelde nationale identiteit, dat dubbelzinnig werd opgevat door de 
deelnemers aan de empirische studies, maar dat mogelijkerwijs als doel van 
burgerschap, in plaats van als voorwaarde, zou kunnen fungeren. 
 Op basis van dit gelaagde Big Five model krijgt niet alleen de notie van 
burgerschap een andere lading, maar zou ook de rol van religie in de 
samenleving anders bekeken kunnen worden. Uit eerder onderzoek is bekend 
dat religieuze burgers een grotere mate van maatschappelijke betrokkenheid 
vertonen dan niet-religieuze burgers. Waar (orthodoxe) religieuze burgers nu het 
risico lopen als ouderwets, minderwaardig of niet-Nederlands te worden 
bestempeld, omdat ze bepaalde progressieve waarden niet omarmen, biedt deze 
gelaagde burgerschapsbenadering meer ruimte voor religieuze burgers. Wanneer 
het gevoel van Nederlanderschap als uitkomst in plaats van als voorwaarde 
wordt gezien, en de top-down benadrukking van nationale identiteit wordt 
vervangen door een benadering waarin sociale betrokkenheid wordt 
gestimuleerd en gefaciliteerd, kunnen religieuze burgers hun religieuze 
identiteit behouden, ontwikkelen en uiten, en daarbij een positieve bijdrage 
blijven leveren aan de samenleving.  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