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Abstract: 

Though religion conditioned state-formation of European nations, the literature on nationalism 
assumed a broadly secular tone and conceived of the religion between religious and national 
identities as one of tension and conflict: modernization has pushed the former to the private 
realm, and the latter has taken a prominent place. Perhaps as a result, the growing literature on 
national identity in public opinion has largely elided the complex relationship between religiosity 
and patriotism.  We address this gap by analyzing the 2008 wave of the European Social Survey. 
We find, first and foremost, that religiosity and patriotism go hand-in-hand. This association, we 
argue, reflects elements of group identities, and socialization, and to a lesser extent moral 
conservatism and postmaterial orientations. Also, the relationship appears conditioned by the 
nature of society: it is strengthened where societal religiosity is high, and attenuated in more 
“democratized” and modernized states. We conclude our study with some critical remarks on the 
present and previous research on national identity. 
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1. Introduction 

 

While “God bless America” has been the closing line of every US Presidents’ speech since 

Ronald Reagan, European leaders nevertheless abstain from making strong religious references in 

public talks. Beyond American exceptionalism (Iannaccone, 1998), the process of secularization 

that has taken place across advanced liberal democracies has challenged the social significance of 

religion (Wilson, 1982). Especially within the political realm, the separation between state and 

church – or laïcité (Rémond, 1999) – has eroded the direct impact of religion on present-day 

attempts at nation-building. At the same time, in the current ‘Age of Migration’ (Castles & Miller, 

2003), religion regularly penetrates debates on European nation-building as political leaders evoke 

the Judeo-Christian roots of common identity (Casanova, 2006).1  

 

The literature on nationalism has converged in the paradigmatic assertion that national and 

religious identities are in competition, with modernization having given the former its pre-

eminent place (at least in liberal democracies), while relegating the latter to the private sphere (e.g. 

Brubaker, 2011). Still, current upsurges in the religious inspiration of European national 

communities call for a survey of the empirical relationship between them. As is clear, many have 

questioned whether religion and nationalism are less mutually-exclusive than they appear; rather, 

the linkage between traditional religiosity and nationalism appears far more complex than usually 

thought, and its detailed study therefore ought to be of great interest to scholars of both 

phenomena (e.g. Brubaker, 2011). 

 

While a rich historical literature on the relationship between religion and nationalism has 

emerged, to date little (if any) empirical work has sought to explore it in terms of mass public 

opinion. This is somewhat surprising, given evidence that throughout history, nation-building, 

often occurred in contexts of religious turmoil (Flora et al., 1999; Gorski, 1999).2 Today, even 

despite the process of secularization, religiosity has not been extinguished from public life, 

remain prevalent in many European societies (Halman & Draulans, 2006; Ruiter & van Tubergen, 

2009); meanwhile, national identity in public opinion appears as strong as ever (Smith & Kim, 

2006). This begs important (and yet unexplored) questions: is “religious patriotism,” i.e. an 

outspoken love for the country that is interwoven with strong religious sentiments a sociological 

fact, or is the “pious patriot” rare breed? If there is indeed a link, what kinds of individual-level 

and societal-level forces explain it? 

 

                                                 
1 As the process of European integration depends upon the loyalties of individual European member-states 
(Hutchinson, 1994), vigorous debates about the Judo-Christian inspiration of the European Union cannot be 
decoupled from nation-state specific religious identifications. 
2 Among many insights, especially Stein Rokkan’s work on state formation is exemplary in this respect. For an 
overview, see Flora et al. (1999) 



3 

 

The present study is designed to answer these questions. Using public opinion data on 29 

European countries,3 we begin by establishing a robust, positive relationship between individual-

level expressions of religiosity, on the one hand, and patriotism on the other. Having done this, 

we then proceed to explain why this linkage exists. At the individual-level, we posit a number of 

different factors that, depending on one’s interpretation of causal order, either spuriously cause 

individuals to be both religious and patriotic, or are likely to intervene between the two concepts. 

Our list of individual-level covariates, which includes measures of group identity (religious 

denomination and “dogmatism”), socialization (age and education), modernization (income 

levels), (post-)materialist value orientations, and political and moral conservatism, which 

collectively explains most of the baseline relationship. We also explore how societal-level factors 

moderate this relationship, and find that the religiosity-patriotism link appears weakened as a 

function of greater religious freedom, easier access to political representation, and especially 

modernization. 

 

 

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis 

 

National identity is a multifaceted concept, including cognitive, affective, and normative 

dimensions (Citrin & Sears, 2009; Druckman, 1994; Theiss-Morse, 2009). In the present essay, 

our concern is with its affective dimension, variously referred to as “patriotism” or simply 

“national pride.” Defined as a deeply felt emotional attachment, or the degree of love for and 

pride, in one’s nation,4 it generally involves positive feelings about national symbols and 

achievements (e.g. DeFiguereido & Elkins, 2003; Smith & Jarrko, 1998; Smith & Kim, 2006). It 

may also carry chauvinistic connotations if it is manifested at the expense of other countries; in 

such cases, pride in one’s nation also includes sentiments of superiority over other nations in 

terms of national achievements, political institutions, and so on.5 

 

Patriotism is of key theoretical and practical interest because many view it as a palliative to the 

social and political problems associated with ever-diversifying populations. According to David 

Miller, one of the strongest proponents of this argument, national identity increases the 

likelihood that people will place trust in their fellow citizens: “trust requires solidarity not merely 

within groups but across them, and this in turn depends upon a common identification of the 

kind that nationality alone can provide” (1995, p. 140). Along similar lines, researchers in the 

tradition of social identity theory have argued that fostering a common identity engenders the 

                                                 
3 While the US is a sound example to study this relationship (Brooke Straughn & Feld, 2010), it does hold 
“exceptional” status among advanced industrialized societies both in terms of religiosity (Iannoconne, 1998) and 
national pride (Smith & Kim, 2006). For this reason, we turn our focus to Europe, and will interpret our results in 
the light of recent American findings. 
4 See, e.g.: Conover & Feldman (1987); Huddy & Khatib (2007); Kosterman & Feshbach (1989). 
5 This concept has been also been referred to as “blind patriotism” (e.g. Adorno et al., 1950; Schatz, Staub & Levine, 
1999) and simply “nationalism” (Feshbach, 1994; Kosterman & Feshbach, 1989; Sidanius et al., 1997; de Figueiredo 
and Elkins, 2003). 
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prioritization of group welfare over individualism in decision-making (Kramer & Brewer, 1984, p. 

1045; also Doosje et al., 1999). Similarly, studies have shown that individuals are more likely to 

feel empathy and engage in “helping behavior” towards others identified as in-group members 

(e.g. Theiss-Morse, 2009). Finally, from the perspective of inter-group relations, the existence of a 

strong over-arching identity can help mitigate competition between societal subgroups (e.g. 

Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; Transue, 2007). 

 

Unsurprisingly, then, much has been done to establish how individual-level characteristics shape 

the extent to which individuals express various forms of affective attachment to their nation, 

including national pride. For example, pride has been linked to numerous demographic 

background characteristics, among them age, race, and education, with the strongest expressions 

of pride generally coming from those in the racial majority, the older, and the less-educated (e.g. 

Citrin & Sears, 2009; Conover & Feldman, 1987; Huddy & Khatib 2007). And yet to date, none 

of these studies has asked what role religiosity might have in shaping national pride or, for that 

matter, any other of the myriad dimensions of affective national identity.  

 

To some extent, the absence of religion in essays on nationalism and national identity might look 

surprising, as religion facilitated state-formation, including fostering a common identity, across 

European societies. In a review of Stein Rokkan’s work, Flora et al. argue (1999, p. 144) that 

while the Reformation has fuelled the strive of the Protestant state churches in Northern Europe 

to arrive at cultural homogeneity, the Counter-Reformation additionally lead to coalitions 

between the Catholic Church and nationalist groups in nation-building in central and Southern 

European regions.6  

 

On the other hand, much of the path-breaking historical work on the development of nations 

and nationalism has taken a distinctively secular tone. For instance, the rise of nations as 

“imagined communities” is often attributed to various kinds of modernization that tend to 

overpower the religious factor: some emphasize socio-economic development and modernity 

(Deutsch, 1966 [1955]; Gellner, 1983), whereas others focus on democratic development and 

political entrepreneurship (Breuilly, 1994; Tilly, 1996; Hechter, 2000) and cultural determinants 

(Anderson, 1991). This sentiment also emerges among opponents of politically-sanctioned 

“multiculturalism”, the argument being that liberal nation-states work to de-politicize (through 

privatization) religious and cultural cleavages: “centrifugal society requires centripetal state 

policies to keep it together. Historically, the liberal, difference-blind state with its universal 

citizenship, which is now found fault with, had exactly emerged as a peacemaker to a hyper-

diverse society torn by religious wars in seventeenth century Europe” (Joppke, 2004: 239-240; see 

also Barry, 2002). 

 

                                                 
6 The authors nevertheless argue that the driving force of the Catholic Church in nation-building is smaller compared 
to the role of the Protestant state churches in Northern Europe. 



5 

 

In all of these accounts, religion and religiosity are viewed as being undermined or replaced by 

the nation as fundamental social unit. Brubaker suggests, however, that while various social 

processes driving secularization may have facilitated the rise of nations, this implies neither a 

decline of religion proper, nor its complete relegation to the private realm. In other words, 

religiosity and nationalism are not mutually contradictory, and indeed they have intertwined in 

numerous and subtle ways (2011).  

 

While the broader themes raised by Brubaker’s analysis have not yet – to our knowledge – been 

applied to the study of national identity in mass public opinion; we do find clues that there may 

be a relationship between religion and national pride after all. For example, a cottage industry of 

empirical work on the normative boundaries of national identity – that is, the characteristics 

individuals employ to demarcate the national “us” versus the outsider “them” – has seized on 

Christianity as a strong and widely-held criterion.7 Though it is typically understood less in its 

own right and more as part of an “ethnic” or “ethnocultural” conception of the national “we” – 

usually contrasted with more inclusive or “civic” conceptions – the very fact that mass publics 

consistently favor religious conceptions of their nation across all developed democracies indicates 

that religiosity and patriotism may be more intimate bedfellows than previously thought. 

 

But why should they be? From the standpoint of mass public opinion, what mechanisms might lead 

people to associate their individual-level expressions of religiosity to broader feelings of 

attachment to the nation of which they are a part? Our starting point is the simple reality that 

behind expressions of national pride lie a subjective definition of what that nation represents. On 

this view, religiosity and patriotism become intertwined when individuals come to associate 

religious expression with the character of their country. This reasoning implies a role for forces 

operating at both the individual- and societal-levels. Below, we therefore develop hypotheses 

based on two classes of explanations: individual-level processes linking strong expressions of 

religiosity to a heightened sense of national pride, and societal-contextual processes that facilitate a 

closer association of these two concepts in the public mind. 

 

 

2.1. Individual-Level Processes: Group Identity, Socialization, Modernization, and Moral 

Conservatism 

 

At the individual-level, we posit several channels through which the linkage between religiosity 

and national pride may operate. All of these mechanisms represent different (though sometimes 

related) ways by which more strongly religious individuals may come to understand (and express 

attachment to) their nation in religious terms. In short, our quest is to find attitudinal/behavioral 

mediators, or variables that explain (or are explained by) both high levels of religiosity and national 

                                                 
7 See, for example: Citrin et al., 1990; Schildkraut, 2007; Theiss-Morse 2009; Wright, 2011; Wright et al. forthcoming. 
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pride. As we will theorize, despite certain strong causal hints that explain the effect of religiosity 

on national identity as mediated by relevant factors, for many of the arguments that will provide 

explain the association between religiosity and national identity as spurious, i.e. the association is 

explained by an element that are common for both religiosity and national identity. 

 

 

2.1.1. Group Identities 

 

We expect that characteristics pertaining to group identity should be a key factor in explaining 

individuals’ readiness to link expressions of religiosity with pride in their nation. Work under the 

rubric of “social identity theory” (SIT) has consistently demonstrated that identification with a 

social group has both attitudinal and behavioral implications (Tajfel, 1974). On one hand, people 

are more likely to help other members of the same group, more likely to feel empathy towards 

them, and more likely to feel a sense of responsibility for their well-being.8 Building on this 

approach, researchers under the banner of “self-categorization theory” (SCT) (Turner, 1985; 

Turner et al., 1987) have amassed considerable evidence that individuals classify themselves as 

members of an in-group, use this to stereotype themselves, expect to agree with other in-group 

members, and strive for intra-group consensus.9 

 

From our point of view, then, a general preference for social conformity should encourage 

individuals identifying as members of a religious denomination to express not only higher levels 

of religiosity, but also to link this specific group membership to a conception of the broader 

national community limned along more strongly religious terms. In contrast, for those individuals 

lacking a religious group affiliation, the relationship between expressed religiosity and patriotism 

should be much more muted. In short, we expect that much of the baseline relationship between 

individual-level expressions of religiosity and national pride can be explained by taking into 

account affiliation with a religious denomination.  

 

The most straightforward way to conceive of religious group affiliation is identifying with the 

religious tradition of the country. In the long history of European nation-state building, religions 

have often been promoted as the state religion. Many European countries find their cultural 

tradition in the Roman-Catholic Church; alternatively the Nordic societies, including the 

Netherlands and the UK, find their tradition in the Reformation (whether that is Lutheran, 

Calvinist or Anglican inspiration), while other countries, e.g. Greece, embody an Orthodox 

tradition. We expect that the relation between religiosity and national identity is particularly 

strong when individuals identify with the nation’s majority denomination rather than a minority 

one (or identify themselves as not-religious), the reason being that individuals’ expectations of 

                                                 
8 See, e.g.: Brewer and Brown (1998); Flippen et al (1996); Gibson and Gouws (2002); Mullen et al (1992). 
9 For an overview see Spears et al (1997).  
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conformity to their own religious denomination should be easier when theirs is a religious group 

that dominates the national landscape. 

 

However, next to considering membership as a representation of one’s group identity, we also 

consider the symbolic content that religions carry. In the first place, almost religions emphasize 

elements of social solidarity and mutual aid.10 The underlying logic is that the religious incentive 

to help “lowers the uncertainty of daily life [which serves as a] communal insurance, which can be 

efficient if the society has a lot of uncertainty” (McCleary & Barro, 2006, p. 52). Alternatively, as 

we do know from the theory of liberal nationalism (Miller, 1995; Kymlicka, 2000), strong 

affiliations with the nation-state should bolster feelings of trust and solidarity. The expectation is 

thus that the association between religiosity and national identity can be explained by a strong 

sense of social solidarity. 

 

In the second place, religions embody elements of dogmatism. Religions require that believers 

subject themselves to one and only one transcendent entity.11 But at the same time, patriotism 

embraces elements reminiscent of a kind of dogma. The nation is conceived of as an “imagined 

community” (Anderson, 1991) to which individuals subject themselves, ‘inheriting’ the social 

norms, narratives and conscience collective that is part of a common history. Likewise, we can expect 

that religiosity and national identity are interlinked because both represent elements of 

dogmatism, i.e. the association between religiosity and national identity is expected to be 

disproportionately stronger for those who express more “dogmatic” religious beliefs. 

 

Third and strongly related, the possibility also exists that the linkage is – in addition to flowing 

out of the content of religious belief (what we refer to as “dogma”) – also predicated on individual 

willingness to subject themselves freely to higher authority. In other words, we also need to 

include the possibility that at the root of both religious and national identities lies respect for 

authority. Religious dogmatism and political trust both depict vertical relations with higher 

authorities. Thus, weighing both dimensions (with the former referring to the religious authority, 

i.e. God, and the latter to the political authority, i.e. the state), we can have an accurate view on 

what drives the association between religiosity and national identity.  

 

 

2.1.2. Socialization 

 

We also expect individual-level characteristics in the domain of socialization to explain why those 

expressing high levels of religiosity might also tend to be more patriotic. Socialization theory, of 

                                                 
10 As McCleary and Barro argue (2006, p. 52), Buddhism doesn’t emphasizes this in particular. Yet, because the 
interest in Europe, this point is of less importance. 
11 The Oxford Dictionary defines religion as “the belief in and worship of a superhuman controlling power, 
especially a personal God or gods.” 
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course, suggests that many social and political attitudes of emotional significance are formed early 

in life and remain largely stable thereafter (e.g. Newcomb, 1943; Sears, 1975). With respect to 

religiosity, many have pointed to decreased levels among the young, and attributed this to 

socialization processes (Norris & Inglehart, 2004; Halman & Draulans, 2006; Argue, Johnson & 

White, 1999) This is basic correlation also appears true for political identity and national pride, 

where the young typically appear less patriotic than the old (Huddy & Khatib, 2007; Citrin & 

Sears, 2009). This relationship is explicitly linked to socialization processes by researchers 

studying the development of supranational identities in place of attachment to the nation 

(Inglehart 1997; Norris 2000); these authors emphasize that pride and other subjective 

attachments to the nation are less relevant to the young, as they have been socialized in a more 

globalized era than older cohorts.  

 

Another social background characteristic generally treated as an engine of socialization is 

education, which is strongly linked to both decreased levels of religiosity (Halman & Draulans, 

2006) and decreased patriotism (Citrin & Sears, 2009) both patterns being attributed – at least in 

part – to the socio-economic status of the more-educated and the also the socialization processes 

inhering to formal education. Education means expanding one’s reflective horizon, being more 

critical towards authority (whether that relates towards religious or national authorities). To the 

extent that each of these relationships holds, we can reasonably expect that the individual-level 

relationship between religiosity and patriotism should be explained (at least in part) by formal 

education.  

 

 

2.1.3. Modernization 

 

In a review of cross-national differences in religiosity across European societies, Halman and 

Draulans (2006) apply Inglehart’s theory (1997) in order to argue that the religious decline in 

Europe is due to an increased (post-)modernization, a process leading to greater material security, 

and in turn making it unnecessary to rely on ontological religious authorities to sustain basic 

human needs. While this mechanism bears explicitly on religiosity, a similar logic applies to 

patriotism: individuals who are in a greater need might make more appeal to the national 

authority to sustain in their basic needs. As for socioeconomic modernization, the general claim 

is that the ‘have-nots’ (especially lower income groups) will be more likely to turn both to religion 

as well to the national authority than the haves (the higher income groups), implying that the 

direct effect of religiosity on national identity will weaken, precisely because it is spurious to 

socioeconomic security. 

 

In line with modernization theory, it is important, too, to distinguish cultural from 

socioeconomic modernization. Along similar lines, both religiosity and patriotism have been 

linked to various measures of socially “tradionalist” values. As for the former, individuals with a 
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postmaterial value orientation are less in need of a religion that fulfills their desire for basic 

human needs, namely the feelings of security (Inglehart, 1997). On the latter point, Conover and 

Feldman’s (1987) U.S. study unearthed a strong positive relationship between their NES-derived 

measure of “moral traditionalism” – a five-item scaling tapping agreement that “newer lifestyles 

are contributing to the breakdown of our society”, “the world is always changing and we should 

adjust or view of moral behavior to those changes,” and three other similar items – and 

patriotism. Once again, for our purposes here the expectation flowing from these findings is that 

moral traditionalism should explain part of the relationship between religiosity and patriotism. 

 

 

2.1.4. Moral Conservatism 

 

While the notion that religiosity and self-identification as politically “right-wing” or conservative 

is well-established (Rowatt et al., 2009), scholars disagree on the extent to which national pride 

also connotes an ideological lean. Some studies have shown that xenophobia, disapproval of 

multiculturalism, and affective nationalism are all strongly and positively predicted by right-wing 

self-identification across countries (Citrin & Sides, 2008; Citrin & Wright, 2008; Schatz, Staub, & 

Levine, 1999). The more specific dimension of patriotism, too, appears (at least in the U.S.) to be 

associated with Republican party affiliation and a conservative political outlook (e.g. Conover & 

Feldman, 1987; Kosterman & Feshbach 1989). Others claim, however, that pride in one’s nation 

is essentially non-ideological in flavor (Citrin, Wong, & Duff, 2001; Huddy & Khatib, 2007; 

Sidanius et al., 1997; Sniderman et al., 2004). The distinction rests on a subdivision of patriotism 

into neutral and/or “constructive” versus “uncritical” or “blind” dimensions, with the latter 

usually carrying a sharper ideological edge. Because of measurement limitations (see more below) 

we are unable to disentangle national pride along these lines at present. Even so, it is reasonable 

to assume that to the extent that right-wing identifiers do appear more patriotic than their left-

wing counterparts, political ideology should mediate the baseline relationship between religiosity 

and patriotism. 

 

Secondly, the social identity literature suggests that elevated levels of national pride may be a 

response to social threat, the reason being that perceived threats tend to trigger heightened in-

group attachment and, concomitantly, out-group hostility.12 As for the link between prejudice and 

religiosity, evidence in this respect is quite complex. As the early insight hinted that the emphasis 

on universal brotherly love of religion does not easily cross to all individuals (Adorno et al., 1950; 

Allport, 1950), authors have distinguished between an intrinsic and extrinsic religious motivation 

(Allport & Ross, 1967). Whereas the former is not associated with prejudice, the latter is (Batson, 

1993). Insofar as this general argument concerns our subject in particular, we should expect that 

perceived threats of a plausibly religious nature should help explain the baseline relationship 

                                                 
12 For examples, see: Branscombe, 1999; Feldman & Stenner, 1997; Huddy et al., 2002; Huddy et al., 2005; Kam &  
Kinder, 2007; Marcus et al., 1995; Reynolds & Turner, 2001. 
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between religiosity and national pride. One source of such threat, at least in the European 

context, is immigration, which is often conflated in individuals’ minds with Islam and Muslim 

fundamentalism. Given the complex relationship between religiosity and prejudice, we expect 

that individual expressions of strongly anti-immigrant sentiment should account for at least some 

of the relationship between religiosity and national pride. 

 

 

2.2. Contextual-Level Processes: Religiosity and Religious Tradition, Political Freedom 

and Representation, Economic Prosperity, and Cultural Threat 

 

National pride has “the nation” as its object, yet because “nations” are – at least in the domain of 

public opinion – entirely subjective constructs, affective attachment to them should be founded in 

individuals’ own conception of what that nation represents. If much of the fusion between 

religiosity and national pride occurs because of individuals’ projection of their own identities and 

the overlap with some national ideal, it is equally likely that their subjective definitions are 

informed by the society itself. In short, the nature of the society in which an individual finds him 

or herself should play a role in either elevating or reducing the likelihood of a religiosity-national 

pride link. 

 

A key aspect of societal context that presumably plays some role in this process is its religious 

composition. For one thing, it seems reasonable to expect that individuals embedded in a highly 

religious society should be more likely to link their own religiosity to patriotism.  A second 

potential moderator along these lines is the extent to which society is fractionalized along religious 

lines. Here we envisage two competing possibilities: on the one hand, diversity of religious 

groups in society may suppress individuals’ proclivity to link their own religiosity with patriotic 

sentiment, the reason being that in a religiously plural society no one religion holds the monopoly 

on the object of patriotic sentiment. On the other, it is also possible that the lack of religious 

disunity may actually encourage people to associate their religiosity with patriotism, as a “defensive” 

measure against symbolic and material competition from other religious groups. 

 

It is also plausible that various elements of a nation’s political structure might serve as moderators 

of the religiosity-patriotism link. The principle issues here are the freedom citizens are allowed by 

the state to practice their religion freely, and the extent to which political institutions allow 

religious groups representation (especially those in the minority) to exert a stronger voice in the 

political process. Again, we envisage two competing possibilities: on the one hand, nations on the 

more “liberal” side of the ledger – that is, those that allow substantially more religious freedom, 

and those that allow stronger minority voices in legislation (by, for example, employing 

proportional representation) may suppress the linkage between individual-level religiosity and 

patriotism. This is plausible, in our view, because the political regime in such countries is 

institutionally defined such that it is more difficult to encourage religious orthodoxy. This, in 
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turn, should increase the likelihood that citizens keep their religiosity in the private realm, and not 

link it explicitly to patriotic sentiment. On the other hand, it is just as possible that religious 

freedom (and a system that allows for minority party representation) might, by de-legitimizing a 

hegemonic religion, also encourage contestation from different religious groups over the symbolic 

meaning of their nation. This, in turn, might increase the salience (at the individual-level), of the 

religiosity-patriotism link. 

 

A third potential moderating influence concerns economic modernization. Since much of the 

historical literature on nationalism takes economic modernization as a key influence in its 

development, and it is widely asserted therein that this process worked to force religiosity back 

into the private sphere, it makes sense to assume that individuals in more “modernized” nations 

should be less likely to associate religiosity with patriotism than those in less modernized ones. 

 

Finally, we examine the possibility that religious threat at societal level might encourage individuals 

to link their religiosity more strongly to patriotism. Mainly, what we have in mind here is the 

possibility that as European countries become more diverse through immigration, one of the pre-

eminent issues has concerned the threat posed by Muslim immigrants’ putative “unassimilability”. 

To the extent that this sense of religious threat has penetrated to the mass level, we might expect 

to find the linkage between religiosity and patriotism stronger in countries where the immigrant 

[Muslim] inflows are particularly large.  

 

 

3. Data and Methodology 

 

In order to address the hypotheses above, we explore (using multivariate models) the extent to 

which religiosity and patriotism are linked at the individual-level, and extent to which the 

individual-level characteristics discussed above appear to mediate or “explain away” this baseline 

relationship. Following this, we employ multi-level models and cross-level interactions (Gelman 

& Hill, 2006) test our hypotheses on the societal-level factors that plausibly moderate this 

relationship. 

 

Our survey data for the enterprise comes from the 2008 wave of the European Values Study 

(EVS). This cross-national survey project has been carried out in more than 40 European 

countries, comprising the 27 member states of the European Union (EU) in addition to a 

number of post-Soviet societies. The EVS, as having a common history with the World Values 

Study, has a unique tradition in surveying a broad spectrum of religious features in combination 

with political and social attitudes. In this paper, we restrict the sample of countries to the 29 
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countries that are a member of the EU and/or an OECD member state and include only those 

residents who are citizen of the respective countries.13  

 

The dependent variable of interest is the affective dimension of national identity, captured here 

by national pride. Measures of affective national identity (variously treated as ‘pride’, patriotism, 

nationalism, and variants thereof) sit alongside other facets of national identity, including self-

categorization and what many refer to as its ‘normative boundaries’ (e.g. Citrin and Sears, 2009; 

Reeskens & Wright, forthcoming; Theiss-Morse, 2009; Wright, 2011a, 2011b). National pride is 

measured using the question “How proud are you to be a [country] citizen?”, offered with a four-

category response scale ranging from ‘not at all proud’ to ‘very proud’. The EVS does not allow 

us to address the various kinds of affect people feel beyond this somewhat crude measure (e.g. 

Huddy & Khatib, 2007; Smith & Kim, 2006), which is unfortunate given the fruitful debate over 

the implications of pride, patriotism, chauvinism, and other facets of the broader “affective” 

dimension of national identity. Nevertheless, our measure nonetheless serves as a useful first cut 

in this respect. 

 

To measure the key independent variable of our study, religiosity, the EVS gives us more flexibility. 

We use the self-assessed item of “How important is religion in your life?” offered with the four-

item response scale ‘not important at all’ to ‘very important’ above other indicators, including 

religious practice or the importance of God. By opting for this item for religiosity, we are able to 

isolate the salience dimension of religion in the construction of individual identities.14 

 

Individual-Level Mediators 

In accordance with the theory, the mediator variables have been divided in four sets. We start our 

analysis with a series of group identity measures. The first considered variable is a dummy that 

indicates whether the respondent identifies him-/herself as member of the dominant 

denomination of the country. In order to do so, we have matched the individual denominational 

identification with the dominant denomination of the country,15 which is obtained from the 

Pippa Norris Democracy Crossnational Dataset (2009). For instance, if a respondent defines 

himself as a Protestant and s/he lives in a Catholic country, the value on this variable if ‘0’; 

alternatively, if s/he lives in a country with a Protestant tradition, the value is ‘1’. Second, as we 

are also interested in the content of religion, we consider social solidarity, questioned by how 

concerned one is about the living conditions of fellow countrymen, ranging from ‘not at all’ (1) to 

‘very much’ (4). Also, we consider religious dogmatism using respondents’ preference out of the 

                                                 
13 We retain 37,079respondents or on average 1,278 respondents per country.  
14 The EVS has a numerous religiosity items at its disposal, including the attendance of religious services (which 
correlates at .65 with our importance of religion measure). Because we want to use an indicator of religiosity that 
reflects individual convictions, stripped off any reference to organized involvement (e.g. Putnam & Campbell, 2011), 
we have opted for this indicator. 
15 In addition, as we have no particular expectations about which denominations or religious traditions are more 
strongly related with national identity, this is an alternative way to bring in denominations in the equation. 
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following list: ‘there is only one true religion’ (high), ‘there is only one true religion, but other 

religions do contain some basic truths as well’ (middle), ‘there is not one true religion, but all 

great world religions contain some basic truth’ (low), ‘none of the great religions have any truths 

to offer’ (none, reference), and a dummy that represents missing information. Last but not least, 

as we expect that the relation between religiosity and pride is spurious to trust in authority, we 

also include political trust, which is a means scale ranging from ‘none at all’ (1) to ‘a great deal’ (4) 

composed from having confidence in parliament, political parties and government.  

 

The second set of variables represent socialization. The first variable in this respect is age, ranging 

from 15 to 108. The second considered variable is levels of education, differentiating between the 

primary educated (reference), lower secondary, higher secondary and tertiary educated. The third 

set of individual-level variables regard socioeconomic and cultural modernization. On the one 

hand, we measure socioeconomic modernization by the proxy of employment status, namely 

being employed (reference) is contrasted with being unemployed, being retired or being in 

another category; also monthly household income is recoded in 1,000s of euros (corrected for 

purchasing power parity). We employ means substitution for respondent with missing 

information, and also a non-response dummy variable. Also the cultural dimension of 

modernization is considered, with the Inglehart scale of materialism-postmaterialism. To measure 

this, respondents have been asked to prioritize “maintaining order in the nation,” “giving people 

more say in important government decisions,” “fighting rising prices,” and “protecting freedom 

of speech.” The scale is constructed in the standard way, distinguishing materialist (reference) 

from postmaterialist and mixed respondents (Inglehart, 1997); non-informative answers as a 

separate ‘nonresponse’ category. The fourth set of variables regard moral conservatism, with first 

of all ideological political left-right self-positioning, ranging from left (1) to right (10), with means 

substitution to cope with the high nonresponse. Additionally, also a dummy for item 

nonresponse has been created. Finally, ethnic threat is considered, which is surveyed with a 

means scale of five items whether one thinks that immigrants are harmful for society.  

 

Societal-Level Moderators 

Next to evaluating mediator effects, we are also interested in which contexts the association 

between religiosity and national identity is stronger. All figures represent data for 2008 or closest 

as possible, and are, unless mentioned otherwise, obtained from the Norris (2009) Democracy 

Crossnational Data. First of all, we expect that the religious context moderates this association. 

We measure national religiosity by aggregating our individual level “importance of religion” 

independent variable to the country level. Second, next to the level of religiosity, we also include 

the Alesina et al. (2003) indicator for religious fractionalization, which measures the odds that 

two residents are of a different religion. Third, the Religious Freedom Index has been obtained 
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from Norris and Inglehart (2004).16 The second set of country variables regard political variables. 

The first considered variable is the Freedom House liberal democracy standardized scale. The 

second variable regards a dummy that indicates whether the country has a majoritarian electoral 

system. The third related variable represents whether the country has a proportional 

representation electoral system. Third, also modernization is considered, expressed by the gdp 

per capita (in 10,000 euro), as obtained from Eurostat. The fourth and final variable represent 

ethnocultural diversity, represented first of all by the share of foreigners on the soil, obtained a 

linear interpolation of the UN 2005 and 2010 data. In order to measure threat imposed by the 

share of Muslims, we include estimation figures (Pew Research Center, 2009). 

 

 

4. Results 

 

4.1. Bivariate Correlation 

 

In this first step, we assess the bivariate correlation in order to assess whether and to what extent 

religious and national identities are linked with each other. Table 1 shows first of all that 

Europeans are quite proud to be a citizen of their country. The EVS-average of 3.33 is 

remarkably higher than the scale average (of 2.5 on a 1-4 scale). Religiosity, on the other hand, is 

less prevalent. On a scale of 1-4 indicating how important religion is for an individual person, the 

average is right on top of the scale means, namely 2.51 (on a 1-4 scale), indicating that Europeans 

give no particular importance to religion. That said, as we expected the relationship between 

religiosity and national identity is considerable, namely .183. People who express that they find 

religion important in their life are, on average, also proud to be a citizen of their respective 

countries. Thus, despite the fact that students of nationalism have generally neglected religion 

and religiosity, the crude correlation coefficient indicates that piety and patriotism go hand-in-

hand.  

 

Considerable cross-national variation exists in this relationship. National pride is, first of all, most 

outspoken in Ireland, as well as a number of Mediterranean countries, namely Malta, Greece, 

Portugal, Cyprus, and Slovenia. With regard to the least proud Europeans, they are citizens of the 

Baltic States Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, but also Germany, Netherlands, Belgium and 

Bulgaria. Given this assortment, it is difficult to draw a north-south or west-east geographical line 

across Europe with regard to how proud Europeans are. On the other hand, with regard to 

religiosity, a number of the most religious societies are also among the most proud. E.g. Malta, 

Cyprus, Greece, Ireland and Portugal – where patriotism is high – are in the top 10 of most 

religious societies. On the other hand, of the least religious are countries like Czech Republic, and 

                                                 
16 This Religious Freedom Index correlates, according to Norris & Inglehart (2004, p. 262), strongly with related 
indicators of religious freedom (cf. Freedom House) and state regulation of religion (Chavez & Cann, 1992). 
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Sweden, but also Germany, Estonia, and Latvia which doesn’t have a particularly proud 

population.  

 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of and Correlations between National Pride and Religiosity 

across Europe 

  National Pride Religiosity  

Country N Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Correlat 

Ireland 849 3.756 0.479 2.883 0.969 0.254*** 

Malta 1,418 3.688 0.550 3.532 0.745 0.296*** 

Greece 1,382 3.606 0.621 3.295 0.801 0.306*** 

Portugal 1,427 3.584 0.629 2.825 0.904 0.165*** 

Cyprus 1,240 3.573 0.656 3.457 0.736 0.123*** 

Slovenia 1,285 3.558 0.643 2.304 0.968 0.194*** 

Iceland 755 3.540 0.655 2.603 0.950 0.075* 

Norway 1,020 3.499 0.690 2.274 0.916 0.024 

Finland 1,036 3.492 0.633 2.030 1.004 0.138*** 

Spain 1,287 3.475 0.717 2.154 1.018 0.198*** 

United Kingdom 1,730 3.454 0.682 2.423 1.092 0.098*** 

Poland 1,293 3.456 0.591 3.039 0.833 0.162*** 

Denmark 1,405 3.391 0.674 2.161 0.842 0.056* 

Austria 1,384 3.334 0.769 2.481 0.989 0.170*** 

Sweden 881 3.317 0.706 1.846 0.910 -0.058 

Italy 1,317 3.317 0.754 2.994 0.903 0.265*** 

EVS 37,079 3.329 0.735 2.505 1.056 0.183*** 

Slovak Republic 1,335 3.308 0.671 2.762 1.092 0.056* 

Switzerland 962 3.296 0.725 2.349 0.982 0.195*** 

France 1,424 3.257 0.673 2.192 0.991 0.114*** 

Romania 1,299 3.226 0.739 3.409 0.789 0.197*** 

Hungary 1,478 3.188 0.739 2.288 1.001 0.178*** 

Czech Republic 1,519 3.161 0.712 1.711 0.928 0.067** 

Estonia 1,184 3.154 0.826 1.985 0.842 0.108*** 

Belgium 1,401 3.148 0.680 2.223 0.980 0.070** 

Bulgaria 1,256 3.129 0.792 2.615 0.921 0.036 

Netherlands 1,441 3.112 0.700 2.428 1.030 0.042 

Latvia 1,126 3.070 0.816 2.130 0.930 0.108*** 

Germany 1,762 2.898 0.791 1.868 0.957 0.095*** 

Lithuania 1,183 2.892 0.840 2.436 0.826 0.189*** 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. 
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Looking then at the cross-national variation in the association between religiosity and national 

identity, a first remarkable finding is Ireland in combination with Southern European 

conglomerate where religiosity is strongly connected with national identity. A similar association 

is absent, or at least less outspoken, in a number of Nordic countries, namely Sweden, Norway, 

Netherlands and Denmark. Also Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Slovak Republic and Belgium are 

characterized as those societies in which religiosity and national pride are weakly correlated. Yet, 

before we explore what national characteristics determine this cross-national variation in the 

effect of religiosity on national pride, we first of all need to research what can explain the 

association between the two. 

 

 

4.2. Mediating Effects 

 

Table 2 shows a series of explanatory model that give more insights into mediating effects that 

are able to explain why religiosity and national pride are strongly associated. Model 1, in the first 

place, shows a relatively strong baseline effect (b = 0.098; t = 25.27) of religiosity on national 

pride. The difference in national pride between Europeans who give religion a prominent place in 

their life vs. those who do not is 0.3 on the 1-4 pride scale. As the descriptives indicated that 

pride has a standard deviation of .735, religiosity is thus almost able to explain half standard 

deviation in the dependent variable, which is quite high. Yet, of main interest is the question to 

what extent this can be explained by relevant confounding variables, including group 

membership, socialization, modernization and moral conservatism.  

 

Model 2a summarizes the effect of group identity variables, which taken together reduce the 

effect of religiosity on pride significantly to 0.048 (t = 10.94). Features of religious group identity 

are thus able to cut the direct of religiosity on national pride in half. Looking at the mediating 

variables, we see that as expected respondents who are a member of the dominant religious 

denomination of the country show also more national pride. With regard to religious content, 

social solidarity, dogmatism, and political trust are all positively associated with national pride. 

Nevertheless, despite these regression parameters, of mere interest is which of these four 

variables is most strongly driving the association between religiosity and patriotism. Separate 

analyses (available upon request) showed that especially dogmatism and membership reduced the 

link between religiosity and national identity, as it reduced the regression coefficient from 0.098 

to respectively b = 0.076 (t = 17.48) and b = 0.078 (t = 19.39). 

 

As for the second set of mediation variables, namely socialization in Model 2b, we confirm 

previous research. On the one hand, the elderly show higher levels of patriotism. On the other 

hand, levels of education are negatively associated with pride: the higher educated are less proud 

to be citizen of the country. The two variables together have a considerable impact on the 

relation between religiosity and national pride. The mechanism is quite clear: religiosity as well as 
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national pride is more often expressed by the older and the less-educated. Because age and levels 

of education are so strongly interlinked with religiosity and national identity, the direct effect of 

religiosity on patriotism is reduced by about twenty percent, namely from b = 0.098 to b = 0.080 

(t = 13.03). 

 

Table 2. Explanatory Models for the Effect of Religiosity on National Pride 

Fixed Effects 

M1 

Religion 
only 

M2a 

Group 
identity 

M2b 

Sociali-
zation 

M2c 

Moder-
nization 

M2d 
Moral 

Conserv 

M3 
Integr 
Model 

Intercept 3.095*** 2.679*** 3.059*** 3.129*** 2.821*** 2.483*** 

Individual religiosity 0.098*** 0.048*** 0.080*** 0.083*** 0.090*** 0.033*** 

Membership  0.147***    0.118*** 

Solidarity  0.043***    0.045*** 

Dogma (R: None) 

- High 

- Middle 

- Low 

- Item nonresponse 

  

0.087*** 

0.046** 

-0.024 

-0.001 

    

0.050** 

0.039** 

-0.004 

-0.008 

Political trust  0.146***    0.149*** 

Age   0.002***   0.001** 

Education (R: Primary) 

- Lower secondary 

- Higher secondary 

- Tertiary 

   

-0.055*** 

-0.054*** 

-0.118*** 

   

-0.050*** 

-0.055*** 

-0.114*** 

Employment (R: Paid) 

- Unemployed 

- Student 

- Retired 

- Other 

    

-0.079*** 

-0.048** 

0.126*** 

0.025* 

  

-0.066*** 

-0.037* 

0.059*** 

-0.001 

Income 

Item nonresponse 

   0.013*** 

0.022* 

 0.013*** 

0.027** 

Inglehart (R: Material) 

- Postmaterialism 

- Mixed 

- Item nonresponse 

    

-0.174*** 

-0.036*** 

-0.074*** 

  

-0.123*** 

-0.023** 

-0.053*** 

Political left-right 

Item nonresponse 

    0.029*** 

-0.055*** 

0.023*** 

-0.028** 

Ethnic threat     0.024*** 0.021*** 

Random Effects M1 M2a M2b M2c M2d M3 

Individual variance 0.484*** 0.468*** 0.480*** 0.478*** 0.478*** 0.457*** 

Country variance 0.040*** 0.031*** 0.040*** 0.041*** 0.041*** 0.031*** 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Entries represent the result of six separate explanatory models for exploring 
the mediating effects of individual covariates on the relation between religiosity and national pride. 
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Model 2c summarizes the result of an explanatory model including modernization variables, 

distinguishing between socioeconomic and cultural modernization. The model shows that for 

work status, while the retired are more patriotic (an association that was, in an alternative manner, 

also demonstrated using age), we see that students and the unemployed are less proud of their 

country. The highest income groups, in addition, endorse more patriotic sentiments than the 

lower income groups. As for cultural modernization, endorsing a postmaterialist value orientation 

is negatively related with national pride. Individual modernization variables are able to reduce the 

direct effect of religiosity on national pride with about 15 percent, namely from b = 0.098 to b = 

0.083 (t = 20.90). Mainly employment status delivers this considerable mediation; however, not 

because of the unemployment effect (separate analyses shows that unemployment is not 

significantly associated with religiosity), but because the strong effect of being retired on national 

identity, which is partially due to the age-effect. The results therefore urge for a more refined 

multivariate test, further on in this paper. 

 

In the fourth and final model explanatory model (Model 2d), we assess the mediating impact of 

moral conservatism on the association between religiosity and national pride. As for political 

ideology, we see that those people who identify themselves as being at the right side of the 

political spectrum are more proud than people of the left. In addition, also ethnic threat exhibits 

the expected relationship: people who feel threatened by immigrants are more proud to be a 

citizen of their country. Despite the strong association between these moral conservatism 

variables, the impact of religiosity on national identity is reduced by only 10 percent, from b = 

0.098 to b = 0.090 (t = 23.27). Thus, even though moral conservatism explains both religious and 

national identities, the mediating role of these variables for the link between religiosity and 

national identity is nevertheless fairly unremarkable. 

 

Combining all evidence in Model 3, both group identity and socialization characteristics are able 

to explain the effect of religiosity on national pride, while modernization and moral conservatism 

play only a limited role. We can see that all relevant variables combined reduce the effect of 

religiosity on pride from b = 0.098 to b = 0.033 (t = 7.55), which means that about two-thirds of 

the direct effect of religiosity on national pride can be logically explained. Foremost identifying as 

a member of the dominant religious denomination is a logical explanation for why religious 

people are proud of their country. However, this also means that slightly more than a third of the 

association remains, either because of imprecisely measured or omitted predictors.   

 

What is more, looking at the variance components, we are able to calculate how much variability 

is explained at the individual and country level. t the individual level, about 7.1 of the variability is 

explained by the variables in our model. But at the country level, slightly more than 38 percent of 

the differences between countries can be explained by the individual level independent variables 

in the model. Thus, almost forty percent of the country differences in national pride can be 

explained by country composition effects, which is quite substantial. 
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4.3. Cross-Level Moderating Effects 

 

Despite the finding that almost 40 percent of the country-differences in national pride can be 

explained by individual-level variables, in our second step to disentangle how religiosity and 

national identity are related, we will analyze the extent to which this association is invariant across 

European societies, and if not, whether differences in effects can be explained by characteristics 

of the country. As was already present in Table 1, bivariate correlations between religiosity and 

national pride differ substantially across European societies. In order to arrive at a more 

comprehensive test, we estimate a so-called ‘random slopes’ model, which provides information 

about the variation in the slopes, as well as the covariance between the country intercepts and 

slopes. As Table 3 demonstrates, there is a statistically significant cross-country variation in the 

effect of religiosity on national pride, but no significant covariance term (meaning that there is no 

association between the slope and the strength of the association). 

 

Table 3. Random Slopes Model of the Differential Effect of Religiosity on National Pride 

across Europe 

Fixed Effects Param T-Value 

Individual religiosity 0.038** 3.67 

Random Effects Param Z-Value 

Individual variance 0.455*** 130.01 

Country variance 0.049** 3.46 

Slope variance 0.002** 3.13 

Intercept-slope covariance -0.001 -0.32 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Entries represent the result of a random slopes model for the effect of 
religiosity. Model is under control of all variables of Model 3 of Table 2. 

 

With these differential effects of religiosity on national pride across Europe, the question 

nevertheless is if country differences in the association between religiosity and patriotism can be 

explained by country information. Table 4 summarizes the output of several bivariate multilevel 

regression models (each national characteristic is tested separately, under control of the individual 

variables in Table 2). Due to page limitations, we display only the cross-level interactions between 

the national context variable and religiosity on national pride. With regard to the religious 

context, there is a strong moderating effect of nationally-aggregated religiosity on the individual 

religiosity-national pride association. Thus, contexts in which populations exhibit greater 

religiosity reinforce the association between religiosity and national identity among individuals. By 

contrast, in more secularized societies (in which fewer individuals find religion important), there 

is a weaker association between religion and national identity. Also, in societies with populations 

spread out over a number of denominations or where religious freedom is highly preserved, the 

association between religiosity and identity is slightly but nonsignificantly weaker compared to 

European countries with a less religious fractionalization. 
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Table 4. Cross-Level Interactions on the Association between Religiosity and National 

Pride 

Religious variables Param T-Value 

Aggregate religiosity*individual religiosity 0.062*** 3.52 

Religious fractionalization*individual religiosity -0.076 -1.49 

Religious freedom*individual religiosity -0.001 -0.81 

Political variables Param T-Value 

Freedom House*individual religiosity -0.005* -2.07 

Majoritarian electoral system*individual religiosity -0.036 -0.94 

Proportional representation electoral system*individual religiosity -0.020 -0.80 

Modernization variables Param T-Value 

GDP per capita (in 10,000 euros, PPP)*individual religiosity -0.021* -2.18 

Threat variables Param T-Value 

Ethnic diversity*individual religiosity -0.001 -0.40 

Share of Muslims*individual religiosity -0.002 -1.10 

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Entries represent the result of a random slopes model for the effect of 
religiosity. Model is under control of all variables of Model 3 of Table 2. 

 

With regard to the other sets of variables, the results are as follows. For the political country 

characteristics, we mainly see that the higher the score on the Freedom House liberal democracy 

index, the weaker the association between religiosity and national identity. Thus, the association 

between religiosity and national identity is stronger for countries that are less “democratized.” A 

related perspective is provided by the level of modernization, as the effect of religiosity on 

national identity is weaker in more prosperous societies. Last but not least, it is noteworthy to 

highlight the finding that nor a high share of immigrants on the soil, nor the share of Muslims in 

the country, does either strengthen or weaken the association between religiosity and national 

pride. 

 

 

5. Conclusion 

 

Despite a wealth of theoretical developments and the availability of cross-national data sources, 

both of which have fuelled empirical research into national identity, the explanatory role of 

religiosity has so far escaped scrutiny. Based on the analysis of cross-national European data, we 

arrive at the conclusion that the “pious patriot” is a sociological fact: in almost all European 

countries, religious and national identities are interwoven. Even by itself, this finding suggests 

that research on national identity at the mass-level needs to take religiosity into account.  

 

Beyond establishing the “what”, this paper goes to some lengths to ask “why”. The answers are 

complex, but seem to involve features of religion, nationalism, and the context where people live 

in. In the first place, religious people are proud on their country because they can identify with its 
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religious tradition. European nation-states are built upon Catholic, Protestant or Orthodox 

fundaments, and still many citizens identify with the cultural roots of their nation-state, leading to 

proud of what the country is or has become. In the second place, the link between religiosity and 

national identity is particularly strong because both religion and national identity can be 

understood in terms of a dogmatic belief in a transcendent entity, being understood as God or 

the nation-state. Third, the socialization of national identity also has a bearing impact on the 

association between religiosity and patriotism. Older European generations have been raised in a 

context close to the Second Vatican Council, but also in times when nation-states flourished as a 

phoenix on the ash of the Second World War. Similarly, lower educated Europeans turn more 

often to religiosity and to national pride than their higher educated counterparts. Whether this 

has merely to do with the fact that a prolonged educated has made the highly-educated less 

susceptible to both God and country, or whether this association is due to other factors as e.g. 

parental upbringing, are elements ripe for future research. 

 

What this paper also shows is that the association between religiosity and national identity cannot 

be properly understood when decoupled from the national context. “Pious patriots” are not 

equally distributed across all European societies – the strength of the association between being 

pious and being a patriot depends especially upon a context of modernization. Indeed, in secular 

countries or prosperous countries, the association between religiosity and national identity is less 

often made compared with very religious or less affluent societies.  

 

The results of our analysis therefore give partial evidence for the reason why religion has not 

been given a more prominent place in the literature on nationalism. With European societies 

being highly affected by secularization trends, and religion is ever more pushed to the private 

realm. Indeed, while a modernized context has eroded the association between religiosity and 

national identity, the individual mechanism that facilitates this association is group identity. Due 

to an identification with the dominant religious denomination as well as a dogmatic orientation 

that is present in both religiosity as well as patriotism, pious people have a strong sense of being 

proud of their country. But as aforementioned, precisely because of secularization tendencies, the 

national community is less inspired by religion as such, giving religious people less room for 

being proud on the national community. 

 

Even so, while modernization and political liberalization do appear to eat into the relationship 

between religiosity and patriotism, the two remain more intimate bedfellows than opponents than 

the literature on nationalism seems to predict. Mutatis mutandis, if we make causal predictions on 

the basis of our cross-sectional results, the link between religiosity and national identity was quite 

outspoken decades ago, giving more fuel for the determining influence of religion on state-

formation across Europe. Our study therefore suggests that, in order to get more grip on 

nationalism, religion as a constitutive element needs to be considered. 
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