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Abstract

RESULTS

In recent religion sociology there‘s the unreflected
assumption that religion and religiosity in most western
societies over time did not tend to be secularized but
indiviualized. This has two main implications:
(1) The institutionalized and therefore traditional
religions – mainly the protestant and the catholic
churches – face an increasing decline of members.
(2) Religiosity itself had not vanished, just the mode of
living it has changed in accordance to an individualization process that affects all democratic wealthy
nation-state-societies in the western world.
This thesis of individualized religiosity has mostly been
postulated by Ulrich Beck and Thomas Luckmann. But
since the early 90s, empirical analyses operating in
quantitative manners showed growing evidence that the
postulations of Beck and Luckmann might not be correct
– their findings suggest for a still processing
secularization. But the number of studies providing a
quantitative account is still low and the whole topic was
discussed mostly in theoretical ways for too long. The
actual poster shows further findings obtained by multilevel-regression analyses using the survey data of the
European Values Study (EVS). The findings cannot
validate the implications of the individualization thesis
but they also cannot be falsified completely. The
conclusion - as Detlef Pollack and Gert Pickel had
concluded in one of their studies before – is that the
change of religious vitality can be better explained by
assuming a superordinated secularization process that
partially contains individualizational tendencies.

Operationalisation
Independent Variable:
‚Individualization‘ can be operationalised by two main
dimensions:
(1) Pluralization of lifestyles
(2) Changed mode of attribution
Data of the EVS provides the possibility to measure
these dimensions by constructing indices through
change of family structures (Dimension 1) (see Brüderl
2004, Burkart 1993) and positive attitudes toward selfdetermination (Pickel, Pollack 2000) (Dimension 2).
Dependent Variables:
‚Alternative Religiosity‘ can be operationalised by
affirmation to questions whether one believes in
‚angels‘, ‚‘telepathy‘ or the like (see Pollack/Pickel 1999).
‚Church attendance‘ was measured directly in many
categories (ranging from ‚more than once per week‘ to
‚never‘) and is therefore treated as continuous .

Method
The dataset of the EVS contains a hierarchical structure
that offers the possibility to use multi-level-regression
models for the inquiry – the basic linear type is being
used here. The model equation is:

Theoretical Basement
(1a) Individualization in general
(see Beck 1986, Beck-Gernsheim 1994)
-Process of social change that affects the entire society
(and basically all welfare-nation-state societies that
also include mass democracies) and started intensifying since the 1960s
-Implications & Consequences:
(a) Omission of traditonal dependable securities
(e.g. a secure workplace, a life-long marriage etc.)
(b) Increase of options and hence life choices
(e.g. the choice of education or the job)
(c) Increase of biographical risks – the attribution of
guilt is being changed towards the individual
(e.g. legislative norms)
-Individualism sucessively becomes a normative
expectation, and – in Ulrich Becks perspective on
society – the (first-) modern basic principle of the
autonomous individual is being radicalized
→ Institutionalized, radicalized Individualization

→ Random-Intercept-Random-Slope-Model (RI-RS)
(see Hans 2001, Snijders/Bosker 1999)
-All effects are assumed to be random so that the
postulated homogenous effects of individualization
in all wealthy nation-state-societies can be proved –
the state-specific deviance should be low.
-Considered countries: France, (West)Germany, Spain,
Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, Ireland, Northern
Ireland
-Hence the group variable considered in the
analyses are european countries that can be
denoted as „western“ (i.e. influence of capitalistic
economy and democratic polity on individual lives)
-The consideration of the four survey dates (1981,
1990, 1999, 2008) allows a certain „historical
comparison“ and hence an approximate identification
of a process in time
-The measurements are controlled by general sociodemographic variables: sex, age and income

(1b) Individualization of religion – ‚classical‘
(see Luckmann 1991)
-Modernization provokes the differentiation of the ‚Holy
Cosmos‘ of a social reality; the ‚Holy Cosmos‘ is the
sphere of ‚last‘ meanings (e.g. questions about the
purpose of human existence) → Institutional specialization as a specific social form of religion
-Religious norms lose their subjecticvely perceptible
sense, but religion is considered an anthropological
constant by Luckmann → Privatization of Religion
-Privatized Religion (≙ individualized; ≠ non-public)
implies the syncretic, individual fusion of parts of
either traditional or new, spiritualistic or esoteric forms
of religion (e.g. LSD-cults, taoism) and the simultaneous
decline of church (= traditional religion) attendance
(1c) Individualization of religion – ‚present‘
(see Beck 2008)
-The same process that affects the entire society (as
described above) also affects the societal subsphere
of religion
-The implications are nearly identically equal to the
statements mentioned by Luckman (above)
(2) Empiricism strikes back: Secularization is vital
(see Pollack/Pickel 1999, 2000, 2003)
-Most empirical analyses regarding individualization (in
general as well as concerning religion) have been done
qualitatively by biographical analyses, although the
individualization process is postulated to be a process
affecting society as a whole over time → Requirement
of empirical findings that (i) are macro-oriented and (ii)
imply generalizable indications
-Preliminary findings suggest that...
(a)...kinds of ‘alternative‘ religiosities can neither be
seen as a relevant alternative for ecclesiastical
religiosity nor as a compensation for it
(b)...secularization processes are still vital and
proceeding

Hypotheses
H1: The higher the degree of individualization, the
higher the degree of alternative religiosity
H2: The higher the degree of individualization, the
lower the level of church attendance
To convincingly verifiy an individualization process of
religion, both hypotheses may not be falsified
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