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Religion has had a massive influence on the history of the European continent. Since the Protestant Reformation and the Thirty Years War, Protestants and Catholics have seen a united Europe very differently. Even now, during an age of secularization, religion influences one’s opinion of the European Union. This thesis investigates how religion affects Euroscepticism, specifically through its moderating effect on other causes of Euroscepticism on an EU-wide scale. A quantitative multilevel logistic regression is carried out on a combined dataset of two worldwide surveys, using the concepts of religiosity and religious traditionalism, on the effect of religion on the relationships of income, education, hostility towards other cultures and minorities, and political extremism on Euroscepticism. Results show that religion indeed does have a moderating relationship that can reverse the positive effects of low income and right-wing political extremism, weaken the positive effect of hostility towards other cultures and minorities, but also weakening the negative effect of high education. This thesis provides the catalyst to open the floodgates and research the unexplored moderating role religion can have on the European citizen’s view of the EU.
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Research in the early 2000s (Nelsen et al, 2001) formed the basis of the longstanding theory that support for European integration, and the European Union as a whole, has been far more supported by Catholics than European Protestants. In the last few years, the effect of religion on euroscepticism has been re-studied, expanding and even challenging the previous standards of religiousness and euroscepticism. 
The research by Nelsen and Guth (2023) provides a recent and thorough example of this development, providing new angles for researching the effects of religion through the separate factors of religiosity and religious traditionalism. This not only allows for research into the effects of different religious factors for religious individuals but also the cultural legacy and traditions of religion that still impact the world to this day. Even in a time of secularization, where society becomes more irreligious by the minute, the culture and history of European religions affect people’s opinions on the European project today.
Nelsen and Guth (2023) call this cultural force of religion a ‘confessional culture’. With each country having different roles of religion in their history, this difference shows the most effect when dividing Europe into regions. During the Reformation in the 16th-century, and later the Thirty Years’ War from 1618 to 1648, the emergence of Protestantism and the hard response of the Catholic Holy Roman Emperor and other monarchs loyal to faith and pope led to a strong religious and cultural divide. Protestants became loyal to the nation state as their protection of their political, social, and cultural autonomy against the Catholic threat, which sought to unite Christian Europe under one faith and one pope (Nelsen et al., 2011).
Today, the increase in European integration can represent this threat again. While the EU is a secular organization, its early development was spearheaded by Catholic Christian Democratic forces, not to mention with support from the Catholic Church (Nelsen et al., 2011). Unionists in Northern Ireland, historically staunch Anglican Protestants, even held the sentiment that the EU was “a Catholic conspiracy against Protestant liberties” (Morris, 1996, p. 129). 
[bookmark: _Toc168527416][bookmark: _Toc169190577]Scientific Puzzle
Research into religion’s effects on attitudes towards either European integration or the EU and its institutions as a whole is plentiful. As the role of religion and confessional culture are drastically different across the Union, most of the recent studies on religion and Euroscepticism are regional studies. Examples include Damjanovski et al. (2020), who studied the effects of religion on Euroscepticism in the Western Balkans; and Góra and Zielińska (2023) in Poland.
However, Euroscepticism research that uses religion often lacks underlying religious factors or uses concepts that do not sufficiently explain these religious factors (Nelsen & Guth, 2023). Most used datasets, such as the Eurobarometer, offer little information for researchers to use the broad concepts of religiosity and religious traditionalism correctly. Even back in 2002, Hagevi warned that using church attendance for religiosity, still often used today, is not sufficient. Instead, to measure religiosity, researchers should include the intensity of an individual’s religion, or how much it impacts their daily lives. However, most extensive datasets that are used in Euroscepticism or political science in general (for a detailed list of ways researchers in psychology and religious studies conceptualize and operationalize religiosity, see the book ‘Measures of Religiosity’ by Hill & Hood, 1999).
The same issues are present in research on religious traditionalism. Few surveys dive deeper into religious traditions than religious affiliation (Nelsen & Guth, 2023). However, even within the same denominations, there can be a large difference in the influence religious traditions still have on a culture. Additionally, recent research has started to show massive differences in regional churches, for example, between Scandinavian Protestants (more Eurosceptic) and German Lutheran Protestants (less Eurosceptic) (Scherer, 2015). 
Another unexplored area of religion in the field of Euroscepticism is its role as a moderating influence on other causes. Nelsen and Guth (2023) theorize that older individuals value religion more than their younger counterparts and experience more influence from their religious traditionalism on their Euroscepticism. They also tested and found moderating relationships of religiosity and religious traditionalism on different religious traditions. 
This thesis aims to provide a first step to identifying the EU-wide effects of religion, through the concepts of religiosity and traditionalism, on Euroscepticism by attempting to find a moderation effect of religion on widely accepted and established causes of Euroscepticism (by using Hobolt and de Vries’s 2016 approaches on Euroscepticism). The research question of this thesis is thus:
To what extent does religion influence causes of Euroscepticism?
[bookmark: _Toc168527417][bookmark: _Toc169190578]Method
This thesis studies the moderation effect of religion on causes of Euroscepticism through the use of a quantitative research approach. This allows for the generalization of the results of an EU-wide survey to all EU citizens, religious or irreligious, yet still impacted by their confessional cultures. A multilevel logistic regression with a random intercept is used to analyze the survey data.
The survey data used for this thesis is the joint database of the European Values Study (EVS) and the World Values Survey (WVS), two large-scale, cross-national survey research programs with data collected from 2017 to 2022. The database itself is constructed by the researchers of the European Values Study themselves, and only questions asked by both studies are used in the database and thus in this thesis. Only data from respondents in EU Member States is used.
[bookmark: _Toc168527418]The joint database has many questions on religion and traditional values, this offers the thesis an invaluable opportunity to get very close to the definitions of the concepts of religious traditionalism and religiosity, while still offering a very large sample size, unlike a specialized study for religion and Euroscepticism. However, the question used to determine Euroscepticism, an individual’s trust in the European Union, is really limited and requires taking a broader definition of Euroscepticism rather than the usual opposition towards further EU integration, but this is not rare in Euroscepticism research that does not use the Eurobarometer, which has very limited options for studies on religion, as their dataset (see Nelsen and Guth, 2023 as an example).
[bookmark: _Toc169190579]Scientific Relevance
The results of this thesis can serve as a catalyst for more widespread or EU-wide research into religion and Euroscepticism, especially with the use of the concepts of religious traditionalism and religiosity (from Nelsen and Guth, 2023). The model created by the analysis of this thesis can act as a baseline for expansion through new surveys with the concepts of religious traditionalism and religiosity in mind. 
The results of the thesis can also be used to extend the effects found by regional studies toward the EU as a whole, granting another catalyst for a return to regional studies to test the findings from other regions. For example, religiosity in Western Germany and France could be a moderating factor for religious right-wing voters’ Euroscepticism as church leaders in sermons are slowly showing disfavor to radical right-wing and Eurosceptic parties (Sieger & Jedinger, 2021). If this thesis finds this moderating effect in an EU-wide study, perhaps this also happens in other EU Member States.
This thesis also expands on the use of religion in moderating research. While Hinrichsen et al. (2012) studied the moderating effects of media exposure on Euroscepticism, they did include religiosity. They also theorized that traditionalism could have a moderating effect on the relation of other causes on Euroscepticism (Hinrichsen et al., 2012). This thesis seeks to provide concrete answers to these theories.
[bookmark: _Toc168527419][bookmark: _Toc169190580]Social Relevance
The results of this thesis grant EU actors or actors of pro-integration national governments a better understanding of the indirect influence of religion on Euroscepticism and the different perspectives of different groups of religious citizens on Euroscepticism. Additionally, this thesis can illustrate what causes of Euroscepticism that are weakened by religion can emerge if EU citizens continue to become less and less religious.
In addition, the results of this thesis can show political leaders how their different religious constituents look at the EU differently. It could help them identify what issues play a role within the religious communities they represent and how they can address their concerns more effectively.
Furthermore, this thesis can show church leaders how the members of their congregation look at the EU, and how their religious beliefs influence the effects of other causes of Euroscepticism. In addition, the results of this thesis will also show how church leaders directly influence the Euroscepticism of their church attendees with their sermons.
For the media, this research provides more information that could lead to more nuanced coverage of Euroscepticism, avoiding a simplistic or one-dimensional portrayal of religious communities and their view of the legitimacy of the EU. 
Moreover, for educational institutions, the results of this thesis can show how religion, and especially church attendance, influences their generally negative influence on Euroscepticism.
Additionally, for civil society organizations like NGOs and advocacy groups that represent religious communities in their efforts to lobby the Commission or members of the European Parliament, this thesis can provide more information on those that they represent.
Finally, the results of this thesis can help address social stereotypes about the relationship between religion and Euroscepticism. While commonly associated with Euroscepticism, it varies between religious communities and even between individuals within those communities, which this thesis seeks to illuminate (Kolpinskaya & Fox, 2019).

[bookmark: _Toc168527420][bookmark: _Toc169190581]Theory and Hypotheses
[bookmark: _Toc168527421][bookmark: _Toc169190582]The History of Religion and the EU
To illustrate the effects religion has on Euroscepticism, I provide a historical overview of the influence of religion within the EU and highlight the historical cleavage between Catholicism and Protestantism that heavily influenced early Eurosceptic sentiments.
The past and present of EU integration can be tied to religion (Minkenberg, 2009). Its ‘founding fathers’ Robert Schuman, Konrad Adenauer, and Alcide de Gasperi illustrate the Catholic Christian Democratic forces that pushed EU integration (Minkenberg, 2009). Philpott and Shah (2006) even point to a ‘pro-integrationist nexus of the Catholic hierarchy and Catholic politicians’ as the core of the European project. The process of integrating Europe received early support from the Catholic Church. The EU’s predecessors, the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) and the European Economic Community (EEC), relied on the help of popes and bishops to help pass treaty revisions and accession agreements (Nelsen et al., 2011). 
Early post-war ideas of a united Europe under the Church were not uncommon with Catholic thinkers; the sound of economic and political integration did not seem strange to those who needed convincing to support the new European project (Venneri & Ferrara, 2009). Integration was quickly backed by Catholic social organizations and political circles, and the politicians had no difficulty convincing their Catholic constituents (Philpott & Shah, 2006; Nelsen et al., 2011).
The Protestant community, however, proved to be early opponents of the notion of political integration. Nelsen et al. (2011) argue that the Reformation era’s civil and international unrest had taught Protestants that the sovereign nation state was the best guarantor of their political, social, and cultural autonomy. The struggle of Protestantism against Catholic Rome during the Reformation, and especially the first years of the Thirty Years’ War from 1618 to 1635 within the Holy Roman Empire, shaped the way Protestants conceived of unity and relying on the nation state versus an international community (Nelsen et al., 2001). While these events occurred over 400 years before the emergence of the European Project, these sentiments still existed in Northern Europe. For example, Unionists in Northern Ireland held the sentiment that the EU could be seen as “a Catholic conspiracy against Protestant liberties” (Morris, 1996, p. 129). 
Nelsen et al. (2001) state that even with an increase in the secularization of Europe, ‘cultural’ Protestantism still influences Northern Europeans to argue for the protection of national sovereignty against the encroachment of a European central government. The Protestant cultures of Western Europe started seeing political integration as a threat against this cultural Protestantism (Nelsen et al., 2011). European integration was seen as a threat to the social-democratic standard rooted in their culture and state systems, as if they were the Catholic leaders of the Holy Roman Empire forcing their state to adopt Catholic rules and systems (Nelsen et al., 2011).
Public attitudes were heavily influenced by the religious divide. In the early decades of the European Project, Catholics were much stronger supporters of unification than Protestants (Nelsen et al., 2001). While the Protestant communities in West Germany and the Netherlands did not resist the European Project too strongly (Nelsen & Guth, 2015), Britain and the Nordic countries rejected a federal Europe (Nelsen & Guth, 2023). They preferred international cooperation over pooled sovereignty. When they did join in the 1970s, they refused to cede any real national sovereignty to EU institutions and proved to be the ‘reluctant Europeans’ throughout the European integration process (Nelsen & Guth, 2023).
This trend has continued into the modern era of the EU (Scherer, 2015). Scherer (2015) argues that British and Scandinavian Euroscepticism, with British opposition to EU integration representing the sovereignty side of the old Protestant argument and Scandinavian Euroscepticism representing the anxiety to give up social-democratic standards. This trend is of no surprise to Scherer (2015), who argues that the roots of the political culture, developed all the way back during the Reformation, still affect the political cultures of the United Kingdom and Scandinavia, while the political culture of generally pro-EU southern European countries is rooted in Catholicism and thus maintains adherence to the ‘Universal Community’ as they did during the foundation of the European Project (Scherer, 2015).
Another historical explanation is offered by Rémond (2000) and Rossteutscher (2009). In the wake of the Reformation, Protestant state churches emerged in northern Europe, with the head of state as the head of that church (Rossteutscher, 2009; Scherer, 2015). The bond between the religion and the nation tightened. In addition, the clergy became the prime agents of education in Northern European countries while being strongly attached to the state’s authority, for example through salaries (Rémond, 2000; Scherer, 2015). The Protestant churches’ position and hierarchy structure resulted in the public’s strong affiliation to the national political system, which today translates to a less favorable stance towards the European political system (Scherer, 2015).
Finally, to illustrate the differences in trust towards the EU between Catholics and Protestants, Grötsch and Schnabel (2012) show the dramatic change in trust towards the European project after the turn of the millennium. With the signing of the Treaty of Maastricht and the creation of the European Union, replacing the European Economic Community, trust in the European project fell significantly. While over 54% of the Catholics still had trust in the European project in 2000 (down from 61%), only 33% of the Protestants kept their trust (down from 50%).


[bookmark: _Toc168527422][bookmark: _Toc169190583]Age of Secularization and Religious Identity
Even in a now more secularized society, historical institutional relationships have resulted in the influence of religion as a cultural force, shaping modern European politics (Nelsen et al., 2001). Historical events have shaped alliances and created power structures that have present-day effects (Rossteutscher, 2009; Scherer, 2015). European parties still bear the marks of the religious debates rooted in the Reformation and the French Revolution (Lipset & Rokkan, 1967), and individual religion still matters for public support for the EU (Nelsen et al., 2001).
The historical developments of Christianity resulted in the formation of several ‘confessional cultures.’ Nelsen and Guth (2015) describe confessional cultures as an overall way of life, shaped by particular religious traditions that constitute powerful, common formative conditions. Confessional cultures share important ideas. They specify the truths, often drawn from reflections on religious texts, around which people should order their collective lives. These truths may include notions of the role of God, humanity, good and evil, life, death, enlightenment, law, and the nature of the religious community (Nelsen & Guth, 2015; Kaufmann, 2016). They affect politics by influencing how leaders and citizens answer questions about who should rule, how nations should interact, and how the religious world should relate to secular authority.
Furthermore, confessional cultures provide shared behaviors like prayers, holiday celebrations, and ceremonies, which give communities distinctive rhythms. Finally, confessional cultures produce distinguishing institutions that embody and transmit religious beliefs and practices (Nelsen & Guth, 2015). Within Christianity, churches, charities, schools, and universities shape, carry, and convey confessional cultures (Kaufmann, 2016). The way they are organized and how they influence society affects their impact on political and social outcomes (Nelsen & Guth, 2015).
In an irreligious age with a more secularized society, religion remains an important determinant of variation in large secular cultures, originating from the original confessional culture dominant in the culture’s past national history (Lipset & Lenz, 2001). Norris and Inglehart indeed showed in 2004 that the Swedish public manifests a distinctive Protestant value system that they hold in common with the citizens of other historically Protestant societies, even if only about 5% of the Swedish public attended church weekly. They also concluded that the church might no longer be a necessary venue that transmits the ideals of the confessional cultures, as they find that the Swedish Protestant values are transmitted primarily by the education system and the mass media (Norris and Inglehart, 2004).
[bookmark: _Toc168527423][bookmark: _Toc169190584]Euroscepticism and its Causes
Euroscepticism is often defined as an opposition to further European integration or the integration process as a whole (Usherwood & Startin, 2013). Other researchers, like Boomgaarden et al. (2011) and van Elsas et al (2016) include another dimension when looking at Euroscepticism: a general opinion of the EU and its institutions. This encapsulating definition is summed up by Hooghe and Marks (2007, p.120): “a generic, catch-all term encapsulating a disparate bundle of attitudes opposed to European integration in general and opposition to the EU in particular.”
To understand the role of religion within Euroscepticism, it is necessary to understand the various other influences on Euroscepticism. Hobolt and de Vries (2016) identify four explanatory approaches for explaining variation in support for European integration and provide variables connected with those approaches.
First, they identify the utilitarian approach (Hobolt & de Vries, 2016). Using this approach, a variation in support for the EU and European integration is based on an individual’s cost-benefit analysis. More European integration allows rich citizens and high-skilled workers to benefit from an interconnected European economy, while low-skilled workers might lose their jobs due to European firms outsourcing their production to lower wage EU Member States (Anderson & Reichert, 1995; Gabel, 1998; Gabel & Palmer, 1995; Tucker et al., 2002, as cited in Hobolt & de Vries, 2016). Developing this further, Hakhverdian et al. (2013) find that education also influences public support for the EU, as the less educated, who have fewer opportunities to benefit from a united European market, are becoming less supportive of an integrated Europe.
Second, Hobolt and de Vries (2016) identify the identity approach to explain variation in support for European integration. As explained earlier in this thesis when analyzing the work of Nelsen and Guth (2015) on confessional cultures, people can see the European project as a pooling of sovereignty, which can erode national sovereignty and self-determination. Identity can manifest through a strong national identity and pride or through hostility towards other cultures, such as minority groups and immigrants (McLaren, 2002; 2006). Stockemer et al. (2018, pp. 330-331) explain this anti-immigrant attitude as a belief of “the native majority” that they, when economic, social, or cultural resources are scare, should protect themselves against threats by “the out-group” that may threaten the supply of these resources.
Individuals who feel a strong connection to their national identity and view it as exclusive to their community and territory are considerably more likely to be Eurosceptic (Hooghe & Marks, 2004; 2005). Those individuals who identify themselves with a European identity, however, can also harbor Euroscepticism. This Euroscepticism, however, is mostly aimed at the demand for more European integration, arguing that the EU needs to step up and do more to become a more legitimate institution (Weßels, 2007).
Third, Hobolt and de Vries (2016) identify a cue-taking approach. Arguing that European integration is complex and distant for the average European citizen, this approach relies on the information that people come into contact with, which they use to form their opinions (Hobolt & de Vries, 2016). One important avenue is the national news media. News coverage and the level of consumption of this news can have a significant effect on support for European integration (Hinrichsen et al., 2012). A second are the cues provided by national parties. National political parties shape public support for the EU, and citizens who support pro-EU parties are more likely to support EU integration (Hellström, 2008; Hobolt, 2007; Hooghe & Marks, 2005, as cited in Hobolt & de Vries, 2016). These cues are different in context when comparing both sides of the political extremes (van Elsas et al., 2016), yet it is these extreme left- and right-wing parties who mobilize Eurosceptic concerns. Europeans on the extremes of the political spectrum therefore tend to be more Eurosceptic.
As the political extremes are so different, it is necessary to dive deeper into left- and right-wing Euroscepticism. Van Elsas et al. (2016, p. 1184) identify left-wing Euroscepticism as primarily opposing the EU “for its expected negative consequences for national welfare states, and the subsequent social harm that might befall vulnerable groups in society.” Both they and Halikiopoulou et al. (2012) add that most radical left-wing individuals aren’t necessarily against European integration, but that they focus most of their concern on the EU’s ‘neoliberal agenda’ extending too far, possibly hurting the national welfare state in the process.
Right-wing Eurosceptics primarily oppose the European project for socio-cultural and political reasons (van Elsas et al., 2016). Van Elsas et al. (2016, p. 1185) add that Eurosceptics “fear that European integration will have harmful consequences for national interests, traditions, and identities.” While recent radical right parties have put themselves forward as defenders of their national welfare state, the motivation is different from that of left-wing Eurosceptics, namely because they want to protect the welfare state from immigration and maintain national sovereignty instead of protecting it against a ‘neoliberal agenda’ (van Elsas et al., 2016).
The final approach identified by Hobolt and de Vries (2016) is the benchmarking approach. Like with the cue-taking approach, the benchmarking approach argues that citizens lack knowledge about the European Union and use their domestic political environment as a proxy to evaluate the EU, such as through evaluating their current government (Anderson, 1998; Kritzinger, 2003). Additionally, Sánchez-Cuenca (2000) argues that the national context can provide citizens with something to compare European institutions with. Citizens who are dissatisfied with their national government, and even the national economy, might be more willing to transfer national sovereignty to the EU (Sánchez-Cuenca, 2000; Rohrschneider, 2000).
In short, using these four approaches, Hobolt and de Vries (2016) identified income, education, national pride, hostility towards other cultures and minorities, media consumption, political extremism, trust in the national government and trust in the national economy as variables that are used by scholars when explaining an individual's support for the EU and further EU integration.
[bookmark: _Toc168527424][bookmark: _Toc169190585]Research on Regional Eurosceptic Religion Studies
Following the logic of confessional cultures (Nelsen & Guth, 2015), as each history of religion is different in each Member State and regional differences are high, much recent research has been focused on regional religious Euroscepticism. These studies illustrate how religion impacts Euroscepticism differently across the EU and illustrate the differences in denomination, religiosity, and religious traditionalism. Their findings can then be used to construct a model and formulate hypotheses for an EU-wide study like this thesis.
The first study I will use as an example is a very unique study that can serve as a modern example of the effects of political events like the Reformation and the Thirty Years War in the current debate of Euroscepticism and religion. While not studying Member States of the European Union, the study of Damjanovski et al. (2020) on the Western Balkan serves as an interesting and unique study in religion and Euroscepticism. Following the first two approaches by Hobolt and de Vries (2016), they analyzed the effect of utilitarian and identity factors on Euroscepticism among citizens outside the EU and found religion to be the strongest predictor of Euroscepticism. Unlike other studies, theirs includes majority Muslim and Orthodox Christian countries and shows vast cultural differences between the two. Damjanovski et al. (2020) find that Muslim people in the Western Balkans are less Eurosceptic than others, while Orthodox Christians tend to be substantially above average Eurosceptics. 
They argue that the legacy of the ethnic and religious conflicts in former Yugoslavia and the role of the EU, NATO, and its allies in the resolution of those conflicts heavily impacted this result. Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo were backed by most EU Member States under the pretext of defending predominantly Muslim populations, thus leading to Muslims in the Western Balkans seeing the EU as a protective framework. On the other hand, Orthodox hardliners, coupled with their proximity to Russian influence through the state and their religious bonds with the Russian Orthodox Church, have become more anti-Western and more Eurosceptic (Damjanovski et al., 2020). 
In France and Germany, studies by Siegers and Jedinger (2021) and Cremer (2023) show the effect of the Catholic church. Not only did they find that during church, Catholics are ‘immunized’ against right-wing populist and anti-EU sentiments, but the Church also took active measures against Jean-Marie Le Pen’s Front National during the French elections in 2002, urging Catholics not to vote for the extreme right-wing party (Cremer, 2023). Siegers and Jedinger (2021) find that church attendance also influences Protestants, but to a lesser extent than Catholics. They add that the success of Alternative für Deutschland, the main right-wing populist party in Germany, in East Germany is partly due to the region being heavily secularized (Siegers & Jedinger, 2021).
While right-wing extremism and Euroscepticism in France is somewhat limited by religion, Halikiopoulou et al. (2012) finds that there is no cultural or religious effect for left-wing Euroscepticism in France, nor in Greece. They found, later supported by van Elsas et al. (2016), who researched 15 West European countries, that the far-left is indeed often Eurosceptic but that their connection to their nation’s confessional culture does not influence their Euroscepticism, as far-left Euroscepticism is mostly utilitarian based.
In contrast, Haynes (2020) finds that right-wing populists are far more likely to show xenophobic signals and identify outsiders as threats to their confessional culture, especially in Central Europe. Stoyanov and Kostadinova (2021) support this finding by illustrating that Bulgaria’s religious parties and citizens distrust the EU and see it as an institution failing to defend their confessional culture against the ‘Muslim threat’. This effect is even more clear in Poland, where Catholicism has played a central role in the construction of the Polish national identity (Góra and Zielińska, 2023). This central role of confessional culture, seen not only in Poland but also in Eastern European countries like Croatia, is used by right-wing populists to cue anti-EU sentiments, growing concern that the EU allows for the ‘(post-)modern pro-LGBT attack’ on religious institutions like marriage (Slootmaeckers & Sircar, 2018; Góra and Zielińska, 2023)
[bookmark: _Toc168527425]Finally, it is important to highlight that confessional cultures also impact non-religious people. As an example, Huang (2020) finds that there are still effects of religious traditionalism amongst non-religious British individuals who grew up in Christian households, and that it indeed had an effect on Eurosceptic sentiment in the 2016 Brexit referendum. This finding was significant for both camps of the Brexit debate, with non-religious Brits who grew up in Catholic households being more likely to vote ‘Remain’, while those that lived in Protestant Anglican households voting more to leave the EU.
[bookmark: _Toc169190586]Religious Factors as Moderating Variables
While the direct effect of religion on Euroscepticism has been researched a lot across time and regions, its moderating effect on other variables and Euroscepticism has not. Boomgaarden and Freire (2009) theorized in their conclusion that religious contexts might moderate the relationships between an individual’s religion, religiosity, and Euroscepticism.
Nelsen and Guth (2023) found that religious factors moderate the effect a particular religious denomination has on EU support and their views on the European Parliament. They tested for two different factors of an individual’s religion: religiosity and religious traditionalism, both regularly used in research on religion, but most research only use either of the two as a substitute for religious belief. Nelsen and Guth (2023) decided to separate these two factors of religion as they measure different angles of religious beliefs, which can vary massively from one religious individual to another. 
Boomgaarden and Freire (2009, p. 1244) introduce religiosity as “the level of religious commitment.”  This level of religious commitment affects religious people by being more likely to be exposed to cues and positions from their church leadership (Boomgaarden & Freire, 2009). Hagevi (2002, p. 760) ties religiosity with religious involvement to give more context: “the emotional attachment of the individual to the values, beliefs, and behavior of a religion as a social reference group.”
Nelsen and Guth (2023), p. 317) identity religious traditionalism as: “defense of the Bible and other traditional forms of religious guidance as sources of moral authority.” Hagevi (2002, p. 761) extends this definition by including “the importance of salvation.” While there are some differences in religious traditions between Catholics and Protestants, mainly in the institution of the Pope, it is the core traditions of Christianity, mainly the divinity of Christ and the importance of salvation for eternal life, that are the most important factors of religious tradition shared amongst all Christian denominations (Hagevi, 2002; Nelsen & Guth, 2023).
Nelsen and Guth (2023) found that both factors have different effects on Euroscepticism. They found that Catholic affiliation still remains a strong predictor of EU support, which is strengthened by religiosity as a moderating variable. However, religious traditionalism swiftly turns Catholic affiliation into a very clear negative one. For Protestants, the same conclusions are made: Religiosity increases Protestants' support for the EU, while traditionalism produces greater Euroscepticism (Nelsen & Guth, 2023).
While Nelsen and Guth (2023) do not explore religiosity and traditionalism as moderating variables on other variables, they do mention that they would expect younger generations to experience fewer effects of religiosity and religious traditionalism as moderating variables, perhaps due to taking more utilitarian approaches to Euroscepticism.
One study that does use religion in their research on moderating variables is the study by Hinrichsen et al. (2012) on media exposure and Euroscepticism. They found that there is an interaction effect of religiosity, political ideology, and media exposure on Euroscepticism. While they use religiosity as the independent variable in their model, they do theorize that traditionalism could have a moderating effect on the relation of media exposure or other variables on Euroscepticism (Hinrichsen et al., 2012).


[bookmark: _Toc168527426][bookmark: _Toc169190587]Hypotheses
To research the effects of religion on causes of Euroscepticism as a moderating variable, this research will use variables found from the four approaches by Hobolt and de Vries (2016). 
This thesis will look at whether religion, through the concepts of religiosity and religious traditionalism, has a moderating effect on the causal relationship between the dependent variable Euroscepticism and the following independent variables: income, education, hostility towards other cultures and minorities, and political extremism.
These independent variables resemble three of the four approaches found by Hobolt and de Vries (2016), all except for the benchmarking approach are used as independent variables. However, this approach is taken into account through the use of a control variable for confidence in the national government (see the Method section). For the cue-taking approach only political extremism is taken into account as media exposure has already been found to have an interaction effect with religion (see Hinrichsen et al., 2012).
The construction of the hypotheses for this thesis will be structured with the following methodology: First, findings from previous research on Euroscepticism will be introduced. Second, an initial hypothesis will be formulated for the causal relationship between the concept as an independent variable and Euroscepticism as a dependent variable. Third, the possible moderating influence of religiosity, religious traditionalism, or both will be discussed by using theories and inferred analysis of previous research, most often found in the discussion sections of previous studies. This will finally lead to the construction of the hypotheses central to this thesis: the potential moderating relationship of religion on Euroscepticism and its causes.
The hypotheses for the causal relationship between the concepts and Euroscepticism are derived from numerous previous research studies proven to be statistically significant. However, to find a moderating relationship, it is necessary to check these findings for the dataset used, as a conclusion can’t be drawn on a moderating relationship without proving the statistical significance of the original relationship.
[bookmark: _Toc168527427]Income
As Hobolt and de Vries (2016) illustrate with the utilitarian approach to EU support, the economic situation of individuals heavily affects their opinion on the functioning of the European project. A higher income allows individuals to enjoy the liberalization of trade within Europe but hurts the poorer sections of the population as companies can outsource their low-skilled working needs to countries with lower wages and less strict labor laws (Hobolt & de Vries, 2016). This economic situation can lead to individuals blaming the EU for the state of their personal or even their country’s economy. As a solution, they reject the utilitarian benefits of the EU and see the exit of their country from the EU as a solution for their economic problems (Nelsen & Guth, 2023).
In addition to the Eurozone’s potential curses, poorer individuals also blame the EU for mishandling the welfare state that the EU and national governments provide (Eick, 2024). Individuals on both sides of the political spectrum cue this factor of the utilitarian approach in different ways, with radical left-wing parties voicing their concerns over ‘the EU’s neoliberal agenda’ while radical right-wing parties voice their concerns over the EU’s invasion of national sovereignty (Halikiopoulou et al., 2012; Eick, 2024).
These findings lead to the following hypothesis, based on the proven statistically significant relation between income and Euroscepticism in previous research:
	[H.1a.] Individuals with lower incomes are more likely to be Eurosceptic.
In their conclusion, Nelsen and Guth (2023) mention that a divide between support for the EU through utilitarian versus identity factors is forming. They attribute this phenomenon to the rising secularization of younger EU citizens, who now look to see whether the EU suffices their economic utilitarian goals and identity, and thus religion becomes less of a factor (Nelsen & Guth, 2023). They theorize, however, that this age factor could be fully explained by the fact that older generations are more religious traditionalist than their younger counterparts, and that they tend to be more supportive of the EU even if it fails to deliver them concrete economic benefits (Nelsen and Guth, 2023).
This theory leads to the following hypothesis:
[H.1b.] The positive effect of low income on Euroscepticism will be weaker for higher values of religious traditionalism.
[bookmark: _Toc168527428]Education
As Hobolt and de Vries (2016) illustrate, an individual's higher education unlocks the ability to use the benefits of the EU’s economy, but individuals with lower education do not have this ability and can suffer under the same economic effects as individuals with lower incomes. Both Hakhverdian et al. (2013) and Eick (2024) find that higher education is indeed a good predictor of the lack of Euroscepticism of individuals, an effect that has been slowly increasing, assumingly due to higher EU integration and the enhanced ability of higher educated individuals to use this integration for their benefit.
These findings lead to the following hypothesis:
	[H.2a.] Individuals with higher education are less likely to be Eurosceptic.
Not only does education increase the opportunities for individuals to use the opportunities of Europe’s integrated market, but it also enhances their knowledge, which can form their opinion on many matters, including the function of the EU and future integration efforts (Rosenau, 2003; Hakhverdian et al., 2013). Siegers and Jedinger (2021) find that the church can have the same effect on religious individuals, comparing going to school and listening to the teachings of professors during lectures with going to church and listening to the teachings of pastors during sermons. In fact, heavy church attendance could possibly fully substitute the effects of higher education in individuals, severely limiting or even eliminating the effect of education on Euroscepticism (Siegers & Jedinger, 2021).
Considering the replacement effect of church attendance, a factor of religiosity, on education, the following hypothesis is constructed:
[H.2b.] The negative effect of higher education on Euroscepticism will be weaker for 
higher values of religiosity.
[bookmark: _Toc168527429]Hostility Towards Other Cultures and Minorities
Besides the utilitarian factors of Euroscepticism, anti-immigrant sentiments and sentiments against other cultures and minorities in general are clear predictors of Euroscepticism (Stockemer et al., 2018). Hooghe and Marks (2004; 2005) have found that individuals who conceive of these resources and their national identity as exclusive to themselves are likely to be considerably more Eurosceptic than those without this hostility. 
Considering these findings, the following hypothesis is constructed:
[H.3a.] Individuals with higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities are more likely to be Eurosceptic.
Research on religiosity and anti-immigrant sentiments is divided. While Grötsch and Schnabel (2013) find that religiosity increases the negative attitudes of individuals in Poland towards Muslim minorities and immigrants, Siegers and Jedinger (2021) argue that individuals with higher church attendance in France and Western Germany are ‘immunized’ against broad anti-immigrant rhetoric, suppressing the effect of anti-immigrant and anti-minority sentiments. Both authors argue that this effect occurs because of the messages of the pastor during the church sermons, messages against the dangers of Islam and the difference in cultures between immigrants and the national identity of Poland in Grötsch and Schnabel’s (2013) case, while Siegers and Jedinger (2021) find church leaders preaching for tolerance towards others and the virtue of charity.
To provide a solution to this debate and form a hypothesis, I use Nelsen and Guth’s (2023) theory that the church’s efforts in politics and combativeness against populists and anti-immigrant rhetoric have been a relatively recent development, explaining why the findings from the older study of Grötsch and Schnabel found the opposite (2013).
Considering this and the immunizing effect of the church against anti-immigrant sentiments, the following hypothesis is constructed:
[H.3b.] The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities will be weaker for higher values of religiosity.
Regarding hostility towards other cultures and minorities, the strength of the belief in belonging to a native national identity of the individual is crucial in determining its effect on Euroscepticism (Stockemer et al., 2018). Góra and Zielińska (2023) find that, in Poland, this effect is enhanced in individuals with high religious traditionalism.
Based on this finding by Góra and Zielińska (2023), I constructed the following hypothesis:
[H.3c.] The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities will be stronger for higher values of religious traditionalism.


[bookmark: _Toc168527430]Political Extremism
Eurosceptics exist in all regions of the political spectrum but are most often found in the extremes (van Elsas et al., 2016; Wagner, 2022). Van Hiel (2012) argues that left- and right-wing extremism can best be approached as distinct ideologies and should not be reduced to extreme versions of the moderate or center left or right. 
Both extremes view Euroscepticism very differently. Halikiopoulou et al. (2012) and van Elsas et al. (2016) found that while left-wing Eurosceptics are somewhat motivated by cultural concerns, economic concerns fuel most of their Euroscepticism, as they fear further European integration hurting the national welfare state. Right-wing Eurosceptics are solely motivated by cultural concerns, fearing that further European integration could lead to harmful consequences for national traditions and identities (van Elsas et al., 2016). Considering these arguments, this thesis separates the two extremes into two different independent variables to see how either of the extremes would be influenced by religion as a moderating variable.
Considering that individuals on both extremes have proven to be more likely to be Eurosceptic than their center counterparts, the following hypothesis is constructed:
	[H.4a.] More politically extreme individuals are more likely to be Eurosceptic.
When taking into account religion as a moderating variable for political extremism, it is necessary to split the far left- and right-wing individuals as their approaches to Euroscepticism are very different. For example, while Halikiopoulou et al. (2012) argue that extreme left-wing individuals barely value their national identity, Haynes (2020) argues that right-wing individuals are Eurosceptic mostly because they value their national identity so much that they view attacks to it as a personal attack. As the national identity and the confessional culture are linked, especially through religious traditionalism, taking political extremes as a single concept will mix the left- and right-wing Eurosceptics and corrupt the potential moderating effect of religion.
Considering Halikiopoulou et al.’s (2012) argument that extreme left-wing individuals barely value their national identity, the following hypothesis is constructed:
	[H.4b.] The positive effect of left-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will not be 
influenced by religious traditionalism.
Considering Haynes (2020) argument that extreme right-wing individuals value their national identity extremely, and considering their national identity is often tied with religious traditions through confessional cultures, the following hypothesis is constructed:
	[H.4c.] The positive effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will be stronger 
for higher values of religious traditionalism.
In the case of religiosity, a split between political extremes is necessary again. Cremer (2023) found that some religious leaders choose to erect social taboos around the populist right and try to delegitimize them. For example, in the French elections of 2002, French Catholic Bishops continuously warned Catholics in public and during church sermons that Jean-Marie Le Pen’s party Front National’s positions were incompatible with the Gospel and the teachings of the Church (Cremer, 2023). Cremer (2023) did not find such campaigns against left-wing extremism, which can be attributed to that movement being largely irreligious and the realization of religious leaders that (almost) no one in that movement would be in their congregation during their sermons.
According to these findings, church attendance, a large part of religiosity and a common way of measuring it in research, is likely to influence the relationship between right-wing extremism and Euroscepticism. While in the case of the relationship between left-wing extremism and Euroscepticism, it would be surprising if religiosity influenced it at all. 
Considering these arguments, the following two hypotheses are constructed:
	[H.4d.] The positive effect of left-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will not be 
influenced by religiosity.
[H.4e.] The positive effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will be weaker for higher values of religiosity.

[bookmark: _Toc168527431][bookmark: _Toc169190588]Method
[bookmark: _Toc168527432][bookmark: _Toc169190589]Research Approach
The main objective of this thesis is to find the moderating effect of religion on the relationship of independent variables and Euroscepticism. In order to research the potential of a moderating effect, this thesis uses a quantitative research approach with a large N of individuals within EU Member States. The goal is to test the hypothesized moderating effects of religion by using regression analysis. This analytical method is suitable for testing the hypothesized moderating effects of the moderating variable, religion, on the relationship of the independent variables (X) and the dependent variable (Y), Euroscepticism, while controlling for possible confounding variables.
[bookmark: _Toc168527433][bookmark: _Toc169190590]Case Selection
The unit of analysis in this thesis is individual voters from across the European Union. As there are regional differences in religion and confessional cultures within the EU, it is important to include respondents from as many EU member states as possible to provide a generalizable model of religion as a moderating variable on relations with Euroscepticism as the dependent variable within the whole EU. In addition, the dataset used for this thesis should be as recent as possible to account for the increase in secularization in European cultures and thus the external validity of the findings of this thesis for a longer time period (Minkenberg, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc168527434][bookmark: _Toc169190591]Data Approach
To fulfill the requirements for the case selection, this thesis uses the joint dataset from the European Values Study (EVS) and the World Values Survey (WVS) surveys from 2017 to 2022 (Gedeshi et al., 2022). The EVS and WVS are large-scale, cross-national, and longitudinal studies that include a large number of questions on moral, religious, social, political, occupational, and family values since the early eighties. While both surveys developed their questionnaires separately, the EVS was responsible for planning and conducting the surveys in European countries, using their own methodological guidelines of conducting the surveys, so there should not be any endogeneity problems by using a dataset from the combined surveys. 
The database has been combined by the researchers of the EVS with the collaboration of the WVS, with separate entries for each respondent from either of the two surveys. Only the results of questions that were asked in both surveys were included as variables in the database. All respondents were asked questions by a single survey, no individual was a respondent of both surveys.
The combined dataset covers all regions of the world, with respondents from 90 countries. For this thesis, only respondents from EU Member States who answered the Euroscepticism question will be used. Unfortunately, the dataset does not include the EU member states of Belgium, Ireland, Luxembourg, and Malta. While Belgium, Luxembourg, and Malta share large parts of their confessional cultures with other included Member States: France, Germany, and Italy respectively (Nelsen and Guth, 2015); Ireland’s religious history is much less related to mainland Europe. However, Ireland’s history of left-wing Euroscepticism and Catholic religiosity is very much alike to the other members of the “PIIGS” group: Portugal, Italy, and Spain, with Orthodox Greece as the only exception (FitzGibbon, 2016). Therefore, it can be argued that the results of this thesis would not be limited to the included EU Member States, and that the results can also be generalized for the missing EU nations, given the similarities in expected results.


[bookmark: _Toc168527435][bookmark: _Toc169190592]Operationalization
This section shows how each variable was measured, which questions were asked by the EVS and WVS surveys, and how variables are constructed if they are formed from a combination of results within the dataset. For some variables, the questions can be asked differently between each survey, but the differences are negligible.
[bookmark: _Toc168527441][bookmark: _Toc169190593]Operationalization of the Dependent Variable
[bookmark: _Toc168527442]Dependent Variable: Euroscepticism
The dependent variable of Euroscepticism is measured with a 4-point Likert scale. Both surveys asked respondents how much confidence they had in the European Union, ranging from ‘great deal of confidence’ to ‘no confidence at all’. A value of 1 represents respondents having a great deal of confidence in the EU, while a value of 4 represents them having no confidence at all in the EU.
As this thesis uses a multilevel binary logistic regression method of analysis, it is necessary to recode the Euroscepticism variable into a binary dummy variable. The original values of 1 and 2, representing ‘a great deal of confidence’ and ‘quite a lot of confidence’, are recoded to a value of 0, representing ‘not Eurosceptic’. The original values of 3 and 4, representing ‘not very much confidence’ and ‘no confidence at all’, are recoded to a value of 1, representing ‘Eurosceptic’.
This operationalization of Euroscepticism is limited, as the surveys do not ask questions on further EU integration. This operationalization does fit more with the broader definitions of Euroscepticism, such as the one used by Hooghe and Marks (2007). Unlike with opinion of the EU, a lack of confidence does also include those who feel that the EU project is a good cause but are mostly against the ways the EU wishes to achieve this goal.
[bookmark: _Toc168527436][bookmark: _Toc169190594]Operationalization of the Independent Variables
[bookmark: _Toc168527437]Independent Variable: Income
The independent variable of income is measured on an ordinal 10-point scale. The EVS survey listed 10 weekly, monthly, and annual incomes and asked the respondents which of the 10 income brackets their household would belong to. For each different country in which the survey was taken, the values would represent the 1st decile (for the value of 1 on the 10-point scale) to the 10th decile (for the value of 10 on the 10-point scale) of the income of that particular country. The WVS survey showed the respondents a card with an ordinal 10-point scale listing 10 income groups and asked what group their household belongs to. Both surveys asked the respondents to include all sources of income, including wages, salaries, pensions, and other incomes, yet only the EVS survey explicitly stated to include deductions like taxes in the respondent’s consideration.
For each respondent, income was relative to the average incomes of each of their countries' 10th-percentiles. The variable of income should therefore not be seen as an absolute number but as a number on an ordinal 10-point scale of how well off, at least income wise, a respondent’s household is compared to other individuals within their country.
[bookmark: _Toc168527438]Independent Variable: Education
The independent variable of education is measured by the highest level of education achieved by respondents. Both the EVS and WVS provided the respondents with a list of locally relevant categories, which were then recorded by the survey researchers into the ISCED coding frame. The ISCED (International Standard Classification of Education) level system is a system created by UNESCO used to rank levels of education across different countries on an ordinal scale (UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012). The ISCED grades educational achievements across nine levels, ranging from ‘early childhood education’ (level 0) to ‘doctoral or equivalent level’ (level 8).
[bookmark: _Toc168527439]Independent variable: Hostility Towards Other Cultures and Minorities
The independent variable of hostility towards other cultures and minorities is measured through the construction of a new variable, measured by a combination of answers to different questions related to sentiments against ‘the other’.
First, respondents were asked their opinion on the following statement, with a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree, 5 = strongly disagree): “Employers should give priority to [nationality] people over immigrants'' with ‘[nationality]’ being the main nationality of the location where the survey was taken. The values are inversely recoded, so that a value of 1 (representing ‘strongly agree’) is recoded to a value of 5 (to represent the highest scale of hostility towards immigrants), while a value of 5 (representing ‘strongly disagree’) is recoded to a value of 1 (to represent the lowest scale of hostility towards immigrants).
Second, respondents were asked whether they trust people from various groups using a four-point Likert scale. Included in this question was whether they could completely, somewhat, not very much, or not at all trust people of another nationality. A value of 1 represents ‘completely trust people of another nationality’, while a value of 4 represents ‘not at all trust people of another nationality’.
Third, respondents were also asked in the same section whether they completely, somewhat, not very much, or not at all trust people of other religions. A value of 1 represents ‘completely trust people of other religions’, while a value of 4 represents ‘not at all trust people of other religions.
Finally, the constructed variable uses the opinions of the respondents on the following question, answered with a five-point Likert scale (1 = very bad, 5 = very good): “Now we would like to know your opinion about the people from other countries who come to live in [your country] - the immigrants. How would you evaluate the impact of these people on the development of [your country]?” with ‘[your country]’ being the country of the location where the survey was taken. For the construction of the variable, the results of this question are inversely recoded, with a value of 1 (representing ‘very bad’) being recoded to a value of 5 (to represent the highest scale of hostility towards immigrants), while a value of 5 (representing ‘very good’) is recoded to a value of 1 (to represent the lowest scale of hostility towards immigrants).
Each question is asked by both the EVS and WVS survey in the same manner and includes the same answer keys for each part of the constructing variable. Put together by averaging the scores to form a single scale, the answers from each separate question form a single constructed variable resembling the hostility of an individual towards other cultures and minorities. A higher value on this scale shows a large extent of hostility shown towards other cultures and minorities, while a low value shows a limited amount of hostility shown towards other cultures and minorities by respondents. 
As this constructed variable is not based on already validated work in previous research and simply uses all available data in the database that would relate to hostility towards other cultures and minorities, it must first be verified by a factor analysis before being able to use it in the analysis in order to avoid potential endogeneity problems.


[bookmark: _Toc168527440]Independent Variable: Political Extremism
The independent variable of left-wing extremism is measured through the construction of two dummy variables, indicating whether an individual either identifies themselves as a member of the extreme left or extreme right, compared to the political center. 
To determine an individual’s political standing, both surveys asked: “In political matters, people talk of ‘the left’ and ‘the right’. How would you place your views on this scale, generally speaking?” The scale provided by the surveys is a 10-point scale, where a value of 1 represents the extreme left-wing and a value of 10 represents the extreme right-wing. 
For the construction of the two political extremism dummy variables, only the political extreme is taken. In the model, these variables will represent the effects of political extremists compared to those who inhabit the center of the political spectrum. Aybar et al. (2024) find that the vast majority of individuals identify themselves with values ranging from 3 to 7, approximately 84% of respondents. In comparison, only approximately 8.7% of individuals identify themselves as far more left-wing than the average respondent (with a value of 1 or 2), and only approximately 7.4% of individuals identify themselves as far more right-wing than the average respondent (with a value of 8 through 10).
For an example of an author who identifies certain values on the political scale as extremism, I turn to van Hiel (2012). In his research, he identifies the first two values on the political scale as left-wing extremism, while the last two values represent right-wing extremism (Van Hiel, 2012). While van Hiel (2012) uses an 11-point scale, Aybar et al. (2024) find that the only real large difference with a 10-point scale is the placing of individual on either side of the political center, the extremes have relatively the same percentage of respondents. 
Considering Aybar et al.’s (2024) findings and van Hiel’s (2012) example, to construct the left-wing extremism dummy variable, the values of 1 and 2 will be recoded to a value of 1, representing being left-wing extreme, while all other values are recoded to a value of 0, representing not being left-wing extreme. To construct the right-wing extremism dummy variable, the values of 9 and 10 will be recoded to a value of 1, representing being right-wing extreme, while all other values are recoded to a value of 0, representing not being right-wing extreme.
[bookmark: _Toc168527443][bookmark: _Toc169190595]Operationalization of the Moderator Variables
[bookmark: _Toc168527444]Moderator Variable: Religious Traditionalism
The moderator variable of religious traditionalism is measured through the construction of a new variable, measured by a combination of answers to questions related to religious traditionalism. The variable is constructed using one question on religious leaders as political authority (following the definition of religious traditionalism used by Nelsen and Guth, 2023) and six questions on acts deemed immoral by religious traditionalist standards (following the definition used by Langsæther, 2019, Damjanovski et al., 2020 and Nelsen and Guth, 2023).
The first question used to construct the religious traditionalism variable is the question of whether religious authorities ultimately interpreting the law would be an essential characteristic of democracy. Both surveys asked the respondents this question, using a 10-point Likert scale as the answer key, with a value of 1 representing ‘not an essential characteristic of democracy’ and a value of 10 representing ‘an essential characteristic of democracy’. In addition, if a respondent would independently respond with a statement like ‘it is against democracy’, their answer would be scored with a value of 0.
Second, the religious traditionalism variable will use the six answers of the respondents when they were asked by both surveys whether they found the following actions to be justifiable: prostitution, abortion, divorce, euthanasia, suicide, and casual sex, using a 10-point Likert scale. A value of 1 represents a respondent's opinion that the action could never be justified, while a value of 10 represents the opinion that such an action is always justifiable. For the construction of the religious traditionalism variable, these values are inversely recoded so that a value of 1 represents the lowest religious traditionalism, while a value of 10 represents the highest religious traditionalism.
The combined values of these seven 10-scale questions will be added and averaged for the construction of the religious traditionalism variable, so that a value of 1 represents the lowest amount of religious traditionalism, while a value of 10 represents the highest amount of religious traditionalism.
As this constructed variable is based on a combination of theoretical definitions of religious traditionalism and the exact configuration of this constructed variable has not already been validated in previous research, it must first be verified by a factor analysis before being able to be used in the analysis in order to avoid potential endogeneity problems. In addition, factor analysis can be used to avoid potential collinearity issues with the constructed religiosity variable, as both are constructed using different parts of religious beliefs and practices that could potentially be related.
[bookmark: _Toc168527445]Moderator Variable: Religiosity
The moderator variable of religiosity is measured through the construction of a new variable, measured by a combination of answers to questions related to religiosity. Reflecting the two factors of religiosity: attendance and belief intensity, the following 4 questions are used to construct the religiosity variable:
The first question used to construct the religiosity variable is: “How important is religion in your life?” The question was measured using a 4-point Likert scale, with a value of 1 representing ‘very important’ and a value of 4 representing ‘not at all important’. For the constructed variable, the values were inversely recoded, where a value of 1 represents an answer of ‘not at all important’ and a value of 4 represents an answer of ‘very important’.
Second, the question, “How often do you attend religious services these days?”, is used. The EVS survey adds “apart from weddings, funerals, and christenings”, while the WVS survey only adds “apart from weddings and funerals.” Both surveys gave respondents the same seven answer categories with which they could identify themselves (1 = more than once a week, 2 = once a week, 3 = once a month, 4 = only on specific holy days, 5 = once a year, 6 = less often, 7 = never, practically never). For the constructed variable, the values were inversely recoded, where a value of 1 represents an answer of ‘never, practically never’ and a value of 7 represents ‘more than once a week’.
Third, the question, “How important is God in your life?”, is used. Respondents were asked by both surveys to indicate their answer on a 10-point Likert scale, with a value of 1 representing ‘not at all important’ and a value of 10 representing ‘very important’.
Finally, the constructed variable for religiosity uses the question of how often a respondent prays outside of religious service. This variable was put separately in the dataset for each survey but can be combined without problems. The EVS survey asked respondents how often each respondent prays outside of religious services and gave them seven answer categories with which they could identify themselves (1 = every day, 2 = more than once a week, 3 = once a week, 4 = at least once a month, 5 = several times a year, 6 = less often, 7 = never). The WVS survey asked how often each respondent prays, without including the ‘outside of religious services’ clause. Like the EVS survey, they used answer categories for the respondents to choose from, and fortunately, they included an option for ‘only when attending religious services’. The WVS survey included seven other answer categories with which respondents could identify themselves (1 = several times a day, 2 = once a day, 3 = several times each week, 4 = only when attending religious services, 5 = only on special holy days, 6 = once a year, 7 = less often, 8 = never). 
To combine these survey results into a single variable for constructing the religiosity variable, I will use the religiosity church-attendance scale by Sethi and Seligman (shown in Hill and Hood Jr., 1999), including an additional ‘never’ category not used by Sethi and Seligman, as their survey design was meant only for religious respondents. A value of 6 represents ‘at least once a day’ (consisting of value 1 of the EVS survey and values 1 and 2 of the WVS survey), 5 represents ‘at least once a week’ (consisting of values 2 and 3 of the EVS survey and values 3 of the WVS survey), 4 represents ‘at least once a month’ (consisting of value 4 of the EVS survey), 3 represents ‘less than once a month’ (consisting of value 5 of the EVS survey and values 5 and 6 on the WVS survey), 2 represents ‘once a year or less’ (consisting of value 6 of the EVS and value 7 on the WVS survey), and 1 represents ‘never’ (consisting of value 7 of the EVS and values 4 and 8 on the WVS survey). Value 5 of the WVS survey, ‘only on special holidays’, is represented within the new value 3, ‘less than once a month’, as there is more than one holy day every year of religious practiced in the EU but on average less than one every month.
The constructed variable will consist of the added averaged results of each question, with each item of the constructed variable being averaged to create a scale with a maximum value of 10. 
As this constructed variable, based on a combination of theoretical definitions of religiosity, and the exact configuration of this constructed variable has not already been validated by previous research, it must first be verified by a factor analysis before being able to be used in the analysis in order to avoid potential endogeneity problems. In addition, the factor analysis can be used to avoid potential collinearity issues with the constructed religious traditionalism variable, as both are constructed using different parts of religious beliefs and practices that could potentially be related.
[bookmark: _Toc168527446][bookmark: _Toc169190596]Operationalization of the Control Variables
[bookmark: _Toc168527447]Control Variable: Age
Age is often used as an independent or control variable in studies on Euroscepticism. Findings are divided, however, while van Elsas et al. (2016) find that age has a statistically significant negligible effect of 0.000, Damjanovski et al. (2020) and Lubbers and Scheepers (2010) do find a significant effect of age on Euroscepticism. However, with all three studies being regional case studies, age could prove to follow either example in this EU-wide thesis.
Concerning the main topic of moderation for this thesis, Nelsen and Guth (2023) find that older individuals with higher religious traditionalism tend to support the EU more. They also theorize that age might have more unexplored effects on religious traditionalism and especially religiosity, which may cause endogeneity issues with the analysis of this thesis if left out. Therefore, to be on the safe side, age is included as a control variable in this thesis.
Age is measured in years by both surveys. In the EVS survey, age was determined by asking the date of birth of the respondents, after which the surveyor noted down the age of the respondent. The WVS surveyors did the same but asked the respondents for confirmation after calculating and writing down the age in years. The database, which was constructed by the EVS researchers, recoded the age of 82 and all ages above as ’82 and older’.
While the dataset contains additional recoded age scales, this thesis will follow the examples of Nelsen and Guth (2023) and Damjanovski et al. (2020) and use age in years with a ratio scale without recoding, except for the ’82 and older’ category for the respondents of the age of 82 and above.
[bookmark: _Toc168527448]Control Variable: Distrust in National Government
As this thesis is looking at attitudes towards the EU in particular and not an overall distrust in politics as a whole, there is a need to control for trust in their national government. Nelsen and Guth (2011) found that in general, individuals who have positive attitudes towards their national governments also tend to view the EU more positively, and those who have negative attitudes towards their national governments also tend to view the EU more negatively (Nelsen et al., 2011). In Nelsen and Guth’s (2023) research on religiosity, religious traditionalism, and Euroscepticism, they also control for trust in national government, citing similar reasoning.
Trust in national governments is measured by the confidence of respondents in their national governments. They are asked by both surveys to describe their confidence within a 4-point Likert scale, with a value of 1 representing ‘a great deal of confidence’ and a value of 4 representing ‘no confidence at all’. For the purpose of this thesis, these values are inversely recoded to represent a value of 1 as ‘no confidence at all’ and a value of 4 as ‘a great deal of confidence’.
[bookmark: _Toc168527449]Control Variable: Gender
Like age, gender is often used as an independent or control variable in studies on Euroscepticism. Male individuals are more likely to have negative affections towards the EU than their female counterparts (Boomgaarden et al., 2011). For the purpose of this thesis, gender is being controlled for, as Miller and Hoffmann (1995) have found that female individuals have higher values of religiosity, and this relation could have an effect on other results if not controlled.
Gender is measured with a binary gender option. The EVS survey directly asked the respondents to identify themselves as either a member of the male or female sex, while for the WVS survey, the surveyors themselves were asked to identify the respondent’s gender. Neither survey gave an option for non-binary gender options. 
Values of 1 were coded as male, while values of 2 were coded as female. These values are recoded to make the variable a true dummy variable, with a value of 0 representing males and a value of 1 representing females.
[bookmark: _Toc168527450]Control Variable: Size of Place
As this thesis is looking for a generalizable model for the whole EU, it is important to control for urban and rural regional differences (Nelsen and Guth, 2023). Nelsen and Guth (2023) argue that controlling for the size of the respondent’s city or town can lead to a perception of more or less opportunities from EU integration and thus look positively towards the EU. 
The size of the place of the respondent is measured by the population size of the town or city where the interview was conducted. Both surveys noted after the survey was conducted whether the population size of the town or city fits in one of these five categories: ‘under 5000’ (1), ‘5000-20000’ (2), ‘20000-100000’ (3), ‘100000-500000’ (4), and ‘500000 and more’ (5).
[bookmark: _Toc168527451][bookmark: _Toc169190597]Method of Analysis
To statistically test the hypotheses of this thesis, a regression analysis will be used. A regression analysis is an excellent tool for testing hypotheses about the causal relationship between independent variables and dependent variables while controlling for the influence of confounding variables and testing for moderation relationships (Burton, 2016).
A ‘basic’ linear model like an OLS (ordinary least squares) regression does not fit the data used for this thesis, as the dataset does not allow for controlling for the many country-wide statistics that can influence an individual’s opinion of the EU. This could lead to intraclass correlation, which in turn leads to an underestimation of the variability in the data, which then leads to downwardly biased standard errors. 
Not taking this into account will lead to a higher chance of making a ‘type 1 error’, meaning the rejection of the null hypothesis, meaning that it is falsely accepted that there is indeed an effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable, and in the case of this thesis, a moderating effect of religion when there is none. A multilevel model can solve this problem by disentangling the within-cluster effects (the individual effects) and the between-cluster effects (the extent to which some countries affect Euroscepticism more than others) (Sommet & Morselli, 2017). 
This thesis will use a multilevel logistic regression. According to Sommet & Morselli (2017), the aim of multilevel logistic regression is “to estimate the odds that an event will occur while taking the dependency of data into account.” In political science, multilevel logistic regression is often used when describing the presence or absence of a behavior (Sommet & Morselli, 2017, p. 203). In the case of this thesis, this behavior is being Eurosceptic.
The logit function used for logistic regression predicts the logit of the conditional probability that the dependent variable equals one (being Eurosceptic) over the probability that it equals zero (not being Eurosceptic). Sommet and Morselli (2017, p. 205) refer to this as the “log-odds (or logit of the odds)”. 
This thesis uses a random intercept, which is a change to the intercept for the logistic regression equation. This change represents the differentiation between the average log-odds that the dependent variable equals one in the overall sample (fixed intercept) and the variation of this log-odds from one specific cluster to another (forming the random intercept variance). This thesis does not include a random slope. This is mostly only used when including country-level variables in your model or when you are really interested in the effects in different clusters. However, as this thesis does not include country-level variables and is only interested in the general moderation effects of religion across the whole EU, there is no need for the inclusion of random slopes in the model.
The following equation represents the final multilevel logistic model used for this thesis, which includes the control variables and the interaction terms for the moderating effect of religiosity and religious traditionalism:

	In the model,  represents the fixed intercept,  represents the random intercept,  represents an individual from country , and  onwards represent the coefficients for each predictor and the interaction terms.
With the use of this equation, however, the coefficients are hard to interpret, as it represents that an increase of one unit results in an expected increase of points in the log-odds. To interpret these more easily, it is raised to the exponent (e, or Euler’s number) to obtain an odds ratio (OR). These odds correspond to the possibility that something will happen rather than not, in the ‘1 to X’ format. As Sommet and Morselli (2017, p. 205) state: “The odds ratio refers to the multiplicative factor by which the predicted probability of an event occurring rather than not occurring changes when the predictor variable  increases by one unit.” 
To conclude, the method of analysis used for this thesis is multilevel logistic regression, using a random intercept and fixed slope. The statistical software used to perform this analysis, and the factor analysis deemed necessary in the operationalization section is IBM SPSS Statistics.


[bookmark: _Toc168527452][bookmark: _Toc169190598]Analysis and Results
In this chapter, the results of the analyses for the hypotheses are interpreted and discussed. However, first the factor analyses deemed necessary in the operationalization sections are performed, followed by an overview of the descriptive analyses of the variables used. The results for each individual hypothesis are presented and interpreted separately.
[bookmark: _Toc168527453][bookmark: _Toc169190599]Factor Analysis
To determine the constructed variables from the operationalization section, I performed a factor analysis on all items I brought up in their respective sections. This factor analysis resulted in three factors with an Eigenvalue equal to or greater than 1, explaining approximately 59% of the total variance. The constructed variables, hostility towards other cultures and minorities, religiosity, and religious traditionalism can all be used in the analysis, but not exactly as originally constructed.
Whether an item will be used for the final construction of the three variables, the item needs to have a factor loading of over .40 (Hinkin, 1995; 1998), it should not have a factor loading of over .30 in another factor (Howard, 2016), and the difference between the item’s factor loading in the main factor should be at least 0.20 more than in the other factors (Hinkin, 1998). All but three items easily passed this mark and will be used in the final construction for the analysis. The items for each factor and their values of factor loading can be found in Table 1.

	[bookmark: _Toc168518624]Table 1

Results From a Factor Analysis of Hostility Towards Other Cultures and Minorities, Religiosity and Religious Traditionalism

	Constructed variable
	Factor loading

	
	1
	2
	3

	Factor 1: Hostility Towards Other Cultures and Minorities
	
	
	

	37. Trust in people of another nationality (R)
	.95
	.08
	-.14

	36. Trust in people of another religion (R)
	.89
	.05
	-.12

	80. Employers should give priority to (nation) people over immigrants
	.34
	.00
	.24

	184. Evaluate the impact of immigrants on the development of your country (R)
	.30
	-.07
	.09

	Factor 2: Religiosity
	
	
	

	64. Pray to God outside of religious services
	-.01
	.88
	-.04

	63. How important is God in your life
	.02
	.87
	.02

	6. Religion important in life
	-.03
	.79
	.06

	54. How often do you attend religious services
	-.01
	.77
	.02

	Factor 3: Religious Traditionalism
	
	
	

	134. Religious authorities interpreting the laws is essential in democracy
	.08
	.22
	.16

	155. Divorce can always be justified (R)
	.02
	-.00
	.76

	154. Abortion can always be justified (R)
	.05
	.08
	.73

	153. Homosexuality can always be justified (R)
	.18
	.01
	.69

	158. Having casual sex can always be justified (R)
	-.04
	.04
	.65

	160. Prostitution can always be justified (R)
	-.08
	-.02
	.63

	157. Suicide can always be justified (R)
	-.03
	.00
	.63

	156. Euthanasia can always be justified (R)
	.02
	.14
	.60


Note. N = 44,003. The extraction method was principal axis factoring with an oblique (Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization) rotation; Factor loadings above .40 are bolded; Reverse scored items are denoted with an (R).


[bookmark: _Toc168527454][bookmark: _Toc168527457]Hostility Towards Other Cultures and Minorities
Regarding the constructed variable for hostility towards other cultures and minorities, only two of the previously identified four items can be used to construct the variable. Both survey questions on an individual’s opinion on immigrants have to be removed, leaving the constructed variable with a more general opinion of ‘others’. While a surprising result, using only the two remaining items still suffices for the theoretical basis of an individual’s hostility towards cultures and minorities, as it clearly measures an opinion of the individual towards ‘the other’ (Stockemer et al., 2018). 
As the two remaining items for the constructed variable are on the same scale, the construction of the hostility towards other cultures and minorities variable is simply achieved through adding and averaging the results of the two items.
[bookmark: _Toc168527456]Religiosity
Regarding the constructed variable for religiosity, all previously identified items can be used to construct the variable. Each item is well above the .40 loading threshold, indicating a particularly strong constructed variable. 
As the items for the constructed variable are not on the same scale, the construction of the religiosity variable is achieved through multiplication of each item so that each becomes a 10-point scale, upon which the results of all items are added and averaged.
[bookmark: _Toc168527455]Religious Traditionalism
Regarding the constructed variable for religious traditionalism, all but one previously identified item can be used to construct the variable. The question on whether religious authorities interpreting the laws are essential for democracy needs to be removed. This result is not very surprising, as that question asks individuals on moral authority in politics, while the other items stick with the morality of actions, which is more inclusive to Protestants, who are generally less favorable to religious leaders in charge. 
As the items for the constructed variable are on the same scale, the construction of the religious traditionalism variable is simply achieved through adding and averaging the results of each item.
[bookmark: _Toc169190600]Descriptive Analysis
	[bookmark: _Toc168518625]Table 2


	Descriptive Statistics of the Binary Variables Gender, Political Extremism, and Euroscepticism

	Variables
	n
	%

	Gender
	
	

		Male
	19,633
	44.6

		Female
	24,358
	55.4

	Political Extremism
	
	

		Left-Wing Extremists
	3,434
	9.5

		Right-Wing Extremists
	3,319
	9.2

		Non-Extremists
	28,846
	81.3

	Euroscepticism
	
	

		Eurosceptic
	22,675
	54.7

		Not Eurosceptic
	18,759
	45.3


Note. N = 44,003.	
In total, 44,300 respondents from 23 EU Member States filled in either the EVS or WVS survey, with 41,434 respondents answering the Euroscepticism question. An overview of the descriptive statistics of the independent, dependent, moderation, and control variables is presented in Table 2 and Table 3. 
Table 2 shows that female respondents outnumber male respondents by approximately 4,500. As this thesis controls for gender and there are still significant enough men in the sample, this difference should not impact the validity of the results. Another interesting observation is the difference between left-wing and right-wing extremists. I expected there to be more right-wing extremists, but the sample has a relatively even number of political extremists, with the mean positioning on the political scale being 5.46 (between center-left and center-right) (SD = 2.23). This can be explained by there being slightly more left-wing respondents (56.4%) than right-wing respondents.
The final important observation is that there is a large amount of Eurosceptics in the sample. This is most likely attributed to the limited scale of the Euroscepticism variable used in the dataset. It serves as a reminder that this thesis measures the lack of confidence of individuals within the EU as an institution, not being against further European integration. This large sample size of Eurosceptics does allow for greater validity for the model, which through logistic regression shows the increased likelihood of a lack of confidence in the EU due to several independent variables as causes and religion as moderation variable influencing this result.
Table 3 shows that the mean age of the sample is 51.16 years (SD = 17.66). With a median age of 52 years, the sample is older than the EU population, which has a median age of 44.5 years (Eurostat, 2024). The easy explanation is that the sample does not include any individuals under the age of 18, while the EU’s calculations factor in those under the age of 18 (Eurostat, 2024). 
Regarding income, considering that income is based on the percentile an individual belongs to in their country, the mean respondent earns slightly more (5.21 versus 5.00) than the average citizen of their country (SD = 2.63).
Regarding the mean size of place an individual took the survey, a value between 2 and 3 would indicate the mean size of the place the survey took place was between 20,000 and 100,000 inhabitants. Finally, a mean of 2.11 (SD = 0.82) shows that, on average, an individual within this sample is slightly distrustful towards their government.
	[bookmark: _Toc168518626]Table 3


	Descriptive Statistics of the Continues Variables Age, Education, Hostility Towards Other Cultures and Minorities, Income, Religiosity, Religious Traditionalism, Size of Place, and Distrust in National Government

	Variables
	n
	Min.
	Max.
	M
	SD

	Age
	43,778
	18
	82*
	51.16
	17.66

	Education
	43,430
	0
	8
	3.77
	1.90

	Hostility towards other cultures 
	and minorities
	39,270
	1
	4
	2.41
	0.76

	Income
	37,107
	1
	10
	5.21
	2.63

	Religiosity
	41,317
	1.65**
	10.00
	5.32
	2.69

	Religious traditionalism
	37,577
	1.00
	10.00
	5.90
	2.36

	Size of place
	39,761
	1
	5
	2.69
	1.35

	Distrust in national government
	42,455
	1
	4
	2.11
	0.82


Note. *The maximum value of age in the dataset is 82, all older individuals are counted as if they were 82 years old; **Religiosity is a constructed scale variable that, as a result of averaging different scales, starts at 1.65.
[bookmark: _Toc168527458][bookmark: _Toc169190601]Multilevel Logistic Regression Results
Before analyzing the results of the multilevel logistic regression, I will first provide an outline of the output. The result table is composed of several models, starting with an empty (null) model. This model uses no variables and provides the fixed effects intercept, which is the grand mean, representing the average log-odds for Euroscepticism across all individuals in all Member States. The empty model also presents the random intercept variance, which represents the variation of the average log-odds between countries. After the empty model, the independent variables are added first. Next, the control variables are added, and finally, the moderation variables are included. 
Usually, models in research include an  value. For logistic regressions, however, ‘pseudo-’ is used instead. Low values of pseudo- for multilevel models are unfortunately the norm, which presents a problem to audiences who are used to high  values in linear regressions (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). It is therefore only for comparing models within the same study, if reported at all. Due to this, SPSS does not report a pseudo- when performing multilevel logistic regression, but it does provide the values needed to calculate pseudo- by hand.
This thesis will use the likelihood ratio index method of calculation pseudo- by Aldrich and Nelson (1984), with a safeguard added by Veall and Zimmermann (1994) that eliminates the original’s unwanted upper limit. This calculation was tested by Veall and Zimmermann (1994), who found it to be the closest approximation to the  values you would find in OLS regressions, possibly solving Hosmer and Lemeshow’s (2000) future warning. 
An additional way to gauge the strength between the multiple models used in this thesis is by using the Akaike Corrected Information Criterion provided by SPSS. While it can’t be used to interpret the model, it can be used to compare the fitness of models, with a smaller value fitting better than models with larger values. Adding the independent, control, and moderating variables should increase the  value and decrease the Akaike Corrected Information Criterion value.


Determining the ICC
From the empty model, the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) can be calculated. The ICC quantifies the degree of homogeneity of outcomes within clusters. As Sommet and Morselli (2017, p. 212) state: “the ICC represents the proportion of the between-cluster variation var(uoj) in the total variation.” An ICC of 1 would indicate that a country either has all Eurosceptics or none, with no variation within countries, while an ICC of 0 would indicate that Euroscepticism does not depend on living in a particular country. Researchers most often use an ICC of 0.05 as a cutoff point for determining whether there is enough between-cluster variation that a multilevel model is justified, representing that 5% of the variance is explained by between-cluster variation (Heck et al., 2013).
Unlike in multilevel linear regression, the ICC in multilevel logistic regression is calculated using only the between cluster variation () and not the variance of the residuals (). Logistic regression does not include a level-1 residual, as the result of the dependent variable (Euroscepticism) can always only be 0 or 1 (Heck et al., 2013; Sommet & Morselli, 2017). Instead,  is used, which equals approximately 3.29 and refers to the standard logistic distribution, or the assumed level-1 variance component (Sommet & Morselli, 2017). 
The equation to calculate the ICC is thus the following:

An ICC of approximately 0.06 would indicate that 6% of the variance is explained by between-country variation. This is, although barely, more than the 5% cutoff used by researchers to determine whether using multilevel model analysis is justified (Heck et al., 2023). This result thus indicates that approximately 94% of the variance is explained by within-country differences. 
This ICC is very low, and although Euroscepticism is very different for every individual, there are country-level causes of Euroscepticism (the state of the country’s economy, for example) that should explain more than just 6% of the variance. As the dataset used for this study doesn’t include many country-level variables, these causes might be hidden in the individual-level variables, and therefore do not impact the ICC.
[bookmark: _Toc168527460]Overall Model Results
Before describing the results of the analysis by going through each hypothesis separately, I will first reflect on the overall findings of the analysis. First, as the  and Akaike Corrected Information Criterion values show, each subsequent model fits better than the previous. The  value for each of the models is fairly high (0.885), which could indicate that the used variables explain a large percentage of the variance in Euroscepticism. However, as the  value is a pseudo- value, calculated with an equation that is not always close to an equivalent  value in OLS regressions, it could be, however unlikely, that the  value of these models is not valid.
Each independent and control variable, except for left-wing political extremism, is statistically significant. The same goes for the interaction terms, representing the moderating influence of religiosity and religious traditionalism, again except for interactions with left-wing political extremism.
To ensure there is no multicollinearity in the model, which would violate the assumption of logistic regression necessary to test the hypotheses, a collinearity diagnostic was performed. According to Studenmund (2014), the variance inflation factor (VIF) of each variable should be under the threshold of 5, which would represent severe collinearity. Each variable used in the analysis had a VIF of 1.6 or lower, indicating that there are no multicollinearity issues in the model.
[bookmark: _Toc168527461]Results on Income
For the effect of income on Euroscepticism, and the moderating role of religion on that causal relationship, the following two hypotheses were constructed:
[H.1a.] Individuals with lower incomes are more likely to be Eurosceptic.
[H.1b.] The positive effect of low income on Euroscepticism will be weaker for higher values of religious traditionalism.
In the final model, the coefficient for the log-odds of income is negative (β = -0.053) and significant (p < 0.001). A 1 unit increase in income (representing reaching the next tenth percentile of income in a country) results in an expected decrease of 0.053 points in the log-odds of being Eurosceptic. The odds ratio (OR) for income equals approximately 0.95 (), indicating that individuals are 1.05 times less likely to be Eurosceptic when income increases by one unit. Inversely, when income decreases by one unit, individuals are 1.05 times more likely to be Eurosceptic. This finding supports hypothesis H.1a.
The coefficient for the log-odds of the interaction variable between income and religious traditionalism is positive (β = 0.007) and significant (p = 0.004). A 1 unit increase in religious traditionalism (representing being more religious traditionalist) results in an expected increase of 0.007 in the effect of income on Euroscepticism. The OR for this relationship equals approximately 1.01 (), indicating that individuals are 1.01 times more likely to be Eurosceptic due to an increase of 1 unit of income when religious traditionalism increases by 1 unit. Inversely, this indicates that individuals are 0.99 times less likely to be Eurosceptic due to a decrease of 1 unit of income when religious traditionalism increases by 1 unit. 


1

2


	[bookmark: _Toc168518627]Table 4


	Random Intercept Fixed Effects Logistic Regression Model of Euroscepticism

	Model

	null
β
	1
β
	2
β
	3
β

	Intercept
	0.156
(.098)
	-0.398***
(.115)
	-2.805***
(.145)
	-3.230***
(.238)

	Income
	
	-0.018***
(.005)
	-0.015***
(.006)
	-0.053***
(.016)

	Education
	
	-0.096***
(.007)
	-0.066***
(.008)
	-0.092***
(.019)

	Hostility towards other cultures and minorities
	
	0.404***
(.019)
	0.303***
(.021)
	0.499***
(.063)

	Left-wing extremism
	
	0.110***
(.043)
	-0.013
(.049)
	0.077
(.133)

	Right-wing extremism
	
	0.107***
(.044)
	0.249***
(.050)
	0.449**
(.160)

	Age


	
	
	0.008***
(.001)
	0.007***
(.001)

	Gender
	
	
	-0.129***
(.028)
	-0.117***
(.030)

	Size of Place
	
	
	-0.065***
(0.011)
	-0.059***
(0.012)

	Distrust in national government
	
	
	0.829***
(0.019)
	0.836***
(0.020)

	Religiosity
	
	
	
	0.002
(0.028)

	Religious traditionalism
	
	
	
	0.071*
(0.031)

	
Interactions
	
	
	
	

		Income*Religious traditionalism
	
	
	
	0.007**
(0.003)

		Education*Religiosity
	
	
	
	0.006*
(0.003)

		Hostility towards other cultures and 	minorities*Religiosity
	
	
	
	-0.015*
(0.009)

		Hostility towards other cultures and 	minorities*Religious traditionalism

	
	
	
	-0.024*
(0.010)

		Left-wing extremism*Religiosity
	
	
	
	-0.008
(0.023)

		Left-wing extremism*Religious traditionalism
	
	
	
	-0.005
(0.024)

		Right-wing extremism*Religiosity
	
	
	
	0.051*
(0.023)

		Right-wing extremism*Religious traditionalism

	
	
	
	-0.079**
(0.026)

	Country variance
between-country variance ()
	0.218***
(0.067)
	0.206**
(0.065)
	0.205**
(0.065)
	0.215**
(0.069)

	
	.000
	.778
	.841
	.885

	Akaike Corrected
	177,096.68
	119,967.03
	107,741.80
	96,000.09

	N
	41,434
	27,919
	24,443
	21,765


Note. β: log odds coefficient; Standard errors in parentheses; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; (one tailed); 
The positive effect of low income on Euroscepticism weakens for individuals with higher values of religious traditionalism, supporting hypothesis H.1b. A religious traditionalism value of approximately 7.57 () would reverse the effect of income on Euroscepticism, turning the positive effect of low income on Euroscepticism into a negative effect. This value represents approximately 26.5% of the individuals in the sample used. For the 4.5% of the sample with the maximum religious traditionalism value of 10, the coefficient for the log-odds of income would be 0.017, and the OR would be approximately 1.02 (), indicating that they would be 1.02 times more likely to be Eurosceptic when income increases by one unit or 0.98 times less likely to be Eurosceptic when income decreases by one unit.
[bookmark: _Toc168527462]Results on Education 
For the effect of education on Euroscepticism, and the moderating role of religion on that causal relationship, the following two hypotheses were constructed:
[H.2a.] Individuals with higher education are less likely to be Eurosceptic.
[H.2b.] The negative effect of higher education on Euroscepticism will be weaker for 
higher values of religiosity.
In the final model, the coefficient for the log-odds of income is negative (β = -0.092) and significant (p < 0.001). A 1 unit increase in education (representing one higher form of education according to the UN’s ISCED scale) results in an expected decrease of 0.092 points in the log-odds of being Eurosceptic. The OR for education equals approximately 0.91 (), indicating that individuals are 1.10 times less likely to be Eurosceptic when income increases by one unit. This finding supports hypothesis H.2a.
The coefficient for the log-odds of the interaction variable between education and religiosity is positive (β = 0.006) and significant (p = 0.022). A 1 unit increase in religiosity (representing being more religiously committed) results in an expected increase of 0.006 in the effect of education on Euroscepticism. The OR for this relationship equals approximately 1.01 (), indicating that individuals are 1.01 times more likely to be Eurosceptic due to an increase of 1 unit of education when religiosity increases by 1 unit.
The negative effect of education on Euroscepticism weakens for individuals with higher values of religiosity, supporting hypothesis H.2b. Unlike with income, no possible value of religiosity would reverse the effect of education on Euroscepticism, as this value would have to be approximately 15.33 ().
[bookmark: _Toc168527463]Results on Hostility Towards Other Cultures and Minorities
For the effect of hostility towards other cultures and minorities on Euroscepticism, and the moderating role of religion on that causal relationship, the following three hypotheses were constructed:
[H.3a.] Individuals with higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities are 
more likely to be Eurosceptic.
[H.3b.] The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities 
will be weaker for higher values of religiosity.
[H.3c.] The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities 
will be stronger for higher values of religious traditionalism.
In the final model, the coefficient for the log-odds of hostility towards other cultures and minorities is positive (β = 0.499) and significant (p < 0.001). A 1 unit increase in hostility (representing less trust in people of other nationalities and/or religions) results in an expected increase of 0.499 points in the log-odds of being Eurosceptic. The OR for hostility equals approximately 1.65 (), indicating that individuals are 1.65 times more likely to be Eurosceptic when hostility increases by one unit. This finding supports hypothesis H.3a.
The coefficient for the log-odds of the interaction variable between hostility and religiosity is negative (β = -0.015) and significant (p = 0.047). A 1 unit increase in religiosity (representing being more religiously committed) results in an expected decrease of 0.015 in the effect of hostility towards other cultures and minorities on Euroscepticism. The OR for this relationship equals approximately 0.99 (), indicating that individuals are 1.01 times less likely to be Eurosceptic due to an increase of 1 unit of hostility when religiosity increases by 1 unit.
The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities on Euroscepticism weakens for individuals with higher values of religiosity, supporting hypothesis H.3b. Like with education, no possible value of religiosity would reverse the effect of hostility towards other cultures and minorities on Euroscepticism, as this value would have to be approximately three times as high as the maximum value of religiosity ().
The coefficient for the log-odds of the interaction variable between hostility and religious traditionalism is also negative, more so than religiosity (β = -0.024) and significant (p = 0.012). A 1 unit increase in religious traditionalism (representing being more religious traditionalist) results in an expected decrease of 0.024 in the effect of hostility towards other cultures and minorities on Euroscepticism. The OR for this relationship equals approximately 0.98 (), indicating that individuals are 1.02 times less likely to be Eurosceptic due to an increase of 1 unit of hostility when religious traditionalism increases by 1 unit.
The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities on Euroscepticism weakens for individuals with higher values of religiosity, finding support for the opposite of hypothesis H.3c. Like with religiosity, no possible value of religious traditionalism would reverse the effect of hostility towards other cultures and minorities on Euroscepticism, as this value would have to be approximately twice as high as the maximum value of religious traditionalism ().
[bookmark: _Toc168527464]Results on Political Extremism
For the results of the effect of political extremism on Euroscepticism, and the moderating role of religion on that causal relationship, this section will be split into the results for left-wing and right-wing political extremism. To accept hypothesis H.4a it needs support from both left- and right-wing political extremism, while hypotheses H.4b through H.4e only need support from their respective sides of the political spectrum.
For the effect of political extremism on Euroscepticism, the following hypothesis was constructed:
[H.4a.] More politically extreme individuals are more likely to be Eurosceptic.
For the moderating role of religion on the causal relationship of political extremism on Euroscepticism, the following hypotheses were constructed:
[H.4b.] The positive effect of left-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will not be 
influenced by religious traditionalism.
[H.4c.] The positive effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will be stronger 
for higher values of religious traditionalism.
[H.4d.] The positive effect of left-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will not be 
influenced by religiosity.


[H.4e.] The positive effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will be weaker 
for higher values of religiosity.
Since left- and right-wing extremism are binary variables, an increase of 1 unit represents being a left- or right-wing extremist, respectively. The variables can’t increase by less or more than 1 unit.
[bookmark: _Toc168527465]Left-Wing Political Extremism
In the final model, the coefficient for the log-odds of left-wing extremism is positive (β = 0.077) but not significant (p = 0.283). If it had been significant, a 1 unit increase in left-wing extremism (representing being a left-wing extremist) would result in an expected increase of 0.077 points in the log-odds of being Eurosceptic. The OR for left-wing extremism equals approximately 1.08 (), indicating that individuals are 1.08 times more likely to be Eurosceptic when they are left-wing extremists. However, since left-wing extremism is not significant, this result can’t be determined to not derive from randomness. There is therefore no support for hypothesis H.4a regarding left-wing political extremism.
While left-wing political extremism is not significant, the interaction effect can still be analyzed, but perhaps with less statistical certainty, especially considering the severity of the coefficient change and not necessarily the direction (Willams, 2021). Luckily, the results of the analysis of the interaction effects are quite clear.
Both coefficients for the log-odds of the interaction variable between left-wing extremism, religiosity (β = -0.008, p = 0.356), and religious traditionalism (β = -0.005, p = 0.413) are negative but not significant. If there is any relationship at all, there is very likely no moderating effect of both religiosity and religious traditionalism on the causal relationship between left-wing political extremism and Euroscepticism. Hypotheses H.4b and H.4d are therefore partially supported.
[bookmark: _Toc168527466]Right-Wing Political Extremism
Unlike left-wing political extremism, the coefficient for the log-odds of right-wing extremism is positive (β = 0.449) and significant (p = 0.003). A 1 unit increase in right-wing extremism (representing being a right-wing extremist) results in an expected increase of 0.449 points in the log-odds of being Eurosceptic. The OR for right-wing extremism equals approximately 1.57 (), indicating that individuals are 1.57 times more likely to be Eurosceptic when they are right-wing extremists. This finding provides support for hypothesis H.4a regarding right-wing political extremism.
The coefficient for the log-odds of the interaction variable between right-wing extremism and religiosity is positive (β = 0.051) and significant (p = 0.014). A 1 unit increase in religiosity (representing being more religiously committed) results in an expected increase of 0.051 in the effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism. The OR for this relationship equals approximately 1.05 (), indicating that individuals are 1.05 times more likely to be Eurosceptic due to being a right-wing extremist when religiosity increases by 1 unit. The positive effect of being right-wing politically extreme on Euroscepticism strengthens for individuals with higher values of religiosity, providing opposing evidence to hypothesis H.4c.
The coefficient for the log-odds of the interaction variable between right-wing political extremism and religious traditionalism, however, is negative (β = -0.079) and significant (p = 0.002). A 1 unit increase in religious traditionalism (representing being more religious traditionalist) results in an expected decrease of 0.079 in the effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism. The odds ratio (OR) for this relationship equals approximately 0.92 (), indicating that individuals are 1.08 times less likely to be Eurosceptic due to being a right-wing extremist when religious traditionalism increases by 1 unit.
The positive effect of being right-wing politically extreme on Euroscepticism weakens for individuals with higher values of religious traditionalism, finding support for the opposite of hypothesis H.4e. A religious traditionalism value of approximately 5.68 () would reverse the effect of income on Euroscepticism, turning the positive effect of being right-wing extreme on Euroscepticism into a negative effect. This value represents approximately 51.2% of the individuals in the sample used. For the 4.5% of the sample with the maximum religious traditionalism value of 10, the coefficient for the log-odds of income would be -0.341, and the OR would be approximately 0.71 (), indicating that they would be 1.41 times less likely to be Eurosceptic when they are right-wing politically extreme.
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An Overview of the Hypothesis Tests

	Hypothesis
	Conclusion

	H.1a.
	Individuals with lower incomes are more likely to be Eurosceptic
	Supported

	H.1b.
	The positive effect of low income on Euroscepticism will be weaker for higher values of religious traditionalism
	Supported

	H.2a.
	Individuals with higher education are less likely to be Eurosceptic
	Supported

	H.2b.
	The negative effect of higher education on Euroscepticism will be weaker for higher values of religiosity
	Supported

	H.3a.
	Individuals with higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities are more likely to be Eurosceptic
	Supported

	H.3b.
	The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities will be weaker for higher values of religiosity
	Supported

	H.3c.

	The positive effect of higher hostility towards other cultures and minorities will be stronger for higher values of religious traditionalism
	Refuted / opposite supported

	H.4a.
	More politically extreme individuals are more likely to be Eurosceptic
	Partially supported / partially refuted

	H.4b.
	The positive effect of left-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will not be influenced by religious traditionalism
	Partially supported

	H.4c.
	The positive effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will be stronger for higher values of religious traditionalism
	Refuted / opposite supported

	H.4d.
	The positive effect of left-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will not be influenced by religiosity
	Partially supported

	H.4e.
	The positive effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism will be weaker for higher values of religiosity
	Refuted / opposite supported



[bookmark: _Toc168527468][bookmark: _Toc169190603]Conclusion and Reflection
This thesis has conducted a study on the moderating effect of religion on the causal relationships of income, education, hostility towards other cultures and minorities, and political extremism on Euroscepticism through the concepts of religiosity and religious traditionalism.
These influences take root in historical developments, from the Protestant Reformation and the Thirty Years War to the Catholic Church’s involvement in the early stage of the European project (Lipset & Rokkan, 1967; Nelsen et al., 2001; Minkenberg, 2009). Even during an age of secularization, these developments affect everyone through culture, especially confessional cultures (Nelsen and Guth, 2015). Both religious and irreligious individuals are impacted by the former and current roles of religion in their society through institutions such as churches, schools, and universities (Lipset & Lenz, 2001; Kaufmann, 2016). 
[bookmark: _Toc168527469][bookmark: _Toc169190604]Conclusion and Discussion
This thesis is based on theories and findings of previous research through regional studies on Euroscepticism and Hobolt and de Vries’s (2016) approaches to Euroscepticism. Utilitarian, identity, cue-taking, and benchmarking approaches can cause Euroscepticism and religion, although also a part of the identity approach, could perhaps influence or be influenced by these approaches. Following the examples of Hinrichsen et al. (2012), who studied the moderating effect of media exposure on causes of Euroscepticism, including religion, and Nelsen and Guth (2023) who studied the moderating effect of religiosity and religious traditionalism on religious denominations and Euroscepticism, this thesis will conclude on research focused on bringing forth a basis for using religion as a moderating variable to explain Euroscepticism.
A quantitative study, using a multilevel random intercept logistic regression, has been conducted to provide generalizable estimates of how religion, through the factors of religiosity and religious traditionalism, has a moderating effect on the probabilities of being Euroscepticism. The research uses income, education, hostility towards other cultures and minorities, and political extremism (through a split of left- and right-wing political extremism) as the causes of Euroscepticism to analyze this moderating effect.
First, a note on the causes, or independent variables, used in this thesis and the conclusions taken from the answers to the hypotheses on these causes. This thesis mirrored conclusions from previous research on three of the four causes of Euroscepticism. Income has negative effects on Euroscepticism, confirming H.1a based on Halikiopoulou et al. (2012), Nelsen and Guth (2023), and Eick (2024). So does education, confirming H.2a based on Hakhverdian et al. (2013) and Eick (2024). The initial hypothesis, H.3a, on hostility towards other cultures and minorities having positive effects on Euroscepticism, based on Hooghe and Marks (2004; 2005), was also confirmed.
For political extremism, however, the initial hypothesis, H.4a, that all political extremism has a positive effect on Euroscepticism based on van Elsas et al. (2016) did not find total support. The transition from the second (independent variables only) model to the third model, by introducing control variables, made the effect of left-wing political extremism insignificant. Specifically, after additional testing, it seems that the variable for distrust of national government has this controlling effect. This control variable was used to control for an overall distrust in politics, inspired by Nelsen and Guth (2011; 2023). Perhaps because this thesis studies an EU-wide sample, while van Elsas et al. (2016) studied left-wing Euroscepticism in Western European countries, this difference in political attitude can be explained, as left-wing political extremism can vary between countries and especially between regions. While left-wing extremists in Western Europe see no issue with extreme reforms or even leaving the EU due to its apparent failure to ensure welfare, left-wing extremists in Central and especially Eastern Europe see no real alternative to the EU and view leaving the EU (or not joining the EU for candidate countries) as a risk of returning to authoritarian communism (Taggart & Szczerbiak, 2004). Additionally, the study by van Elsas et al. (2016) used survey data gathered during both the global financial crisis and the European debt crisis, which contributed to left-wing extremists being more Eurosceptic as economic benefits are key to left-wing Eurosceptic concerns. This study, however, uses data from 2017 to 2022, with most of the data coming from 2017 and 2018, which was a period of economic growth, reducing the reasons left-wing political extremists could have to be Eurosceptic.
For right-wing political extremism, H.4a is confirmed, being the third highest predictor of Euroscepticism, behind distrust in national government and hostility towards other cultures and minorities.
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Regarding the moderating effect of religion through religiosity, three of the hypotheses are (partially) supported, while for one hypothesis the opposite effect has been found. For education and hostility towards other cultures and minorities, religiosity weakens their effect on Euroscepticism, supporting hypotheses H.2b and H.3b. While religiosity never reverses the effects of education and hostility, it does severely limit them, perhaps through the moral effect of church attendance (Siegers & Jedinger, 2021).
While for left-wing extremism religiosity had no interaction effect, supporting hypothesis H.4d, no effect of left-wing extremism was found at all, so it might only be partially supported by this thesis. Hypothesis H.4e, that religiosity weakens the effect of right-wing extremism on Euroscepticism, found no support. Instead, the opposite was found, that religiosity strengthens the effect that right-wing extremism has on Euroscepticism. I theorize that this unexpected result could be derived from the alternating behavior of religious leaders in various regions of Europe.
Cremer (2023) argues that the behavior of religious leaders, mostly in church events, is what determines how effective the church is against right-wing extremism. While he finds that in France and Western Germany the behavior is generally such that it works as a ‘vaccination’ against right-wing extremist thought, this behavior could just be limited to those regions of the EU. As this thesis is an EU-wide study, with the finding that religiosity is strengthening its effects on Euroscepticism, perhaps it can be generalized across the EU that the average religious leader actually strengthens right-wing extremist thought.
Regarding the moderating effect of religion through religious traditionalism, two of the hypotheses are (partially) supported, while for the other two hypotheses, the opposite effect has been found. For income, religious traditionalism weakens the positive effect low income has on Euroscepticism, supporting hypothesis H.1b. It actually weakens it to such an extent that high enough values of religious traditionalism change the effect to a negative one. Nelsen and Guth’s (2023) argument that religious traditionalists would have little to no utilitarian demands of the EU could explain the reduction of the effect of income on Euroscepticism through religious traditionalism to zero but not the finding to reverse it. 
I offer another possible explanation, albeit only for Catholic Christians. Before the modern welfare state, the Catholic Church had a large role in supplying welfare benefits to the poor in society, however, with the emergence of the modern welfare state, this role of the Church slowly disappeared in Europe (Hiilamo, 2012). However, as the EU, generally supported by both Catholics and the Catholic Church itself, slowly starts incorporating the welfare state as one of its goals, traditionalist Catholics view the EU’s role in welfare as a successor to the Church, increasing its legitimacy. Naturally, this wouldn’t explain the full reversing effects of religious traditionalism, but at least an element of it. Further research could be done to confirm this assumption.
For left-wing political extremism, no interaction effect was found, supporting hypothesis H.4b. However, just like with religious traditionalism, the fact that no effect of left-wing political extremism was found at all may limit the ability to draw conclusions on the hypothesis.
In the case of hostility towards other cultures and minorities, religious traditionalism is found to have a weakening effect on its causal relation with Euroscepticism, providing opposing evidence to hypothesis H.3c. I offer three possible approaches to why this surprising effect could be correct, despite Góra and Zielińska’s (2023) findings in Poland. First, Polish religious traditionalists might be uniquely opposite compared to the religious traditionalists in Europe overall, and their findings can’t be generalized to all of Europe. Second, religious traditionalist Catholics could be less influenced by their hostility towards other cultures and minorities, as these cultures do include other Europeans, and perhaps even other Catholics, with whom they want to be united under a common European project as the Catholic Church does (Venneri & Ferrara, 2009). Finally, with secularization rising in Europe, religious traditionalists could slowly become this minority in society, like in the Czech Republic where atheists outnumber all religious citizens.
Regarding right-wing political extremism, religious traditionalism is found to have a weakening effect on its causal relation with Euroscepticism, again providing opposing evidence to the constructed hypothesis, H.4c. Unfortunately, this result is quite puzzling, and there is no clear solution or theory on why this weakening effect is found. One possible factor is that there is a problem with the measurement of religious traditionalism. In this thesis, religious traditionalism was measured through views often held by religious traditionalists, but it does not include any items on religious views. Unfortunately, this data is barely, if at all, available in large survey databases sufficient for an EU-wide study (Damjanovski et al., 2020; Nelsen & Guth, 2023). 
[bookmark: _Toc168527471][bookmark: _Toc169190606]Final Conclusions
Finally, I come back to the research question of this thesis: “To what extent does religion influence causes of Euroscepticism?” From the results of this thesis, it can be concluded that religion, through religiosity and religious traditionalism, can indeed influence causes of Euroscepticism through moderation. For most causes, this is a weakening relationship, to the point that for low income and right-wing extremism, a high enough value of religious traditionalism reverses the effect of the causal relationship from a positive to a negative one. Religiosity, however, seems to strengthen the positive relationship between right-wing political extremism and Euroscepticism. 
To conclude, the results show and confirm that religion, despite its reduced role in our secularized society, still impacts us today.
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The relatively unexplored nature of religion and Euroscepticism in an EU-wide context, especially as a moderating effect, has caused some of the findings to be puzzling or found to provide opposite effects than previous regional research or theory would suggest. More advanced research is needed in this field to provide clarification on these findings. For each hypothesis, even those that were correctly expected to strengthen or weaken the relationship of causes on Euroscepticism, the theoretical reasons behind why are not yet fully clear. To resolve this, qualitative research can discover reasons not easily discovered by going through quantitative datasets. Through interviews, analysis of religious documents, or even religious history, new factors can be discovered, which can then be used by a new quantitative study to use those once-unknown revelations.
Unlike concepts like political trust, religiosity is still measured differently by researchers today, especially due to an absence of consistency in large-scale surveys, if more advanced questions about religion are even used (Nelsen & Guth, 2023). To this end, using modern factor analysis and extracting ideas from examples in Hill and Hood’s (1999) book ‘Measures of Religiosity’ could be used to construct a science-wide concept for religiosity, which can then be introduced to major surveys, and used to interpret valid results.
The same issue applies to religious traditionalism. The construction of a variable that embodies everything that makes a religious individual a pure traditionalist is practically impossible. While some surveys include moral questions related to religious traditionalism, like questions on abortion, they rarely include questions on biblicism or the role of religious leaders in modern society (Damjanovski et al., 2020; Nelsen & Guth, 2023). Like with religiosity, modern factor analysis is needed to find the best way to construct the religious traditionalism variable, and effort is needed to introduce it to major surveys.
Finally, religion’s moderating effect, through religiosity and religious traditionalism, has not been tested yet on all causes of Euroscepticism. Other EU-wide studies could find generalizable moderating relationships. These in turn could then again be tested in regions or separate Member States so as to find possible exceptions amongst the European people and new modifications that should be made in the pursuit of achieving a full model of Euroscepticism, especially with the growing desire to combat it and the rise of political extremism in Europe and the rest of the world.
Reflection on Limitations
Although the EVS and WVS surveys are the most advanced large-scale surveys for religiosity and religious traditionalism, both surveys still miss aspects of religiosity and religious traditionalism that reduce the internal validity of the results of this thesis.
The operationalization of Euroscepticism also causes some limitations for the wide generalization of the results of this thesis. The surveys used for this study measured Euroscepticism by asking respondents their confidence in the EU as a whole. This measurement is generally not used in research on Euroscepticism, as an individual’s opinion on further European integration is most commonly used (Usherwood & Startin, 2013).
Furthermore, this study used the statistics program IBM SPSS Statistics to run the analysis. According to Sommet and Morselli (2017), SPSS is not the most suitable software for multilevel modelling. This limitation is reduced, however, as most of the issues reside in SPSS not correctly calculating random slopes, which this study did not use. However, as SPSS does not include any information for calculating an  value except the -2 log likelihood. This resulted in having to use Aldrich and Nelson’s (1984) equation for a pseudo-, and while this does provide a suitable replacement, more recent and advanced equations for calculating the  value could not be used.
Finally, when using SPSS for multilevel logistic regression, the program can’t create a plot to interpret the results of the interaction coefficient for all values of the independent variable. Plotting can reveal that the interaction coefficient is only relevant for certain (ranges of) values, but this can not be tested using SPSS. While authors like Greene (2010) and Kolansinski and Siegel (2010) argue that interpreting the coefficient without plotting is appropriate most of the time, there are exceptions that could invalidate conclusions taken from interpreting it, which could be true for this thesis.
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