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Abstract

This study explores the relation between religion and attitudes towards human rights among
young people aged 17 to 19. The data material consists of 1660 questionnaires filled out in the
classrooms by upper secondary school pupils living in the capital city of Oslo and in the Stock-
holm/Uppsala area. We want first to find out if there are closer relations between religion and
attitudes towards human rights concerning the private sphere than for attitudes towards human
rights concerning the public sphere. By rights related to the private sphere we mean views on
abortion and family values and by rights related to the public sphere we mean the right to work,
views on social equality, freedom of speech, political interest and environmental protection. The
study also looks at differences in this regard between Christians, Muslims and a group of non-
religious. The main result is that while a closer relation can be seen between religion and atti-
tudes concerning the private sphere than attitudes concerning the public sphere, there is no sup-
port for the assumption that this relationship is stronger amongst the Muslim sub-group.
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Introduction

During the past 30 years religion has become more visible in the public sphere in the
Scandinavian countries (Botvar and Schmidt 2010; Béackstrom et al. 2011; Rasmussen
2012). Though historically dominated by Lutheran state churches, immigration of
people of non-Lutheran religious traditions has brought new questions to the fore in the
public agenda. These are the use of religious symbols among public servants, blas-
phemy and religious freedom in general. In Scandinavia, religion has been highly pri-
vatized and largely kept away from the public sphere (Botvar 1993). This is now being
challenged by processes related to globalisation and pluralisation (Béckstrom et al.
2011). While the secularisation paradigm still is contested there can be said to exist
some consensus surrounding differentiation on a societal level (Pettersson 2009). By
this is meant a process of differentiation leading to the separation of different public
spheres such as education, the legal system etc. from a religious subsystem. Wilson
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(1966) suggested that following differentiation, religion would continue to play a role
in modern society, even though confined to the private sphere. One issue under debate
is if the process of differentiation has its parallel on the individual level. The privatisa-
tion thesis has been contested by Casanova (1994) who proposed that religious leaders
refuse to take the marginal position secular societies reserved for them, thus contribut-
ing to a new visibility for religion in highly secularized societies.

Among the proponents of the privatization thesis, Dobbelaere (1981, 1998, 2002)
coined the term compartmentalisation of religion to explain differentiation between
religion and other spheres on the individual. He (2002) demonstrated that more reli-
giously involved people had specific and more traditional family values than less reli-
giously involved people, which he explained by the increased privatization of religion,
rendering religious values to be relevant only in the realm of private life.

Compartmentalisation has to do with the strategy individuals adopt in order to cope
with cross-pressures which occurs when handling different roles that do not fit well
together. The concept has been used to describe the increasing division of the life-
world into several relatively separate sectors or compartments. This process takes
place when people make a distinction between their religious faith and their views on
political and social issues, such as work roles or political party preferences. Compart-
mentalisation can thus be seen as the equivalent to differentiation at the societal level.
An important distinction can still be made in that compartmentalisation may refer to 1)
the extent to which people think that religious commitments should affect political
views, or more broadly, that institutional religion should influence political decision
making, or 2) the extent to which religious commitments actually have an impact on
people’s political views (Pettersson 2009). Hence, compartmentalisation is a way of
theorizing the continued influence of religion on a micro level.

In this article the views on human rights are seen as a case of political values, which
can be related to the theoretical discussion on the impact of religion on political values.
As early as 1993 Bryan Turner (1993, 2006) highlighted the lack of interest in human
rights from sociologists. This article argues that attitudes to human rights are of partic-
ular interest for several reasons. One is that human rights are sometimes seen as con-
flictual to religious traditions. An illustrative example is the Roman Catholic Church’s
refusal to endorse the declaration of human rights until the Second Vatican Council
(1965), and even then only outside the church, not inside (Van der Ven 2010). Another
example is Islamic traditions and institutions that are hesitant to accept universal
human rights. For instance, the Cairo Declaration on Human Rights in Islam states that
«the Islamic Shari’ah is the only source of reference for the explanation or clarification
of any of the articles of this Declaration» (Cairo Declaration on Human Rights in Islam
1990). Another interjection to human rights has been the balance between universalism
and contextualism, where it is sometimes claimed that human rights would be just
another way of imposing Western colonialism on developing countries. A closer under-
standing of whether religion may function as a support or hinder for human rights at a
micro level thus proves relevant.
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Review of the literature

Pettersson examines compartmentalisation by comparing the attitudes of Christians
and Muslims in several countries (Pettersson 2009). According to Pettersson one could
expect that compartmentalisation would be more developed among Christians than
among Muslims, because Christians living in Western countries have been more
exposed to modernisation than Muslims living in other parts of the world. Pettersson
studies the impact of religious involvement towards political values, and specifically
makes the connection with such political values with universal claims, such as democ-
racy, gender equality, rule of law and human rights. Pettersson’s study (2009) used
World Values Survey data on a micro level, collected among representative samples of
at least 1000 people above the age of 18 per country, i.e. Sweden and Denmark (Chris-
tian, Protestant), Spain and Italy (Christian, Catholic), Morocco and Algeria (Islamic,
Arabic), Iran and Indonesia (Islamic, non-Arabic). By comparing data from four
Muslim countries and four Christian countries, Pettersson found that religious involve-
ment had negative impact on political values (trust in democracy as the best available
political system) among the four Christian populations studied only. Religious involve-
ment had no impact on political values among the four Muslim populations. Also, reli-
gious involvement was negatively related to the attitude towards gender equality
among the European Catholics, but not among the Muslims studied. Pettersson’s
results repudiate the widespread notion (popular stereotype) of a negative relation
between Muslim religiosity and secular values, such as human rights and democracy.
His results give some support to the notion that religious involvement may have an
impact on political values. It becomes clear however from Pettersson’s results that
more studies of the compartmentalisation thesis are needed. More research should be
conducted in order to reveal the complex interrelations between religious and political
values.

Recent studies indicate that the impact of religion on attitudes towards the freedom
of religion and freedom of speech specifically is rather limited (Van der Ven 2010; Van
der Ven and Ziebertz 2012). This review shows that while previous studies found some
evidence of an impact of religion on political values, and in particular attitudes towards
different aspects of human rights, two issues still need to be studied more closely: 1)
Comparisons between people of different religious traditions and 2) diverse aspects of
human rights. It is of specific interest to include such rights that are related to the
private sphere (i.e. family values, abortion), and rights that are more applicable to the
public sphere (i.e. social equality, protecting the environment).

In a recent Swedish survey of young adults (age 16—-24), Lovheim and Bromander
(2012) included effects of religion on young people’s political attitudes. Using data
from this survey, Hagevi (2012) showed that religion may affect young people’s polit-
ical attitudes. The political attitudes examined were sexual equality, gender equality,
immigration policy and environment policy. Specifically, the items concerned the
rights of same-sex couples to adopt children, equal opportunities of men and women,
integration of immigrants into Swedish society, and views on ecology. Hagevi’s results
indicated a minor effect of religious orientation (Christian, Muslim or Atheist) and reli-
gious values (spiritual values rather than materialist values) on political attitudes, even
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when controlled for socioeconomic variables. These results refute a simplistic com-
partmentalisation hypothesis. There was no effect of religious upbringing and religious
participation. From Berglund’s (2012) analysis of data from the same survey, comple-
mented with a limited number of interviews, young Swedish Muslims seem to share
several values with non-Muslim Swedish youth. Their relation to religion can be char-
acterized as individualized and not so closely linked to organized religion as often
claimed.

Very few Norwegian studies have compared political attitudes among young people
of different religious background. Most such studies have focused on identity forma-
tion in relation to cultural values in society. For example Synnes (2010) compared
adaption strategies among young Christians and Muslims in Oslo on the basis of qual-
itative interview data. He finds that young religious people in Norway simultaneously
have an individualized view on religion and are influenced by institutional bounds to
religious communities and to their family’s religious tradition. In her study of young
Muslims in Oslo, Christine Jacobsen (2002) described two important tendencies
named «privatization» and «Islamization». Common to these is the increased emphasis
on «individual reflection» on religious matters. Religious individualization in young
Muslims may thus lead to the view that religious practice is a private matter or to an
«orthodox» search for «authentic Islamy.

The research project that this article is based on differs from most other Scandina-
vian studies because it combines a comparison of different life view groups with the
use of quantitative data.

Hypotheses

Against the background outlined above, this article focuses on the relation between
religion and political values, as expressed in individual views on human rights. We will
examine whether religious beliefs and practices have any impact on attitudes towards
human rights, for Christian and Muslim adolescents respectively. We also want to see
if religion impacts more strongly on attitudes to rights related to the private sphere than
on attitudes to rights related to the public sphere. By rights related to the private sphere
we mean approval of abortion and family values and by rights related to the public
sphere we mean the right to work, freedom of moral speech, views on social equality,
political interest and environmental protection.

1 We will test two hypotheses related to religion and human right attitudes in young
people aged 17-19 living in Norway or Sweden: Religion has a larger impact on
attitudes related to the private sphere, i.e. abortion and family values, than attitudes
related to the public sphere, i.e. social equality and environmental protection.

2 The impact of religiosity on attitudes towards human rights is stronger in the
Muslim case than in the Christian one because compartmentalisation is supposed to
be stronger in Christian than in Muslim adolescents.
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A stronger impact of religion on an attitude towards human rights is thought to indicate
a closer relationship between religion and that particular attitude.

Methods, Materials, Context and Setting

This article analyses empirical data from Norway and Sweden. The main material con-
sists of questionnaires filled out in the classrooms by upper secondary school pupils
(age 17-19) living in the capital city of Oslo and in the Stockholm/Uppsala area. The
data was collected in 2007 and 2008. The questionnaire was developed within the
international research programme Human Rights and Religion (Van der Ven 2010). Of
1660 questionnaires about 280 were filled out by people who said they belong to an
Islamic tradition. About twice that amount belonged to a Christian tradition. A third
category consisted of people who regarded themselves to be non-religious. This gave
us the opportunity to compare the pattern of compartmentalisation within the three
worldview groups.

Seven scales were used as dependent variables: Approval of abortion, Family
values, Right to work, Freedom of moral speech, Political interest, Social equality, and
Environmentalism.” The operationalisation of these variables will be outlined in the
following section. Of these seven items, Approval of abortion and Family values relate
more to the private sphere, while Right to work, Moral speech, Political interest, Social
equality engagement and Environmentalism can be said to be more related to the public
sphere. All of these are not attitudes towards human rights in a strict sense, but work
as indicators of attitudes related to the private and public spheres, respectively. They
are also relevant to different aspects of human rights, or the three generations of rights,
such as civil rights (with moral speech as an example of freedom of speech), social and
economic rights (right to work, social equality) and environmental rights as an example
of the third generation of rights (Van der Ven 2010). Other items used are relevant to
several human rights.

All the scales were constructed using means, with list wise deletion. Approval of
abortion was a scale composed of four items: Would you please indicate whether, or to
what extent, you think it should be possible for a pregnant woman to obtain a legal
abortion if: a) There is a strong chance of serious defect in the baby; b) Financially she
cannot afford any more children; ¢c) The woman’s own health is seriously endangered
by the pregnancy; d) Psychologically she cannot afford any more children. For each
situation a-d an answer was given on a 5-point scale, from 1 ‘I totally disagree’ and 5
‘I totally agree’. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for the scale on abortion was .85.

Family values was a scale composed of three items, asking about how important the
respondent finds a) Being married, b) Having children or raising them, and c) Living
for your family. For each item a-c the answer was given on a 5-point scale from 1 ‘Not
important at all’ to 5 “Very important’. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for this scale
was .66. This is a bit low but still higher than 0.60 which is often seen as the absolute
limit. Work as a right was a scale composed of three items: a) The government should
provide a job for everybody who wants one, b) The government should provide a
decent standard of living for the unemployed, and c) The state should protect women’s
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right to adequate job opportunities. Answers were given on a 5-point scale from 1 ‘I
totally disagree’ at all 5 ‘I fully agree’. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for this scale
was .80.

Moral speech was composed using two items, a) The community’s moral standards
should be critically debated in schools, and b) Children should be free to discuss all
moral ideas and subjects in schools, no matter what. For each situation the answer was
given on a 5-point scale, from 1 ‘I totally disagree’ to 5 ‘I totally agree’. For this scale
the reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) was .62. Social equality was a scale composed of two
items, a) Contributing to reduction of existing income differences, and b) Promoting
greater equality in society. For each statement an answer was given on a 5-point scale,
from 1 ‘I totally disagree’ to 5 ‘I totally agree’. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for
this scale was .75. Environmentalism was a scale composed of two items: a) I am
willing to pay higher prices for products if that would mean less industrial pollution,
and b) I am willing to make certain sacrifices for the sake of a more beautiful environ-
ment. For each statement answer was given on a 5-point scale, from 1 ‘I totally disa-
gree’ to 5 ‘I totally agree’. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for this scale was .76.

Studies in a number of Western countries on attitudes toward religion among young
people have demonstrated that neither religious participation nor religious knowledge
are particularly high (Kay and Ziebertz 2006; Robbins and Francis 2010; Valk et al.
2009; Ziebertz and Kay 2005). This has also been shown in Norway and Sweden where
religion is individualised to a greater extent (Lovheim and Bromander 2012). In this
study, the independent variable concerning religion for the first part of the analysis was
religious self-identification: Christian, Protestant, Catholic, Pentecostal, Other Chris-
tian tradition were coded as ‘Christian’; Muslim, Sunni, Shia, Other Muslim tradition
were coded as ‘Muslim’; Non-religious were coded as ‘Non-religious’. Other alterna-
tives such as Buddhist did not receive enough responses to be included in the analysis
and were therefore omitted.

For the second part of the analysis a religiosity index was used for independent var-
iables concerning religion, and gender, parents’ educational level, political conversa-
tion at home, and political preferences were used as control variables. The religiosity
indexes used, one for Christian religiosity and one for Muslim religiosity, were each
constructed out of six items. For the Christian religiosity index, the items were 1)
Believes the Bible is the word of God, 2) Frequency of reading the Bible, 3) Sees Jesus
as son of God (scale composed of three items, mean for three items is used), 4) Partic-
ipates in religious services, 5) Frequency of personal prayer, and 6) Self-identification
as Christian. The Muslim religiosity index was based on the following items: 1)
Believes the Quran is the word of God, 2) Frequency of reading the Quran, 3) Sees
Muhammad as God’s prophet (scale composed of three items, mean for three items is
used), 4) Participates in religious services, 5) Frequency of personal prayer, and 6)
Self-identification as Muslim. These indexes range from 0 to 5. The mean for Christian
Religiosity Index was 2.07, standard deviation = 1.13. The mean for Muslim Religios-
ity Index was 1.81, standard deviation = 1.10.

Multiple regression analysis was used to investigate the direct effect of religiosity
after controlling for other relevant variables. In order to further examine the hypotheses

72



Pal Ketil Botvar and Anders Sjoborg: Views on human rights

in this article, Christian Religiosity Index and Muslim Religiosity Index were added to
an initial model consisting of social background variables. The statistical method used
was «forced entry».

The religiosity of three subgroups

First the religiosity evident in the three categories of Christians, Muslims and Non-reli-
gious was compared. These groups were derived from the self-identification of the
respondents. We chose to compare these groups in the categories related to religious
beliefs and practices such as regular prayer, regular service attendance, reading of the
Bible or the Quran, view of Jesus and Muhammad respectively, and religious saliency.
Table 1 shows that while regular prayer and service attendance form part of the life of
about every fifth or every fourth of Christians and Muslims, reading of the Bible or the
Qur’an respectively was not as frequent. There were also some minor differences
between the countries: Christians in Norway pray less frequently than Christians in
Sweden, while Muslims in Norway pray more often than their Swedish counterparts.
These differences can likely be explained by sampling procedure. Both the Swedish
and the Norwegian samples included suburban areas with significant proportions of
young people of foreign background (i.e. either the respondent was born outside the
country or both of the respondent’s parents were born outside the country). The
Swedish sample included a number of Assyrians (Orthodox) and Iraqi Catholics,
which was not the case in the Norwegian sample. It is also clear from Table 1 that the
non-religious self-identification worked well in the sense that the respondents in this
group were not religious according to the indicators used here.

Table 1: Religiosity in different groups, compared country wise, Swedish and Norwegian
samples. The top four items are in percent and the bottom three items are mean scores

Christian Muslim Non-religious

SWE| NOR| SWE| NOR| SWE| NOR
percent base (n=) 420 153 111 158 458 190
Prays regularly 20.2 1.3 20.7 24.7 0.7 0.7
Religious service weekly 10.7 5.9 9.0 12.4 0.2 0.0
Reads Bible regularly 8.7 2.0 1.3 2.9 0.0 0.0
Reads Quran regularly 0.8 0.0 21.2 36.3 0.2 0.5
Jesus son of God 1-5 3.50 3.38 2.05 2.03 1.45 1.73
Muhammad prophet 1-5 1.83 2.48 4.00 4.48 1.49 1.70
«Religious saliency» 1-5 3.24 2.84 3.92 4.17 1.68 1.69

In the following analyses (tables 2 through 4) we chose to process the data from Sweden
and Norway together. The data from the two countries were thus combined. There were
two reasons for this mode of operation. One was that there are many basic similarities
between the societies when it comes to values (Gustafsson and Pettersson 2000).
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Second, this measure was relevant in order to enable group comparisons with accepta-
bly high level of precision as it makes the groups of comparison larger (Field 2010). In
those instances where there are differences between Sweden and Norway, this will be
commented in detail.

Results
Step 1: Comparison of the attitudes in the three groups

First, the groups Christians, Muslims and Non-religious were compared for their atti-
tudes on a number of issues. For seven studied variables in total we use the means,
since these variables are scales, each composed of two to four items. The means run
from 1 (disagrees/not important) to 5 (agrees/very important). The question is, do the
groups differ, and if so, in what ways?

Table 2: Comparison by religious self-definition groups, aggregated data Sweden and Norway.
Mean scores, scales 1-5

Christian Muslim Non-religious |  Sign.
n=523-581 n=247-277 n=635-660

Abortion 3.63 3.34 3.95 Rk
Family values 4.20 4.30 3.71 HAK
Work as a right 4.18 427 4.08 Rk
Moral speech 3.60 3.48 3.48 *
Politics important 2.90 2.99 2.78 *
Social equality 3.54 3.77 3.33 ok
Environment 3.61 3.43 3.72 *E

As can be seen in table 2, there were some differences between the Christians and the
Muslims on the one hand, and the non-religious group on the other. On abortion, the
Muslims were the least positive (3.34), the Christians a little more positive (3.63), while
the non-religious were the most positive (3.98). When it comes to family values, the
Muslims (4.30) and the Christians (4.20) were more in favour of these than the non-reli-
gious (3.71). For the variable right to work there are differences that interestingly go in
the opposite direction from that suggested by the hypothesis: Muslims were most in
favour of the right to work (4.27), the Christians score second (4.18), and the non-reli-
gious were — still on a very high level (4.08) — the least positive. For moral speech there
were differences between the Christians, who were more in favour of the freedom of
moral speech (3.60), while the Muslims and the non-religious united in a more sceptical
attitude (3.48). Politics were considered important to a larger extent by the Christians
(2.90), and the Muslims (2.99), compared to the non-religious (2.78). Regarding social
equality, the Muslims were the most positive (3.77), and the non-religious were the least
positive (3.33). The Christian group were situated in-between (3.54). For the variable
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environment the Muslims were the least positive (3.43), followed by the Christians
(3.61) and the non-religious (3.72).

To summarize these comparisons, it can be said that there were significant differ-
ences between the groups for all the items. In some cases (social equality, family
values, and political interest) the Christian and the Muslim groups were more positive
than the Non-religious. In other cases (abortion, environment) the Muslim group is the
least positive, while the Non-religious group was the most positive and the Christian
group in-between. In yet another case, the Muslim and the Non-religious groups turned
out to be more sceptical of freedom of moral speech than the Christian group.

Hypothesis 1 concerned the idea that religiosity is closely linked to issues of family
and morality, i.e. the private sphere rather than the public sphere. In the sense that the
two religious groups received different scores on private issues, this hypothesis was
partly confirmed. However, there was a stronger emphasis on social equality among
the Muslims and Christians, and higher values for the right to work, which was not
expected in the first hypothesis. The intriguing image of Muslims and Non-religious
siding against too far-reaching freedom of moral speech is part of a more sensitive
public sphere climate after the Muhammad caricatures and the hijab issue in Sweden
and Norway in recent years. However, this finding that only partially confirms the first
hypothesis might suggest that a more nuanced understanding of the relation between
religiosity and political values is needed. This leads us to the second hypothesis, which
stated that there would be a stronger relation between Muslim religiosity and social
values than for Christian religiosity and social values. The second hypothesis was con-
firmed. There were minor but still significant differences between the outcome in the
Christian and the Muslim groups, as the Muslim respondents was more negative to
abortion and more in favour of family values than the Christian respondents. By check-
ing differences between the Swedish and Norwegian samples, we find that the same
pattern is valid in both samples. Even if there are minor fluctuations in exact numbers
there are no differences for the overall results of the comparison.

Step 2: Regression analysis

In order to closer understand the impact of religiosity on attitudes towards human
rights, we need to use a more accurate tool to measure this. As was previously outlined
we used those same variables on religiosity mentioned earlier, and created an index for
religiosity. This was done in order to enable the use of regression analysis to investigate
exactly what effect — if any — religiosity would have for the attitudes towards human
rights under scrutiny. The advantage of deploying multiple regression analysis here is
that it enables us to study the effect of religiosity, controlling for other relevant vari-
ables. In table 3, the adjusted R%’s of the model are reported. From the table it is seen
that the models used explains between 3 per cent and 17 per cent of the variance in the
respective dependent variables. While there was some impact of religion it was quite
limited, but at the same time there was also variation between the different independent
variables as to how large (or rather, how modest) this effect was.
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Table 3: Adjusted R?’s from seven regression analyses. Dependent variables as listed. Indepen-
dent variables: gender, parents' education level, political conversation at home, political prefe-
rence, Christian Religiosity Index, Muslim Religiosity Index

Adj R?
Abortion .07
Family values 13
Right to work .08
Moral speech .03
Politics important .09
Social equality 17
Environment .03

Which independent variables contribute to the model, for the various dependent varia-
bles? In table 4 we take a closer look at the effect of each of the included items. The stan-
dardized beta coefficients are reported along with their significance level 3

Table 4: Results of seven multiple regression analyses, dependent variables in columns. Stan-
dardized beta coefficients with levels of significance

2 £ |,
o - -
228212 | ¢
z 0 = = <o (2) =
O < ©) 7 3 < w Z
> 2 E < < = =
S| = |3 | & |32 |2z
= < S =) o |So| =
< = = = 7 =+ M
Gender (female=1) 5%k 05% | 26%**% | Q9%* | 29%k* | (8** .06*
Political conversation at home 09%% [ 0108 .04 | [13%kk | Q7HK | 27wk | JQRkk
Political preference 020 05% ] 08" L01™|-20%%x| 06| -.07**
Parents’ education level 03| -.03"| .02™ 06%| -.00" 06% | .09%*
Christian Religiosity Index S 2R | DSk | DS 7Rk Q7Rk 047 -01™
Muslim Religiosity Index SlerEE | JQKkk | 50| QONS | 12%kk | 047 | -.06™

Political preference: 5-point scale from leftist to rightist orientation

Table 4 shows that the two religiosity indexes have the largest effect on values related
to the private sphere, namely abortion (-.12 and -.16) and family values (.25 and .18),
respectively. For the scale right to work neither the Christian religiosity index (.01) nor
the Muslim religiosity index (.05) had any significant effect when background variables
were controlled for. The Christian religiosity index had a small effect on moral speech
(.07). Both religiosity indexes have a small or moderate effect on the social equality
index (.07 and .12 respectively). For importance of politics and for environment, respec-
tively, the religiosity indexes had no significant effect. Among the background variables
in the model, gender had effects on all items. Political conversation at home had effect
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both for abortion (considered belonging to the private sphere) and the items considered
to belong to the public sphere. Political preference (scale 1-5, where 1 is left and 5 is
right), had an effect on family values, social equality, importance of politics and envi-
ronment. Parents’ education level had an effect on moral speech, importance of politics
and environment.

Summary

Summing up the analysis presented in Table 4, hypothesis 1 is confirmed in that reli-
gion in the form of religiosity indexes does have a greater effect on the issues related
to the personal or private sphere than on the issues related to the public sphere. This
result is congruent with the outcome of the comparison of the groups in table 2. This
means that the combination of comparing means (table 2) and regression analyses
(tables 3 and 4) helped to support hypothesis 1. However, hypothesis 2 was not very
clearly confirmed, which is seen in table 4. In 2 out of 7 cases the effect of Muslim
religiosity index was higher than that of the Christian religiosity index. In 2 out of 7
cases the effect of the Christian religiosity index was higher than that of the Muslim
religiosity index. Also in 3 of 7 cases there was no difference in effect between the
Christian religiosity index and the Muslim religiosity index. Our interpretation of these
results is, that it cannot really be said to be the case that the Muslim religiosity index
is more closely related to the value areas we examined here, when controlling for the
other variables in the model. After introducing the control variables, several of the dif-
ferences between Christians and Muslims from table 1 disappeared or were qualified.
Only the stronger relationship of the Muslim religiosity index to abortion, and social
equality held up to closer analysis and control for background variables. Our interpre-
tation is that 2 out of 7 possible cases is not a good enough outcome to bring hypothesis
2 ‘home’. By using both the group comparison in tables 1 and 2, and the regression
analyses in tables 3 and 4 we have found that religiosity had effect on attitudes towards
human rights related to the personal or private sphere, which can be linked to Dobbe-
laere’s theory of compartmentalisation. There is, as we stated in hypothesis 1, a closer
link between religion and issues of morality and family than between religion and work
and political themes. This difference between different value domains can be inter-
preted as a sign of compartmentalisation. Regarding hypothesis 2, about the closer
relationship between the Muslim religiosity index and other value areas than for Chris-
tian religiosity index, this was not confirmed.

A closer look was also taken comparing the outcome of regression analyses for each
country. The overall picture was interestingly and as expected the same. In only a few
instances there were noticeable differences: In the Norwegian data, political preference
also had a positive effect on attitudes towards abortion, which was not the case in the
Swedish data. In the Swedish data, the Christian religiosity index had a positive effect
on moral speech — which was not the case in the Norwegian data. However these details
do not alter the overall results of the regression analysis, and confirm the appropriate-
ness of utilizing one aggregated data file.
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Discussion

What do these results mean and how can our results contribute to the theoretical dis-
cussion on the impact of religion on attitudes toward political values and attitudes
towards human rights? At a micro level, compartmentalisation is said to constitute the
psychological parallel to the macro-level differentiation between religious and secular
institutions. Accordingly, religious differentiation «in mind» would mean increasing
levels of compartmentalisation, while decreasing levels of compartmentalisation
would point in the direction of de-differentiation or deprivatization. As there were
signs of a closer relationship between religion and attitudes related to the private sphere
than between religion and attitudes related to the public sphere we can say that this
study has shown there was evidence of compartmentalisation. While, however, there
was evidence of compartmentalisation, there was no evidence that there would be a dif-
ferent pattern of compartmentalisation among young Muslims in Norway and Sweden
than among young Christians in the same countries.

It also needs to be noted that our results are valid for the items investigated here.
The questionnaire used in the international research program Human Rights and Reli-
gion consisted of a number of items and it was, regrettably, not possible to include all
of them in this article. To state a central but complex point briefly, of course the oper-
ationalisation and comparison of attitudes towards different human rights is important
for further studies. As was touched upon in the account of the procedure, further devel-
opment of the instruments used to grasp the multidimensional phenomenon of religion
is also essential to future research. This is perhaps of particular interest since some
sociologists of religion (i.e. Heelas and Woodhead 2005) stress the increasing individ-
ualization of religion taking place within many religious traditions, possibly changing
the political consequences of a religious orientation.

Conclusion

If we now return to Pettersson’s (2009) interesting results using World Values Survey
data we claim that our results are in line with his. In our data on upper secondary school
pupils in Sweden and Norway, there is support for Pettersson’s critical discussion of
Dobbelaere’s theory, which calls for a more nuanced understanding of compartmental-
isation. Our analysis of the data on attitudes towards human rights among upper sec-
ondary pupils showed that there still is a close relationship between religion and atti-
tudes towards issues in the private sphere, such as abortion and family values. But at
the same time it was not the case that religion had a larger effect among the Muslims
than among the Christians regarding their attitudes towards issues more related to the
public sphere. This could be because religion still is seen as a private matter in these
two Scandinavian countries, or put in other terms, still compartmentalised to a personal
sphere. Such an interpretation is supported by another study which showed that among
Muslim immigrants in Western Europe, values related to family and private moral
issues, linked to primary socialisation were retained, while values related to work and
the economy and public sphere issues, stemming from secondary socialisation altered
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as a result of migration to Western Europe (Pettersson 2007). The second hypothesis
suggested that there are different patterns of compartmentalisation among Christians
and Muslims. Our study showed: ‘No, not really in these data’. One could of course
argue that quantitative data is not nuanced enough to fully detect the different interpre-
tations of human rights in the three lifeview groups. As suggested by some qualitative
studies (Berglund 2012; Synnes 2010), privatization is a complex process consisting
on several dimensions that is not captured fully by the term «compartmentalisation».
The same can be true when it comes to interpretations of human rights and their con-
sequences in society. Christians, Muslims and Non-religious young people may have
different meanings of political and civil rights. This is one possible explanation for the
lack of support for hypothesis 2 in our data. In future research, quantitative studies such
as ours need to be supplemented by studies that include the use of qualitative data.
Further studies are needed using these and other samples and preferably combine quan-
titative and qualitative data to further elaborate on how the relationship between reli-
gion and political values best should be understood and how these issues evolve.

Notes

' This article has been written within the framework of the multidisciplinary research pro-

gramme Impact of Religion: Challenges for Society, Law and Democracy, at Uppsala Uni-
versity and funded by the Swedish Research Council 2008—-2018.

The constructions of the scales are explained in the text. The scale called «Moral speech» is
the one that is least self-evident. It is composed of attitudes towards the two statements «The
community’s moral standards should be critically debated in schools» and «Children should
be free to discuss all moral ideas and subjects in schools, no matter what».

3wk p < 001; ** p <.01; * p <.05.
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