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Abstract

The czrrrent debate on globalization focuses on the idea that the world is actually becoming smaller

and that the contemporary world has become `a global village' (Robertson 2). It is assumed

thcrt a common social environment is developing and shared by people all over the world. Although

there is ii~idesprend agreement upon this feature ofmodern world, there exists less unanimity as

to the ultimate consequences ofthis process ofglobalization. According to some, it will generate

a process ofLrnification or homogenization in the sense that cultures will become more and more-

similar and that ultimately there will be a commonly shared culture. Others argue that globalization

will lead to the loss ofa commonly shared model to which societies can conform. Thus, each sociery --

can and crctually will create its own culture, emphasizing its own national identity. This is called

the par-ndox ofmodern sociery, because globalization on the one hand and regionalization or
~-.. f--~,,,. . `~,
nationalizcrtion on t~e other seem to be contradictoryprocesses although occurringsimzdtaneously

(Featherstone, 1990).

This paperaddresses theprocess ofglobalization and the ultimate consequencesfor religious cultzrre

in the contemporary global order. The paradox of modernity will have severe repercussions for

religion. On the one hand one might argue that globalization will result in the unification of

religious patterns, in the sense ofthe emergence ofone globalreligious czrltzrre. On the other hand,

it can be argued that due to the globalized context, traditional religious patterns will erode, and

thefn-rner homogeneous patterningofreligious orientations will graduallydisappear. As aresult,

cr highl}~ fi-agmented religious pattern will arise (Beyer, 1994).
i ` ~ ~ ,~-~ ---~~

Using the strrvey dcrtafrom the European Values Studies (EVS), the paper tests the hypothesis that

the more `globalized' a country is, the more its religious culture will befragmented. In order to

accomplish this, the paper develops national measures ofglobalization and compares the levels

ofglobalization with the nationalpredominantpatterningofreligious orientations andpractices.
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1. Introduction

Recently a new phenomenon has entered the debate on modernization: the globalization of human

society. While modernization denotes the transformation oftraditional agrarian societies into modem

industrialized, and post-modernization refers to the shift from modem industrialized societies towards

post-modern high tech and service oriented ones, the term globalization is used to describe more

recent trends of social change. It has been argued that globalization might become one of the main

themes of the nineties. `Just as post-modernism was the concept of the 1980s, globalization may

be the concept of the 1990s, a key idea by which we understand the transition of human society

into the third millennium' (Waters, 1995: 1).

v
t is obvious that people living in contemporary society experience a wide variety of influences

from other parts ofthe world. Peoples' scope are no longer limited to their immediate surroundings

but has expanded worldwide. We have entered `a new world of economic giants and superpowers,

' of multinationals and military blocks, ofvast communications networks and international division

of labour' (Smith, 1990: 174). What is happening in one part of the globe is almost instantly known

in otller parts. The Gulfwar is a recent obvious example ofthis rapid exchange ofnews. Most parts

of the world witnessed the `struggle for Kuwait', not the least due to the rapid broadcasting by

CNN. Most sectors of societal life are influenced by such globalization processes. They are not

limited to entrepreneurs who increasingly act on a global scale; politics are no longer limited to

the local or national level. The growth of the European Union and it's influence on local politics

and economies is yet another example ofintemationalization oftrade and growing interdependencies.

One reason is simply that today's most pressing problems can not be solved without international

collaboration. E.g. the environmental problems are transboundary and thus require an international

approach and cooperative initiatives (Hughes, 1993: 79). It is more or less obvious that the world

has become `one place which must pull together to fight off threats to world order' (Featherstone,

1990: 11). Recent phenomena like CocoColanisation and McDonaldization may be regarded as

other salient examples of an unprecedented worldwide cultural standardization. Some interpret

both as just other expressions of the Americanization of culture; others have argued that e.g.

McDonaldization is indeed a global phenomenon but that it should not be equated with globalization

since `it has all of the characteristics rejected by globalization theorists' (Ritzer, 1996: 298; for

the characteristics see Ritzer).

Although this paper focuses on religion, it will not concern the impact of globalization on church
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policies or the relations between the established religious traditions, the churches and their leaders,

but rather on the consequences of structural globalization for contemporary everyday religious

beliefs and religious orientations. Due to increasing communication people are increasingly confronted

with other religions. In former days people from other religions were far away and probably less

conceived as a real threat. In contemporary society however, people ofdifferent religious backgrounds

are closer to each other than ever before and `s~he who used to be the unequivocal outsider is now

often literally my neighbour, whether I approve it or not' (Beyer, 1990: 384). However, the ultimate

consequences of such increased everyday experiences of hitherto foreign religious traditions are

hard to predict. Both increasing levels of tolerance and universalism on the one hand, and rising

levels ofdislike and increasing emphasis on one's inherited traditional religious forms on the other,

inight occur. Some have argued that structural globalization will generate processes of cultural

unification and homogenization, while others assume that globalization need not necessarily lead

to the loss of shared national or local cultural models. Such different outcomes of globalization

can be seen as the paradox ofmodern society, since the contradictory processes of homogenization

and globalization on the one hand and regionalization or nationalization on the other seem to be

occun~ing simultaneously (Featherstone, 1990). Thus, the possible impact of globalization on religion

concerns many important but yet unsettled issues and the question on whether globalization will

`have as a great an impact on religious life as industrialization did' (Kurz, 1995: 3) does not seem

unwarranted, to say the least.

In Section 2 we further explore the globalization processes and advance some loose hypotheses

to be empirically investigated in the subsequent sections of the paper. In Section 3 we try to develop

comparative measures of structural globalization. The `globalization-debate' is mainly concerned

vvith two dimensions of globalization: structural globalization and its cultural counterpart. Therefore,

in this paper we distinguish between the structural features of globalization, i.e. the material and

"hardware" issues, and the "software" and cultural features and we intend to develop measures

with respect to both of these dimensions of globalization.

As far as we lalow, comparative efforts to empirically assess the degree of cultural globalization

in different countries are rear. In Section 4 we introduce the comparative data we will use to empirically

test our hypotheses on the cultural dimension of globalization. The data come from the European

Values Studies, which were conducted in 1990 (Ester et al.,1994; Halman 8c Vloet, 1994). In Section

5 we present the results ofour analyses ofthe relationships between structural and cultural globalization,

and in Section 6 we summarize our conclusions and forward some suggestions for further research.

i

I
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2. Globalization and religion: some hypotheses

Most publications on globalization discuss the issue at the aggregate level, and tend to neglect the

impact of globalization at the individual level, e.g. how common individual's preferences and value

patterns are affected by the processes of globalization. It is more or less common to describe the

process of globalization in terms of structural characteristics, and most often reference is made -~

to increased mobility and the distribution ofinformation technology. In discussions ofsuch structural

globalization, reference is often made to the increasing numbers of `international agencies and

institutions, the increasing global forms of communication, the acceptance of unified global time,

the development ofglobal competitions and prizes, the development ofstandard notions ofcitizenship,

rights and conceptions of humankind' (Featherstone, 1990: 6; see also Appadurai, 1990; Waters,

1995). All such structural changes are said to make the world smaller in the sense that it is becoming

a"single place". Everything is assumed to be interrelated and people are assumed to be increasingly

aware of the interconnectedness of different parts of the contemporary world. Thus, the world is

assumed to be interconnected in terms of `structure, culture and agency' (Archer quoted by Smart

1994: 152). People are said to be less isolated from each other and increasingly in contact with

other cultures. Therefore Giddens argues that globalization can be defined as `the intensification

of worldwide social relations which link distant localities in such a way that local happenings are

shaped by events occurring many miles away and vice versa' (Giddens, 1990: 64). In the words

ofRoland Robertson, a leading globalization theorist, globalization refers to `both the compression

of the world and the intensification of consciousness of the world as a whole' (Robertson, 1992:

8). In other words, globalization not only denotes structural characteristics, but also includes culture

in the sense of cultural homogenization and an increasing awareness among people that they belong

to a global world and that a global identity and global mentality is growing. Following Waters,

globalization can be defined as: `A social process in which the constraints of geography on social~-

and cultural arrangements recede and in which people become increasingly aware that they are
J

receding' (Waters, 1995: 3). From such understandings, it is obvious that scale is a key dimension.

It is assumed that people no longer are living in a single society isolated from the rest of the world,

but that they are living in a global worldwide society. The local or national sphere is exceeded by

an worldwide scope and an awareness of being a world citizen. A`third culture' which is `oriented

beyond national boundaries' (Featherstone, 1990: 6) is said to emerge.

Some have argued that globalization should be regarded as part of the much broader thesis of

modernization (e.g. Giddens, 1990). According to the theory of modernization, Western society
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has experienced a gradual transformation from a traditional society towards an industrial, and more

recently modern industrial society has turned into a post-modern order. `Globalization theories

add to this thesis that modernization in the West has directly resulted in the spread of certain vital

institutions ofWestern modenaization to the rest of the globe, especially the modern capitalist economy,

the nation-state, and scientific rationality in the form of modern technology; and, critically, that

this global spread has resulted in a new social unit which is much more than a simple expansion

of Western modernity' (Beyer, 1994: 8).

The discussion on globalization has, however, been mainly theoretical and above all highly abstract.

Most attention is given to the structural aspects of globalization and it's impact on economy and

politics, while it's cultural consequences have been allotted less interest. `It is strange that in a

world in which the minds of individuals are so resolutely focused on mass-mediated images so

much social scientific attention should have been paid to global integration by means of economics

and so little to culture or consciousness' (Waters, 1995: 33). However, one of the implications

ofglobalization theory is that people are increasingly confronted with increasing numbers ofopporhuuties

and alternative options. People are assumed to be increasingly faced with different kinds ofcultural

habits, values and norms. From this point of view, it is noteworthy that comparatively few have

given attention to the impact of globalization on peoples' everyday religious values. In religious

globalization analyses, globalization processes are mainly discussed at the institutional level. Peter

Beyer for instance focuses on the grand religious traditions of the world and theorizes on the ways

these might be affected by globalization processes. He describes the implications of globalization

for religion as follows: `ifparticular cultures are to survive in altered form in the modern global

context, the religious traditions are facing the serious challenge of the relativized context. Given

that religion deals with absolutes, this adjustment should result in significant crises within those

traditions' (Beyer, 1994: 9). Yet another outcome is equally likely to appear: religious traditions

may orient themselves `towards the global whole and away from the particular culture with which

that tradition identified in the past' (Beyer, 1994: 10). We would add to this that whatever forms

such instittrtional changes may take, they must in the end include common people's identities, religious

beliefs, and religious practices. These are the prime focus of our analyses.

To perform such analyses, other significant processes that have been conducive to the transformation

ofhuman society must be taken into account. Here we are referring to the processes ofindividualization

and secularization. As a result of globalization people `are faced with an extending range of imaginary

and information involving models of citizenship, forms of production, styles ofconsumption, modes
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of communication, principles ofworld order and, in addition, ways of reacting to all of these. There

is enhanced capacity for reflection as a result of the exposure to globalized social processes. A

main consequence of this is that the individual has tended to develop increased expectations of

personal fulfilment and satisfaction. This has produced various alternative or modified lifestyles'

(Spybey, 1996: 9). However, the acceptance ofsuch various kinds of alternatives would not occur

if the processes of individualization and secularization had not liberated the individual from the

instittrtional constraints. In traditional societies people were not only living in small local communities

separated from other communities, they were also strongly influenced and dominated by traditional

institutions, e.g. religion. Particularly the churches played an important role in these traditional

settings. Economic growth, the spread ofaffluence, rising levels ofeducation, increased mobilization,

increased technological knowledge and its many applications, have reduced the previously dominating

role of religion in human society (Berger, 1967; Luckmann, 1967; Inglehart, 1990; 1995; 1997).

Due to increasing individualization, people have become increasingly free and autonomous in selecting

the com~ictions, beliefs, and practices they want. Decisions are no longer based on what the religious

institutions prescribe, but what the individual wants. In this way, the processes of individualization

and secularization are important predecessors or concomitants of the globalization processes.

From the assumption of such processes, it becomes indeed difficult to predict people choices of

religious beliefs and moral values. People are assumed to pick and choose what they want from

the global religious and cultural marketplace. If that is indeed the situation, the hypothesis may

be forwarded that the more globalized a society is at the structural level, the more diverse and fragmented

peoples' beliefs ~vill be. `Since cultural and social diversity are the distinguishing characteristics

of modern life, individuals or groups in the global village can choose their religious orientations

from a variety of options rather than simply accepting the specific sacred canopy transmitted to

them by their family and friends in early childhood' (Kurtz, 1995: 12). In this regard, the increased

"supply" ofalternative world views and value systems, provided not the least by the ever growing

mass media and international information technologies is a crucial factor. When people are increasingly

free to choose from an enlarged pool of religious and moral options, the homogeneity in peoples'

religio-moral value systems will almost by statistical necessity decrease. Increasing numbers of

people w~ill demonstrate their own, individual religious patchworks and a distinguished and homogenous

impact of these on other social spheres becomes less likely.

As mentioned, some have argued that globalization ultimately will lead to a convergence ofvalues i

and mentalities (e.g. Kerr, 1983). Modern mass communication means rapidly diffused knowledg~
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about other cultures, resulting not only in an awareness of other ideas, values and world views,

but also in the possible identification to them. A salient example in this respect is the fear of Europeans

that the further political and economical unification will result in a loss of the national identities,

national habits and cultures. In other words, they fear a cross-cultural convergence ofvalue orientations

and the loss of national identities. On the other hand it has been argued that distinct cultures will

survive, even under globalization processes. The formula of McDonald may be an example in this

respect. Although `at face value all McDonald's outlets appear to be the same, closer examination

will reveal the differences. The decor and menus are virtually identical from outlet to outlet but

the actual outcome in any particular case is the result of interactions between people' (Spybey,

1996: 7). As mentioned, the occurrence of both globalized unification and the trend towards more

emphasis on the local or regional community has been seen as a`paradox ofmodem culture' (Featherstone,

1990). As Giddens observed, `the development of globalized social relations probably serves to

diminish some aspects of nationalist feeling linked to nation-states (or some states) but may be

causally involved with the intensifying of more localized nationalist sentiments [.....] At the same

time as social relations become laterally stretched and as partofthe same process, we see the strengthening

of pressures for local autonomy and regional cultural identity' (Giddens, 1990: 65).

From the above discussion, we shall explore empirically by cross national comparisons among

16 OECD countries the relationships between on the one hand the national levels of structural

globalization, and on the other the national levels on four dimensions of cultural globalization,

that is:

A: the degree to which the citizens see themselves as belonging to a global order, i.e. the

degree to which they display cosmopolitism, and

B: the degree to which the citizens are heterogenous in their religious outlooks, and

C: the degree to which the religious belief systems ofthe citizens are internally fragmented,

i.e. the degree to which there is constraint and "patchwork" among their religious belief

systems, and ~~ ~ -' l

D: the degree to which the religious beliefsystems ofthe citizens are externally fragmented,

i.e. the degree to which their religious belief systems, have an impact on other parts of

their value systems.

Thus, our main concern is with religious cultural globalization and we expect to find differences

in this regard among countries of different degrees of structural globalization. In other words, our
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paper deals with the relationships between structural and religious cultural globalization. With

respect to these relationships it is indeed difficult to pinpoint the precise causal relations. On the

one hand one could argue that structure defines culture, and thus predict that the more globalized

a country is structurally, the more globalized it's population would be religiously. However, it may

be equally legitimate to argue the other way around. In this paper we do not intend to argue in this

`micro-macro-' debate (Layder, 1994), but merely expect the above mentioned relationships A-

D to be positive, whatever the causal explanations. Thus, disregarding the causal relations, we expect

that countries which score higher on structural globalization also will score higher on the four dimensions

of religious cultural globalization.

3. To~vards a measurement of structural and cultural globalization

It is obvious that globalization processes like the growth of information technology are closely

linked to economic development. Table 1 depicts the population sizes, the gross domestic products,

and the gross domestic products per capita among 16 OECD countries. It is obvious that the 16

cotultries demonstrate a reasonably amount ofvariation with respect to these dimensions. Populationwise,

they range from a population of a quarter ofa million (Iceland) to a population which is about 1000

times bigger or about 250 millions (US). In terms of GPD per capita, they range from the lowest

level of about 6.000 USD (Portugal) to the highest level of about 26.000 USD (Sweden). Thus,

the country with the highest level of GDP per capita scores about 6 times higher than the country

with the lowest. Overall, it can thus be expected that the 16 countries should be fairly differentiated

on such dimensions of structural globalization that are related to economic development.

To the best of our knowledge, very few attempts have been made in the social sciences to develop

comparative measures of structural globalization. However, the understandings of globalization

often refer to increasing levels ofcommunication and interaction. Modern communication technology

is assumed to be rapidly spreading, giving people access to information from all over the world.

As Beyer says, today's communication technology not only makes `very rapid communication

possible over almost unlimited space' but also exists `nearly everywhere on earth, along the will

and ability to use them' (Beyer,1994: 1). However, the situation may be a somewhat more complicated

and differentiated than that.
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Table 1. Population and Gross Domestic Product among 16 OECD countries. Data for 1990

Country Population in
thousands

GDP in
Million USD

GDP~capita in
1000 USD

GDP~capita
rank

Austria 7.718 157.157 20.36 9

Belgium 9.967 192.192 19.28 10

Canada 26.603 570.137 21.43 7

Denmark 5.141 129.264 25.14 2

France 56.420 1190.772 21.11 8

West Germany 63.232 1488.234 23.54 4

Iceland 255 5.864 23.00 5

Ireland 3.503 42.612 12.16 15

Italy 56.937 1090.755 19.16 11

The Netherlands 14.951 279,153 18.67 12

Norway 4.241 105.703 24.92 3

Portugal 9.859 59.680 6.05 16

Spain 38.959 491.260 12.61 14

Sweden 8.559 228.110 26.65 1

United Kingdom 57.411 980.124 17.07 13

United States 251.523 5392.200 21.44 6

Source: United Nations Statistical Yearbook

The spread of such modern communication technology devices can be used as an indicator of the

degree of stnictural globalization. Statistical yearbooks from UNESCO, The United Nations and

OECD provide comparable measures for the national numbers of telephones, and television- and

radio receivers. Similar information on the value ofthe IT-market (computer hardware, communications

hardware, office equipment, software products, IT-services, pc-professionals, etc.) can be found

in the Etrropean Information Technology Observatory (1992). Unfortunately, we have not found

this kind of data for US, Canada and Iceland. Table 2 reports on these statistics.
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Table 2. Number of Radio and TV receivers per 1.000 inhabitants, number of telephones
per 10.000 inhabitants, and IT market value as percentage of GDP in 16 OECD
countries. Data for 1990.

Country Radios TV's Phones Sum:l-3 Rank IT-market

Austria 617 478 418 1.513 13 1.87

Belgium 769 451 393 1.613 11 2.41

Canada 1.029 639 574 2.242 2

Denmark 1.031 536 566 2.133 3 2.98

France 888 407 495 1.790 8 2.19

West Germany 876 556 489 1.921 6 2.24

Iceland 786 319 512 1.617 10

Ireland 630 76 281 987 15 1.61

Italy 791 421 388 1.600 12 1.49

The Netherlands 907 485 464 1.856 7 3.01

Norway 794 423 502 1.719 9 2.85

Portugal 228 187 241 656 16 1.81

Spain 310 400 323 1.033 14 1.48

Sweden 877 468 683 2.028 4 3.00

United Kingdom 1.143 434 442 2.019 5 2.58

United States 2.118 814 545 3.477 1

Sources: UnitedNations Statistical Yearbook 1992, EuropeanInformation Technology Observatory

1993

As can be seen in Table 2, the countries differ considerably with respect to the distribution of TV'S,

radios and telephones. Portugal and Ireland score lowest and US and Canada highest. US scores

about three times higher than the countries with the lowest values. As for the economic value of

the IT-market, the country with the highest value (Sweden) scores two times higher than the country

with the lowest (Spain).
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Another feature ofstructural globalization concerns international tourism (e.g. Hughes, 1993: 79),

as well as the printed mass media. Table 3 presents relevant data on these issues for the 16 OECD

countries. The data on tourism concern the sum ofnational receipts and expenditures for international

tourism calculated as the percentage of the national GDP, while the data on imported printed mass

media concern the sum of the national costs for the import of books and newspapers calculated

as the percentage of the national GDP.

Table 3. International tourism receipts plus international tourism expenditures and import
of books and newspapers for 14 OECD countries. Entries as share of GDP. Data
for 1990.

Country Internat.
tourism

Rank Books and newspaper Rank

Austria 12.24oro 1 3.14oro 3

Belgium 4.69oro 6 3.30oro 2

Canada 1.470~0 15

Denmark 5.41 0~0 5 10~0 10

France 2.740~0 13 .860~0 11

West Germany 2.720~0 14 .470~0 12

Iceland 5.80oro 4 1.43oro 5

Ireland 6.12oro 3 3.90oro 1

Italy 3.08oro 12 .16oro 14

The Netherlands 3.920~0 10 1.440~0 4

Norway 4.66oro 7 1.19oro 6

Portugal 7.41 oro 2 1.06oro 8

Spain 4.65oro 8 .45oro 13

Sweden 3.93oro 9 1.13oro 7

United Kingdom 3.220~0 11 1.020~0 9

United States 1.47oro 16

Source: United Nations Statistical Yearbook 1990, 1992

As for the international tourism data, Austria ranks about 8 times higher than the US, the country
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with the lowest value. As for the import of books and newspapers, Ireland scores about 8 times

higher than Spain, the country with the lowest level. Thus, also with respect to these aspects of

structural globalization the 16 OECD countries demonstrate a sufficient degree of variation.

Table 4 demonstrates the relationships between the two sets ofglobalization indicators. The results

from a confirmatory factor analysis of the various structural globalization indicators justify that

the statistics for radios, TV sets, telephones and the value of the IT-market can be combined into

one scale of"information technology" (INFTECH), while the two measures of international cultural -;~ ~]

contacts can be combined into the dimension of "cultural import" (CULTIMP). It should be noted ~~ `I~o

that the two dimensions are negatively correlated. The (AMOS) confirmatory factor analysis of

the measurement model yielded a CHI-square of 11.2 for 11 degrees of freedom (n.s.). It can thus

be concluded that the theoretical factor model is well compatible with the empirical data.

Table 4. Factor model for structural and cultural globalization

TV á--.68 errl~
.82

inftech

-.50

~ d f~~-.79 err2
~ - ----

5

~~ ~ ~ ~G~- (
~a (1~ '

phones ~--.57 - - err3

IT market ~~--90 err4
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Tables 2 and 3 showed that data on e.g. the economic value ofthe IT-market or the amount of money

spent on import ofbooks and newspapers were missing for some of the countries. In order to be

able to assess the degree of structural globalization for all countries under study, we have developed

another measure of globalization. Table 5 demonstrates this measure (GLOBALIZ), which is uni-

dimensional and biulds on four indicators. The (AMOS) confirrnatory factor analysis of the measurement

rnodel yielded a CHI-square of 1.02 for 2 degrees of freedom (n.s.). It can thus be concluded that

the theoretical factor model is well compatible with the empirical data. From Table 5 it is evident

that this measure is similar to the above mentioned measure INFTECH.

Table 5. One factor model for four indicators of globalization

TV .78 errl

:74 err2

.51 err3

By these analyses, we have thus been able to develop a multidimensional measure of structural

globalization. Since the two dimensions INFTECH and CULTIMP are negatively correlated, they

are expected to demonstrate different relationships to the four aspects ofreligious cultural globalism

we are interested in. Thus, the findings demonstrated in Table 4 suggests that one should not talk

about globalization in general, but about different dimensions ofglobalization and their different

causes and effects.

4. Data and measurements of cultural globalization: cosmopolitism and the globalization ~`~

of religious belief systems 0~

Our analyses of cultural religious globalization is based on the survey data from the European Values

Studies of 1990 (see, e.g. Ester et al., 1994; Pettersson 8z Riis, 1994). A first indicator of cultural

globalization refers to the experiences ofglobal identity and cosmopolitism. In the EVS questionnaire
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this was measured by two questions revealing to which geographical groups one subjectively belongs

in the first and second place, respectively (Halman 8c Vloet, 1994: 65). Those who say that they

belong to "the world as a whole" in the first hand gets a score of 2, and those who say choose this

option in the second hand gets a score of 1. By this consideration, national scores for the degree

of cosmopolitism can be easily assessed.

Cultural globalization can also be assessed with regard to religiosity. The EVS data do not include

direct measures for `globalized religion', but mainly indicators to tap traditional Christian beliefs

and values. However, as assumed earlier in the paper, the more globalized a population is religiously,

the more heterogeneous the population will be in religious matters. The degreeofreligious heterogeneity

can easily be assessed by the standard deviations for the various dimensions ofreligious involvement

and religious beliefs. Another aspect of religious globalization might be found in the strength of

the mutual interconnectedness ofthe religious beliefs. It is often assumed that in pre-modern traditional,

religious society, religious orientations were strongly interconnected. In globalized societies these

mutual connections are assumed to have weakened, and people will increasingly select their religious

orientations `à la carte'. Thus, the weaker associations between the various religious orientations,

the more religiously globalized the country. Finally, it can be assumed that the more globalized

the country, the more the religious factor will become disassociated from other value dimensions

as e.g. the moral, the political, the familial, etc. In modern, globalized, secular societies, the various

societal spheres tend to be more differentiated from religion and one would hence expect comparatively

low correlations between religious beliefs and other dimensions of the individual value systems.

As for our empirical investigations ofthe degree ofglobalization among individual religious belief

systems, we base our analyses on the following four dimensions. Religiosiry is measured by the
~--

answers to five items on various kinds of individual religious involvement (considers oneself as

a religious person, believes in a personal God, God is regarded as important, gets strength and comfort

from religion, takes moments of prayer). These items can be used to construct a scale which appears

to be a reliable comparative measure of individual religiosity (Halman 8~ Vloet, 1994). By applying

factor analyses, (LISREL) scores have been calculated for each country (see Halman ~c Vloet, 1994).

Or~th~odo-xy refers to traditional beliefstatements, like believe in God, heaven, hell, sin, devil, resurrection.

As a result of latent trait analyses scores have been calculated to indicate a respondent's position

on this dimension. ChLrrch adequacy taps the idea that the churches are giving adequate answers
~

to moral problems, family problems, spiritual needs and social problems. These items make a strong

scale and as a result offactor analyses (LISREL) scores have been calculated for each country (Halman

1
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8c Vloet, 1994). Charrch attendance is measured by asking people how often they attend religious

services and ranges from 1 - more than once a month to 8- never.

In order to measure the degree of religious Ireterogeneity we simply calculate an average of the

standard deviations among the three first mentioned measures. The higher the standard deviations,

the greater the religious heterogeneity (Jagodzinski 8c Dobbelaere, 1995: 226).

As a measure of the internal differentiation among the four dimensions of religious involvement

we have made use ofthe eigenvalue for the first principal component, obtained from principal components

analyses (for a description ofthis kind of analysis, see Dobbelaere 8c Jagodzinski, 1995). The lower

the eigenvalue, the stronger the internal differentiation.

In order to get a positive measure of internal differentiation, we have simply used the formula:

Internal differentiation - eigenvalue ~-1. In order to obtain a measure of external differentiatio~i

for the religious dimensions, we have performed multiple regression analyses, regressing the EVS

moral value dimension "permissiveness" (see e.g. Ester et al., 1994) on the four religious dimensions

mentioned above. As a measure for each country's level of external differentiation, we have used

the multiple R. The lower the multiple R, the weaker the association of the four religious dimensions

and pennissiveness. In order to get a positive measure of religious external differentiation, we have

simply used the formula: External differentiation - 1- Multiple R.

The results for the 16 OECD countries on the measures of cosmopolitism, religious heterogeneity,

religious internal differentiation, and religious external differentiation are displayed in Table 6. J
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Table 6. Cosmopolitism, religius heterogeneity, and internal and external religious
differentiation. Data for 1990. (For entries, see text.)

Country Cosmopolitism Religious hetero-
geneitya

Internal
fragmentation

External
fragmentation

Belgium 65oro 1.03 -2.55 .57

Canada 830~0 .75 -2.37 .54

Denmark 400~0 -3.80 -2.22 .66

France 690~0 .94 -2.67 .66

West Germany 570~0 .12 -2.84 .48

Iceland 790~0 -3.27 -1.75 .62

Ireland 490~0 -1.65 -2.20 .52

Italy 59oro 2.11 -2.70 .41

The Netherlands 650~0 .72 -2.53 .45

Norway 430~0 1.20 -2.71 .61

Portugal SOo~o 1.50 -2.57 .63

Spain 52a~o 2.60 -2.76 .49

Sweden 480~0 -2.87 -2.43 .72

United Kingdom 69aro 1.60 -2.42 .61

United States 95oro -.97 -2.41 .53

Note: ~ standard deviation calculated as z-value

5. Relations between structural globalization and religious cultural globalization

Table 7 displays the relationships between the two dimensions of structural globalization as well

as the tuu-dimensional measure on the one hand, and cosmopolitism, religious heterogeneity, religious

internal differentiation, and religious external differentiation on the other. Both ordinary bivariate

correlations and partial correlations are presented. The partial correlations allow the necessary controls

for other variables which may affect the relationship under study. For the analysis ofthe relationship

between stnictural globalization and internal~extemal religious differentiation, we have introduced

the percentage of Catholics as a kind ofcontrol variable since the Catholic factor still appears highly
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important for these two dimensions (Halman 8z Pettersson, 1997). Further, since the degree of

economic development shows a fairly strong and positive relationship to especially one ofour measures

of structural globalism (INFTECH; cf. Tables 2, 3 and 6; correlation coefficient -.80), we have

also introduced GDP per capita as a control variable.

Table 7. Relationships bet,veen structural globalization and cosmopoGtic orientation, reGgious
heterogeneity, religious internal differentiation, and religious external differentiation.
Results from correlational analyses. Values in bold face are contrary to the
expectations.

Structural globalization:

INFTECH CULTIMP Q~L17AT
A: cosrnopolitic orientation

Bivariate correlation .17 -.71 .54
Partial correlation .45 -.91 .67

B: r~eligiotts hctei-ogeneity
Bivariate correlation -.45 -.27 -.21
Partial correlation -. 15 -.61 -.53

C: internal religious differentiation
Bivariate correlation . 15 .46 .O1
Partial correlation .46 .53 -.17

D: exte~rnal i~eligious orientation
Bivariate correlation .33 .26 -.02
Partial correlation -.15 .26 -.36

Partial correlations for cosmopolitan orientation and religious heterogeneity:
On INFTECH controlled for GDP per capita and CULTIMP
On CULTIMP controlled for GDP per capita and INFTECH
On GLOBALIZ controlled for GDP per capita

Partial correlations for internal and external religious differentiation:
On INFTECH controlled for GDP per capita, CULTIMP, and percentage Catholics
On CULTIMP controlled for GDP per capita, INFTECH, and percentage Catholics
On GLOBALIZ controlled for GDP per capita and percentage Catholics

The results as displayed in Table 7 do not yield a strong evidence for the assumed relationships

bet~~~een stnictural and religious globalization. On the contrary, the results are multifaceted and
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not at all straightforwardly either confirming or rejecting the expectations from globalization theory.

In Table 7, the relationships which are contrary to our expectations are marked in bold. A cosmopolitan

view is strongest associated with cultural import, but the relationship is negative, meaning that

the more cultural goods that are imported, the less cosmopolitan the population! A similar counter

intuitive negative relationship is found between the measures ofstructural globalization and religious

heterogeneity. The more globalized a country is structurally, the less religiously heterogeneous

the population seems to be! Immediately looked at, this result would imply that higher levels of

structural globalization are associated with comparatively higher degrees of religious unification

and homogenization. We have mentioned elsewhere in the paper that assumptions on such a relationship

have been forwarded by globalization theorists. -

With regard to the issues ofreligious cultural internal and external differentiation, the correlations

are in line with our expectations. Particularly with regard to internal religious differentiation, the

relationships to the two-dimensional measure of structural globalization appear strong. The more

structurally globalized a country is, the more the various parts of the "religious package" seems

disassociated from each other. In the case of external religious differentiation, particularly cultural

import appears important. The more cultural goods that are imported, the more the religious factor

seems disassociated from other parts of the individual value systems.

6. Conclusions

Although much is written about religion in a globalized world, comparative empirical investigations ~--

ofthe issue are to the best of our knowledge rear. We have investigated the relationships between

on the one hand two dimensions of structural globalization, and four aspects of cultural religious

globalization on the other. As for the causal chains between the structural and cultural globalization, ''

our investigation touches the debate on the relationship between culture and structure or the micro-macro- f

linkage (Layder, 1994), an issue where different opinions compete for general agreement. Some

argue that structure affects culture, e.g. that values and attitudes are the products ofspecific institutional

contexts (Cédora, 1994: 2), while others argue that culture brings and shapes `the social, economic

and political world' (Inglehart, 1990: 432). We have avoided the causal issue, and simply assumed

that whatever the causalities, structural and cultural globalization should correlate in the theoretically

expected way, e.g. that countries scoring high on structural globalization should also score comparatively

high on religious cultural globalization. In this sense, 0-correlations between the two dimensions

`r
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of globalization would contradict globalization theory.

Our findings indicate that structural globalization can be measured by a two-dimensional model.

The indicators for structural globalization we have selected appeared to refer to two separate dimensions,

tapping specific and negatively correlated aspects of structural globalization. However, especially

those indicators we used for the measurement of"information technology" (INFTECH) appeared

to be fairly closely associated with GDP. This finding resembles some ofthe results of the attempts

to develop a uni-dimensional measure ofmodernity, where most indices used appeared to be closely

connected with GDP. Some have even recommended to only use GDP as a measure ofmodernization

(e.g. Van Snippenburg, 1986). Our results indicate that a similar conclusion may be appropriate

for one dimension ofstructural globalization. If that should prove to be the case, this kind ofglobalization

may in the end be regarded as just another feature of modernization.

The associations we have found between structural and cultural religious globalization, do not

easily confinn the expectations from globalization theory, especially not since one dimension of

stnicttiral globalization ("information technology") seems to be negatively related to another dimension

of structural globalization ("cultural imports"). In other words, some ofour assumptions were not

corroborated, while others were, at least partly. Broadly speaking, the assumption that structural

globalization should be associated with internal and external religious differentiation were supported

by ot~r finduigs, while the assumption that structural globalization should be associated with cosmopolitan

orientations and religious heterogeneity were not. With respect to religious heterogeneity, our results

suggest that structural globalization and religious unification and homogeneity seem to go together.

An explanation for our at least some of our unexpected findings might relate to the fact that the

countries we have studied were not sufficiently heterogenous in terms of structural globalization.

Our selection ofcountries was partly based on the availability of OECD ancUor European statistics

for structural globalization, partly on the availability ofcross-culturally valid comparative measures

of cultural and religious globalization. In this matter, we want to emphasize the tension between

these two criteria for the selection of countries. While at least some of the statistics for structural

globalization allow the inclusion ofmore countries, the availability and maybe principled possibility

for cross-culturally valid measures of religious globalization seem to work in the opposite direction.

How to resolve this tension remains an unsetteled issue.

It should be noted that our data are cross-sectional, although the theoretical framework delineates
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longitudinal processes. In forthcoming analyses we intend to include longitudinal data, as e.g. the

EVS data from 1981 and 1990 together with the World Value Study data from 1996 and possibly

the forthcoming EVS data from 1999. Using such data, it can be investigated whether e.g. religious

cosmopolitism has developed over time in the manner to be expected from changes in structural

globalization. Similar analyses can be performed with regard to religious differentiation and

heterogenization. Such analyses might also shed some further light on the causal linkages between

structural and cultural globalization.

However, the most important result of our empirical comparative analyses is the evidence against

both the understanding ofstructural globalization as a one-dimensional phenomenon and the assumption

ofsimilar pattems along the different aspects ofreligious cultural globalization. Rather, globalization

should be seen as a multifaceted phenomenon and treated as such in empirical research activities.

This implies, of course, complex research designs, not the least since we have found that opposite

outcomes are to be expected for different dimensions ofglobalization. Thus, for those who believe

that globalization is "a key idea in order to understand the transition ofhuman society into the third

millennium", a rich variety of research tasks need to be solved.
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