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Abstract
Research on whether religiosity promotes or reduces prejudice has produced plenty of par-
adoxical findings. In this article, we address the relationship between religiosity and anti-
diversity attitudes (xenophobia and homophobia) among Christians in Western Germany.
We ask what the relationship between religiosity and anti-diversity attitudes is and how it
can be explained. Two (complementary) theoretical explanations are presented: the reli-
gious-ideology explanation emphasizes the role of fundamentalism, and the loss-of-priv-
ileges explanation underscores the importance of perceived disadvantage. Our analysis is
based on a representative sample of Christians in Western Germany and provides evi-
dence of a curvilinear religiosity–prejudice relationship. Up to a certain level of religiosity,
xenophobia and homophobia decrease as religiosity increases; however, the relationship
then reverses—anti-diversity attitudes are particularly pronounced among the highly reli-
gious. The level of xenophobia among the highly religious is fully explained by fundamen-
talism and perceived disadvantage, whereas their level of homophobia is only partially
explained.
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Introduction

Two quotes by Gordon W. Allport, a pioneer of prejudice research, provide an ideal
starting point for this study. In his famous book “The Nature of Prejudice,” he wrote
that “people who reject one out-group will tend to reject other out-groups” (Allport,
1954, 68). In another one of his well-known works, “The Religious Context of
Prejudice,” he stated that “there is something about religion that makes for prejudice,
and something about it that unmakes prejudice” (Allport, 1966, 447). These two
insights from early prejudice research remain valuable today. It is common for several
types of prejudice to co-occur, which is now being referred to as generalized prejudice
(for a recent review, see Bergh and Brandt, 2023; for a discussion of whether there is
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one or more generalized prejudice dimensions, see Duckitt and Sibley, 2007). At the
same time, in recent decades, prejudice research has become increasingly specialized
to focus on specific prejudices (e.g., racism, sexism, classism, Islamophobia,
anti-Semitism). In addition, the religiosity–prejudice relationship is still contested
(for an overview of empirical studies, see Klein et al., 2018). There have been several
recent studies pointing to the prejudice-promoting and -reducing functions of religi-
osity (e.g., Scheepers et al., 2002; McDaniel et al., 2011; Pickel et al., 2020; Siegers,
2021; Steinmann, 2023). Inspired by Allport’s insights, we investigate two types of
prejudice: xenophobia (prejudice against foreign people) and homophobia (prejudice
against homosexual people),1 which we also refer to as anti-diversity attitudes.
We also address the role that religiosity plays in these attitudes. Overall, we seek to
answer two research questions: (1) What is the relationship between religiosity and
anti-diversity attitudes? (2) How can this relationship be explained?

To answer these questions, a study of the religiosity–prejudice link was conducted
in Germany. This represents a particular context because, from a cross-national per-
spective, Germany is a society with comparatively high scores in secular-rational and
self-expression values (WVS, 2023). Thus, people in Germany place less emphasis on
religion and demonstrate increasing tolerance toward foreign and homosexual people
(Pickel and Pickel, 2023). This should not obscure the fact that there have also been
counter-movements in recent years. These include the rise of the right-wing populist
party “Alternative for Germany” (Arzheimer and Berning, 2019) and ongoing preju-
dice against Muslims (Yendell and Pickel, 2020). Nevertheless, it would be erroneous
to simply conclude that decreasing religiosity and increasing tolerance imply a posi-
tive link between religiosity and xenophobic or homophobic attitudes. Recent
research on religiosity and xenophobia in Germany has documented two important
findings. First, Siegers (2021) pointed out that the relationship has changed from pos-
itive to negative over recent decades in Western Germany. In the 1980s religious peo-
ple in Western Germany tended to be more xenophobic than their non-religious
counterparts, but today being religious is associated with less xenophobic attitudes.
This change is less pronounced in Eastern Germany where religiosity and xenophobia
have been negatively related for the entire period of observation (1994–2016). Second,
Steinmann (2023) further qualified this finding by showing that highly religious peo-
ple in Western Germany deviate from the linearity assumption of previous research.
Here, religiosity and xenophobic attitudes are only negatively related up to a medium
level of religiosity. The relationship is reversed when medium and high levels of reli-
giosity are compared: people in Western Germany who are highly religious are more
likely to be xenophobic. The negative relationship between religiosity and xenophobia
is, however, confirmed for Eastern Germany.

In light of the studies by Siegers (2021) and Steinmann (2023), as well as further
literature on the prejudice-promoting and -reducing functions of religiosity, we test
whether there is a linear or curvilinear relationship between religiosity and anti-
diversity attitudes among Christians in Western Germany. Because only a small pro-
portion of Christians resides in Eastern Germany (Meulemann, 2019),2 we focus only
on the part of Germany formerly known as West/Western Germany.3 By applying
(linear and curvilinear) regression, our empirical results support the idea of a curvi-
linear religiosity–prejudice relationship in Western Germany. Xenophobia and
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homophobia are particularly pronounced among the highly religious. We theoreti-
cally argue for and test two (complementary) explanations for this finding. First,
the (widely accepted) religious-ideology explanation emphasizes the role of fundamen-
talism in understanding the exceptional views of the highly religious (Hunsberger,
1995). Second, the (recently introduced) loss-of-privileges explanation underscores
the importance of perceived disadvantage in explaining the increased level of preju-
dice among the highly religious (Steinmann, 2023). Empirically, we demonstrate that
both arguments contribute to an explanation of the religiosity–prejudice link among
Christians in Western Germany.

Our study adds to an ongoing discussion about the paradoxical role of religiosity
for related constructs (for right-wing extremist attitudes, see Rebenstorf, 2018;
Schneider et al., 2021; for interethnic contact, see Leszczensky and Pink, 2017;
Steinmann, 2020; for anti-Muslim attitudes, see Pickel and Öztürk, 2022; Xia,
2022; for voting for populist right-wing parties, see Huber and Yendell, 2019;
Steinmann, 2022; for fear of crime, see Schwadel and Anderson, 2022; Steinmann,
2024). However, the topic of curvilinearity has thus far been largely neglected.

Religiosity and anti-diversity attitudes

Prejudice tends to come as a package. For anti-diversity attitudes, this means that
people who are more xenophobic are also more likely to be homophobic, and vice
versa (Zick et al., 2008).4 Apart from research on generalized prejudice (Bergh and
Brandt, 2023), xenophobia and homophobia are rarely examined together. Because
research on the religiosity–xenophobia and religiosity–homophobia links represents
two largely separate strands of research (for xenophobia, see Deslandes and
Anderson, 2019; for homophobia, see Janssen and Scheepers, 2019; for two excep-
tions, see Herek, 1987; Johnson et al., 2011), in the following, we draw attention to
the parallels and differences between them.

Both strands have shown that religious institutions can be considered socializing
agents that influence (xenophobic and homophobic) attitudes of individuals—an
idea that dates back to Durkheim (1947). Religion in general and Christianity in par-
ticular still profoundly influence current attitudes and behaviors (Minkenberg, 2018;
Siegers, 2019). Although religiosity is just one of many predictors explaining xeno-
phobia (Billiet, 1995; Fussell, 2014; Deslandes and Anderson, 2019), it appears to
be one of the most important factors predicting homophobia (Duck and
Hunsberger, 1999; Jäckle and Wenzelburger, 2015; Janssen and Scheepers, 2019).
While religious effects on xenophobia shifted in recent decades, the religiosity–homo-
phobia link has been relatively stable over time. Early studies on the relationship
between religiosity and xenophobia consistently reported a non-relationship between
the two constructs in Western Germany in the 1990s (McCutcheon, 2000; Terwey,
2000). In contrast, empirical evidence for the 2010s indicates a negative link between
religiosity and xenophobia (Klein et al., 2018). Expanding on this, Siegers (2021) has
demonstrated that the religiosity–xenophobia link has changed from positive to neg-
ative over recent decades in Western Germany. In the 1980s, being religious in
Western Germany tended to be associated with more xenophobia. However, nowa-
days religious people tend to report less xenophobic attitudes compared to their non-
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religious counterparts. In contrast, research on the relationship between religiosity
and homophobia has thus far found no substantial change in the relationship.
Studies from both the German (Küpper and Zick, 2006; Küpper, 2010; Reese et al.,
2014) and international research contexts (Whitley, 2009; Jäckle and Wenzelburger,
2015; Janssen and Scheepers, 2019) have identified a clear homophobia-promoting
function of religiosity.5

Research on the religiosity–xenophobia link has discussed the possibility of a cur-
vilinear (instead of linear) relationship, but there has been no such discussion for the
religiosity–homophobia link. Since the 1950s, studies have reported evidence of a cur-
vilinear relationship between religion and xenophobia—with less xenophobic atti-
tudes at both ends of the religious spectrum (Kelly et al., 1958; Allport and Ross,
1967; Gorsuch and Aleshire, 1974).6 Recently, Steinmann (2023) revisited the topic
of curvilinearity, pointing out that highly religious people in Western Germany devi-
ate from the linearity assumption of previous research. Today, people at both ends of
the religious spectrum exhibit the most pronounced xenophobia. Accordingly, religi-
osity and xenophobic attitudes are negatively related up to a medium level of religi-
osity. When comparing medium and high levels of religiosity, the relationship
reverses.

Most studies on religious effects mainly focus on common facets of religion (i.e.,
belonging, belief, and behavior). However, common dimensions of religiosity often
oversimplify its complexity. Therefore, both research strands also consider Allport’s
(1966) famous extrinsic–intrinsic dichotomy (see also Allport and Ross, 1967)
which emphasizes that different religious orientations result in different associations
between religiosity and prejudice. Being extrinsically religiously motivated means
practicing religion solely for instrumental reasons, whereas those who consider
their practice of religion as a goal in itself are intrinsically religiously motivated.
Prejudice research referring to the extrinsic–intrinsic dichotomy has shown that
the effects of common dimensions of religiosity on prejudice are stronger among peo-
ple with extrinsic (compared to intrinsic) religious motivation (for homophobia, see
Jäckle and Wenzelburger, 2015) and that the positive relation between extrinsic (ver-
sus intrinsic) religiosity and prejudice has decreased significantly over the years (for
xenophobia, see Hall et al., 2010). Allport’s (1966) dichotomization of religious ori-
entation has not kept its initial promise to solve the puzzle of why religion is making
and unmaking prejudice.7 Nonetheless, the idea that religious orientation (not religi-
osity per se) can be helpful when addressing religious effects on prejudice is crucial
(Hunsberger, 1995). Previous research has shown that there is one religious orienta-
tion that is especially helpful for understanding anti-diversity attitudes: fundamental-
ist attitudes (Pickel et al., 2020). In the following, a classical (fundamentalism) and a
novel approach (perceived disadvantage) are described to explain the religiosity–pre-
judice relationship.

Why are highly religious Christians especially xenophobic and homophobic?

Following early prejudice research (Allport and Kramer, 1946; Adorno et al., 1950),
and recognizing that religiosity has paradoxical effects, we assume that the link
between religiosity and anti-diversity attitudes is not linear but curvilinear. Highly
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religious Christians deviate from the linearity assumption of previous research (e.g.,
Jäckle and Wenzelburger 2015; Siegers 2021). Thus, the following two (curvilinear)
hypotheses are deduced:

H1a: Religiosity and xenophobia are negatively related up to a medium level of reli-
giosity. The relationship reverses when medium and high levels of religiosity are
compared.

H1b: Religiosity and homophobia are negatively related up to a medium level of reli-
giosity. The relationship reverses when medium and high levels of religiosity are
compared.

We provide two (complementary) theoretical explanations for the curvilinear rela-
tionship between religiosity and anti-diversity attitudes: a widely accepted
religious-ideology explanation, which underlines the role of fundamentalist attitudes,
and a recently introduced loss-of-privileges explanation, which highlights the impor-
tance of perceived disadvantage.

Religious-ideology explanation

Allport and Ross (1967) argued that religious orientations are helpful for understand-
ing religious effects on prejudice. Subsequent research showed that fundamentalism
can explain prejudice better than the extrinsic–intrinsic dichotomy (Herek, 1987).
Because highly religious people tend to report increased fundamentalist attitudes
(e.g., Schneider et al., 2021), our first approach focuses on fundamentalism as an
explanation for the exceptional view of the highly religious.

Fundamentalism should be differentiated from alternative concepts, such as ortho-
doxy and traditionalism (Pollack et al., 2023). The definition of fundamentalism we
use consists of four core components and is not specific to a particular religion but
applicable to most world religions. First, fundamentalism is clearly related to the past.
The current societal shift toward secular-rational and self-expression values (WVS,
2023)8 is understood as a misguided development—fundamentalists think society
would be better off returning to the eternal rules from the past. Second, according
to fundamentalists, there is only one true interpretation of these religious rules writ-
ten in the holy scriptures. Third, fundamentalists believe that these religious rules take
precedence over secular laws. Finally, fundamentalists are sometimes willing to use
violence to enforce their religious beliefs. This definition mainly follows the widely
accepted definition of fundamentalism given by Altemeyer and Hunsberger (1992),
but we deviate from their concept in two ways. We additionally include the last defin-
ing characteristic (acceptance of violence) proposed by Heitmeyer et al. (1997).9

We also exclude the aspect of fundamentalists’ own religion being threatened by out-
siders. Otherwise, the relationship between fundamentalism and xenophobic or
homophobic attitudes would be a matter of definition rather than one of empirical
investigation (Koopmans, 2015).

Based on the presented definition of fundamentalism, it can be deduced that fun-
damentalists have pronounced anti-diversity attitudes. In the eyes of fundamentalists,
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the presence and emancipation of foreign and homosexual people are representative
of undesirable societal developments. Fundamentalists of all religions tend to prefer a
nativist concept of their nation, which considers any non-native element as a threat to
the nation (Brandt and van Tongeren, 2017). In addition, they tend to favor a tradi-
tional family concept, which is expressed above all by the desire for heteronormativity
(Lazar and Hammer, 2018). Thus, their orientation to the past leads to xenophobic
and homophobic attitudes. Seeing oneself as a bearer of exclusive truth makes it dif-
ficult to accept alternative interpretations of the world by (foreign and homosexual)
others, which also results in increased anti-diversity attitudes. Secular laws in
Germany protect minority groups, such as foreign and homosexual people (e.g., the
General Equal Treatment Act introduced in 2006, see Federal Anti-Discrimination
Agency, 2023). Fundamentalists, however, believe their religious rules take priority
over these laws. Thus, the devaluation of secular laws also leads to increased anti-
diversity attitudes.

Considering the religious-ideology explanation above, combined with the ample
empirical evidence that one relevant part of the highly religious shows increased fun-
damentalist attitudes (e.g., Doebler 2014; Schneider et al., 2021), the following two
(mediation) hypotheses can be derived:

H2a: Highly religious Christians are particularly xenophobic because they tend to
report more fundamentalist attitudes.

H2b: Highly religious Christians are particularly homophobic because they tend to
report more fundamentalist attitudes.

Loss-of-privileges explanation

Our second approach emphasizes perceived disadvantage among highly religious
Christians in explaining their increased anti-diversity attitudes. The idea was devel-
oped following work by Wong (2018), who argued that the more conservative polit-
ical attitudes of White Evangelicals in the United States are driven by the notion that
their group is discriminated against as much or more than marginalized groups.

We interpret the perceptions of highly religious people against the background of
the ongoing process of secularization. Religion’s importance in German society began
to decline in the late 1960s and continues to this day (Pollack and Pickel, 2007).
With increasing secularization, more and more people agree with more rational inter-
pretations of the world (Berger, 1967), whereas the highly religious remain reliant on
transcendent explanations to make sense of the world. Thus, highly religious people
must grapple with the contradiction between the largely secularized environment and
the importance of their own religiosity (Stolz et al., 2016).

A societal transformation such as secularization implies a reevaluation of capital.
One group loses privileges, and another group gains them. Even if the highly religious
possesses kinds of capital other than religious, it should still be a decisive factor in
determining their possibility for action. Following Bourdieu (1986), we define reli-
gious capital as accumulated labor in the religious field, analogous to cultural capital.
Examples include relationships with co-religionists, religious artifacts, and religious
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knowledge. The religious capital of highly religious people should be particularly
affected by secularization-induced devaluation. For instance, fellow believers lose
prestige, and religious artifacts and religious knowledge are less valuable in everyday
life. The lost privileges are primarily symbolic, though they may also have material
implications. This argument aligns with Gusfield’s (1963) classic work on status pol-
itics, emphasizing conflict over the distribution of prestige rather than resources.

The shift away from traditional principles can lead highly religious Christians to
feel disadvantaged compared to other groups (e.g., foreign and homosexual people).
The highly religious’ perceived disadvantage resulting from increasing secularization
means that their whole being is called into question. This reasoning shows parallels
with the notion of religious defense in increasingly secular societies (Bruce, 2017;
Siegers, 2019), which states that religion becomes an even more important marker
of the social identity of highly religious Christians and that they develop more con-
servative political attitudes compared to the rest of the (religious and secular) popu-
lation. However, highly religious people’s perceived disadvantage is not just due to a
nostalgic view of religion (Xia, 2022), but also its consequential downside. During
secularization, highly religious people lose certain privileges while others (e.g., foreign
and homosexual people) gain them. This can result in the highly religious perceiving
themselves as being at a disadvantage, which may, in turn, lead to their dispropor-
tionately high anti-diversity attitudes. Thus, for highly religious Christians, holding
xenophobic and homophobic attitudes serves as a strategy for coping with the fear
of changing societal conditions.10 We derive the following two (mediation)
hypotheses:

H3a: Highly religious Christians are particularly xenophobic because they tend to
perceive themselves as being at a greater disadvantage.

H3b: Highly religious Christians are particularly homophobic because they tend to
perceive themselves as being at a greater disadvantage.

Indeed, the religious-ideology explanation and the loss-of-privileges explanation are not
entirely distinct. The similarity of the two approaches becomes particularly clear when
one considers Riesebrodt’s (2000, 271) concept of fundamentalism, which defines “fun-
damentalism as a specific type of religious revival movement which reacts to social
changes perceived as a dramatic crisis.” Thus, both fundamentalism and perceived dis-
advantage are possible reactions to changing societal conditions.

Data and methods

The religiosity–prejudice link is examined using data from the project
“Configurations of Individual and Collective Religious Identities and their Potential
for Civil Society” (KONID).11 This is a multi-topic survey that focuses on the role
of religion in the construction of complex social identities and the implications for
civil society, politics, and social cohesion (Liedhegener et al., 2021). The survey
occurred from spring to summer of 2019 in Germany and Switzerland. We use the
German part of the KONID project, which provides a representative sample of the
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population in Germany aged 16 years and over (sample size: 2,363 participants).
Respondents could choose between a computer-assisted telephone interview and a
computer-assisted web interview.

Measures

Dependent variables
The two dimensions of anti-diversity attitudes were each assessed with a single-item
measure. Respondents were asked to indicate on a scale from 1 (“completely dis-
agree”) to 4 (“completely agree”) to which degree they agreed with the following state-
ments: “Because of its many resident foreigners, Germany is dominated by foreign
influences to a dangerous degree” (xenophobia, original: “Die Bundesrepublik ist
durch die vielen Ausländer in einem gefährlichen Maß überfremdet”) and “A sexual
relationship between persons of the same sex is unnatural” (homophobia, original:
“Eine sexuelle Beziehung zwischen Personen desselben Geschlechts ist
unnatürlich”). Xenophobic and homophobic attitudes are only moderately correlated
(r = 0.372), which speaks against indexing the two items.

Independent variable
Respondents’ level of religiosity was captured by their religious participation.
They were asked to indicate their frequency of service attendance on a six-point
scale ranging from 1 (“never”) to 6 (“more than once a week”).

Mediating variables
A mean index of four items indicates whether a respondent holds fundamentalist atti-
tudes. These items collect information on religious claim (“There is only one true reli-
gion,” original: “Es gibt nur eine wahre Religion”), biblical literalism (“The Bible is to
be understood literally,” original: “Die Bibel ist wortwörtlich zu verstehen”), priority
over constitution (“The rules and values of my religion take precedence over the
German constitution in case of conflict,” original: “Die Regeln und Werte meiner
Religion haben im Konfliktfall Vorrang vor der Deutschen Verfassung”), and violent
enforcement (“I would be ready to enforce my religious beliefs even with violence,”
original: “Ich wäre bereit meine religiösen Überzeugungen auch mit Gewalt durchzu-
setzen”). The reliability coefficient of the constructed scale was satisfactory (α =
0.778). Respondents’ perceived disadvantage was measured with two items, both
referring to the religious affiliation they previously selected in the questionnaire
(i.e., “Catholic church”; “Protestant church”; “Protestant free church”; “Christian
orthodox church”; or “Another Christian denomination”). The first question asks
whether respondents experienced unequal treatment because of their belonging to
a Christian group (“And how often have you experienced prejudice or unfair treat-
ment in the past year? Because you are [religious affiliation]?,” original: “Und wie
oft haben Sie im letzten Jahr aufgrund folgender Eigenschaften Vorurteile oder
ungerechte Behandlung erlebt? Weil Sie [religiöse Zugehörigkeit] sind?”). The second
question assesses whether respondents feel like second-class citizens because of their
religious affiliation (“I feel as [religious affiliation] here in Germany as a second-class
citizen,” original: “Ich fühle mich als [religiöse Zugehörigkeit] hier in Deutschland als
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Bürger/in zweiter Klasse”). The reliability coefficient was moderate (α = 0.582).
We transform both mediating variables by subtracting the minimum and dividing
by the maximum. A range of 0–1 allows for easier interpretation, as the coefficients
are comparable and indicate the difference between the empirical minimum and
maximum.12

Control variables
To identify the effect of interest (religiosity on prejudice), we have included a carefully
chosen set of control variables in the analysis. Control variables were included based
on their status as confounders, as established by prior research and excluded if iden-
tified as colliders or mediators. This procedure is based on the idea of “good” and
“bad” controls (Cinelli et al., 2024; Kohler et al., 2024) which has recently gained trac-
tion in the social sciences. The following observed confounders, which are known to
be associated with both religiosity (Ruiter and van Tubergen, 2009) and anti-diversity
attitudes (Scheepers et al., 2002; Vermeer and Scheepers, 2018), are accounted for:
religious affiliation, education, employment, gender, age, and migration background.

Sample, missing data, and analytical strategy

As we address the religiosity–prejudice link among Christians in Western Germany,
we exclude all non-Christians (including respondents unaffiliated with any religion,
those who belong to another non-Christian denomination, and those missing infor-
mation on religious affiliation) and persons residing in Eastern Germany. The final
sample consisted of 1,103 respondents. Excluding all respondents with missing values
would have resulted in a loss of about 21% of the sample. Thus, to maintain the orig-
inal sample size and leave standard errors unbiased (Rubin, 2018), we apply multiple
imputations by chained equations. This procedure involves running numerous regres-
sion models, accounting for the type of each variable, to model missing data as a
function of all other variables. It is an iterative procedure and ideally leads to a con-
vergence of the regression coefficients (Azur et al., 2011; Royston and White, 2011).
Thereby, we use all variables of the present study and create 25 imputed data sets.

After a brief descriptive look at the data, our analytical strategy is to first graphi-
cally inspect the linear (with the linear term of religiosity) and curvilinear regressions
(with the linear and quadratic terms of religiosity) and then compare them in terms
of model fit. Hypotheses (H1a and H1b) are corroborated when the model fit of the
curvilinear regressions is significantly higher than that of the linear ones.
Furthermore, the turning point (TP) in the relationship between religiosity and anti-
diversity attitudes is determined by the following equation, where β1 is the coefficient
of the linear term, and β2 is the coefficient of the quadratic term (Plassmann and
Khanna, 2007):

TP = − b1

2b2

Finally, the two proposed theoretical explanations (religious ideology versus loss of
privileges) for the exceptional views of the highly religious are tested empirically.
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Our hypotheses (H2a–H3b) are confirmed when introducing the mediating variables
(fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage) in the models, resulting in the coeffi-
cient of interest (the squared term of religiosity) no longer being significantly differ-
ent from zero.

Results

Descriptive overview

We briefly describe the characteristics of our group under study. As Table 1 shows,
Christians in Western Germany report on average higher xenophobic than homopho-
bic attitudes (2.03 versus 1.78).13 Because xenophobia and homophobia were each
captured with a single-item measure, this difference should not be overinterpreted.
On average, respondents indicate that they attend religious services between several
times a year to less frequently (2.60). Most Christian respondents belong to the
two mainline denominations (the Catholic and Protestant church), with only a few
respondents affiliated with the Protestant free church, the Christian orthodox church,
or another Christian denomination. The level of fundamentalism found in the sample
is comparable to that of perceived disadvantage (0.15 versus 0.13).

The following bivariate analyses provide information on the empirical relation-
ships between our main variables. Figures 1 and 2 confirm the idea of a curvilinear
religiosity–prejudice link. Xenophobic attitudes decrease as religiosity increases; how-
ever, Christians who attend religious services once a week or more often (frequent
attendees) are as xenophobic as those who never or almost never attend (infrequent
attendees). Homophobic attitudes also decrease with increasing religiosity and then
increase again. Here, however, the reversing of the relationship occurs earlier—people
who go to church between one and three times a month already have a higher level of
homophobia than those who are less religious—and the level of homophobia among
frequent attendees is strikingly high.

To offer initial insight into the proposed mediating factors, Figures 3 and 4 illus-
trate the relationship between religiosity and fundamentalism or perceived disadvan-
tage. The sharp rise in perceiving disadvantages and holding fundamentalist attitudes
among frequent attendees compared to all other respondents is striking.

Linearity versus curvilinearity

Figures 5 and 6 provide graphical representations of linear and curvilinear regressions
for the religiosity–prejudice link in Western Germany. Graphical inspection shows
that the linear and curvilinear patterns differ only slightly for the religiosity–xeno-
phobia link, while they differ substantially for the religiosity–homophobia link.
Comparison of model fit between regressions with and without a quadratic term
for religiosity reveals that the curvilinear version has the higher fit in both cases
(xenophobia: R2 = 0.001 versus 0.007; homophobia: R2 = 0.034 versus 0.064). The
results of two likelihood ratio (LR) tests show that adding a quadratic term of religi-
osity significantly improves the model fit (xenophobia: LR χ2(1) = 5.87, p = 0.015;
homophobia: LR χ2(1) = 32.96, p≤ 0.001)—confirming H1a and H1b. The TP for
the religiosity–xenophobia relationship is located roughly in the middle of the
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Table 1. Distribution of model variables

Range
Mean/

proportion
Standard
error

Missing
values (%)

Xenophobia 1–4 2.03 1.03 5.44

Homophobia 1–4 1.78 1.01 4.99

Religiosity (service
attendance)

1–6 2.60 1.26 1.81

Fundamentalism 0–1 0.15 0.20 1.72

Perceived disadvantage 0–1 0.13 0.20 1.27

Religious affiliation 1–5 0.00

Catholic church 0.48 0.50

Protestant church 0.40 0.49

Protestant free church 0.07 0.26

Christian orthodox
church

0.03 0.17

Another Christian
denomination

0.02 0.14

Education 1–6 0.09

No or lowest qualification 0.05 0.21

Intermediary qualification 0.11 0.31

Higher qualification 0.12 0.32

Vocational training 0.31 0.46

University degree 0.30 0.46

Still in education 0.12 0.32

Employment 1–8 12.60

Full-time employment 0.41 0.49

Full-time
self-employment

0.04 0.19

Part-time employment 0.15 0.35

Part-time
self-employment

0.02 0.14

In training 0.05 0.23

Housewife/-husband 0.04 0.19

Retired 0.25 0.43

Unemployed 0.04 0.20

Gender 0/1 0.49 0.50 0.09

Age 16–93 46.26 19.37 0.45

Migration background 0–3 1.45

(Continued )
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Table 1. (Continued.)

Range
Mean/

proportion
Standard
error

Missing
values (%)

Native 0.77 0.42

First-generation
immigrant

0.09 0.29

Second-generation
immigrant

0.13 0.34

Source: KONID, own calculation.

Figure 1. Xenophobia by religiosity in Western Germany.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.

Figure 2. Homophobia by religiosity in Western Germany.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.
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religiosity scale, whereas the TP for the religiosity–homophobia relationship is
between Christians who attend worship services several times a year and those who
attend less frequently. After the TP, the increase in xenophobia is rather moderate,
but the increase in homophobia is relatively steep.

Effect heterogeneity

As demonstrated, Christians are far from being a homogeneous group; quite the con-
trary, there is considerable internal heterogeneity within Christianity. One might
question whether the reported results obscure systematic differences among (anti-
or pro-diversity) subgroups. Therefore, we briefly investigate whether the relationship
between religiosity and prejudice is influenced by respondents’ religious affiliation
and age. Both variables are known to have varying effects on prejudice among

Figure 3. Fundamentalism by religiosity in Western Germany.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.

Figure 4. Perceived disadvantage by religiosity in Western Germany.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.
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Christians (for xenophobia, see Scheepers et al., 2002; for homophobia, see Vermeer
and Scheepers, 2018). First, we differentiate between religious majority members
(Catholic church and Protestant church) and religious minority members

Figure 5. Effect of religiosity on xenophobia in Western Germany (linear and curvilinear regression).
Note: Vertical line indicates TP.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.

Figure 6. Effect of religiosity on homophobia in Western Germany (linear and curvilinear regression).
Note: Vertical line indicates TP.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.

14 Jan‐Philip Steinmann and Gert Pickel

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048324000361 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048324000361


(Protestant free church, Christian orthodox church, and another Christian denomi-
nation) and we calculate age quartiles (16–29 years, 30–45 years, 46–61 years, and
62–93 years). Second, we reproduce graphical representations of linear and curvilin-
ear regressions for the link between religiosity and prejudice in Western Germany for
each of the computed subgroup.14 In general, the results support the curvilinear pat-
tern. For all subgroups, the model fit is higher in the curvilinear version compared to
the linear one. However, the differences between the linear and curvilinear versions
are statistically significant in only 8 out of 12 subgroups. Concluding, the religiosity—
prejudice relationship is characterized by curvilinearity, particularly among religious
majority members and middle-aged individuals (30–61 years).

Explaining the exceptional views of the highly religious

In Table 2, five models are computed for each dependent variable (xenophobia and
homophobia). The first model mirrors the curvilinear regressions presented above
(M1a and M2a). In the second model, all control variables15 are introduced, to test
whether religious effects hold (M1b and M2b). The third and fourth models account
for fundamentalism (M1c and M2c) or perceived disadvantage (M1d and M2d) and
respondents’ religious affiliation. Finally, the fifth model considers the two mediating
variables together (M1e and M2e).

M1a and M2a corroborate the curvilinearity of the religiosity–prejudice link.
Religiosity and anti-diversity attitudes are negatively related up to a certain level of
religiosity, and the relationship reverses after that point. This finding also holds
when one accounts for all control variables in M1b and M2b. As expected, and as
shown in M1c/d and M2c/d, holding fundamentalist attitudes and perceiving disad-
vantages are related to more pronounced prejudice. These effects are striking. For
instance, a respondent reporting the empirical maximum in fundamentalism scores
roughly two points higher on the four-point homophobia scale (than someone
with the empirical minimum), and a person reporting the empirical maximum in
perceived disadvantage scores almost one and a half points higher on the four-point
xenophobia scale (than someone with the empirical minimum).

Concerning our hypotheses, those related to xenophobia (H2a and H3a) can be
confirmed, though the hypotheses regarding homophobia (H2b and H3b) are only
partly supported. Accounting for fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage in
M1e leads to an 81% decrease in the squared term of religiosity (from 0.031 in
M1b to 0.006 in M1e). The coefficient of interest is no longer significantly different
from zero, indicating that fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage fully explain
the level of xenophobia among the highly religious—supporting H2a and H3a. In
line with this interpretation, respondents’ religious affiliation shows no effects on
xenophobia in the final model. When fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage
are introduced into M2e, the squared term of religiosity decreases by 42% (from
0.076 in M2b to 0.044 in M2e). Because the coefficient of interest is still significantly
different from zero, fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage only partly explain
the increased level of homophobia among the highly religious, which partly corrob-
orates H2b and H3b. Consistent with this interpretation, respondents affiliated with
the Protestant free church or the Christian orthodox church show an increased
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Table 2. Effect of religiosity on anti-diversity attitudes in Western Germany (curvilinear regression)

Xenophobia Homophobia

M1a M1b M1c M1d M1e M2a M2b M2c M2d M2e

Religiosity (service attendance) −0.249*
(0.103)

−0.194†
(0.101)

−0.172
(0.098)

−0.133
(0.098)

−0.138
(0.097)

−0.337***
(0.099)

−0.314**
(0.098)

−0.272**
(0.091)

−0.238*
(0.095)

−0.246**
(0.090)

Religiosity (service attendance)2 0.037*
(0.016)

0.031†

(0.016)
0.012
(0.016)

0.012
(0.016)

0.006
(0.015)

0.085***
(0.016)

0.076***
(0.016)

0.048**
(0.015)

0.054***
(0.015)

0.044**
(0.015)

Fundamentalism 1.499***
(0.165)

1.060***
(0.181)

1.936***
(0.155)

1.599***
(0.169)

Perceived disadvantage 1.411***
(0.152)

1.001***
(0.167)

1.389***
(0.148)

0.770***
(0.156)

Religious affiliation (ref. = Catholic church)

Protestant church −0.115†
(0.064)

−0.062
(0.064)

−0.083
(0.063)

0.052
(0.060)

0.108†

(0.062)
0.077
(0.059)

Protestant free church −0.091
(0.118)

0.048
(0.117)

−0.057
(0.117)

0.199†

(0.114)
0.383**
(0.115)

0.225*
(0.112)

Christian orthodox church −0.063
(0.183)

−0.031
(0.183)

−0.104
(0.180)

0.317†

(0.168)
0.396*
(0.173)

0.286†

(0.167)

Another Christian denomination −0.017
(0.219)

0.067
(0.181)

−0.038
(0.216)

0.205
(0.204)

0.346†

(0.209)
0.188
(0.201)

Control variables ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Constant 2.383***
(0.143)

3.298***
(0.228)

2.960***
(0.226)

2.732***
(0.232)

2.657***
(0.229)

2.064**
(0.138)

2.440***
(0.227)

1.865***
(0.155)

1.746***
(0.229)

1.631***
(0.220)

Observations 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103

Mean R2 0.006 0.102 0.173 0.173 0.201 0.059 0.116 0.249 0.201 0.266

Source: KONID, own calculation.
Note: †p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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level of homophobia despite the accounting for fundamentalism and perceived
disadvantage.

Robustness checks

To ensure the robustness of our findings, we conducted additional analyses. First, we
operationalized our two mediating variables in slightly different ways. In the main
analysis, acceptance of violence is one of our defining characteristics for fundamen-
talism. However, willingness to use violence is not a necessary criterion for funda-
mentalism in all conceptualizations of the term (Emerson and Hartman, 2006).
Therefore, we exclude the item referring to the acceptance of violence, reducing
our index to three items. Furthermore, one of the two indicators used to measure per-
ceived disadvantage more directly taps into the idea of the loss-of-privileges explana-
tion (Steinmann, 2023). Therefore, we exclusively use the item asking respondents
whether they feel like second-class citizens because of their religious affiliation as
the sole indicator of perceived disadvantage. Using the two alternative mediating var-
iables yields results consistent with those of the main analysis.16

Second, as multiple imputation does not always offer a benefit over listwise dele-
tion for bias reduction in regression analysis (Lall, 2016; Arel-Bundock and Pelc,
2018), we applied listwise deletion instead of multiple imputation to handle missing
values. Again, the results remain consistent with those of the main analysis.17

Third, studies examining the meaning of the term “foreigners” have revealed that
respondents in Germany primarily associate it with “Muslims” (Wallrich et al., 2020)
when making their assessments. Consequently, the curvilinear relationship should
also extend to the relationship between religiosity and Islamophobia. Additionally,
fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage are expected to contribute to heightened
levels of Islamophobia among highly religious Christians. Empirically, using an alterna-
tive dependent variable (Islamophobia: “Muslims should be banned from immigrating
to Germany,” original: “Muslimen sollte die Zuwanderung nach Deutschland untersagt
werden”) these assumptions are supported.18

Conclusion

Adding to classic (Allport, 1954, 1966) and novel (Siegers, 2021; Steinmann, 2023)
research on the prejudice-promoting and -reducing functions of religiosity, our find-
ings for a sample of Christians in Western Germany show that anti-diversity attitudes
first decrease as a function of religiosity, but the relationship reverses afterward—
xenophobia and homophobia are particularly pronounced among the highly reli-
gious. We provide clear evidence of a curvilinear religiosity–prejudice relationship
and thereby challenge the linearity assumption of previous research (e.g., Jäckle
and Wenzelburger, 2015; Siegers, 2021). The curvilinearity is particularly pronounced
among religious majority members and middle-aged individuals.

To better understand the exceptional views of the highly religious, we tested two
(complementary) approaches: the religious-ideology explanation (Hunsberger, 1995)
and the loss-of-privileges explanation (Steinmann, 2023). Empirically, we demon-
strated that pronounced anti-diversity attitudes of highly religious Christians can
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be attributed to both their increased fundamentalist attitudes and their increased per-
ception of disadvantage. Fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage fully accounted
for highly religious people’s level of xenophobia, whereas their level of homophobia
was only partially explained. These findings also contribute to the broader research
field concerned with prejudice formation. We have demonstrated that prejudices
can arise from both socialization processes (e.g., learned ideology), and reactions to
ongoing societal changes (e.g., lost privileges). Future research on prejudice formation
should explicitly consider both mechanisms together, as they have often been treated
separately from each other (for socialization, see Levine et al., 1998; for societal
changes, see Hodson et al., 2022).

By empirically showing the curvilinearity between religiosity and anti-diversity
attitudes, we confirm Allport’s (1966) assertion that religiosity makes and unmakes
prejudice. However, the question of why religiosity is a much better predictor of
homophobic than xenophobic attitudes remains open. Furthermore, despite
Allport’s (1954) notion that various forms of prejudice often co-occur, the underlying
mechanisms responsible for different types of anti-diversity attitudes may not be the
same. Our findings leave open the question of why fundamentalism and perceived
disadvantage fully explain the level of xenophobia of the highly religious, but only
partially their level of homophobia. A partial response to these two questions can uti-
lize biblical content to provide an explanation. While the Bible paints an ambivalent
picture of foreigners (Rainey, 2018), the few passages that address homosexuality are
clearly characterized by a negative stance toward it (Locke, 2005). However, instead of
content, teachings may be more decisive in shaping prejudice. Thus, and following
Herek (1987), differences in church teachings could be the answer to these questions.
Some types of prejudice are proscribed by many religious denominations, whereas
some other types are non-proscribed or even endorsed by some religious denomina-
tions (Batson and Burris, 1993). It depends on the type of outgroup—in our case, eth-
nic versus moral outgroups. Although various religious denominations increasingly
advocate for the interests of ethnic outgroups (e.g., foreign people), church teachings
concerning the acceptance of moral outgroups (e.g., homosexual people) are still less
widespread (Saroglou, 2016). Consequently, religious effects on prejudice as well as
the underlying mechanisms and their importance may vary depending on the type
of outgroup.

Our investigation is bound by some limitations that imply the need for further
research. First, xenophobic and homophobic attitudes were each assessed with a
single-item measure. More comprehensive measures of the two constructs should
be used in the future. Second, with xenophobia and homophobia, only two dimen-
sions of anti-diversity attitudes were addressed. Whether the results are the same
for prejudice against women and refugees, for example, has yet to be examined.
Third, although service attendance is a widely used indicator of religiosity, other fac-
ets of religiosity (e.g., praying and subjective belief) could work differently. Future
research should examine whether the curvilinearity of the religiosity–prejudice link
holds for other dimensions of religiosity. Finally, introducing and testing a novel
approach to explain the exceptional views of highly religious Christians in relation
to their anti-diversity attitudes is a step forward. However, it remains unclear to
what comparison group(s) respondents compare themselves, when reporting whether
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they perceived themselves as disadvantaged. Therefore, more precise survey questions
are needed to evaluate whether respondents who experience unequal treatment
because of their religious affiliation and who report feeling like second-class citizens
because they belong to a Christian group, are actually thinking of marginalized
groups, such as foreign and homosexual people, when making this assessment.
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Notes
1. Prejudice has consequences for target groups. Xenophobic and homophobic attitudes may be reflected
in discriminatory behavior toward foreign and homosexual people. Numerous studies have shown that tar-
get groups perceive discrimination to a non-negligible extent (e.g., Jackson et al., 2019; Steinmann, 2019).
2. The East–West difference is due to the historical separation of the two German states over 40 years and
the secularization in East Germany enforced by the political regime during that time (Meulemann, 2004).
3. Even decades after reunification, the terms East/Eastern and West/Western Germany persist in usage.
For brevity, we adhere to these short terms. However, the correct terms would be (old) federal/western
states of Germany and (new) federal/eastern states of Germany.
4. A similar concept that addresses this bundling is so-called group-focused enmity (gruppenbezogene
Menschenfeindlichkeit). This concept is used predominantly but not exclusively in Germany (Küpper
and Zick, 2014).
5. The religiosity–prejudice relationship is also moderated by contextual factors. The influence of religious,
political, and economic contexts is especially relevant for the religiosity–xenophobia link (Bohman and
Hjerm, 2014; Doebler, 2015), and the moderating role of cultural contexts is key for the relationship
between religiosity and homophobia (Adamczyk and Pitt, 2009; van Assche et al., 2021).
6. Based on data of the mid-2000s, a few studies also reported less xenophobia at both ends of the religious
spectrum for Germany (Küpper and Zick, 2006; Küpper, 2010). Although this finding reversed for
Germany (Steinmann, 2023), it can still be found in other European countries (for evidence from Italy,
see Piumatti and Russo, 2019).
7. Part of the problem is that the extrinsic and intrinsic dimensions do not constitute opposing poles, but
two rather independent dimensions (Batson and Stocks, 2005).
8. While we assume a dominant trend toward modernization (Inglehart and Welzel, 2005), we also
acknowledge the current complexities and challenges present in Germany and other European societies.
Modernization is not always linear and can be reversible.
9. However, we acknowledge the discussion that not all fundamentalists are violent (Emerson and
Hartman, 2006), indicating that while it may be a sufficient criterion, it is not necessary.
10. For a more comprehensive theoretical elaboration, including an embedding of the reasoning into the
theory of social production functions (Lindenberg, 1989; Ormel et al., 1999), see a recent study by
Steinmann (2023).
11. The KONID project is the quantitative part of the research network “Religious and Social Identities in
Civil Society” (RESIC), which included two subprojects. The qualitative project “Migrant Communities,
Religious Identities and Civil Society Involvement” examines concepts of religious belonging of Bosnian
Muslims and Croatian Catholics.
12. Since all items used to operationalize fundamentalism and perceived disadvantage are positively
worded questions, agreement bias cannot be ruled out. Partially negatively worded questions could have
helped balance the tendency of respondents to agree with statements. However, reversals can also confuse
respondents, so this is not a panacea (DeVellis and Thorpe, 2022).
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13. Distributions of both dependent variables can be found in the Appendix (Figures A1 and A2).
14. Subgroup-specific results are presented in the Appendix (for religious majority and minority, see
Figures A3 and A4; for age quartiles, see Figures A5 and A6).
15. Detailed findings, including the effects of all control variables are shown in the Appendix (Table A1).
We are cautious when it comes to the interpretation of control variables (Hünermund and Louw, 2025).
However, the interpretation of these effects aligns with earlier research. For example, the findings show
an inverse relationship between education and prejudice (Hjerm, 2001; Ohlander et al., 2005).
16. Results considering the alternative mediating variables are presented in the Appendix (Table A2).
17. Findings based on listwise deletion instead of multiple imputation can be found in the Appendix
(Table A3).
18. Results using Islamophobia as alternative dependent variable are presented in the Appendix
(Table A4).
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Appendix

Figure A1. Distribution of dependent variable (xenophobia).
Source: KONID, own calculation.
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Figure A2. Distribution of dependent variable (homophobia).
Source: KONID, own calculation.

Figure A3. Effect of religiosity on xenophobia in Western Germany separately for religious majority and
minority (linear and curvilinear regression).
Note: Vertical line indicates TP.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.

Figure A4. Effect of religiosity on homophobia in Western Germany separately for religious majority and
minority (linear and curvilinear regression).
Note: Vertical line indicates TP.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.
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Figure A5. Effect of religiosity on xenophobia in Western Germany separately for age quartiles (linear and
curvilinear regression).
Note: Vertical line indicates TP.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.

Figure A6. Effect of religiosity on homophobia in Western Germany separately for age quartiles (linear
and curvilinear regression).
Note: Vertical line indicates TP.
Source: KONID 2019, own calculation.
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Table A1. Effect of religiosity on anti-diversity attitudes in Western Germany (curvilinear regression)

Xenophobia Homophobia

M1a M1b M1c M1d M1e M2a M2b M2c M2d M2e

Religiosity (service attendance) −0.249*
(0.103)

−0.194†
(0.101)

−0.172
(0.098)

−0.133
(0.098)

−0.138
(0.097)

−0.337***
(0.099)

−0.314**
(0.098)

−0.272**
(0.091)

−0.238*
(0.095)

−0.246**
(0.090)

Religiosity (service attendance)2 0.037*
(0.016)

0.031†

(0.016)
0.012
(0.016)

0.012
(0.016)

0.006
(0.015)

0.085***
(0.016)

0.076***
(0.016)

0.048**
(0.015)

0.054***
(0.015)

0.044**
(0.015)

Fundamentalism 1.499***
(0.165)

1.060***
(0.181)

1.936***
(0.155)

1.599***
(0.169)

Perceived disadvantage 1.411***
(0.152)

1.001***
(0.167)

1.389***
(0.148)

0.770***
(0.156)

Religious affiliation (ref. = Catholic church)

Protestant church −0.115†
(0.064)

−0.062
(0.064)

−0.083
(0.063)

0.052
(0.060)

0.108†

(0.062)
0.077
(0.059)

Protestant free church −0.091
(0.118)

0.048
(0.117)

−0.057
(0.117)

0.199†

(0.114)
0.383**
(0.115)

0.225*
(0.112)

Christian orthodox church −0.063
(0.183)

−0.031
(0.183)

−0.104
(0.180)

0.317†

(0.168)
0.396*
(0.173)

0.286†

(0.167)

Another Christian denomination −0.017
(0.219)

0.067
(0.181)

−0.038
(0.216)

0.205
(0.204)

0.346†

(0.209)
0.188
(0.201)

Education (ref. = no or lowest qualification)

Intermediary qualification −0.682***
(0.167)

−0.636***
(0.162)

−0.525**
(0.163)

−0.540***
(0.160)

−0.478**
(0.168)

−0.384*
(0.158)

−0.288
(0.163)

−0.310*
(0.157)
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Table A1. (Continued.)

Xenophobia Homophobia

M1a M1b M1c M1d M1e M2a M2b M2c M2d M2e

Higher qualification −0.791***
(0.168)

−0.719***
(0.163)

−0.609***
(0.164)

−0.617***
(0.161)

−0.532**
(0.173)

−0.409*
(0.164)

−0.319
(0.168)

−0.331*
(0.163)

Vocational training −0.575***
(0.151)

−0.499***
(0.146)

−0.415**
(0.147)

−0.414**
(0.145)

−0.412**
(0.151)

−0.279
(0.143)

−0.215
(0.147)

−0.214
(0.142)

University degree −1.059***
(0.153)

−0.920***
(0.150)

−0.872***
(0.150)

−0.834***
(0.148)

−0.644***
(0.156)

−0.426**
(0.147)

−0.418**
(0.152)

−0.360*
(0.146)

Still in education −1.178***
(0.184)

−0.987***
(0.179)

−0.935***
(0.181)

−0.877***
(0.178)

−0.594**
(0.183)

−0.334
(0.172)

−0.337
(0.178)

−0.250
(0.171)

Employment (ref. = full-time employment)

Full-time self-employment 0.229
(0.175)

0.169
(0.167)

0.219
(0.172)

0.181
(0.167)

−0.087
(0.163)

−0.189
(0.149)

−0.123
(0.156)

−0.179
(0.148)

Part-time employment −0.056
(0.095)

0.024
(0.093)

0.031
(0.095)

0.060
(0.093)

−0.278**
(0.094)

−0.199*
(0.088)

−0.215*
(0.091)

−0.172
(0.088)

Part-time self-employment −0.097
(0.229)

0.014
(0.222)

−0.096
(0.222)

−0.021
(0.219)

−0.266
(0.242)

−0.147
(0.225)

−0.288
(0.230)

−0.174
(0.223)

In training −0.534***
(0.159)

−0.405**
(0.153)

−0.414**
(0.152)

−0.358*
(0.150)

−0.309*
(0.149)

−0.153
(0.139)

−0.201
(0.142)

−0.117
(0.137)

Housewife/-husband 0.198
(0.179)

0.235
(0.174)

0.221
(0.176)

0.231
(0.173)

−0.005
(0.160)

0.013
(0.150)

−0.005
(0.152)

0.011
(0.147)

Retired −0.113
(0.111)

−0.095
(0.108)

−0.070
(0.109)

−0.072
(0.108)

−0.009
(0.113)

0.008
(0.103)

0.029
(0.109)

0.026
(0.103)

Unemployed −0.044
(0.166)

0.048
(0.160)

−0.001
(0.160)

0.050
(0.158)

−0.134
(0.162)

−0.031
(0.151)

−0.106
(0.155)

−0.030
(0.149)
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Gender (ref. = male) −0.007
(0.061)

−0.057
(0.059)

−0.065
(0.059)

−0.084
(0.058)

0.153*
(0.059)

0.094
(0.055)

0.102
(0.057)

0.072
(0.055)

Age −0.004
(0.003)

−0.000
(0.003)

0.001
(0.003)

0.002
(0.003)

0.000
(0.003)

0.004
(0.002)

0.005
(0.003)

0.006*
(0.002)

Migration background (ref. = native)

First-generation immigrant 0.274*
(0.108)

0.189
(0.108)

0.290**
(0.109)

0.243*
(0.107)

0.422***
(0.105)

0.315**
(0.100)

0.428***
(0.104)

0.357***
(0.100)

Second-generation immigrant −0.082
(0.092)

−0.096
(0.089)

−0.110
(0.089)

−0.104
(0.087)

−0.005
(0.089)

−0.001
(0.083)

−0.016
(0.085)

−0.008
(0.082)

Constant 2.383***
(0.143)

3.298***
(0.228)

2.960***
(0.226)

2.732***
(0.232)

2.657***
(0.229)

2.064**
(0.138)

2.440***
(0.227)

1.865***
(0.155)

1.746***
(0.229)

1.631***
(0.220)

Observations 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103 1103

Mean R2 0.006 0.102 0.173 0.173 0.201 0.059 0.116 0.249 0.201 0.266

Source: KONID, own calculation.
Note: †p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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Table A2. Effect of religiosity on anti-diversity attitudes in Western Germany (curvilinear regression),
alternative operationalization of mediating variables

Xenophobia Homophobia

M1a M1e M2a M2e

Religiosity (service
attendance)

−0.249*
(0.103)

−0.138
(0.097)

−0.337***
(0.099)

−0.258**
(0.090)

Religiosity (service
attendance)2

0.037*
(0.016)

0.006
(0.015)

0.085***
(0.016)

0.046**
(0.014)

Fundamentalism 1.060***
(0.181)

1.486***
(0.143)

Perceived disadvantage 1.001***
(0.167)

0.577***
(0.1115)

Religious affiliation (ref. = Catholic church)

Protestant church −0.083 (0.063) 0.067 (0.059)

Protestant free church −0.057 (0.117) 0.201 (0.111)

Christian orthodox
church

−0.104 (0.180) 0.251 (0.173)

Another Christian
denomination

−0.038 (0.216) 0.159 (0.201)

Control variables ✓ ✓

Constant 2.383***
(0.143)

2.657***
(0.229)

2.064**
(0.138)

1.633***
(0.215)

Observations 1103 1103 1103 1103

Mean R2 0.006 0.201 0.059 0.274

Source: KONID, own calculation.
Note: †p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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Table A3. Effect of religiosity on anti-diversity attitudes in Western Germany (curvilinear regression),
listwise deletion

Xenophobia Homophobia

M1a M1e M2a M2e

Religiosity (service attendance) −0.281*
(0.118)

−0.154
(0.110)

−0.446***
(0.114)

−0.284**
(0.105)

Religiosity (service attendance)2 0.041*
(0.018)

0.012
(0.017)

0.094***
(0.018)

0.050**
(0.017)

Fundamentalism 0.783***
(0.168)

1.369***
(0.161)

Perceived disadvantage 1.015***
(0.136)

0.702***
(0.131)

Religious affiliation (ref. = Catholic church)

Protestant church −0.087
(0.070)

0.039
(0.067)

Protestant free church −0.035
(0.130)

0.161
(0.126)

Christian orthodox church −0.091
(0.208)

0.294
(0.214)

Another Christian denomination −0.237
(0.251)

0.115
(0.242)

Control variables ✓ ✓

Constant 2.416***
(0.169)

2.431***
(0.256)

2.166**
(0.162)

1.599***
(0.249)

Observations 843 843 845 845

R2 0.007 0.212 0.059 0.270

Source: KONID, own calculation.
Note: †p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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Table A4. Effect of religiosity on Islamophobia in Western Germany (curvilinear regression), listwise
deletion

Islamophobia

M1a M1e

Religiosity (service attendance) −0.230*
(0.102)

−0.061
(0.089)

Religiosity (service attendance)2 0.040*
(0.016)

−0.001
(0.014)

Fundamentalism 1.153***
(0.160)

Perceived disadvantage 1.405***
(0.153)

Religious affiliation (ref. = Catholic church)

Protestant church −0.001
(0.057)

Protestant free church −0.121
(0.107)

Christian orthodox church −0.111
(0.178)

Another Christian denomination 0.044
(0.206)

Control variables ✓

Constant 1.916***
(0.145)

1.630***
(0.209)

Observations 825 825

R2 0.009 0.300

Source: KONID, own calculation.
Note: †p < 0.1, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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