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ABSTRACT 

 

This paper analyzes the relationship between violent crime and the intensity of religious 

beliefs across countries.  In particular, it examines whether religion in itself or its provided 

opportunity to help its congregations forge social bonds deter violent crime.  This study tests the 

hypothesis that strong religious conviction and participation within a country will contribute to 

lower homicide rates.  While current literature has investigated the relationship between crime, 

both violent and nonviolent, and religion, most studies have been conducted within developed 

countries, used individual-level data, and focused on minor crimes or teenage delinquency.  In 

addition, most studies have also defined religiosity in a purely Christian context.  This study will 

expand upon those investigations by taking a cross-national perspective, incorporating non-

Christian religions, and focusing on violent crime. 

This study will look at religiosity in a three-fold way:  First, through self-identification as 

a “religious person”; second, through frequency of religious service attendance; and third, 

through membership in a religious organization.  Differences in the results of these regressions 

may tease out what the literature refers to as the “moral communities hypothesis”:  The idea that 

religious communities have lower crime rates not because of religious conviction, but because of 

the social bonds formed through religious participation.   
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This study will apply four Ordinary Least Squares regressions to test the hypothesis.  

Data on religiosity come from consecutive waves of the World Values Survey and the European 

Values Survey, while data on homicide rates come from the World Health Organization.   The 

models will control for economic and social factors that the literature has shown to affect the 

homicide rates within a country, which include inequality, economic development, urbanization, 

religious pluralism, and age structure.   

In the end, only one of the three measurements of religiosity, frequency of religious 

service attendance, has a negative and statistically significant relationship with violent crime.  

The other two measurements, self-identification as a religious person and membership in a 

religious organization, both have positive and statistically significant relationships with violent 

crime.  ! ! The combination of these three relationships suggests that active participation in 

religious services may create the social capital that helps to dissuade violent crime.  Higher 

proportions of the faithful may not be enough to deter violent crime.  Religious activity and 

positive participation can create a welcoming environment, which encourages outsiders who may 

turn to violent crime to instead become a part of the community.  The results also show that other 

factors, including community participation, economic development, equality, and education, 

strongly influence violent crime.  Overall, policies that can increase active community 

participation, decrease inequality, promote education, and create economic opportunities will 

reap more than just economic benefits. 
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Introduction 

 Violent crime is a disease from which every country suffers, albeit with different degrees 

of severity.  In 2010, at least 468,000 people lost their life to homicide and many more were 

permanently injured both physically and mentally from other violent crimes (UNODC, 2011).   

Homicide and other violent crimes destroy communities, divide families and neighbors, 

undermine established institutions, incite anger, and spread mistrust of government among 

citizens.  Like many complex and difficult challenges facing the world, the causes and 

consequences of violent crime have subtleties that make it a difficult challenge to tackle.  The 

World Health Organization (2002) defines violence or violent crime as “the intentional use of 

physical force or power, threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or against a group 

or community, that either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in injury, death, 

psychological harm, maldevelopment or deprivation,” (2002).  

 While there are many forms of violent crime, including abuse, rape, battery, and armed 

conflict, for purposes of simplicity, this paper will use a common proxy, homicide, to investigate 

a possible deterrent to violent crime.  Homicide is defined by the WHO as “death purposely 

inflicted by another person,” (WHO, 2004).  The UNODC clarifies this definition of homicide as 

“those acts in which the perpetrator intended to cause death or serious injury by his or her 

actions.  This excludes deaths related to conflicts, deaths caused when the perpetrator was 

reckless or negligent, as well as killings that are usually considered justifiable according to penal 

law, such as those by law enforcement agents in the line of duty or in self-defense.  According to 

the definition adopted in this study, intentional homicide is thus ‘unlawful death purposefully 

inflicted on a person by another person’” (UNODC, 2011).  Homicide rates around the world 

vary widely, from Columbia’s high of 82.6 per 100,000 people to Cyprus’ low of .2 per 100,000 
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(WHO, 2004).  Like homicide rates, the factors that may affect them, including history, culture, 

population structure, inequality, and economic development levels vary from country to country 

as well.  So what are the common elements? 

Several theories investigate the common elements shared among countries with high 

numbers of homicides.  A widespread, although heavily disputed, theory in development 

economics states that as the world modernizes, violent crime decreases because countries 

becomes more civilized and their citizens, in instances of disagreement, turn from personal 

retribution to institutional dispute resolution (LaFree, 2005).  However, evidence of crime rate 

reduction through modernization, industrialization, and democratization is conflicting (LaFree & 

Tseloni, 2005).  In addition, while, developing countries have higher homicide rates on average 

than developed countries, this rule is not absolute:  In 2004, while France had a homicide rate of 

.8 per 100,000 people, the United States had a rate over seven times that, at 5.9, which is higher 

than Haiti’s 5.3 (WHO, 2004).  In recent years, therefore, researchers have been looking beyond 

economic factors and into more social ones.  In the case of the United States and France, one 

major difference may be the extent to which religion plays a role in the lives of these two 

countries’ citizens:  France outlaws religious garb in public spaces while U.S. politicians must 

prove their belief in God to be taken seriously on a national scale.   

Theoretically, religion and the strength of conviction should deter violent crime because 

they define, support, emphasize, and, more often than not, demand morality from believers.  

However, the evidence is stacked, albeit somewhat haphazardly, against that assumption.  While 

Mexico and Ireland are both devoutly and largely homogenously Catholic countries, their violent 

crime rates are drastically different:  In 2004, Mexico lost 9.3 per 100,000 of its citizens to 

violent crime, while Ireland lost less than one per 100,000 (WHO, 2004).  If one looks at the 
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religious Guatemala, that difference is even more drastic: 41.2 per 100,000 (WHO, 2004).  

Majority Muslim Indonesia had a homicide rate in 2004 of 9.0 per 100,000 while fellow Muslim 

country Iran’s homicide rate was only a third of that at 2.5 per 100,000 (WHO, 2004).  Clearly, 

identifying with a religion and practicing its beliefs do not go hand-in-hand. 

While religion can act as a unifying force, it can also act as a divisive tool:  The Crusades 

and many of current terrorists’ motives provide evidence of that idea.  Yet religious 

fractionalization within a country shows little consistency in effects on homicide rates across 

countries as well:  Tanzania’s population is 62 percent Christian and 35 percent Muslim, and 

Albania is the reverse (U.S. Department of State, 2007); however, Albania’s homicide rate in 

2004 was 6.6, but Tanzania’s was 26.1 (WHO, 2004).   

This paper will delve into the relationship between religiosity and violent crime by 

measuring the intensity of religious beliefs in three different ways.  The first, the proportion of 

citizens that consider themselves a religious person, tests the extent to which a person’s personal 

faith may deter or promote instances of violent crime.  The second, the frequency by which 

people attend religious services, and the third, the proportion of citizens belonging to a religious 

organization, may examine more indirect effects of religion.  The key question is:  Can religion 

serve as a unifying and bonding social force? 

Theoretical Background 

Religious belief affects people in many different ways:  It influences individuals’ 

decisions, changes their behavior, and shapes their external environment, yet each person 

experiences faith’s effects differently.  Many people believe in God or a higher power, but do not 

actively engage in religious activities.  Belief in the existence of religious figures like Christ or 

Abraham may or may not strongly influence small and big decisions such as to lie, to steal, or to 
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get an abortion.  Distinguishing between intensity of belief is important:  People behave 

differently when simply acknowledging the existence of something rather than believing it 

wholeheartedly.   

A large amount of quantitative research has attempted to address the relationship between 

religiosity (the strength of religious convictions and piety) and criminal behavior.  The frequency 

by which individuals attend church or the intensity of their beliefs and the likelihood that they 

will commit crime, large or small, has been examined over the years and with greater fervor 

since Hirschi and Stark’s (1969) findings negating any relationship between the two.  Not 

surprisingly, results since then have been conflicting and complex.  Some studies also find no 

relationship between crime and religiosity (Burkett & White, 1974), while others find a negative 

relationship (Higgins & Albrecht, 1977; Albrecht et al., 1977; Jensen & Erickson, 1979; 

Grasmick, Bursik & Cochran, 1991; Regnerus, 2003), and a few early studies find a positive 

relationship (Argyle, 1959; Lunden, 1964).  In later studies, a key factor in determining the 

religion-crime connection is the social context of the community, not just individual faith  

(Burkett & White, 1974; Jensen & Ericson, 1979; Stark, 1996; Heaton, 2006).  Many authors 

considered “crime” too broad a construction to relate to religion and found that the intensity of 

religious beliefs had different effects on different types of crime or delinquencies (Pettersson, 

1991; Benda & Corwyn, 1997; Heaton, 2006).  

The relationship between development and crime is similarly complex.  The civilization, 

conflict, and modernization theories posit that violent crime should either increase with 

development; decrease with development; or initially increase then decrease with development, 

respectively (LaFree & Tseloni, 2006).  The impacts of other factors such as inequality, growth 
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rates, social disorganization, and violent histories only make verifying these theories less 

straightforward (Rosenfeld & Messner, 1988; Messner, 1989; Bennett, 1991; LaFree, 2005).   

There is an intersection between religion and crime and economic development and crime 

on the country level.  Strong religious convictions and involvement in religious activities often 

reinforce deference to authority, strengthen community ties, and promote shared values.  At the 

same time, individuals with strong religious convictions and high involvement often (but not 

always) have lower educational levels, a lower socioeconomic status, and lower tolerance of 

people with opposing beliefs.  Of course, all these correlations come with exceptions.  This paper 

investigates these complex relationships on the international level, lending more light to the 

current conversation regarding religiosity and criminality:  Do more religious nations have more 

or less violent crime?  Do religious institutions create positive externalities in their communities?  

Can religion act as a unifying and bonding social force? 

Hellfire 

The “hellfire hypothesis” posits that fear of punishment for bad behavior and promises of 

reward for good behavior in the afterlife encourages religious people to adhere to the law.  

Hirschi and Stark’s (1969) discovery, that church and Sunday school attendance does not affect 

juvenile delinquency, changed an often presumed perception that religiosity would deter it.  

Subsequent studies, however, find a negative relationship (Higgins and Albrecht, 1977; Albrecht 

et al., 1977; Jensen and Erickson, 1979; Regnerus, 2003) or a more complex relationship 

dependent on the type of crime or external factors (Pettersson, 2001; Heaton 2006).  Stark’s 

(1996) reassessment of his 1969 study led him to speculate that the relationship between religion 

and crime needs to be considered in the context of the particular society.  Hirschi and Stark’s 

(1969) study was conducted in California and subsequent studies in the Pacific Northwest had 
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similar results.  Studies conducted in more religiously inclined communities, like in the South or 

in Mormon areas of Utah and Idaho, found the relationship to be negative.  Stark (1996) 

concludes that, for an individual, community confirmation of individual religious beliefs, rather 

than fear of hell discourages delinquency.  Social pressure to conform influences an individual’s 

decision to commit or not commit a crime or delinquency more than personal fear of 

supernatural retribution.   Evans et al. (1995) posit a similar idea: They find a negative 

relationship between religiosity and crime, but that relationship was only significant when 

religiosity was measured by the amount of religious activities, not general religiosity, religious 

beliefs, or religious values. 

Moral Communities 

Religion, then, may curb crime indirectly in that it plays a role in forming, shaping, and 

influencing societal demands and an individual’s bond to his community (Baier & Wright, 

2001).  This indirect role ties into Durkheim’s “moral communities” theory and is supported by 

Stark (1996):  Religion’s effects in the decision-making process need to be considered in a group 

context rather than in an individual one:  “The moral communities model suggests that it is 

neither the degree of personal religiosity, nor the type of offense (ascetic or secular), nor even 

religious affiliation that matters so much as community-level religiosity,” (Evans et al. 1995).  If 

a religious individual surrounds himself with a group of non-religious friends, their religious 

beliefs may not be lost, but will not be constantly reaffirmed and, consequently, will be relegated 

away from the forefront of their mind.  On the other hand, surrounded by like-minded religious 

people, religion may play a part in day-to-day interactions and so are strongly supported (Stark, 

1996).  Regnerus (2003) adds that there may be a threshold to the number of religious adherents 
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in a community that a community must meet in order for religion to have a negative effect on 

crime.   

While a “moral community” reaffirms beliefs and values among individuals, it also exerts 

influence on individual behavior through embarrassment and shame:  Members of a religious 

community are more likely to experience or fear negative emotions if they participate in immoral 

acts or criminal behavior (Grasmick et al., 1991).  Evans et al. (1995) confirm this finding, 

stating that involvement in religious activities, over other measures of religiosity like belief in 

supernatural retribution, deters crime and delinquency. 

Religion, Economic Development, and Crime 

Research on the relationship between crime and religion has greatly centered on Christian 

communities in the United States, but Durkheim’s social theories have also played a large role in 

international crime theories.  His modernization theory predicts that as nations economically 

develop and modernize, the long-held social bonds among people in those communities begin to 

break down.  Historical ties, traditional beliefs, and personal relationships break and take on new 

forms as the country industrializes and more complex labor divisions and relationships develop  

(Neuman & Berger, 1988).  This breakdown of tradition leads to conflict within the society, 

increasing instability in the family and community, creating ambiguity in new relationships and 

institutions, and raising the frequency of crime.  Bennett (1991) summarizes: “When 

development of normative systems attendant to organic solidarity lags behind the division of 

labor, an abnormal condition — an anomie — exists in which variation and innovation take 

place, including deviance and crime.”  The length of this period of instability depends on the 

level and rate of economic development — the faster the development and therefore 

reorganization of society, the more time the people need to catch up.  Violent crime rates take the 
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shape of a bell curve, peaking at the height of the anomie, but falling as individuals accept the 

roles and values of the newer society.  

Often a staple of traditional beliefs, religion and its associated norms and institutions 

undergo a social transformation during this time, yet whether that transformation is growth or 

contraction is unclear.  In the industrialized West, religiosity wanes as secularization rises, but 

recent developing nations witness a consistency if not resurgence of religion (Haynes, 1997).  

These trends pose two important and related questions:  First, do people turn back towards their 

religious beliefs due the chaos caused by modernization or does modernization increase 

secularization?  Second, does the role of religion in a society heighten or lesson the frequency of 

violent crime in a society? 

Social Disorganization Theory 

Religion may not just be attractive in disorganized societies, but may also demand more 

moral adherence from its members in those contexts.  In contradiction to Hirschi and Stark 

(1969), Tittle and Welch (1983) found that individual deterrence from crime is more influenced 

by religion in contexts where there are fewer religious people: “Religion affects individual 

conformity most where the environment is both secularized and disorganized.”  When the social 

context is ambiguous on a certain act or provides little guidance on proper behavior, an 

individual turns towards their religion for affirmation of “the right thing to do.”  In doing so, they 

enter into a smaller religious community in which the requirements for social integration are 

clear and the pressure to conform is great.   

The moral communities model and the social disorganization theory do not necessarily 

contradict each other because they both touch on how communities “control themselves and their 

environment through formal and informal relational networks so that the risk of crime is 
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minimized” (Bursik and Grasmick, 1993).  Homogenous communities, especially in terms of 

religion, support communication between members, share beliefs, and reinforce common values 

which forge and strengthen social bonds, while heterogeneous communities fail to connect 

individuals (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Ellison, Burr, & McCall, 1997).  In light of these ideas, 

Regnerus (2003) proposes that religious homogeneity should be incorporated into Stark’s (1996) 

position on the importance of social context in examining the effects of religion.  Despite the 

omission of religion in Bursik and Grasmick’s (1993) original social disorganization theory, 

Regnerus (2003) also suggests that religious institutions are what those authors refer to 

“secondary relational networks” because those institutions exert influence on their member’s 

behaviors, thoughts, and attitudes.   

Limitations to Current Literature 

While literature has greatly expounded upon the relationship between crime and 

religiosity, aspects of the relationship need to be explored further.  A common criticism (Tittle & 

Welch, 1983; Evans et al., 1995) of current studies is that observations of religiosity and crime 

have been mostly done on juveniles.  This omission, done because juveniles have a higher 

tendency to participate in delinquent behavior, limits our knowledge of other groups.   Young 

people do not make the choice to attend church freely or are disproportionately influenced by 

their parents and peers (Evans et al., 1995).  In the majority of studies, “religiosity” is measured 

by either membership in a church or church attendance (Hirschi & Stark, 1969; Pettersson, 1991; 

Stark, 1996) — both of which may be inadequate measures of individual religiosity.  Similarly, 

past examinations have usually centered on different types of Christianity and crime and, with a 

few exceptions (Pettersson, 2001), most have also been in the United States.  More intense 
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homogeneity or heterogeneity of other nations could have stronger or weaker relationship 

between religion and crime. 

Finally, much of the past research named violent crime as an additional variable to 

explore rather than just a variable of interest (Pettersson, 1991; Heaton, 2006).  Since the 

definition of crime has varied, findings have varied: Heaton (2006) found no statistically 

significant relationship between violent crime and religion, while Pettersson (1991), found a 

negative relationship between the two.  Most studies on the effects of religion have concentrated 

not on violent crime, but on delinquent or immoral behavior, e.g., alcohol, marijuana or other 

drug use, vandalism, status offenses, tax evasion, theft, and many non-victim crimes (Hirschi & 

Stark, 1969; Grasmick et al., 1991; Evans et al., 1995; Stark, 1996; Benda & Corwyn, 1997; 

Regnerus, 2003).  Despite the large numbers of studies on the relationship between religiosity 

and crime, the conversation is ready to take on a new dimension. 

Filling the Gap 

 Due to the limitations in the current literature and a widespread failure to address the 

relationship between religiosity and crime from an international perspective, the issue requires 

additional investigation.  Much like Hirschi and Stark (1969) initially overlooked the social 

context of the religious communities they investigated, recent studies omit comparisons across 

countries.  Stark’s (1996) conclusion that religiosity matters more or less depending on the 

location of that community begs the question: Can that same theory be applied cross-culturally as 

well as across U.S. communities?  Different countries with similar religious backgrounds do not 

always have similar homicide rates, but are those pairings the rule or the exceptions?  The 

current literature fails on three accounts:  First, it neglects to capture a cross-country comparison 

regarding this relationship; second, due to varied, differing, and often-inconclusive findings, it 
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fails on a quantitative level to address whether religious conviction or participation influence the 

behavior of individuals, especially in regards to violent crime; and third, it fails to tease out the 

effect of social capital potentially captured by religious participation and pure individual belief.  

 This paper intends to address this gap by expanding the conversation to the global level.  

Moving to an international perspective may shift how people have traditionally looked at the 

influence of religion and the force of religiosity for social good, if indeed, it does hold that 

power:  Do churches, mosques, synagogues or other established religious institutions provide an 

even greater good to the people — one that is more than just promoting service, philanthropy, 

and individual contentment?  Specifically, do countries with high numbers of devout people have 

higher or lower violent crime rates?  And, practically, should governments be promoting 

programs to encourage religious participation in its population, much like some American 

programs that have funded Church-led social efforts, in order to curb violent crime rates?   

Hypothesis 

 Current literature has conflicting results regarding the effects of religion on crime, in 

large part because religion directly and indirectly influences individuals’ lives in different ways.  

In addition, as the literature has shown, religious belief and religious participation may 

encourage different types of behaviors in individuals.  Thus, three different measures of religious 

intensity will be tested with the following hypotheses: 

Null Hypothesis: There is no relationship between religiosity and violent crime. 

 

Hypothesis #1:  The relationship between religiosity, represented as the proportion of citizens 

self-identifying themselves as religious, and violent crime is negative. 

 

Hypothesis #2: The relationship between religiosity, represented as a proportion of citizens 

belonging to a religious organization, and violent crime is negative.  

 

Hypothesis #3: The relationship between religiosity, represented as the frequency of religious 

attendance, and violent crime is negative.  

!
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Data Description 

The dependant variable in this study is violent crime and, as is common practice, is 

measured with homicide rates (Fajnzylber et al., 2002; LaFree & Tseloni, 2006).  Data on 

homicides come from the World Health Organization (WHO), which is widely and consistently 

considered the most reliable international data on homicides (Messner & Rosenfeld, 1997; 

LaFree, 2005; LaFree & Tseloni, 2006).  The WHO receives its information from national public 

health records and, as stated above, defines homicide as “death purposely inflicted by another 

person” (WHO, 2004).  Despite this vague definition, the WHO’s Mortality Database separates 

out intentional homicides from battle-related deaths, accidental or unintentional homicide, and 

state-induced or sanctioned death, so only intentional homicides are used in this study.  

Unfortunately, homicide data for every country-year is not available from the WHO; so many 

observations were collected from other sources.
1
  This study uses homicide rates, expressed as 

number of homicides per 100,000 people.  Homicide rates serve as a good proxy for violent 

crime because they are the type of violent crime that is least likely to go unreported, are highly 

correlated with other types of violent crimes, and are most easily defined, which reduces cross-

national measurement issues (Fajnzylber et al., 2002).  While overall rates are expected to be 

underreported, little evidence shows that the underreporting is concentrated in specific countries, 

although it may be slightly correlated with economic development. 

Data for the key independent variable, religiosity, come from the European Values 

Survey (EVS) and the World Values Survey (WVS), which was built upon the EVS.  The WVS 

is often considered the most useful source of international data on church attendance and 

religious beliefs (Barro & McCleary, 2003a).  The EVS and WVS are conducted in waves, 

sometimes together and sometimes not, and ask questions of about 1000 individuals per country 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Please see Appendix B for the full list of homicide data sources 
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or region.  Both the EVS and WVS were conducted in 1981-1984 (24 countries), 1989-1993 (43 

countries) and 1999-2004 (70 countries).  In addition, the WVS was conducted from 1994-1999 

(54 countries) and 2005-2007 (57 countries).  Included in WVS are economies such as Hong 

Kong, Taiwan, and Puerto Rico although they belong to other countries.  Both surveys ask 

questions about people’s values, which allow researchers to examine those values’ impacts on 

society.  Each wave of the surveys repeats some economies, but not every country is surveyed in 

each wave.  Due to this constraint, country data for several years, known as pooled cross-

sectional data, will be used to raise the number of observations in the study.  Therefore, while 

there are only 96 economies in the data, 243 observations are available, with many countries 

repeated over time.
2
  Another constraint of the EVS and WVS is that not every question is asked 

in all countries every time, so while there are 243 possible observations in this study, data on 

membership in a religious organization are not available for all observations.  In addition, while 

the survey also includes some regional areas, such as Northern Ireland, due to a lack of 

corresponding WHO data for homicide rates in these regions, they will not be included.
4
   

The WVS and EVS also include many variables that capture different aspects of the 

religiosity of the individuals interviewed.  These include not only how individuals identify 

themselves in terms of religious denomination and strength of conviction but also how they think 

religion should play a role in politics, family life, and society.  Questions regarding religion 

include, but are not limited to: “Do you believe in God?”  “Do you believe in life after death?”  

“How important is religion in your life?”  “How important is God in your life?”  “Are you a 

member of a religious organization?”  “How often do you attend religious services?” and “Do 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 All countries, years, and waves included in the models for this paper are listed in Appendix A. 
4 For a longer list of omitted or dropped economies, see Appendix A. 
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you consider yourself a religious person?”  Graph 1 shows responses to questions regarding 

some specific beliefs. 

Overall, the EVS and WVS reveal that respondents hold many religious beliefs.  Graph 1 

shows that, of the individuals answering the question, 88.9 percent believe in God; however,  

other objects or tenets of belief are not as popular.  

About two-thirds of the answering respondents 

believe in the existence of sin and a little over 60 

percent believe in life after death and heaven.  

Less than half believe in hell and only a little over 

40 percent believe in the devil.  While it seems 

that the majority of respondents believe in God 

and an afterlife, affirmations of various beliefs are 

not necessarily indicative of the strength of 
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Source: WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 1981-2007.  Based on 63-78 percent of those surveyed who 

answered the question, “Do you believe in X?” as either “yes” or “no,” depending on the question.  However, only 

38.5 percent of individuals surveyed answered the question regarding their belief in the devil.  “No response” or “I 

don’t know” are counted as missing. 

Graph 1: Various Religious Beliefs of Respondents in all EVS and WVS Countries, 1981-2007 

 

Source: WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 

1981-2007.  Based on the 90.8 percent of individuals 

that answered the question “Are you a religious 

person?” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Graph 2: Self-identification as a Religious Person in 

all WVS and EVS Countries, 1981-2007 
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religious conviction:  According to the literature, 

belief is not everything.  On the other hand, belief 

does plays a role in individuals’ decisions and 

behaviors.  For example, individuals often pray 

before making important life decisions and 

Christians often consult the mantra, “What would 

Jesus do?”.   

Overwhelmingly, respondents in the 

WVS and EVS consider themselves to be 

religious: Graph 2 shows that about 70 percent of 

respondents self-identify as a religious person.  

Graph 3 shows that about 42 percent consider 

religion to be “very important” in their life, while 

only 13 percent believe it not to be important at 

all.  However importance of religion does not 

indicate the extent to which these individuals 

actively practice their faith.  Graph 4 reinforces 

this thought: Only 18 percent of respondents 

claim to belong to a religious organization.   

It appears that few of those claiming strong religious beliefs clearly put it into practice.  

Similarly, religious service attendance rates shown in graph 5 illustrate that less than one-third of 

respondents attend a religious service once a week or more.  This is an important variable 

because previous studies (Stark, 1996; Benda & Corwyn, 1997; Tittle & Welch, 2001; Regnerus, 
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20%!
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How important is 

religion in your life?!
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rather 
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not very 
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not at all 
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82%!

18%!

Are you a member of a 

religious organization?!

Not mentioned!

Belong!

Graph 4: Membership in a Religious Organization in 

all WVS and EVS countries, 1981-2007 

 

 

Source: WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 

1981-2007.  Responses are derived from the 42.9 

percent of individuals in the surveys that were asked 

to what type of organizations they belong. 

Source: WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 

1981-2007.  Based on the 88.1 percent of individuals 

that answered the question “How important is 

religion in your life? 

 

Graph 3: Importance of Religion in all WVS and 

EVS Countries, 1981-2007 

 

!



! 16!

2003; Barro & McCleary, 2003a) have often used 

religious service attendance rates as a proxy for 

religiosity.  A cross-country comparison does not 

as easily use that measure because not all 

religions require weekly attendance at a church 

service like the Christians in those studies.
6
  

However, frequent attendance at a religious 

service, regardless of mandate, still shows 

person’s actions reflecting their religious 

conviction.  Over all, about 24 percent never 

attend religious services while 34 percent attend 

very infrequently. 

  When compared to homicide rates on the country level, religiosity as measured by 

frequency of religious service attendance varies quite a bit, but has somewhat of a positive trend 

as seen in Graph 6.  As the average homicide rate goes up, so does the proportion of individuals 

in that country that attend religious services once a week or more.  Table 1 shows the 

relationship less clearly.  At first, as attendance decreases, so does the average homicide rate, but 

at “less than once a year,” the average rate spikes up again.  In addition, the standard deviations 

around the mean are very large, indicating that the variation is spread widely.  Graph 7 shows a 

similar trend — as homicide rates go up, so does the percent of respondents in that region that 

consider themselves a religious person — however, this trend is not as acute. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
6 This study uses the frequency of religious service attendance per month as a measure of religiosity in order to 

circumvent this potential Christian bias.   

31%!
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17%!
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How often do you attend 

religious services?!

Once a week or 

more!
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special days!
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Never or practically 

never!

Graph 5: Frequency of Religious Service Attendance 

in all WVS and EVS countries, 1981-2007 

 

 

Source: WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 

1981-2007.  Responses are derived from the 93.9 

percent of individuals in the surveys that answered 

the question “How often do you attend religious 

services?” 
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Measures of Religiosity v. 2004 Homicide Rates 

"Religious 

Person" 
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Source:  WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 1981-2007.  Responses are derived from the 93.9 percent of 

individuals in the surveys that answered the question.  Homicide rates are “death by violence” or “death by 

intentional homicide” rates from the WHO, 2004.  !

!

Graph 6: Frequency of Religious Service Attendance Increases as 2004 Homicide Rate Increases in all WVS and 

EVS countries, 2004 

!

Source:  WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 1981-2007.  Reponses on both of these variables differ because the 

inquiry into religious organization membership was asked less often (42.7 percent of respondents) than whether a 

person considers themselves to be religious (90.8 percent of respondents), therefore the size of these observational 

pools are different, but their percentages can be compared.  Homicide rates are “death by violence” rates from the 

WHO, 2004. 
 

!

Graph 7: Religiosity Measurements Increase as Homicide Rates Increase in all WVS and EVS countries, 2004 
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To complicate the variation 

regarding religious practice and 

religious conviction, 73 percent of 

WVS and EVS respondents claim a 

religious denomination.  The EVS and 

WVS include options for many 

denominations, but the majority of 

individuals claiming denomination in 

the survey are overwhelmingly 

Christian and Muslim.  Table 2 shows 

a more specific breakdown of 

denominations claimed in the surveys, 

based on the nine categories Barro and 

McCleary (2003) use.
7
  

This study will use data from 

the World Bank and the United 

Nations to control for various 

economic and social factors, such as 

urbanization (measured as the percent of the population living in an urban environment), youth 

(percent of the population aged 15-25), education (expected school life), the log of the GDP per 

capita, and the Gini coefficient, while the relationship between religiosity and crime are 

examined.   

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
7 Despite the denominational breakdown here, the final religious categories used to measure religious pluralism are 

taken from the country as a whole and are Christian, Muslim, Jewish, Hindu, Buddhist, Other Eastern Religion, 

Other/Native, and Atheist/Agnostic.  

Table 1: Mean homicide rates by religious service attendance for 

all EVS and WVS countries, 1981-2007 

Source:  WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 1981-2007.  

Responses are derived from the 93.9 percent of individuals in the 

surveys that answered the question.  Homicide rates are “death by 

violence” rates from the WHO, 2004.  !

Frequency of 

Attendance 

Mean 

Homicide Rate 

Standard 

Deviation 

More than once a week 28.27 120.05 

Once a week 24.60 101.18 

Once a month 23.33 104.45 

Only on special holy 

days/Christmas/Easter 

days  

21.75 120.26 

Other specific holy days  4.11 6.73 

Once a year  19.29 106.52 

Less than once a year 33.26 150.31 

Never/practically never 27.39 142.64 

!

Table 2: Grouped Religious Denominations in for all countries and 

waves in the WVS and EVS, 1981-2007 

 

 Religion Percent 

Roman Catholic 39.2 

Muslim 18.8 

Protestant or non-denominational Christian 21.2 

Orthodox Christian 11.3 

Hindu 3.0 

Buddhist 2.6 

Other 2.9 

Jewish 0.8 

Other Eastern Religion .35 

!Source: WVS and EVS, all countries and waves, 1981-2007.  

These denominations are derived from the 77.7 percent of 

individuals in the surveys that specified their religious 

denomination.  
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Empirical Strategy 

This study will use pooled cross-sectional data with four separate Ordinary Least Squares 

models.  The independent variables of interest measure the religiosity of a country and will be 

represented in separate regressions by (1) self-identification as a religious person or religious 

salience; (2) membership in a religious organization; and (3) frequency of religious service 

attendance.  Since the focus is on the state level, and not the individual-level of the WVS, these 

factors will be measured as state-level variables created by taking the proportion of respondents 

in each country answering positively to the respective questions of interest and then turning them 

into a national average and, therefore, a continuous variable between zero and one (Barro & 

McCleary, 2003a; McCleary & Barro, 2006; Fox & Tabory, 2006).  These measures of 

religiosity will be regressed in separate models because they represent different theories of the 

effects of religion on crime:  The effect of belonging to a religious organization may also reflect 

the moral communities hypothesis, while self-identification will not be as representative of social 

bonds.  Finally, a fourth model will incorporate all three measures together to investigate 

whether the measures have different effects separately or teased out.  The dependant variable 

will be violent crime, proxied by the log of the homicide rate.
9
   

In order to isolate the relationship between homicides and religion, other influential 

factors will be controlled for including economic development and population structure.  

Because the WVS has been conducted over a number of years, the data for the specific year the 

survey was taken will be used to control for any unique occurrences in that year.  In accordance 

with past cross-national studies on homicide rates (Bennett, 1991; LaFree, 1999; Barro & 

McCleary, 2003a), economic development will be represented by the log of GDP per capita and 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
9 The majority of studies on violent crime use the homicide rate only, but the nature of the data called for the log.  

For more on this decision, see Appendix H. 
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economic inequality by the Gini coefficient (Messner, 1982).  Another control for development, 

urbanization, measured as percent of the population living in an urban environment, is included 

because higher urbanization increases the number of potential criminals and victims (LaFree & 

Kick, 1986; Messner, 1989; Bennett, 1991; Barro & McCleary, 2003a).  The models also include 

population structure, represented by the proportion of the population between the ages 15 and 24 

because individuals at these ages are more likely to commit more violent crimes than other the 

rest of the population (Messner, 1989; Bennett, 1991; LaFree & Tseloni, 2006).  To control for 

potential effects of specific religious denominations, the models will include a variable that 

measures the percent of the population that is non-Christian (Barro & McCleary, 2003a).  In 

order to keep the number of variables low and because the majority of the participants in the 

WVS and EVS are Christian, no other religions are controlled for.  To control for religious 

pluralism, the model will use of the pluralism index
10

 as used by Barro & McCleary (2003a).  It 

is possible that a presence of many religions or a tension between two religions increase the 

chance of violent crime. 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
10 The pluralism index is a derivation of the Herfindahl Index, an indicator that measures religious pluralism and is 

based on the Herfindahl-Hirschmann Index, an indicator used in economics to measure product-market 

concentration and market competition (Krech, 2009).  The Herfindahl Index is the sum of the squares of the 

population fractions belonging to each religion, meaning that it measures the probability that two randomly selected 

people in a country belong to the same religion (Barro & McCleary, 2003a).  Like in Barro & McCleary (2003a), 

the pluralism index in this paper is one minus the Herfindahl Index, which indicates the probability that two 

randomly selected people in a country belong to a different religion.  For more on this measurement of religious 

pluralism, see Appendix C.  
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Model in Parameter Form 

! = !0 + !1X1 + !2X2 + !3X3 + !4X4 + !5X5 + !6X6 + !7X7 + !8X8 + !9X9 + "  

  
!

!

Where: 

 

Y = LHomicide 

 The natural log of the number of homicides per 100,000 people 

X1A = RelPerson 

 Proportion of the population self-identifying as a religious person 

X1B = FreqRel 

 Proportion of the population attending religious services once a month or more 

X1C = MemberRelOrg 

 Proportion of the population claiming membership in a religious organization 

X2 = RelPlural 

Pluralism index indicating probability that two randomly selected people in the 

country do not belong to the same religion 

X3 = PercentChrist 

 Percent of the population that is Christian 

X4 = PercentYouth 

 Percentage of the population between the ages of 15 and 24 years old 

X5 = ExpectedSchoolLife 

 Country’s average expected schooling completed  

X6 = Gini 

 Gini coefficient 

X7 = lGDPcap 

 Log of the gross domestic product per capita 

X8 = Urban 

 Percent of the population living in an urban environment 

X9 = nonWHO 

 Dummy variable controlling for different sources of homicide data 

" =  error term 

B0 =  Y-intercept 

B1 # B9, = Coefficients of respective independent variables; partial slope coefficients!

Exhibit 1: Model in Parameter Form!

!
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Exhibit 2:  Independent and Control Variables with Predicted Correlation to the Dependent Variable!

 Variable Description Expected Sign Justification 

 Dependant    

Y LHomicide Interval-ratio N/A  

 Independent    

X1A RelPerson Nominal Positive See Graph 7:  As homicide rates go up, so 

does the percentage of respondents 

claiming to be a “religious person.” 

X1B FreqRelMonth Ordinal Positive See Graph 6 and Table 2: As homicide 

rates increase, so does the percentage of 

respondents who attend a religious service 

once a week or more.   

X1C MemberRelOrg Nominal Negative Moral communities hypothesis: Religion 

and religious activity encourages people to 

interact with their community, forming 

more concrete social bonds, and lowering 

the likelihood of violent crime.  Getting 

involved with a religious organization is 

voluntary decision reflecting religious 

values which is likely to be repeated. 

 Controls    

X2 RelPlural Interval-ratio Positive A society with uniform religious beliefs 

are likely to have other values in common, 

lowering the occurrence of social tension 

and violent crime.  Barro & McCleary, 

2003a; Fox & Tabory, 2008. 

X3 PercentChrist Dummy Various Controls for the possible effects of a 

specific religious denomination.  Barro & 

McCleary, 2003a; Fox & Tabory, 2008. 

X4 PercentYouth Interval-ratio Positive LaFree & Tseloni, 2006; Bennett, 1991; 

Messner, 1989. 

X5 Expected School 

Life 

Interval-Ratio Negative Education often serves as an indicator of 

development.  More highly educated 

societies are also more likely to trust 

government and accept the rule of law, and 

therefore have lower homicide rates.  

Fajnzylber et al, 2002; Barro & McCleary, 

2003b. 

X6 Gini Coefficient 

(Inequality) 

Interval-ratio Positive Messner, 1982; Neuman & Berger, 1988; 

Fajnzylber et al, 2002.   

X7 Log GDP Per Capita Interval-ratio Negative Norris & Inglehart, 2004; LaFree & 

Tseloni, 2006; Fox & Tabory, 2008; 

Bennett, 1991. 

X8 Urbanization Interval-ratio Positive LaFree & Kick, 1986; Neuman & Berger, 

1988; Messner, 1989; Bennett, 1991; 

Fajnzylber et al., 2002; Barro & McCleary, 

2003a; Heaton, 2006. 

X9 nonWHO Dummy Null Controls for homicide rate data not 

obtained from the WHO.  This variable 

will capture potential nonrandom variation 

caused by the dependant variable coming 

from a different source. 

!
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Results 

 Only one of the three hypotheses were supported by the results.  Table 3 presents the 

results of the regression analysis in four related models.  Each of the first three models uses a 

different measure of religiosity, while model four incorporates all three measures.
11

  In that 

model, relperson and memberrelorg are positively related to violent crime.  Only the proportion 

of people who attend a religious service more than once a month, represented by freqrelmonth, 

had a negative relationship with violent crime.  This relationship is statistically significant at the 

90% level on its own and the relationship remains negative in each model when other religiosity 

measures are included.
12

  This result suggests that populations with higher proportions of people 

that attend religious services once a month or more experience lower levels of violent crime.   

Interestingly, the proportion of people that self-identify as religious, as represented by 

relperson, is not statistically significant and negatively related to violent crime when other 

measures of religiosity are not included.  However, the variable becomes significant and positive 

when the variable is considered with other religiosity measures.  This result suggests that the 

higher the proportion of self-identified religious people, the higher the homicide rate.  It may 

also indicate the sensitivity of the models to the number of observations since the total number of 

observations in Model 4 is less than half of that in Model 1.  Surprisingly, the proportion of 

citizens belonging to religious organizations, memberrelorg, also had a statistically significant 

and positive relationship with violent crime.  This indicates that countries with higher 

proportions of citizens who belong to a religious organization are correlated with higher violent 

crime rates.
13

  

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
11 Regressions investigating different combinations of the religiosity variables are in Appendix E. 
12 For model diagnostic test results, see Appendix D. 
13Being a member in any type of organization, religious or not, is positively and significantly correlated with violent 

crime, contrary to the literature that clubs, groups, and organizations build social capital  (Evans et al, 1995).  A 
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!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
comparison of the role of religious groups against both nonreligious groups and all types of groups can be found in 

Appendix F.   

Variable 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

relperson -1.029*   1.533*** 

 (-1.924)   (2.944) 

freqrelmonth  -0.719*  -0.768* 

  (-1.683)  (-1.720) 

memberrelorg   1.499** 1.533*** 

   (2.369) (2.894) 

percentyouth -0.0187 0.000920 -0.0559 -0.0104 

 (-0.460) (0.0222) (-1.189) (-0.225) 

relplural 0.552 0.604 2.147*** 2.984*** 

 (0.869) (1.114) (2.972) (4.013) 

perchrist 1.839*** 1.730*** 2.400*** 2.309*** 

 (5.447) (4.524) (4.531) (4.120) 

expectedschoollife -0.172*** -0.168*** -0.212*** -0.223*** 

 (-2.750) (-2.682) (-2.673) (-3.473) 

gini 3.324*** 3.326*** 2.287** 2.993*** 

 (3.593) (3.657) (2.208) (2.854) 

lgdpcap -0.588*** -0.519*** -0.967*** -0.818*** 

 (-4.035) (-3.651) (-7.021) (-6.692) 

urban 0.0198*** 0.0189*** 0.0128** 0.0122* 

 (3.347) (3.457) (2.047) (1.959) 

nonWHO 0.179 0.240 -0.374 -0.468 

 (0.783) (1.104) (-1.019) (-1.616) 

Constant 5.474*** 4.148** 9.235*** 6.115*** 

 (3.122) (2.514) (4.746) (3.275) 

     

Observations 200 198 96 92 

R-squared 0.413 0.410 0.583 0.658 

F-statistic 14.04 12.50 18.24 15.93 

Prob > F 0 0 0 0 

 

Table 3: Estimated Regression Coefficients Using Robust Standard Errors with the Log of the 

Homicide Rate as the Dependant Variable  

Note: The numbers underneath the respective coefficients in parentheses are t-statistics.  The 

coefficients with a significance level at 10 percent are indicated by (*), the coefficients with a 

significance level at 5 percent are indicated by (**), the coefficients with a significance level at 1 

percent are indicated by (***).  
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 The control variables were less surprising.  As the literature predicted, high economic 

development had a negative relationship with violent crime (Bennett, 1991; LaFree, 1999; Barro 

& McCleary, 2003a; Messner, 1982).  The log of GDP per capita, lgdpcap, is statistically 

significantly negatively related to violent crime in all models:  The higher the GDP per capita, 

the less violent crime in a country.  In terms of inequality, the relationship is statistically 

significantly positive in all five models: The higher the Gini coefficient (the higher the level of 

inequality), the more violent crime (Messner, 1982; Barro & McCleary, 2003b).  Also, not 

surprisingly, education, represented by expected school life, is negatively related to violent 

crime: More educated (and therefore likely more developed) countries are more likely to have 

lower homicide rates and more educated people are likely to trust in the rule of law (Fajnzylber 

et al, 2002; Barro & McCleary, 2003b).  Urbanization similarly has an expected relationship with 

violent crime.  The proportion of a population living in urban areas, urban, is statistically 

significantly positively related to violent crime in all models.  This observation is also found in 

the literature:  More homicides occur when more people are living together in smaller space 

(LaFree & Kick, 1986; Messner, 1989; Bennett, 1991; Barro & McCleary, 2003a; Heaton, 2006).   

 Interestingly, the size of the Christian population of a country is positively and 

significantly related to its homicide rate, indicating that more Christian countries are likely to 

have higher crime rates in all models.  Religious pluralism, relplural, was also statistically 

significant in all models.  Pluralism, defined as one minus the Herfindahl Index and which 

measures the chance that two randomly selected individuals in a country belong to a different 

religion, was positively related to violent crime.  This relationship is significant in Models 3 and 

4.  This relationship indicates that, in areas with high religious pluralism, the homicide rate will 
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be higher, suggesting that religious disunity may be a factor in violent crime or societal tension 

(Barro & McCleary, 2003a; Fox & Tabory, 2008.).
14

   

 Contrary to the literature (Messner, 1989; Bennett, 1991; LaFree & Tseloni, 2006), the 

proportion of people between ages 15-24 (percentyouth) was not statistically significant in each 

model.
15

  This outcome was surprising because, as the literature shows, people between the ages 

of 15 and 24 are more likely to be violent crime offenders than people of other age groups.   

For a comparison, the same regression models were run with the most recent year of each 

country, rather than for every country-year observation, and the outcomes were similar: The 

direction of the relationships between the variables of interest and controls with the homicide 

rates were the same, but statistical significance was lacking for the variables measuring 

religiosity.
16

  Similarly, the relationships do not change in models with observations with 

imputed homicide rates in models 1-4.
17

   

Discussion 

 While the majority of the relationships between the control variables and the dependent 

variable, homicide rates, are expected, the results regarding the independent variables of interest 

were quite unlike the proposed hypotheses.  The hypotheses were based on the idea that 

countries with populations with higher religiosity, or higher intensity of religious beliefs would 

also have lower homicide rates.  However, the relationships between violent crime and (1) self-

identification as a religious person, (2) frequency of religious service attendance, and (3) 

membership in a religious organization suggest that violent crime is more prevalent in countries 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
14 This finding at first refutes the common examples of religious tension accompanying high death rates, like in areas 

such as Israel and the India.  It is possible that the WHO has categorized those deaths as “battle-related deaths” or 

“other violence” deaths in which case they would not be represented by the homicide rate used in these models. 
15 When tested with the squared version of the variable (not shown here), both percentyouth and percentyouthsq 

were not significant individually or jointly. 
16 See Appendix G for the complete table of Models 1-4 with only one observation per country. 
17 See Appendix H for the complete table of Models 1-4 including variables originally omitted due to missing 

dependent variable data.   
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with higher numbers of religious people, in countries with low numbers of people attending 

religious services, and in countries with high memberships in religious organizations.  That 

combination, at first glance, seems odd.   In terms of violent crime, the expectation was that a 

higher intensity of religious beliefs and participation would deter violent crime, either through 

creating and strengthening communities (Baier & Wright, 2001) or in creating a promise of 

reward (Hirschi & Stark, 1969).  Each of these variables measures a different aspect of religious 

conviction and adherence in addition to capturing different human tendencies, which might 

either negate or circumvent the proposed benefits of religion against violent crime.   

Measuring religiosity as self-identification as a religious person may measure the passive 

acceptance or beliefs in a person’s life, but may not capture their actions.  It is likely that many 

people who identify as religious people may compartmentalize their faith when making poor 

moral choices.  On the extreme side, some groups of people like gang or mafia members may 

commit crimes on a daily basis, but also claim to have strong religious convictions.  It may be 

possible that ostracized groups of people, such as minorities or the poor, who may have higher 

levels of violent crime, also identify as religious people, but their status in society prevents them 

from attending religious services or being part of social bonding experiences.   

Membership in a religious organization, since it may not require formal action, may 

similarly measure the more passive features of religion.  One reason for the positive relationship 

between religious group membership and homicide rates may be due to reverse causality.  Just as 

high crime rates may be correlated with high numbers of police officers, so too may high crime 

rates be correlated with community or religious organizations.  Violence may drive individuals to 

become more active in their community, work with their neighbors, and join various community 
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and religious groups.  They may encourage more churches, mosques, or synagogues to create 

religious groups to help their congregations become more active.  

 Both these variables capture more passive sides of religiosity.  Frequency of religious 

attendance, however, reflects a consistent and active choice to be involved in one’s religion.   

This variable more accurately reveals individuals who have made religion a priority in their life.  

Similarly, attendance at religious services brings people together for a common cause.  Passive 

religious organization membership may not build social capital, but frequent meetings with 

people who share basic beliefs will.  Because of the commitment involved in attending frequent 

religious services, this variable may best capture the “intensity” of religious beliefs.   Religious 

attendance, however, not only captures the commitment to, and therefore salience of, an 

individual’s faith.  In regular attendance, an individual confirms their role in a community and 

strengthens their bonds to that community.      

Also to note, this paper, through its controls, also supports with modernization theory in 

terms of violent crime and economic development:  As countries develop economically, trust 

between citizens is forged and rule of law is more respected.  In addition, middle- and high- 

income countries are probably better at maintaining the peace and finding criminals than less 

developed countries.  Countries with lower Gini coefficients, higher expected years of schooling, 

and higher GDP per capita are less likely to have high homicide rates.   

Policy Relevance and Further Study 

The results of these regressions inform an important policy debate surrounding federal 

funding of faith-based programs and initiatives.  In many countries, especially in the West, 

religion is a private issue and is kept separate from government.  In other countries, religious 

leaders are often prominent political leaders too, and major religions and faith programs play a 
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large part in community development, civil service, and everyday life.  In still others like the 

United States, faith, religion, and government, while stated to be separate, are often deeply and 

controversially intertwined.  Like some of the literature (Evans et al, 1995; Stark, 1996; Baier & 

Wright, 2001), these results show that religious activities and institutions can have positive 

externalities.  For example, religion can help individuals find inner peace often in times of 

personal crisis.  Religious institutions often spearhead community improvement projects and 

encourage their congregations to become involved in improving their communities.  Catholic 

churches commonly run both hospitals and schools.  Ellison and Sherkat (1995) propose that 

churches in African-American communities serve as strong secular institutions as well as 

religious ones.  As this paper suggests, regular religious service attendance creates social capital, 

which helps individuals feel as a part of the community and therefore less likely to perform 

actions like murder that would greatly ostracize them from that community.  This social capital 

could be created directly, through food drives and service outings, or indirectly, through 

consistent contact with fellow believers.  Belonging to a community of believers not only affirms 

one’s own role and life choices, but also encourages convergence of behavior around a norm.   

However, the results also may suggest that policies, if used to promote religious 

institutions, should be carefully targeted towards those that generate and maintain active social 

participation.  Religious, and even community, organizations, while positively associated with 

violent crime rates in these results, have the opportunity to promote the same type of social 

capital that grows when individuals attend religious services.  The key would be promoting 

active participation.  Supporting individuals in making the conscious choice to be a part of the 

community not only increases shared experiences among individuals, but also encourages them 

to internalize the social bonding aspect.   
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This paper does not address whether religious programs as religious programs in 

themselves positively or negatively affect violent crime.  Instead, it investigates the potential for 

religious institutions to create positive externalities among their congregations and throughout 

their extended communities.  If church or mosque-led social programs, in addition to their stated 

goals, also create indirect societal goods, through encouraging social and community bonds, then 

policies should support them.  Policies that support faith-based programs that aim to support 

their communities and promote both bridging and bonding social capital could lead to lower 

instances of violence or community disturbances.  Because religious institutions may have the 

potential to promote social capital, a more politically friendly route may be to focus on funding 

and support for secular community development or social programs.   

In addition, the findings that religious pluralism is highly and positively correlated with 

violent crime suggest that religious disunity could cause societal tension among various religious 

groups within a community.  Another policy suggestion would be to target and support 

community programs that expressly work to create social capital between religious groups, not 

just among individuals within one religion.  Regardless of the outcome, due to the volatile nature 

of the relationship between religion and the state, policymakers should move with caution.    

This paper does confirm the findings of many others (Messner, 1982; Neuman & Berger, 

1988; Fajnzylber et al, 2002; Barro & McCleary, 2003a) concerning the negative relationship 

between economic development, economic equality, education, and violent crime.  Policies that 

spur economic development can have great effects on violent crime.  More prosperous countries 

often have lower violent crimes rates for many reasons:  Greater economic development often 

leads to lower unemployment rates, fewer reasons for violent crime such as armed robberies, 

more opportunities for advancement, better educational opportunities, and higher trust in 
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government and the rule of law.  Greater economic development policies, or even policies 

targeting specific results of economic development may lead to a reduction in violent crime.  

Similarly, proactive education policies keep young people in school and provide them with more 

and better opportunities to work, possibly leading to lower violent crime rates.  In addition, 

policies that decrease economic inequality can have social results as well as economic ones.  

Lower inequality may prevent the development of an “us” versus “them” mentality in society.  

Individuals can better identify with a greater number of their fellow citizens, again creating an 

environment of higher social capital and greater societal bonding.   

Like much of the literature before, this paper concludes that further study is needed in 

order to more precisely tease out the relationship between religiosity, social capital, and violent 

crime.   This paper attempted to separate social capital from religious faith in religious activities 

by using three different measures, but data limitations and the complexity of the relationship 

between social capital and faith prevented this study from fully accomplishing its goal.   It may 

be that the measurements of religiosity used, while common, are flawed.  Different 

measurements could more accurately capture the role religious conviction plays in decision-

making behaviors.  Specifically, more data on active organization membership would greatly 

enhance the study.  The measurements used in this study may have overestimated the proportion 

of individuals actively involved in religious organizations:  The question only asked whether the 

person belonged, not the extent to which they were involved.   

 In this particular data, a strong bias exists towards developed and Western countries.  

Developing countries, especially in Africa, are strongly underrepresented, not because of the 

World Values Survey, but because of the unavailability of economic or homicide data.
18

  Even 

among developed countries data availability varied, creating potential measurement problems.  A 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
18 An attempt to look into the effect of this missing data is found in Appendix H.  
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lack of measurements of factors like inequality also limited the number of observations and may 

have created inconsistencies in the model.   More study could also be done to investigate the role 

of both religious and nonreligious organizations in building social capital.  In order to more fully 

inform policies concerning public funding of religious organizations, a comparison should be 

explored:  Do religious organizations create significantly more or less social capital than 

nonreligious organizations?  In addition, further study should be pursued regarding whether 

organization membership, both religious and nonreligious, is enhanced because of higher violent 

crimes in the area.  For example, individuals may decide to create neighborhood watch groups to 

combat high crime rates.   

Conclusion 

The debate over whether faith and religious participation raise or lower crime rates rages 

on.  This paper has shown that the relationship between violent crime and various aspects of 

religiosity is complex.  The relationship between the proportion of citizens that self-identify as 

religious and national homicide rates is statistically significantly positive.  The relationship 

between the proportion of citizens claiming religious organization membership and national 

homicide rates is similarly positive.  However, the relationship between the proportion of people 

that attend a religious service once a month or more and homicide rates is negative.  Religiosity, 

which is represented by the combination of three variables, clearly has a complex relationship 

with violent crime.  These results suggest that active participation in religious services may 

create the social capital that helps to dissuade violent crime.  Other factors, including community 

participation, economic development, equality, and education strongly influence violent crime.  

Overall, policies that can increase active community participation, decrease inequality, promote 

education, and create economic opportunities will reap more than just economic benefits. 
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Included in the exhibit below are all potential observations separated out by country, 

year, and wave.  An asterisk (*) indicates that that country-year was surveyed during the 

European Values Survey (EVS).  All others are from the World Values Survey (WVS).  

Underlined years indicate that the country-year was dropped from the models due to missing 

homicide data.  Italicized years indicate the country-year was omitted due to missing control 

data.  Years in bold indicate that the country-year was not included in models 3 and 4 because 

the question determining the variable memberrelorg was not asked.  

Specific country-years had special qualifications in determining their inclusion.  In the 

rare cases where one country was surveyed in both the EVS and the WVS of the same wave (for 

example, the Czech Republic 1989-1993), if the country was surveyed in different years of the 

same wave, both are kept.  In two cases the EVS and the WVS were taken in the same year.  

Spain-1990 in the EVS is used because the sample size is bigger.  Turkey-2001 uses the WVS 

because the question regarding membership in a religious organization was asked in the WVS 

that year, not the EVS.  Great Britain, Northern Ireland, and Serbia and Montenegro are not 

included due to missing or unavailable data and weights.  Colombia was surveyed in 1997-1998, 

but all data come from 1998.  

Appendix A: Countries, Years, and Waves of the WVS and EVS 

 !

!

!
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 EVS & WVS EVS & WVS WVS EVS & WVS WVS 

Country 1981-84 1989-93 1994-99 1999-2004 2005-07 

Albania   1998 2002  

Algeria    2002  

Andorra     2005 

Argentina 1984 1991 1995 1999 2006 

Armenia   1997   

Australia 1981  1995  2005 

Austria  1990*  1999*  

Azerbaijan   1997   

Bangladesh   1996 2002  

Belarus  1990 1996 2000*  

Belgium 1981* 1990*  1999*  

Bosnia and Herzegovina   1998 2001  

Brazil  1991 1997  2006 

Bulgaria  1990* 1997 1999* 2006 

Burkina Faso     2007 

Canada 1982* 1990*  2000 2006 

Chile  1990 1996 2000 2006 

China  1990 1995 2001 2007 

Colombia   1997/1998  2005 

Croatia   1996 1999*  

Cyprus     2006 

Czech Republic  1991* & 1990 1998 1999*  

Denmark 1981* 1990*  1999*  

Dominican Republic   1996   

Egypt    2000 2008 

El Salvador   1999   

Estonia  1990* 1996 1999*  

Ethiopia     2007 

Finland 1981 1990* 1996 2000* 2005 

France 1981* 1990*  1999* 2006 

Georgia   1996  2009 

Germany  1990* 1997 1999* 2006 

Ghana     2007 

Greece    1999*  

Guatemala     2004 

Hong Kong     2005 

Hungary 1982 1991* 1998 1999*  

Iceland 1984* 1990*  1999*  

India  1990 1995 2001 2006 

Indonesia    2001 2006 

Iran     2000 2007 

Iraq    2004 2006 

Ireland 1981* 1990*  1999*  

Israel    2001  

Italy 1981* 1990*  1999* 2005 

Japan 1981 1990 1995 2000 2005 

Jordan    2001 2007 
 

Exhibit 1A:  Countries, Years, and Waves of the WVS and EVS!
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 EVS & WVS EVS & WVS WVS EVS & WVS WVS 

Country 1981-84 1989-93 1994-99 1999-2004 2005-07 

Korea (Republic of) 1982 1990 1996 2001 2006 

Kyrgyzstan    2003  

Latvia  1990* 1996 1999*  

Lithuania  1990* 1997 1999*  

Luxembourg    1999*  

Macedonia   1998 2001  

Malaysia     2006 

Mali     2007 

Malta 1983* 1991*  1999*  

Mexico  1981 1990 1996 2000 2005 

Moldova   1996 2002 2006 

Morocco    2001 2007 

Netherlands 1981* 1990*  1999* 2006 

New Zealand   1998  2004 

Nigeria  1990 1995 2000  

Norway 1982* 1990* 1996  2007 

Pakistan   1997 2001  

Peru   1996 2001 2006 

Philippines   1996 2001  

Poland  1990* & 1989 1997 1999* 2005 

Portugal  1990*  1999*  

Puerto Rico   1995 2001  

Romania  1993* 1998 1999* 2005 

Russian Federation  1990 1995 1999* 2006 

Rwanda     2007 

Saudi Arabia    2003  

Serbia     2006 

Singapore    2002  

Slovakia  1991* & 1990 1998 1999*  

Slovenia  1992* 1995 1999* 2005 

South Africa 1982 1990 1996 2001 2006 

Spain 1981* 1990* 1995 1999* & 2000 2007 

Sweden 1982* 1990* 1996 1999* 2006 

Switzerland  1989 1996  2007 

Taiwan   1994  2006 

Tanzania (United 

Republic of)    2001  

Thailand     2007 

Trinidad and Tobago     2006 

Turkey  1990 1996 2001 2007 

Uganda    2001  

Ukraine   1996 1999 2006 

United States 1982* 1990* 1995 1999 2006 

Uruguay   1996  2006 

Venezuela   1996 2000  

Vietnam    2001 2006 

West Germany 1981*     

Zambia     2007 

Zimbabwe    2001  

!
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!Appendix B: Sources of Data 

!

Data Derivation/ 

Definition 

Primary Source Exceptions/Notes 

Homicide rate Number of homicides 

per year per 100 

people. Homicide is 

defined as “death 

purposely inflicted by 

another person,” 

(WHO, 2004), and 

excludes battle-

related deaths, 

accidental or 

unintentional 

homicide, and state-

induced or sanctioned 

death. Used to 

calculate homicide 

rates. 

Calculation: 

[(Number of deaths 

from 

homicide)/Population

]*100 

WHO MortICD 

Databank: Includes 

all deaths coded 

with the causes 

A148 B55, E960-

969, C103, 1102, 

X85-Y09, T871, 

and UE64 

Homicides from Turkey are from 

reported areas only.  Homicides from 

Iran are from urban areas.  For country-

years Algeria-2002, Australia-2005, 

Belarus-1996, Burkina Faso-2007, 

China-2001, China-2007, Colombia-

1998, India-1995, India-2006, Iraq-2004, 

Morocco-2001, Morocco-2007, Nigeria-

1995, Nigeria-2000, Peru-2001, Peru-

2006, Poland-1997, Saudi Arabia-2003, 

Uruguay-2006, Vietnam-2006, Albania-

1998, and Albania-2002, data come from 

the World Bank. For country-years 

Algeria-2002, Australia-2005, Belarus-

1996, Burkina Faso-2007, China-2001, 

China-2007, Colombia-1998, India-

1995, India-2006, Iraq-2004, Morocco-

2001, Morocco-2007, Nigeria-1995, 

Nigeria-2000, Peru-2001, Peru-2006, 

Poland-1997, Saudi Arabia-2003, 

Uruguay-2006, Vietnam-2006, Albania-

1998, and Albania-2002 homicide data 

come from the World Bank. For country-

years India-1990, Pakistan-1997, 

Pakistan-2001, Taiwan-1994, Taiwan-

2001, Thailand-2007, Philippines-1996, 

India-1990, Nigeria-1990, Canada-2006, 

India-1990, Italy-2005, Slovakia-1990, 

Slovakia-1991, U.S.-2006, and South 

Africa-1990, data come from the 

UNODC.  For country-years India-2001 

and Rwanda-2007, data come from the 

2011 Global Homicide Study. 

Relperson Proportion of 

respondents in each 

country that 

answered “yes” to 

“Are you a religious 

person?” 

WVS and EVS, all 

waves 

N/A 

Freqrelmonth Proportion of 

respondents in each 

country that attend 

religious services at 

least once a month 

WVS and EVS, all 

waves 

N/A 

 

Exhibit 1B:  Variables, their Definition, their Sources, and Notes!
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Data Derivation/ 

Definition 

Primary Source Exceptions/Notes 

Memberrelorg Proportion of 

respondents in each 

country that 

positively 

acknowledged their 

membership in a 

religious organization 

WVS and EVS, 

all waves 

N/A 

RelPluralism 

 

The sum of the 

squares of the 

population fractions 

belonging to each 

religion subtracted 

from one; The 

probability that two 

randomly selected 

people in a country 

belong to a different 

religion (Barro & 

McCleary, 2003) 

World Religion 

Databank  

For more on its calculation, see 

Appendix C. 

PercentChrist Percent of the total 

population of the 

economy belonging 

to a Christian 

denomination 

World Religion 

Databank 

N/A 

PercentYouth The percent of the 

population that is 

between the ages of 

15 and 24 

WHO See Population for exceptions.  In 

addition, the youth populations for 

South Korea-1982, Puerto Rico-1995, 

and South Africa-1982 were imputed 

using the percentage of the closest 

available year with data available.   

ExpectedSchoolLife School Life 

Expectancy (primary 

to secondary): The 

total number of years 

of schooling which a 

child of a certain age 

can expect to receive 

in the future, 

assuming that the 

probability of his or 

her being enrolled in 

school at any 

particular age is equal 

to the current 

enrolment ratio for 

that age. 

 

UNESCO 

Institute for 

Statistics 

For country-years Argentina-1999, 

Argentina 2006, Australia-1981, 

Bangladesh-1996, Bangladesh-2002, 

Brazil-1991, Brazil-1997, Chile-1996, 

Dominican Republic-1996, Egypt-

2008, Germany-1990, India-1990, 

Nigeria-2000, Pakistan-1997, 

Pakistan-2001, Saudi Arabia-2003, 

Sinapore-2002, Slovakia-1990, 

Slovakia-1991, South Africa-1982, 

South Africa-1996, Tanzania-2001, 

Trinidad and Tobago-2006, Ukraine-

1996, Venezuela-1996, West 

Germany-1981, Zambia-2007, 

Zimbabwe-2001, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina-1998, and Bosnia and 

Herzegovina-2001, data come from 

the Human Development Report. 
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Data Derivation/ 

Definition 

Primary Source Exceptions/Notes 

Gini coefficient Common 

measurement of 

inequality.  On a 

Lorenz Curve 

plotting the 

cumulative income of 

a population, the Gini 

is the ratio of the area 

between the curve 

and the line 

indicating perfect 

equality over the total 

area under the line of 

equality.  A highly 

unequal country,  

therefore, has a high 

Gini coefficient.  

World Bank 

Databank  

For country-years Australia-1981, 

Australia-2005, (2004), Austria-

1990, Belgium-1981, Belgium-1990 

(1988), Bulgaria-1999, Canada-

1982, Canada-1990, China-1990, 

China-1995, China-2001, Cyprus-

2006, Czech Republic-1991, Czech 

Republic-1999, Denmark-1981, 

Denmark-1990, Denmark-1999, 

Finland-1981, Finland-1990, 

Finland-1996, Finland-2005, 

France-1981, France-1990, France-

1999, France-2006, Germany-1990, 

Germany-1997, Germany-2006, 

Hungary-1982, India-1990, 

Indonesia-2001, Iraq-2004, Ireland-

1981, Italy-1981, Italy-1990, Italy-

2005, Japan-1981, Japan-1990, 

Japan-1995, Jordan-2001, Korea-

1982, Korea-1990, Korea-2006, 

Netherlands-1981, Netherlands-

1990, Netherlands-2006, New 

Zealand-2004, Nigeria-2000, 

Norway-1982, Norway-1990, 

Norway-1996, Norway-2007, 

Portugal-1990, Portugal-1999, 

Puerto Rico-2001, Singapore-2002, 

Slovakia-1991, Slovakia-1999, 

Slovenia-1995, South Africa-1982, 

South Africa-1990, Spain-1981, 

Spain-1990, Spain-1995, Spain-

1999, Spain-2000, Spain-2007, 

Sweden-1982, Sweden-1990, 

Sweden-1996, Sweden-2006, 

Taiwan-1994, Taiwan-2006, 

Turkey-1996, United States-1982, 

United States-1990, United States-

1995, United States-2006, West 

Germany-1981,  and Zambia-2007, 

data come from the United Nations 

University.  For the country-years 

Burkina Faso-2007, Egypt-2008, 

and Thailand-2007, data come from 

the World Bank’s Poverty 

Calculator.  For the country years 

Canada-2006 and Mexico-1981, 

data come from the OECD 

Databank. 

lgdpcap The natural log of the 

gross domestic 

product per capita of 

each country. 

World Bank 

Databank 

For country-year West Germany-

1981, data come from the United 

Nations Data. 

!
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Data Derivation/ 

Definition 

Primary Source Exceptions/Notes 

Urban The percent of the 

population that 

resides in urban 

areas. 

World Bank 

Databank 

N/A 

Population  Population of each 

country in that year.  

Used to calculate 

homiciderate and 

percentage of the 

population between 

ages 15-24 

(percentyouth). 

WHO MortICD 

Databank 

For country-years Algeria-2002, 

Andorra-2005, Argentina-1999, 

Argentina-2006, Bangladesh-1996, 

Bangladesh-2002, Brazil-1991, 

Brazil-1997, Brazil-2006, Canada-

2006, Chile-1996, Chile-2000, 

Chile-2006, China-2001, China-

2007, Taiwan-1994, Taiwan-2006, 

Colombia-2005, Colombia-1998, 

Dominican Republic-1996, El 

Salvador-1999, Ethiopia-2007, 

Ghana-2007, Guatemala-2004, 

India-1990 (from 1991), India-1995, 

India-2001, India-2006, Indonesia-

2001, Indonesia-2006, Iran-2000, 

Iran-2007, Iraq-2004, Iraq-2006, 

Italy-2005, Jordan-2001, Jordan-

2007, South Korea-1982, Malaysia-

2006, Mali-2007, Mexico-1996, 

Mexico-2000, Mexico-2005, 

Morocco-2001, Morocco-2007, 

Nigeria-1990, Nigeria-1995, 

Nigeria-2000, Pakistan-1997, 

Pakistan-2001, Peru-1996, Peru-

2001, Peru-2006, Philippines-2001, 

Puerto Rico-1995, Puerto Rico-

2001, Rwanda-2007, Saudi Arabia-

2003, Vietnam-2001,Vietnam-2006, 

South Africa-1982, South Africa-

1990, South Africa-1996, South 

Africa-2001, South Africa-2006, 

Zimbabwe-2001, Thailand-2007, 

Trinidad and Tobago-2006, Turkey-

1990, Turkey-1996, Turkey-2001, 

Turkey-2007, Uganda-2001, Egypt-

2000, Tanzania-2001, Burkina 

Faso-2007, Uruguay-1996, 

Uruguay-2006, Venezuela-1996, 

Venezuela-2000, Zambia-2007, 

South Korea-1982 , Puerto Rico-

1995, and South Africa-1982  

population information comes from 

the U.S. Census Bureau: 

International Data Base. 

!
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In many cases, data for the exact year of the survey was unavailable.  The table below 

outlines cases in which data was taken from years before or years after or imputed from available 

data.  For the most part, data was imputed or borrowed from years within two years of the 

desired year.  The closest year was always taken.  At times when both the year before and the 

year after were available, the average between the two were taken.   

Gini Coefficient 

In the case of the Gini coefficient, the country-years listed below were estimated within 

two years.  Because of the nature of inequality, the Gini coefficient is unlikely to change 

dramatically from year to year, meaning that an value from a nearby year is an appropriate 

estimation of the desired year.  

Albania-1998, Argentina-1984, Argentina-1991, Argentina-1995, Argentina-1999, Armenia-

1997, Australia-1995, Australia-2005, Austria-1990, Austria-1999, Bangladesh-2002, Belarus-

1990, Belarus-1996, Belgium-1981, Belgium-1990, Belgium-1999, Brazil-1991, Brazil-2006, 

Bulgaria-1990, Bulgaria-2006, China-2007, Colombia-2005, Croatia-1996, Czech Republic- 

1990, El Salvador-1999, Estonia-1990, Estonia-1996, Estonia-1999, Ethiopia-2007, Finland-

2000, Georgia-1996, Georgia-2009, Germany-1999, Ghana-2007, Greece-1999, Guatemala-

2004, Hungary-1991, India-2001, India-2006, Indonesia-2001, Indonesia-2006, Iran-2000, Iran-

2007, Iraq-2006, Ireland-1981, Italy-1990, Italy-1999, Japan-2000, Japan-2005, Jordan-2001, 

Jordan-2007, Korea-1990, Korea-1996, Korea-2004, Kyrgyzstan-2003, Latvia-1990, Latvia-

1999, Lithuania-1990, Lithuania-1997, Lithuania-1999, Macedonia-2001, Malaysia-2006, Mali-

2007, Malta-2000, Moldova-1996, Moldova-2006, New Zealand-1998, Nigeria-1990, Nigeria-

Appendix C: Imputations and Data Calculations 

!
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1995, Norway-2007, Pakistan-2001, Philippines-1996, Philippines-2001, Puerto Rico-2001, 

Romania-1993, Russian Federation-1990, Russian Federation-1995, Russian Federation-2006, 

Rwanda-2007, Serbia-2006, Singapore-2002, Slovakia-1990, Slovakia-1998, Slovenia-1992, 

Slovenia-1999, Slovenia-2005, South Africa-1982, South Africa-1996, South Africa-2001, 

Spain-1999, Spain-2000, Spain-2007, Sweden-1999, Tanzania-2001, Taiwan-2006, Turkey-

1990, Turkey-1996, Turkey-2001, Turkey-2007, Uganda-2001, Ukraine-2006, United States-

1999, United States-2004, Venezuela-2000, Vietnam-2001, and  Zambia-2007 

Expected School Life 

In the case of expected school life, the following country-years were estimated: 

Albania-1998, Albania-2002, Argentina-1995, Argentina-1999, Argentina-2006, Australia-1981, 

Bangladesh-1996, Bangladesh-2002, Brazil-1991, Brazil-1997, Brazil-2006, Chile-1995, 

Dominican Republic-1996, Egypt-2008, Germany-1990, India-1990, Iraq-2006, Jordan-2001, 

Moldova-1996, Nigeria-1995, Pakistan-1997, Pakistan-2001, Saudi Arabia-2003, Singapore-

2002, Slovakia-1990, Slovakia-1991, South Africa-1982, South Africa-1996, Tanzania-2001, 

Trinidad and Tobago-2006, Ukraine-1996, Venezuela-1996, West Germany-1981, Zambia-2007, 

and Zimbabwe-2001 

The Religious Pluralism Index 

The Religious Pluralism Index for this paper = 

! 

1" s
2#  where s = the percentage of the population adhering to a specific religion. 

The Herfindahl Index is an indicator that measures religious pluralism and is based on the 

Herfindahl-Hirschmann Index, an indicator used in economics to measure product-market 

concentration and market competition (Krech, 2009).  The Index is the sum of the squares of the 

population fractions belonging to each religion, meaning that it measures the probability that two 
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randomly selected people in a country belong to the same religion (Barro & McCleary, 2003a).  

Like in Barro & McCleary (2003a), the pluralism index in this paper is one minus the Herfindahl 

Index, which indicates the probability that two randomly selected people in a country belong to a 

different religion.  The Herfindahl Index is the sum of the squares of the population fractions 

belonging to each religion (Barro & McCleary, 2003a).  A high Herfindahl Index indicates a 

high number of people within the country adhering to the same religion.  Since pluralism is 

indicated by one minus the Herfindahl Index, countries with a high religious diversity will have a 

high pluralism indicator.  

Barro & McCleary (2003a) divide religious denominations into nine major categories: 

Roman Catholic, Muslim, Protestant, Hindu, Buddhist, other Eastern Religions, Jewish, 

Orthodox, and other religions.  Due to lack of data, this paper divides religions into only seven 

categories: Buddhist, Hindu, Jewish, Muslim, Other, Christian, and other Eastern religion.  Data 

on number of religious adherents per year is from the World Religion Database.   
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Included below are the results of the diagnostic tests informing model specification.  These 

include the Ramsey Reset test, which tests for potential omitted variable bias, the Link test, 

which looks directly at possible model specification errors, and tests of joint significance.  In the 

Ramsey Reset tests, models with high p-values are less likely to contain omitted variable bias.  In 

the Link test, a significant _hat indicates a better model specification.   

!

Appendix D: Model Diagnostics 

!

Model 1   

F(3, 187) 2.31 

Prob > F .0783 

Model 2 

F(1, 185) 1.88 

Prob > F .1351 

Model  3 

F(3, 83) 2.26 

Prob > F .0879 

Model 4  

F(3, 76) 4.85 

Prob > F 0.0038 

!

Table D1: Ramsey Reset Test Results 
The results of the Ramsey Reset tests on Models 1-4 

indicate that the final model, Model 4, may have suffer 

from omitted variable bias.  This model differs from the 

other three because it contains all three measures of 

religiosity and actually contains more variables.  

Including other variables to control for economic 

development or similar factors only lowered the p-value. 

Table D2: Link Test Results 

 Coefficient t  P>|t| 

Model 1    

_hat 1.530225 6.11 .000 

_hatsq  -.2284213 -2.25 .026 

_cons  -.174035 -1.32 .187 

Model 2    

_hat 1.306129 5.35 .000 

_hatsq -.1369377 -1.34 .182 

_cons -.0951607 -.075 .456 

Model 3    

_hat 1.126631  5.52 .000 

_hatsq  -.0537507 -.69 .494 

_cons  -.0390427 -.32 .751 

Model 4    

_hat 1.041234 6.08 .000 

_hatsq -.0175932 -.27 .798 

_cons -.0113065 -.11 .915 

!

The results of the Link tests on Models 1-4 indicate that 

all models likely do not have significant model 

specification errors. 

Model 4: All three religious 

variables, relperson, freqrelmonth, 

memberrelorg 

F(3, 79) 5.23 

Prob > F .0023 

!

Table D3: Joint Significance Test Results 

The results of the joint significance test in Model 4 

indicate that the three variables measuring religiosity 

are significant jointly as well as individually (which 

is indicated in the model). 
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The original hypotheses looked at each of the independent variables of interest as 

separate aspects of the religiosity.  However, the progression of Models 1-4 demonstrates that 

these different aspects altogether may best capture the effect of religiosity on homicide rates.  

Table E1 includes Models 5-7, which include other combinations of the religiosity variables 

paired with one another.  The findings remain consistent:  Freqrelmonth remains negative, 

though its statistical significance varies.  The direction of the coefficient on relperson is only 

positive when paired with memberrelorg.  Memberrelorg is positive and statistically significant 

in all models.  The direction and statistical significance of the control variables remain constant.  

These models indicate that further study regarding the relationship of the three religiosity 

variables may be needed.  In addition, they may indicate that the models are sensitive to the 

number of observations.   

Appendix E: Models Including Different Combinations of the 

Variables of Interest  

!
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Variable 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

 

Model 6 Model 7 

 

relperson -1.029*   1.533*** -0.679  0.863* 

 (-1.924)   (2.944) (-1.045)  (1.665) 

freqrelmonth  -0.719*  -0.768* -0.412 -0.485  

  (-1.683)  (-1.720) (-0.807) (-1.263)  

memberrelorg   1.499** 1.533***  1.729*** 1.319** 

   (2.369) (2.894)  (2.795) (2.277) 

percentyouth -0.0187 0.000920 -0.0559 -0.0104 -0.00978 -0.0410 -0.0295 

 (-0.460) (0.0222) (-1.189) (-0.225) (-0.225) (-0.910) (-0.632) 

relplural 0.552 0.604 2.147*** 2.984*** 0.358 2.025*** 2.943*** 

 (0.869) (1.114) (2.972) (4.013) (0.534) (2.855) (3.861) 

perchrist 1.839*** 1.730*** 2.400*** 2.309*** 1.726*** 2.561*** 2.192*** 

 (5.447) (4.524) (4.531) (4.120) (4.773) (4.770) (4.246) 

expectedschoollife -0.172*** -0.168*** -0.212*** -0.223*** -0.171*** -0.223*** -0.205*** 

 (-2.750) (-2.682) (-2.673) (-3.473) (-2.728) (-2.965) (-2.839) 

gini 3.324*** 3.326*** 2.287** 2.993*** 3.380*** 3.118*** 2.131** 

 (3.593) (3.657) (2.208) (2.854) (3.591) (2.892) (2.066) 

lgdpcap -0.588*** -0.519*** -0.967*** -0.818*** -0.563*** -0.881*** -0.931*** 

 (-4.035) (-3.651) (-7.021) (-6.692) (-3.953) (-6.725) (-7.183) 

urban 0.0198*** 0.0189*** 0.0128** 0.0122* 0.0199*** 0.0103* 0.0155** 

 (3.347) (3.457) (2.047) (1.959) (3.658) (1.716) (2.364) 

nonWHO 0.179 0.240 -0.374 -0.468 0.231 -0.284 -0.513* 

 (0.783) (1.104) (-1.019) (-1.616) (1.036) (-0.757) (-1.670) 

Constant 5.474*** 4.148** 9.235*** 6.115*** 5.083*** 8.224*** 7.677*** 

 (3.122) (2.514) (4.746) (3.275) (2.788) (4.465) (3.845) 

        

Observations 200 198 96 92 195 94 94 

R-squared 0.413 0.410 0.583 0.658 0.413 0.622 0.602 

F-statistic 14.04 12.50 18.24 15.93 12.04 17.19 17.71 

Prob > F 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

!Note: The numbers underneath the respective coefficients in parentheses are t-statistics.  The coefficients with a 

significance level at 10 percent are indicated by (*), the coefficients with a significance level at 5 percent are 

indicated by (**), the coefficients with a significance level at 1 percent are indicated by (***).  

Table E1: Estimated Regression Coefficients Using Robust Standard Errors with the Log of the Homicide Rate as the 

Dependant Variable Including All Possible Combinations of the Independent Variables of Interest 

!
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Models 3 and 4 in the paper investigate the relationship between the homicide rate and 

membership in a religious organization, which it finds to be positive.  Past literature suggests that 

clubs, groups, and organizations should build social capital as well (Evans et al, 1995).  The 

question, then, is: Do religious groups create more or more significant social capital than non-

religious groups?  Table F1 examines this phenomenon more closely.  Model 3 is a duplicate 

from Table 3 and shows the relationship between homicide rates and the religious organization 

membership without other religious variables, which is both positive and statistically significant.  

Model 5 examines if membership in nonreligious organizations, such as political parties, sports 

teams, unions, arts clubs, and social issues clubs, have a relationship with violent crime.  The 

nonrelgroup variable has a positive but not statistically significant relationship with homicide 

rates.  Model 6 shows that membership in any type of group, religious or not, also is positively 

and significantly related to homicide rates.  Surprisingly and despite the literature, all three types 

of group memberships are positively related to homicide rates:  More and closer investigations 

into the way that groups build social capital could shed more light on this phenomenon.  !

Appendix F: Comparison between Religious and Nonreligious 

Organizations 

 

!
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Variable 

 

Model 3 Model 5 Model 6 

memberrelorg 1.499**   

 (2.369)   

nonrelgroup  0.772  

  (1.531)  

anygroup   0.892* 

   (1.849) 

percentyouth -0.0559 -0.0255 -0.0362 

 (-1.189) (-0.596) (-0.825) 

relplural 2.147*** 2.332*** 2.173*** 

 (2.972) (3.533) (3.205) 

perchrist 2.400*** 2.560*** 2.463*** 

 (4.531) (5.022) (4.743) 

expectedschoollife -0.212*** -0.188*** -0.195*** 

 (-2.673) (-2.689) (-2.738) 

gini 2.287** 3.331*** 3.206*** 

 (2.208) (3.401) (3.298) 

lgdpcap -0.967*** -0.896*** -0.916*** 

 (-7.021) (-5.504) (-5.720) 

urban 0.0128** 0.0101 0.0103 

 (2.047) (1.549) (1.598) 

nonWHO -0.374 -0.334 -0.357 

 (-1.019) (-0.856) (-0.927) 

Constant 9.235*** 7.334*** 7.822*** 

 (4.746) (3.722) (3.878) 

    

Observations 96 96 96 

R-squared 0.583 0.570 0.576 

F-statistic 18.24 14.04 14.44 

Prob > F 0 0 0 

 

Table F1: Estimated Regression Coefficients Using Robust Standard Errors with 

the Log of the Homicide Rate as the Dependant Variable  Comparing 

Organizations 

Note: The numbers underneath the respective coefficients in parentheses are t-

statistics.  The coefficients with a significance level at 10 percent are indicated 

by (*), the coefficients with a significance level at 5 percent are indicated by 

(**), the coefficients with a significance level at 1 percent are indicated by 

(***).  
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 Because many countries were included in the model several times, although at different 

times, I ran a regression to include each country only one time.  The country-years were determined 

according to which country-year out of all possible years for that country had no missing control 

variables, included the variable memberrelorg, and was the most recent.  Overall, the relationship 

between the controls and the dependant variable changed considerably, losing a great deal of their 

statistical significance, probably due to the dramatic drop in observations.  Unsurprisingly, the 

relationships between the variables that control for economic development and the dependant 

variable maintain much of their significance and do not vary in direction.  The signs on the 

variables of interest also do not vary, although they are statistically insignificant in all models.  

Unlike Table 3 in the main paper, relperson is always positive.  These results may suggest a 

sensitivity of the independent variables of interest to observation numbers. 

Appendix G: Models 1-4 with One Observation Per Country 

 

!
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Note: The numbers underneath the respective coefficients in parentheses are t-

statistics.  The coefficients with a significance level at 10 percent are indicated by (*), 

the coefficients with a significance level at 5 percent are indicated by (**), the 

coefficients with a significance level at 1 percent are indicated by (***).   

Table G1: Estimated Regression Coefficients Using Robust Standard Errors with the Log 

of the Homicide Rate as the Dependant Variable for the Most Recent Year for Each 

Country 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

     

relperson 0.785   0.836 

 (1.286)   (1.174) 

freqrelmonth  -0.322  -0.565 

  (-0.610)  (-0.985) 

memberrelorg   0.855 0.759 

   (1.190) (1.130) 

percentyouth 0.0319 0.0448 0.00654 0.0300 

 (0.759) (1.048) (0.146) (0.689) 

relplural 3.532*** 2.883*** 2.595*** 3.001*** 

 (3.796) (3.441) (2.889) (2.814) 

perchrist 2.352*** 2.727*** 2.531*** 2.304*** 

 (4.059) (4.698) (4.219) (3.584) 

expectedschoollife -0.149** -0.142* -0.168** -0.173** 

 (-2.261) (-1.929) (-2.091) (-2.578) 

gini 3.546*** 3.304** 2.796** 3.557** 

 (2.881) (2.577) (2.312) (2.672) 

lgdpcap -0.856*** -0.877*** -0.963*** -0.854*** 

 (-6.219) (-6.117) (-7.494) (-6.376) 

urban 0.0164** 0.0122 0.0133* 0.0162** 

 (2.098) (1.584) (1.836) (2.040) 

nonWHO -0.611 -0.478 -0.547 -0.610 

 (-1.354) (-0.997) (-1.148) (-1.295) 

Constant 4.844** 5.668*** 7.460*** 5.375** 

 (2.357) (3.271) (3.867) (2.470) 

     

Observations 52 53 52 51 

R-squared 0.766 0.750 0.753 0.769 

F-statistic 21.29 18.36 17.48 16.20 

Prob  > F 0 0 0 0 
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Due to a lack of data surrounding the homicide rates of developing countries, most 

frequently in Africa, many countries surveyed in the WVS had to be omitted.  This omission was 

nonrandom: Data regarding homicides was missing almost exclusively from developing 

countries.  In order to look at these countries, Models 1-4 were run including the homicide rate 

from within the closest two years after the surveyed year if data was available.  These new 

models then include Bangladesh-1996, Bangladesh-2002, Ethiopia-2007, Ghana-2007, 

Indonesia-2001, Indonesia-2006, Iran-2000, Iran-2007, Iraq-2007, Jordan-2001, Jordan-2007, 

Mali-2007, Vietnam-2001, Zimbabwe-2001, Uganda-2001, Tanzania-2001, and Zambia-2007.1    

!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Data come from either the United Nationd Office on Drugs and Crime or the World Bank Homicide Rate Dataset.   

Appendix H: Models Including Omitted Observations  

 

!
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Note: The numbers underneath the respective coefficients in parentheses are t-

statistics.  The coefficients with a significance level at 10 percent are indicated 

by (*), the coefficients with a significance level at 5 percent are indicated by 

(**), the coefficients with a significance level at 1 percent are indicated by 

(***).  

Variable 

 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

relperson -0.759   1.358** 

 (-1.521)   (2.550) 

freqrelmonth  -0.301  -0.983** 

  (-0.859)  (-2.215) 

memberrelorg   1.006 1.152** 

   (1.608) (2.147) 

percentyouth -0.000253 0.00272 -0.0440 -0.00166 

 (-0.00635) (0.0698) (-0.984) (-0.0373) 

relplural 0.755 0.776* 1.893** 2.472*** 

 (1.415) (1.769) (2.464) (3.087) 

perchrist 1.693*** 1.570*** 2.210*** 2.157*** 

 (6.108) (5.379) (3.774) (3.500) 

expectedschoollife -0.148*** -0.138*** -0.182** -0.192*** 

 (-3.594) (-3.288) (-2.447) (-3.024) 

gini 3.109*** 2.897*** 2.356** 3.345*** 

 (3.566) (3.525) (2.241) (3.106) 

lgdpcap -0.646*** -0.630*** -0.886*** -0.733*** 

 (-5.075) (-5.269) (-7.198) (-6.607) 

urban 0.0182*** 0.0178*** 0.0159*** 0.0146** 

 (3.422) (3.594) (2.813) (2.576) 

nonWHO -0.0239 -0.0213 -0.241 -0.300 

 (-0.112) (-0.104) (-0.713) (-1.055) 

Constant 5.558*** 5.010*** 7.944*** 5.012*** 

 (3.321) (3.450) (4.323) (2.773) 

     

Observations 215 213 99 95 

R-squared 0.428 0.428 0.594 0.662 

F-statistic 16.48 14.05 18.41 15.31 

Prob > F 0 0 0 0 

!

Table H1: Estimated Regression Coefficients Using Robust Standard Errors 

with the Log of the Homicide Rate as the Dependant Variable Including 

Variables Previously Omitted Due to Missing Homicide Data 

!
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The majority of studies that use homicide rates do not use the log of the homicide rate.  This 

study, however, uses the log of the homicide rate.  The log transforms the non-linear relationship 

of the dependant variable with the independent variables into a linear, and thus more easily 

interpretable one.  The charts and graphs below clarify the reason for using the log of the 

homicide rate rather than the homicide rate as the dependant variable.  As graphs I1-I6 show, the 

relationship between the homicide rate and the independent variables of interest is nonlinear 

while the relationship between the homicide rate and the independent variables of interest is 

linear. 

!

!

!

Appendix I: Information Determining the Form of the Dependent 

Variable 

 

!

Table I1: A Comparison of Link Test Results 

for Model 4 with Different Dependent 

Variables 

 Coefficient t  P>|t| 

With homicide rate   

_hat .4561866 1.76 .081 

_hatsq .0422221 2.27 .025 

_cons .8390821 1.15 .253 

With logged homicide rate   

_hat 1.041234 6.08 .000 

_hatsq -.0175932 -.27 .798 

_cons -.0113065 -.11 .915 

!

Graph I1: Homicide Rate v. Mean of the Proportion of 

People Self-identifying as a Religious Person, All 

WVS and EVS Waves, 1981-2007 

! Homicide Rate v. Mean of 

Relperson 
Log of the Homicide Rate v. Mean 

of Relperson 

Graph I2: Log of the Homicide Rate v. Mean of the 

Proportion of People Self-identifying as a Religious 

Person, All WVS and EVS Waves, 1981-2007 

Table I2: A Comparison of Ramsey Reset Test 

Results for Model 4 with Different Dependent 

Variables 

With homicide rate 

F(3, 76) 2.88 

Prob > F .0431 

With logged homicide rate 

F(3, 76) 4.85 

Prob > F 0.0038 

!
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!

!

!

!

Graph I3: Homicide Rate v. Mean of the Proportion of 

People Attending a Religious Service Once a Month 

or More, All WVS and EVS Waves, 1981-2007 

Homicide Rate v. Mean of 

FreqRelMonth 

Graph I4: Log of the Homicide Rate v. Mean of the 

Proportion of People Attending a Religious Service Once a 

Month or More, All WVS and EVS Waves, 1981-2007 

Log of the Homicide Rate v. Mean 

of FreqRelMonth 

Graph I5: Homicide Rate v. Mean of the Proportion of 

People Belong to a Religious Organization, All WVS 

and EVS Waves, 1981-2007 

Homicide Rate v. Mean of 

Memberrelorg 

Graph I6: Log of the Homicide Rate v. Mean of the 

Proportion of People Belong to a Religious 

Organization, All WVS and EVS Waves, 1981-2007 

 Log of the Homicide Rate v. Mean 

of Memberrelorg 
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