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ABSTRACT

A sample of 210 university students were clustered into relatively homo-

genous religious orientations, based on their scores on three scales of

religious involvemént, delineated by Hunt (1972): Literal, Anti-literal

and Mythological. The three groups were compared on the following mea~

suress
(1)
(11)
(141)
(1v)
(v)

Background variables;

Thouless (1935): Intensity of Belief Scale;
Rokeach (1960): Dogmatism Scale;

16 PF by Cattell et al. (1970) and

King and Hunt (1972 b): Scales for Basic Religious Dimensions.

Hunt's notion that pro-religious subjects of different involvement might

" differ in terms of personality variables was supported. The Literal in-

~volvement group further held their religious beliefs with a higher degree

of conviction and participated more in religious activities than the Mytho-

logical involvement group. The Anti-literal group seemed t0 be a non-

religious group.
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SUMMARY

1 INTRODUCTION

Many definitions and claésifications have been suggested fbr measuring
religious involvement. ' Allport (1950, 1954, 1966); with his intrinsié

and extrinsic dimensions, one of the earlier researchers, influenced this
area of research most. Subsequently ﬁany more attempts were made to clarify
this area by others such as Broen (1957), Lenski (1961), Glock and Stark
(1965), Allen and Spilka (1967), Dittes (1971), Himmelfarb (1975) and |
others. The fesearch in this area has been greatly restricted by pro-

blems of inadequate definitions and classifications.

Problems with definitions have generally been that either researchers
have not defined religious involvement or that they derived their defi-
nitions from the dimensions of involvement that they outlined. This has

obscured what is being classified and has led to dubious dimensions.

Under religious involvement we understand the degree to which a person's
réligion occuples his intergsts, beliefs, or activities. yTherefo:e, it
is obvious that measures of religious involvement should not include
variables in other domains of attitude or conduct that are thought to

be a consequence of religious involvement. Glock and Stark (1965) err
in this way by including a consequential dimension which measures the

offects of religious involvement upon other things, e.g. prejudice.

Under problems of classifications it is clear that some dimensions are
not mutually exclusive, in the sense that there should only be one place
for an itém within a given classification. -King and Hunt (19725) use the
same variables more than once to construct different scales. The corre~
lations between these particular scales manifest the problem. Early

typologies of religious involvement, e.g., Allport (1950, 1954, 1966),
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Lenski (1961),'and others, simply lacked sufficient categories to be
exhaustive. Another diffiéulty with some of the classifications lies

in the fact that they do not use temporally related phenoména. Religious
knowledge, for example, is included by many (Cléytbn, 1971; Faulkner,

and De Jong, 1966; Glock and Stark, 1965; King and Hunt,~l972a) as a
measure of religious involvement. However, knowledge depends on many
things, particularly one's ability to retain information, and is, there-
fore, not an acceptable measure of religious involvement per se. Another
confusing problem with these classifications is that phenomena at diffe-

rent levels of abstraction are included. We also have the positions of

typologies within typologies.

Hunt (1972) broke away from this old simplistic and literal approach to
measure religious involvement. The new approach was heralded by Greeley

(1972) as a "decisive turning point in religious research" (p. 287).

Hunt's new approach discards, as he terms it, the literal - fundamentﬁlistic
bias built into most of the paper-and-pencil measures of religiosity. A
series of doctrinal statements are used in these scales,'with the assump-
tion that those who disagfee with these statements, lack religious involve-
ment. Hunt is concerned with the multiplicity of meanings which the
respondent can attach to the same inventory item. Rilmke (1952) spoke of
"the shépes behind the words", meaning that religious language can have
many different "shapes" for different pedple. Religious language can be
used empirically, tautologically, emotively, ceremonially, prescriptively,
mythically, paradoxically and metaphysicélly. Each is presumably related
differently to behavioural experiences of religion. Therefore, Hunt pro-
‘posed a literai-syhbolic (or mythological) dimension involving usage of

religious language. It is then used as a language dimension.
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Hunt (1972) proposed threé orientations. The first is the literal (L)
interpretation of réligion, where an individual will tend to accept

- "at face value” any feligious statement without in any way Questioning
it. .This literal pésition may reflect an individual who has not exami-
ned the relation of his religious statements to other cognitive, conaf-
tive, and affective areas of his life" (p.43). Secondly, an individual
may, on the basis of a literal, naive, uneiamined interpretation of reli-
gion, reject all religion as being of no value to him or the world.

"This anti-liferal (4) person may be rebelling‘against limited childhood
religious teaching and restrictive teachers (including pafents) in a
manner similar to fhe adolescent rejection of parental authority as one
aépect of his search for his own identity" (p. 43)s The third possibility
is a reinterpretation of religious statements, to seek the deeper sym~-
bolic (mythological, M) meanings which lie beyond the litéral vwording.
"This person's religious framework is more complex and capable of assi-
milating both the intention of religious orthodoxy and'the realities

of the contemporary world" (p. 43).

From the above, it is c¢lear that Hunt expects each interpreter L, A and
iM to differ in various ways. He predicts that their cognitive atyles
“will be different. Rokeach (;960) is of the opinion that there 15.3
degree to which a person can "receive, evaluate, and act on_relevant '
information received from the outside on its own intrinsic merits, un=-
encumbered by irrelevant factors in the situation arising from within
the person or from the outside world" (p. 57), He terms the two extremes

as closed and open cognitive styles. According to Hunt's notion, one
would expect the litéral and anti-literal interpreter to use a closed
cognitive style and the mythological interpreter am open style. It is.
therefore, expected that the literal interpreter will tend to have a |

higher degree of conviction (Thouless, 1935) with which he holds his



(vii)

religious beliefs, than the mythological interpreter.

This could lead to other personality factors, such as being restriéted
or outgoing, assertive or inhibited (Becker, 1964). One could expect

the L interpreter to be more inhibited, dependent and less creative,
whereas the M interpreter is expected to be more outgning, assertive,

and creative. Brown (1962a) is of the opinion that strong social support
is required for the maintenance of a system of religioﬁs belief. 1If

this is so, it is valid to argue that the literal interpreter, who is
more dependent, inhibited, etc., will strive hardervthan the M interpre-
ter to attgin this social support. To attain this, he might be more in;
volved in church and religiﬁus activities, such as financial support,

talking and reading about religion, church attendance, etc.

The following hypothesis were then formulated.

Hypotheeis I

Subjects with a high "Literal Involvement" (LI) will differ significantly
at the < 0,05.1evel from subjects with a high "Mythological Involvement"

(MI) on the following dimensions:

(1) "Intensity of Belief" will be held with a higher intensity by
LI subjects than MI subjects, as LI will tend to accept the statements

at face value;

(11) 1I subjects will be more dogmatic than MI’subjects, as LI sub-
Jects tend to operate with a more closed cognitive éystem than the MI

subjects;

(111) On the personality factors of the 16 PF, the LI subjects will
differ from the MI subjects, as LI subjects tend to be more threatened

by the "others" because of the rigid way in which their beliefs are held;
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(1iv) the LI will be more involved in religious activities than the MI

subjects, as the LI subjects tend to conform more to the religious esta- i

~ blishment, in participating more in institutional activitieé.

Hypothesis Il

Subjects with a high "Literal Involvement" (LI) will differ significantly
at the oc = 0,05 level from subjects with a high "Antiliteral Involvement"

(AI) on the 'following dimensions:

(1) "Intensity of Belief" will be held with a high intensity by LI
subjects and a low intensity by Al subjects, meaning that the LI subjécts
accept and the AI reject the statements with the same degree of convic-

tion;

(11) LI subjects and AI subjects will not differ significantly on
dogmatism, as both groups operate with a closed cognitive system (being

dogmatic);

(111) On the personality factors of the 16 PF, the LI subjects and Al
subjects will deviate to the same degree from the mean. Both groups
tend to feel threatened by the "others" because of the rigid way in

which their beliefs are held.

(1v) Subjects with a "Literal Involvement" (L1) will differ signifi-
cantly from subjects with an "Anti-literal Involvement® (AI) on religious
_ activifies, a8 LI will be involved and Al will not be involved in such

activities.

Hypothesis III

Subjects with a high "Anti-literal Involvement® (AI) will differ signi-

ficantly ( € = 0,05) from subjects with a high "Mythological Involve=-

7/
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ment” (MI) on the following dimensions:

(1) AT subjects will reject with a higher degree statements on "In=
tensity of Belief" than NI subjects, as Al subjects will tend to reject

the statements at face value;

(41) 'AI subjects will be more dogmatic than MI subjects,}as Al sub=
Jjects tend to operate within a closed cognitive system;
|
(111) On the personality factors of the 16 FF, the AI subjects will
differ from the MI subjects, as Al subjects tend to be more fhreatened
by the "others" because of the rigid way in which their beliefs are

held;

(iv) The AI subjects will be less involved in religious activities than

the MI subjects, as the Al will be involved in other non-religious acti-

vities.
2 METHODS

The strategy of the present etudy was to administer Hunt's (1972) LaM
Scales to uﬁiversity students and identify three'relatively homogeneeus
religious involvement groups. These three groups would also complete
other measures to determine if there were any significent differences

between them.

2.1, Subjects

Three groups of students were approached in 1975 to complete the ques-
tionnaire. The Ioung Men's Christian Association, thellst and 2nd year
students following the courses in Religious Studies I and Ii, and the
lst year Psychology class, were approached. From these groups 426 sub-

jects returned their questionnaires, of which 87 were spoiled. Of the
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remaining 339 subjects, the 7O highest scorers on L {1literal), A (anti-
literal) and M (Mythological) were selected, making a total N of 210.
The groups were equated for age and sex. The mean agé of the total

sample was 19,77 years.

2.24 Scales

The following scales were selected to determine differences between the

three groups.

(1) Backeround varisbles:

These ten items were selected in the following manner., Six items were
selected from Allport, Gillespie and Young's (1948)Y"Aspect’of Religious
Belief Questiopngire", mainly to measurevfactors which influenced the
subjects religious 1life. Another three self-rating questions were added,
where the subject had to indicate the extent to which hé considered him-
self, his mother, and his father to be religious. In the last item the
subject had to select from four statements, which statement most nearly

described his religious awakening experience.

(11) Hunt's (1972) LAM scale

This 17 item scale measures a literal, anti-=literal or mythologidél re-
‘ligious involvement. For each of the 17 LAM items, three alternative
statements were developed, each representing a litersl, anti-literal or

mythological interpretation of the item stern.

(111) Intensity of Belief Scale

The Thouless (1935) questionnaire was used to measure different areas of
belief. These areas were defined as belief in (i) Christ, (4 items);

(11) God (6 items); (iii) other orthodox Christian beliefs (5 items);
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(1v) ‘general religious beliefs (8 items); (v) opinion (6 items);

(vi) fact (12 items) and (vii) miscellaneous (6 items).

The wording of two of the items were changed to make them applicable

locally.

(iv) Dogmatism

Rokeach's (1960) Dogmatism scale form E (40 items) was used. The main
purpose of the Dogmatism scale is fo measure individual differences in
open and closed belief systems. By virtue of the way open and closed

are defined, this scale also purports to measure general authoritarianism,

(v)_ 16 PF

The 16 personality factor questionnaire of Cattell et al. (1970) was

used to determine personality differences between the three (L, A and

M) groﬁps. Form A, with 187 items, was selected as it is recommended by
the authors for research work with university students. All sixteen pri-
. mary factors‘were scofed, as well as the first four Secondary factofs,
and the Tabular Supplement (1970)vwas used to éonvert the raw scores in-

to stena meking use of the different norms for different age and sex.

(vi) Scales for basic religious dimensions

To measure religious activity, six of the 1l scales proposed by King and
Hunt (1967, 1969, 1972a, 1972b, 1975) in the Scales for Basic Religious

Dimensions, were selected. The following was decided upon:

(1) Devotionalism (5 items);

(11) Church Attendance (3 items);
(111) Organizational Activities (6 items);
(iv) Financial Support (5 items);

(v) Talking and Reading about Religion (7 items) and

: . \ zH ¢ .
Y Ruedly ewd &0 . Tn all, there were 70 '



(xii)

each having four alternative answers, that measured how frequently a

person was involved in réligious activities during a épecified time

period.

243 Procedure

The abovementioned scales were assimilated into one questionnaire, which
could be completed within one and a half hours. As information sheet
-was also included to give relevant demographic information such as age,

sex, marital status and language.

Students were asked to complete voluntarily a questionnaire in their free
time. They could hand it back to ahy campus secretary for "internal
mail", The experimenter received them back through the internal mail

system.

A total of 426 questionnaires were received back, of which 339 were

scoreadble.

2.4 Analyses

A mean and S.D. were calculated for each variable for the whole sample
as well as for each separable group (L, A and M. 'A one-way analysis
of'variance vas performed on each variable to establish the significance
of the differences between the mean scores of the L, A, and M groups.
‘Where the F ratio was significant, Tukey H.S.D. pairwisé comparisons

were conducted to establish'exactly which groups differed (quey, 1968).

3 RESULTS
3.1. The LAM scales

Three relatively homogeneous groups were established through their total

scores indicating their orientations as being literal (L), anti-literal

(A) or mythological {(M).
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The L gnd A scales correlated - 0,69 (significant at the 0,0i level),
which is consistent with Hunt's (1972) and Poythres's (1975) findings.
The L and M scales had ah-expected low negative correlation of - 0,25
(p< 0,01), which is alss in accordance with Hunt (1972) and Poythress
(1975)s A negative 9orrglation of = 0,53 (p< 0,01) was foﬁnd between
A gnd M scales. Both Hunt (1972) and Poythress (1975) reported a nega-

tive but uncorrelated A and M correlation.

There was no significant correlation between sex and age on.any of the

LAM scales.

302 - Background variables

The literal group (L) reported that their inner religious awakening was

a definite awakening; they rated themselves to be "very religious"; that
their own standing was firmer than their parents and their friends; that
religion played an important part in their upbringing; that the following
factors influenced their religious life: mother, conférmity with tradi-
tion, gratitude, church teachings,.aesthetic appeal; university and/or
school groups, religious camps, friends of own age, and "other" influences.
. They also reported to feel embarrassed or isolated because of their reli-

gious views.

Group A (anti—literal) reported no experiences of a}inner religious awa;
kening; they rated themselves to be "not very religious™; that their own
religious standing was less firm than their parents-and their friends;
that religion did not play an iméortant part iﬁ their upbringing and
that none of the influencing factors played a important part in their

religious standing. .

Group M (mythological) again reported that their inner religious awake=
ning was a more gradual awakening and they rated themselves to be "mode-

?&teiy religious". Almo, ‘hely velirious standing was about the same
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as their parents but firmer than their friends; that religion played an
important part in their upbringing; that tﬁey were influenced in their
religious lives by the following factors: mother, conformity with fra~
dition, gratitude, church teachings, university and/or school groups,
aesthetic appeal, religious camps, friends of own age and "other" in-

fluences.

3.3 Intensity of Be;ief Scale

On the four religious beliéf scales (Christ, God, Orthodox Belief and

General Religioﬁs Belief), there was a significant difference (p < 0,01)
between the means of groups L, 4, and M. Group i acceptedAthese religious
statements with a-high degree of conviction; group M with a lesser degree

and group A actually rejected these statements.

No significant difference could be seen between the three groups on the
Fact scale. On the Opinion scale only the means between groups L and
A differed significantly. Group A accepted these statements with a

higher degree of conviction.

The means of groups L and A, and groups L and M differed significantly
on the Miscelleneous scale. Group L accepted thelstafements with a les-

ser degree of conviction than groups A and M.

The findings of Thouless (1935) and Brown (1962&) that "the tendency to
certaihty" is less strong amongst non—religiouslbeliefs than amongst those

of religious order, is also supported by this study.

3.4 Dogmatism

The means of the three groups L, A, and M differed significantly. Group -
L has the most closed cognitive system,. then group M with group A having
the least closed system. Their means being 143,68 for L;_168,0l for M

and 179,71 for A.
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5.5 16 PF

There were significant differences between the groups on six of the pri-
mary factors (E, P, G, L, M and Ql) and on two of the secondary factors

(ary and qpy)e
L vs A:

- They differed on factors E, G, L, N, Q1 and QIV" On all these, excépt

for G, group L scored significantly lower than group A.

L vs M:

- They differed on factors E, F, G, Qs Qpp and Qrye On all these factors,

except for G, group L had significantly lower scores.

A vs M:

The difference between means reached a significant‘level, only bn factor

QIv where group A scored lower than group M,

3.6 gehaviprai Scales

On all six scales, Devotionalism,'Church'Attgndan¢e,_Organizational Ac-
tivities, Financial Support, Talking and Reading about Religion and Growth
and Striving, the means reached a statistically significant differehce.
Group L was the most active group, with group M coming second and group

A being the least active in religious matters.

4  DISCUSSION

. 4,1 Backeground variables

Group L (literél) rated themselves to be very religious, with more -depth
than their parents and friends. They have been strongly influenced by

church teachings, religious groups and camps and by their contemporaries.
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They also reported to have had a definite religious awakening experience,

and that they sometimes felt selfconscious because of their religious

views.

Group A (anti-literal) tended to score in the opposite direction to

group L. They mainly form an areligious group.

Group M (Mythoiogical) fended to score mid-way between groups L and A,
but slanted over in the direction of group A on some variables. Their
religious awakening was a more gradgal process and thus they rated them-
selves to be moderately religious. Factors influencing their religious
views were slight and they do not feel selfconscious of their religious

views.

4.2 Hypothesis I (L vs M) (1) Intensity of Belief Scale

The findings supported the hypothesis on the four religious belief scales,
and also the Miscellaneous scale, but in the opposite direction. On the
other two non-religious scales, Opinion and Fact, the findings did not

support the hypothesis.

Hypothesis I (L vs M) (ii) Dogmatism Scale

This hypothesis is supported by this study in that group L was more dog-

matic (and suthoritarian) than group M.

Hypothesis I (L vs M) (iii) 16 PF

The hypothesis of a significant difference betweeh the means of group L
and M vas supportéd on the factors E, F, G, Ql’ QII and QIV’ but not on
the 14 remaining factors. Compared to group M, group L seemed to be a
more submissive, less assertive, less creative group with a stronger

super-ego. Group M appears to be a more out-going, c:eétive and anxious
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group with less super-ego-strength.

Hypothesis I (L vs M) (iv) Scales for Baéic Rellgious Dimensions

The hypothesis ié supported by this study on all six scales. Gioup‘L
was a more active group in their prayer life and more cbncerned with
their relationship with God. They attended church more frequently, were
more involved in organizational activities, they supportéd the church
better, financially,they showed more openness for growth and change in
their religious beliefs and they were also more active in reading and

talking about religion than group M.

Hypothesis II (L vs A) (i) Intensity of Belief Scale

'The.hypothesis of a significant difference between the means of groups

L and A, is supported by this study on all seven scales. However, the
direcfione for the religious and non-religious beliefs are reversed, in
that group L accepfed the religious beliefs with a higher degree of con-
- viction, whereas. group A again accepted the_non—religious'beliefs with

more certainty than group L.

Hypothesis 11 (L vs A) (11) Dogmatism Scale

This hypothesis is not supported by this study, in that there was a.s8ig=-
nificant difference between the means of groups L and A, group A being

less dogmatic (and less authoritarian) than group L.

Hypothesis II (L vs A) (iii) 16 PF

On 14 of the factors the hypothesis of no significant difference was
supported by this study. On the other’six factors, E, G, L, M, Ql and
QIV’ the differences reached a statistically significant level. Group A

‘appeared to be more assertive, lower on super-ego-strength, more suspioious‘
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and jealous, more imaginative, more radical and more independent than
group L. In comparison to group 4, group L appeared to be more submis-
‘sive, higher super-ego-strength, more trusting, less imaginative, more

conservative and more subdued.

Hypothesis II (L vs 4) (iv) Scales for Besic Religious Dimensions

On all =ix scales a significant difference was reached by this study.
Group A, being basically an areligious group, naturally participated

less in religious activities than group L.

Hypothesis III (A vs M) (i) Intensity of Belief Scale

This hypothesis is supported by thie study for the four religious belief

scales, but not for the three non-religious belief scales.

Hypothesis III (A vs M) (ii) Dogmatism Scale

The findings supported this hypothesis.Group M was more dogmatic (and

authoritarian) than group A.

 Hypothesis IIT (A vs M) (iii) 16 PF

Only on one of the 20 factors, namely QIV’ could a statistically signi-
ficant difference be reached between the means of gfoups A and M. Group

A was more independent than group M.

Hypothesis III (A vs M) (4iv) Scales for Basic Religious Dimensions

On all 6 scales the hypothesis was supported by this study. Group A,
being an areligious group, naturally participated less in religious ac-

tivities than group M, a religious group.
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4.3. FURTHER RESEARCH

(1) The LAM scales should make room for a hermeneutic dimension.
(11) The scoring procedure of the LAM scale should be changed to a
Likert format. |
(111) The relationship between upbringing and religious involvement

should be investigated further.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

There have been numerous attempts, in recent years, to differentiate

various dimensions representing unique religious orientations (involve-
ment) in religious research. Research has been greatly hampered by in-
adequate definitions and - classifications. I will examine the defini-
tions and classifications which have been put forward by other resear-

chers, and then attempt to summarize these findings.

l.1 Definitions and classifications

l.1.1 Problems of definitions

The scientific study of religion has been criticized by Van den Berg
(1958) ana others, for an "exclusion de la transcendance". By this
oritisism, it is meant that God himself is excluded from the scientifio
study, which brings us to the theological problem of God immanent and

God tranacendent.

Barth (1967) sees this problem in the light of God, the "Gans Andere"
(transcendent), but who, in His free will, relates (immanent) to his
creation., He states: "If, then, the freedom of God is understood pri=-
marily as His own positive freedom, it can and must be understood secon-
darily as his relationship to that which is ofher than Himself, ... as
His true'immanence as well as Hié true transcendence" (1967: p. 301).

The role of the relationship between God and creation in itself_is there-
fore, of vital importance. Faith, in this sense, means to be in relation-
ship with God; and not just to believe that there is a God. Faith is,
therefore, a response to God's effort of forming a relationship with

man. We cahnot only speak of man's relationship aﬁd exclude God from
this relationship. A relationship needs a partner. This is perh#ps

what 18 meant by Broen's (1957) unipolar dimension "Nearness to God",
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when he states that this dimension "emphasizes the Déity's loving pre-

sence and guidance" (pe 177). Davidson (1972) termed in "vertical belief",

by which is meant the "other—ﬁordly" beliefs which define the nature of

the supernatural order or emphasizes man's persona1>relationshgp§ to that
order without reference to the social order. Thé "horizontal belief"
concept, as used by Davidson, refers to "this-wordly" beliefs which

emphasize man's relationship to other men. -

Van den Berg (1958) roints out that‘his is where the scientific study

of religion falls short. He argues that oﬁly the one side (immanent) is
studied and the other (transcendent) completely ignored, Grossman (1975),
for example, defines religion as a system of "mental and psychological de-
vices, which help men overcome, obviate, or counteract fear and anxiety,
and the subjective and phsiological effects thereof" (p. 290). In this

definition the "Gans Andere" is completely absent -~ there is no Partner,

In his "Varieties of Religious Experience", James (1907 drew our atten-
tion to this deficiency. He says: "At the outset we are struck by one
great partition which divides the’religious fields On thevoﬁe side of
it lies institutional, on the other personal religion. As M.T. Sabatier
sayst One branch of religion keeps tﬁe divinity, another keeps man most
in view" (po 48). He also stresses the pbint of relationship in his
definition. "Religion, eeeees Shall mean for us the feelings, acts, and
’expefiences of individual men in their solitude, so far as they apprehend
‘themselves to stand in relation (my emphasis) to whatever they may con=-
sider the divine" (p. 50). The "relationship” and the "divine" cannot
éimply be ignored in the'stﬁdy of religion. On the other hand, how can
this part (transcendence) be measured? Can the gods be measured by our

scales? Are they available for scientific research?

Berger (1974) tries to answer these questions and states that" .... the



gods are not edirically available, and neither their nature nor their
existence can be verified through thé very limited procedures given to
the scientist. What is available to him is a complex of human experience
eeee” (p. 125). The problems is that these human experiences cannot
simply be equated £6 religious experiences. Becker (1971), in his analy-
8is of religion and psychological health,ialso-states that there is én
"otherness", a tfané-empirical dimension about a religious faith that

finds no place in psychological parlance.

I feel, as Berger (1974), that this is a limitation that we will have to
accept. To quote Berger againt "The gods, which appear in the religious_.
consciousness as possessing an ontological status transcending this con-
sciousness, are not available to the scientist in this alleged status -=-
they are only available qua contents of human consciousness, thus as

immenent by necessity" (p. 126) This limitation is accepted here.

At this point, we must ask, "What is religion?® Theologians, sociologists,
psychblogists, psychiatrists and laymen have all put forward their own
definitions. These definitions have all been criticised, and have either
been rejected or accepted. I do ﬁot believe that it is the task of a
psychologist to define what religion is. It is primarily the task of a
theologian to define religion for us. The péychologist should define

what he intends to investigate.

As psychologist, I intend to investigatevmah's religious experiences -
how he experiences his relationship with the "Gans Andere". This, then,

means studying his religious beliefs, his religious attitudes (1nterests)

and his religioue behaviour (activity). This could be done by studying
the individual's experiences and/or the religious experiences of a group

as a whole.

I prefer to speak, as Himmelfarb (1975), of religious involvement as

"the degree to which a pereoﬁ's religion occupies his or her interests, .



beliefs, or activities® (p. 607), The implication of such a statement

is that measures of religious involvement should ndt include variables

in other domains of attitude or conduct that are thought fo be.a conse-
quence of religious involvement. Hunt and King (1972), for example,
include an extrinsic dimension which, according to them, measures "an
instrumental selfish attitude toward religion" (p. 246). This is actually
measuring the motivation behind religious involvement rather than involve-

ment per se.

I decided, therefore, to use the term religious involvement to the more
commonly used term religious commitment, In the litereture on Christia- -
nity, the term commitment is generally used, and on Judaism the term
Jewish identity is used. Both of these terms are meaningful and imply

a certain degree of involvement on two opposite ends of a scale,

Religious involvement can range from minimally identifying as a religio-
nist to being a committed religionist. The term involvement seems to

be more nsutral than cpmmitment or identification as it implies less about
degree. On the other hand, all three terms ere trjing to define the

same phenomenon. The differences between studies, it seeme,a;e not so
much products of basically different phenomena being measured, but rather

products of different conceptions- of the components of the same phenomenon.

1.1.2 Problems of classifications

Many classifications have been put forward, for example, by Fromm (1941),

who spoke of authoritarianism and humanistic orientations;
Adorno et al. (1950) distinguished between a religion which is conventio-
nal, externalized and neutralized and one that is more personal and inter—-

nalized;



Broen (1957) reported evidence for a fundamentalism-humanitarianism
factor and "nearness to God" as a separate, uncorrelated dimension;
Allpbrt (1950, 1954, 1966) argued for the "intrinsic" and "extrinsio"
dimensions;

Lenski (1961), in his careful stﬁdy of religibn in # Mid-West city,
differentiated between a conventional and a dévotional orientation to

religion;

Glock (1962) and later Glock and Stark (1965), suggested that there are
five "universal® dimensions. They afe; ideologidal (belief);lintellec-

~ tual (knowledge or cogﬁifive); ritualistic (overt behaviour traditionally
defined as religious); experiential (experiences defined as religious

in the sénse of.arousing feelings or emotions); and consequential (the
effects of the other four dimensions applied in the secular world);

Allen and Spilka (1967) spoke of a committed religious orientation and

a consensual religious orientation;

Dittes (1971) spoke of an explicit, public and social dimension as to

an internal, intrinsic, subjective, committed and spiritual dimension;
King (1967) and later King and Hunt (1969, 1972a, 1972b, 1975) suggested
the following eleven dimensions: creedal assent; devotionalism; church
attendance; organizational activity; financial support; growth and stri-
ving; religious despair; salience behavioﬁr and salience cognition;
active regulars; intolerance of ambiguity; purpose in life: posifive and
negative;

Himmelfarb (1975) delineates four main dimensions with nine subdimensions
(i) Supernaturals a. devotional, b. doctrinal and d. experimentiﬁl;"
(11) Communals a. affiliation, and b. ideological; (iii) Culturasls

a. intellectual-esthetic, and be affectional; (iv) Interpersonals

a. ethical. and b. moral.

In all these typologies, there is a lack of clear focus on what is being

measured, and they'are deficient in one or more of the following ways.



1,1.2.1. The lack of mutual exclusiveness and exhaustiveness between

categories

The important studies by Allport (1950, 1954, 1966) aﬁd Allpbrt and
Ross (1967) revealed two.tyﬁologies of religious involvement (or orien-
tation): intrinsic and extrinsic. These two terms quickly proved that
they were not exhaustive enough and the authors had to include another,
namely indiscriminately proreligious orientation. Thompson (1974) re-
cognized a fourth dimension, indiscriminate antireligious orientation,
after a careful analysis of Allport's typology. In the excellent study
by Hunt and ¥ing (1971), on the intrinsic/extrinsic typology, it was
clearly shown that these two categories were not mutually exclusive. The
main problem was that it neither formed a conceptual nor a scoring con=
| tinuwum. This finding is supported in the studies of Feagin (1964).

King (1967), Hood (1971), and Thompson (1974).

King (1967) and later King and Hunt (1969, 1972a, 1972b, 1975) initially
defined nine dimensions, but extended these to eleven. This seems to

be a more "exhaustive" approach, but the fact that they used the same
variable for different dimensions brings the problem of exclusion to

the fore. The correlafions between these particular scales manifest the
‘problem, for example, Scale 2% Devotionaiism, correlates + 0,72 with
Scale 6: Growth and Striving (1975, p. 18). Such findings confounds

the problem of typologies. Perhaps King and Hunt should rather search
for main dimensions, which are mutually exclusive, with their own sub=-

divisions.

1.1.2.2. Temporally related phenomena -

We must use measures of phenomena that are occuring or have occured re-
cently as indications of present involvement. Adult religious involve-
ment should not include events that happened in childhood, even though

these might have influenced adult religious involvement and are highly



correlated with it.

| Glock and Stark (1965) and the others who have followed their lead
(Clayton: 1971; Faulkner‘and.De Jongs 19663 :King and Hunt: 1972), err
by»using religious knowledge as a measure of religious involvement.
Knowledge depends on many variables, particularly one's ability to retain
information. The latter might have very little to do with one's desire
or attempts to have such knowledge. A more proper measure of an intel-
lectyal dimension would be whether one studies about religion, rather )
thaﬁ'how much he kno@s. This could be the growth and striving dimenéion

measured by Hunt and King (1972).

1.1.2.3. Levels of abst;action _

Thé debate about the number of dimensions of religious involvement
(Cline ané Richards: 1965; Dittes: 1969; Glock and Starks: 1965; King
and Hunt: 1972, 1975; Brown: 1966; Wéaring and Brown: 1972; Clayton and
Gladdens 1974). with estimates running from one to eleven, stems to a
large extent from the inclusion of phenomena at differentllevels of

abstraction.

Categories have been delineated by "careful" factér analysis, without

the realization that some of the categories are éubcategories of larger

- dimengions, for instance the problem of "salience". King and Hunt (1972)
suggest that.it is supposed to measure the 1mportahce of.religion in a

' person's life; Isn't that exactly what.the other.dimensions try to do?
Conéeptually, salience is an overall measure of religious involvement .

and not a type of involvement in itself (also see Roof and Perkins: 1975)

The religious belief dimension can serve as another example of this pro-
blem, Most researchers will agree that doctrinal belief is one of the
dimensions of religious involvement. However, researchers are now sug-

gesting that we need to distinguish hetween types of religous belief.



Thus, distinctions have been made.betueen literal and symbolic interpre-
tations of the Bible (Hunts 1972) and this-world vs. other-world belief
orientations (Greeley: 1972); This would then suggest that we have four
differentrdiménsions. These types could rather be viewed a8 subdimen-
sions of a general dimension of doctrinal beliefs, rather than four sepa=

rate dimensions of religious involvement.

I feel that the whole debate about the number‘of dimensions is unneces-
sarily confusing, since all of the proposed dimensions are not at the
same level of abstraction. Some of the proposed dimensions are more ge=-
neral, and some more specific categories of religious involvement. We
have now arrived at the stage where we have typologies within typologies.
With these research studies, note should be taken of the purpose of the
study (e.g. is it a major variable in the study?), of thévparticular
populatipn under investigation (e.g. are a}ibof the dimensions appl;cable
to the population being studied?), and of their empirical utility (e.g.
do the indications explain or predict?). We must, therefore, seek to
identify the level of abstraction being considered, whether they are

' broad dimensions of involvement or subcategories of a particular dimension.

T intend to use Hunt's (1972) three-dimensional approach for religious
involvement in this study. The three orientations, Literal (L), Antili-
teral (A) and Mythological (M), are.broad categories which meet the above
criteria. They will be used as independent variables which could be

used for predictions.

Gorsuch and Aleshire (1974) also argue that for research in the domain
of psychology of réligion the type and degree of involvement is of vital
importance. This is possible with Hunt's scheme, because the type and

degree of involvement is quite clear and measurable.
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The primary point of Hunt's (1972) article ié thét many of the paper -

and -pencil measures of religiosity used by previous researchers (e.g.
Thurstone and Chaves 1929; Shaw'ahé4Wrightz 1967)'ha§e a built-in bias
toward a literal-fundamentalist interpretation of Protestant Christianity.
Acknowledging thét the literal-fundamentalist orientation is indeed a
valid pro-religious orientation, Hunt argued thaf there are other orien-
tations which a religious person might adopt which have been ignored by
early investigators. This is typically true of meésures with unidimen-
sional response formats (true/false; agree/disagree). The implications

of this criticism for research are: (i) that many pro-religious (though
non-fundamentalists) persons would be misclassified or inappropriately
assigned to lbw-religious or non-religious groups because they disagree
with the literal-fundamentalist bias built iﬁto the experimentor's measure
of religiosity; and (11) that findings from reséarch utilizing such biased
measures, significant group differences or corfelations between religio-
sity and other variables, are. "at best meaningless and af worst dangerous

and misleading" (Hunt: 1972).

Hunt (1972), then, provides a scale to "describe a mythological-symbolie
measure of religion which is independent of a literalefundamentalistic
measure of religion" (p. 43). He argues that the conservative-literal
dimension should be distinguised from the literal-symbolic (or mythologi=
cal) dimension involving usage of religious language. Here.literal-
symbolic is a language dimension assumed to be different from the conser-
vative~ literal continuum of religious doctrine. "“Popular polarizatiohs,"
Hunt states, "tend to equate 'conservative' with 'literal' and 'liberal’
with 'symbolic'; However, it would be possidble, for example, for a per-
son to be quite 'liberal' in the sense of desiring social reforms yet

be very 'literal' in permitting only one interpretation of a given

doctrine" (p. 43).
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Hunt's Literal (L)_commitment is the one traditionally measﬁred in reli-
gioﬁs research and represents the tendency to unquestioningly accept any
religious statement at face value. "This poaiéién may reflect an indivi-
dusl who has not examined the relation of his religious statements to - |

other cognitive and affective '"a're_as of his life (Hunts 1972, p. 43).

" The Anti-literal (A) commitment is basically an antireligious orientation
in which a person réjects religion as being of no valué to him or the
world. This person may be (i) rebelling against limited childhood reli-
gious teachers (including parents); or (ii) rejecting all Christian-

oriented interpretations of life.

The Mythological (M) commitﬁent is Hunt's new entry into the’religiosity
‘measurement schema and represents the tendency fo reintefpret religious
statements or doctrines and to seek the deeper symbolic meanings beyond
their literai wording. "The person's religious framework is more complex
and capable of assimilating both the intention of religious orthodoxyvand

the realities of the contemporary world" (Hunt: 1972, p. 43). .

1.2 Ideational, behavioural and involvement

Religious involvement, as set out above, does not.opérate in‘a vacuum
but could be influenced by variables such as ideationalism and behaviou-

rism,

1.2,1 Ideational

Glock and Stark (1965) suggested that there‘are five categories of reli-
gious involvement. Only éne of their dimensions -~ the ideétional =- rela-
tes to religious beliefé a8 such, However,rwe alsq distinguished several
subdimensions of religious ideology, and they have often beén confused or

mixed indescriminately. Most of the studies have measured religious
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ideOIOgy'by'means of single ad hoc questions (eege Allport, Gillespie

and Youngs 1948;vThurstone and_Chave: 1929; Vernons 1956;lBrown and Lowe!
1951). The questioné are usuaiiy fdiussed on m;asuring the commitment

to orthodox Christian dogma, but questions are often included on other
aspects as well; éspééiéily'the importanoe‘to’the indiQidual of his be; 
liefs. Thus an atheist whose convictions were important to his self-con-
ception might receive a spuriously high score if the scale were regarded
as a measure of orthodoxy, and a spuriously low score if the scale was
régarded as a measure of the subjective importance of hié belief. Corfe-
lating scores on such scales to other characteristics are limited by the

confusion in the scale itself.

The relationship of an individual to any ideological system admits at
least four dimensions or types of variation, as Putney and Middleton

(1961) singled out.

There is, firstly, the Orthodoxy dimension, which is a person's acceptance
or rejection of the tenets of the system, Secondiy, the fanaticism dimen-
sion, which is his orientation toward other persons with respect to his
belief. Thirdly, we have the importance dimension, wﬁich is the signi-
ficance of his beliefs to his self-conception. lLastly, the ambivalence
dimension, vhich is thg degree to which he recognizes ambivalence in

his beliefs.

Each of these dimensions could ve largely independent of thefothers,
Someone who is highly orthodoxfmight, or might not, be conscious of ambi-
vaience. Someone who rated his beliefs very important to his self-concep=
tion would not necessarilj be fanatic about spreading these beliefs to

others.

Although it was demonstrated by Putney and Middleton (1961) that these

- dimensions had high intercorrelations, being significant at the 0,001
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level, it was also clearly stated that their correlations with other
variables such as sbcio-economic status, year in collegs, etc., showed
considerable variation. They come.t§ the conclusion thatt (1) the person
.who is highly orthodéx in religious beliefs tends to be.authoritarian,
highly concerned aboufvhis social status, and conservative, is political
and questioning and tends to be a female; (ii)the pefson who scores re-
latively high on fanaticism shows the same general charactistics as thq
ﬁighly orthodox individual, except that it does not corielate signifi-
éantly with sex; (111) the person who rates his beliefs most 1@por£ant

to his self-conceptions shares with the orthodox and fanatic the tendency
to be authoritarian, concerned over social status, and conservative, and
is mdre likely to be female than male; and (iv) those who not acknowledge
feelings of ambivalence concerning whether or not they believe in reli-

gion are likely to be authoritarian, conservative and male (p. 289).

It is clear from their study that religious ideology is neither a major
determinant nor a simple resultant of personality charaoteristics, such
as authoritarianism, conservatism or social factors such as place of

residence, year in college or even church affiliation.

Davidson (1972) demonstrated a further difference when he spoke of -
"yertical beliefs" (other-worldly beliefs which define the nature of the
supernatﬁral order) and "horizontal beliefs" (this-worldly beliefs which
emphasize man's relationships with other men). He found that vertical |
beliefs were positively associated with pefsonal concequences (social-
action orientations church members mﬁy derive from their religious be-
1iefa). He then concludes that vertical beliefs have, and horizontal
beliefs do not have, the same personal significance that vertical beliefs

have.
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Another important factor which cannot be excluded'from a study of ideo-
logy, is the degree, or as Thouless (1935) termed it, the "tendency to
certainty y with whioh a befief is held. Although.Thouless pointed this
out in 1935, very few studigs have taken this intp'acconnt. _Thouless
argued that‘paople tend tchaccept;or reject é cert&in‘telicf iith high

, intensity, while relatively few persons adopt the attitude of'partial
belief, that is, of regarding it as more or less nrobnble. This third
position he termed scepticism. He then defined the tendency-to-oertainty
law as followss "A belief- tends to be held or rejected by an individual
with a high degree of conviction" (p. 24). Thouless, as well as Brown
(19623), found a significant difference (p.<:0,01)‘between the mean
certainty of statements measuring "religious beliefs" and statements
measﬁring "affectively indifferent non-religicus beliefs". The tendency
to certainty is less strong among non-religious statements thgn among

those of a religious order.

If the intensity—variable is taken into acconnt, it is an oversimplifi-
cation to ctate that "belief" correlates with another variable. Thc
direction, as well as the intensity, with which rcligious beliefs are
held, must be taken into account. Riimke (1959)vnotes that disbelief as
well as belief can be held with the same outward signs of rigidity, nar-
rownindedness and contempt for those who think differently, even down

to fanaticism and persecution.

What, then, is the relationchip betneen religious beliefs and the perso-
nalitj variable? A number of research studies have placed before us a
generally negative pictnre of the person who professesvreligious beliefs.
Brown and Lowe (1951) demonstrated that male Bible students scored higher
on the hysteria scale than male non-believers. This means that the Bible

students in his sample showed a stronger tendency towards the development
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of oon&entional physical symptoms. The same researchers, a8 well as
Broen (1956), found that religiously oriented persons scored eighifi-‘
cantiy higher on the lie scale thén non-believers. Thistsuggests a
stronger tendency among religious subjects to choose responses which
would pléée them in the most favourable light soéial;y; Brown and Lowe
also found a nggative correlation between the MF (Interest) scale and
male Bible students, indicatingtthat the non-believers had a basioc
interest pattern more like that of females than did the male Bible
students. Religious belief has also been found to correlate positively
with the California F-scale for authoritarianism (Frenkel-Brunswick: 1950;
Gregorys 1957; Brown: 1962a; Photiadis and Johnsont: 1963; Weller et al.s
1975), meaning either that religiosity leads to authoritarianism or

authoritarian individuals are more attracted to orthodox doétrine.

' - These results were confirmed by some clinicélly oriehted experiments
wherein the religious person was shown to be more conforhing and ego-.
defensive while the non-religious person was more independent (Dregers
1952). In general, then, we receive a generally negative picture of the
rgligious believer. He is a conventional, conforming person to whom
being éocially acceptable means a great deal. He is rigid, prejudiced,

suspicious and generally pessimistic. .

All this cannot just be accepted at face value. as other researchers
pointed out. Brown (1962a) stated that the “strength of religious belief
is associated with acceptance and membership of a church,vwhile certainty '
about opinionative and factual matters is associated with pe;sonality
variables and specifically with measures of anxiety" (p. 268). Stanley
(1963), in a study of students from the Evangelical Union and the Student

' Christian Movement in Australia, féund no relationship between fundamen-
talism and measures of neurosis, which supported Brown's general finding

of the independence of religious belief from personality measures.
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Rokeach (1960, p. 264) again reported that he found a correlation of
0,36 to 0,44 between Dogmatism and Anxiety in various grdups. Brown
(1962a) concludes his findings by stating that "it.is easier to be un-
certain about a factual matter which can be'settled. than to be.uncer-
tain about'sdmething which is literally a matter vabelféf; certaiﬁty
about religious matters ié possible because of the social support that
can be evoked to sustain these beliefs. Anxiétyrsiayé a rolé in holding

matters of opinion strongly, but not in matters of belief" (p. 269).

This cognitive theory of religious behaviour is not the only variable,
as Argyle (1958) pointed out. It can be extended to include affective
components by drawing attention to the attachments.tovand arousal value
' of signs, éymbols, objects and verbal formulatiqns in any religious
system. - In a further study of religious belief in two Australian in-
terdenominational student societies, the Evangelical Union (U.E.) and
the Student Christian Movement (S.C.M.), Brown (1962b) reported a signi-
ficant difference between central and peripheral belief, "central" being
stétements about Christ, God, etc., for instance, and "peripheral" being
statements about theology, for example. This he attributed to the fact
that words have an arousal value. Riimke (1952) stressed the same point
wheh he spéke'of the "shapes behind the words". Binkley (1962) and

Hick (1962) have described eight ways in which religious languége can
“be useds empirical, tautological, emotive, ceremonial, prescriptive,
mythicél, paradoxical and metaphysical. Hunt (1972) also referred to
the problem of religious language, and how the different types of
"religious language" can be confused and confounded in most paper-ande
pencil measures of religiosity (e,g, Wilsons 1960; Feagin: 1964; Allports

1954, 1966; Stark and Glock; 1968; Rokeach: 1969).
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In their e#tensive review on studies on prejudice, Gorsuch and Aleshire
(1974) found that the traditional personality approach of most investi-
gators was difficult to interpret as‘it wa: not ciear what influenced
what, vThey state that speculations coﬁcerningypersonality characteris-
tics ésv"causés" is not necessary; "the 'causés' are the“enfironmental
experiences which lead a person to commit himself to a noncénventional
ideological position" (P-_289). Commitment helps the individual trans-
cend the cultural traditions and evaluate those tréditions according to

a consistent value standard.

To summarize the aboves it is important, when dealing with the ideatio-
nal dimension, that the following should be kept.in:mind: (1) there
.could be subdimensions; (ii) the intensity with which thé belief .is held,
varies; and (iii> that it correlates with personality variables. There-
 fore, when we want to examine the relationship between religious involve-
ment'and the ideational dimension, the above points will have to be

considered.

2.2. Behavioural

Under this heading we mean religious activity, fof instance how frequently
a person is involved in religious activities such as chur6h and prayer
meetings, choir, Sunday school, financial support etc., during a speci-

fied time period.

Most of the literature on Christians concentrate pfedominanfly on idea-
tional measures, particularly orthoddxy (dootrinal beliefs); In fact,
Clayton and Gladden (1973) argue that all other dimensions of religious
involvement are simply componénts of the more significant dimension,

ofthodoxy (1deology). The surprising fact is that some researchers,
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such as Himmelfarb (1975) and Cline and Richards (1965), have found that
the more efficient measures of religious involvement are behavioural ra-
ther than ideational. Behavioural variables are efficient in the sense

that they explain more of the varience in religious involvement and that

more of the varience within them is explainable. According to this para
digm in Himmelfarb's study, as well as in the study by Lazerwitz (1973),
this is particularly true for American Jews. Until more comparative
8tudies are avallable, we &o not knowiif this holds true for Christian
populations. Allport et al. (1948) reported that they found that fully
half of the students who, in some sense, lead religious lives, do so
without doctrinal convictions. Theif éxplanation of this fact is that
the adolescent has not yet found a mature structure of faith to support

the religious experiences they have and the practices to which they hold.

Cline and Richards' (1965) study of Mormons in Salt Lake also-found the
same implication in their male sample. After performing a factor analy-
sis for each sex, using varimax solutions for the rotations, they found
that the primary factor, Factor 1, was Religious BehaQiour, and "another
somewhat distant and independent Factor X which we would title Religious
Belief. What this means, apparently, is that with men, some éan be very
high in their religious activity yet at the same time come close to

'failing' a belief test" (p. 575)

I am not arguing that the one dimension is more important than the ofher,
but am stressing the importance of the behavioural dimension. The one |
distinct advantage of the measure of the behavioural (activity) variable
is that the criterion is a report of observable behaviour, as opposed to
a reliéious belief or attitude. Another important advantage of this
variable is that it provides a ready definition of religious involvement

by equating it with institutional commitment.



19

On the other hand, it can also have two disadvantagess (i) the meaning

of involvement in church activities varies acrosé denominatiéné; Some
groups have five or six events-eacﬁ week’in which all members can partici-
pate,‘but others may have only one or‘tw°.(ii) People who are religiogs

on a self-rating scale may not be involved institutionally. Conseqﬁently,
thesevpeople would be categorized as nonreligious, even though they view

themselves as religious.

It is, therefore, felt that a behavioural dimension is advantageous to
a study like this one of religious involvement, and will thefefore be

_included.

* #* *

It i8 quite clear in evaluating the abovementiohed reseafch_studies on
religious invoivement, that we have not gained much in our understanding
of this area. There is still great confusion in the areas of definition
and classification. On the other hand, these studies have not been in
vain, but have pointed out some problems, some pitfallsiand some areas
in which to search for the answers. This study,‘then, wants to pursue

a new direction, as propagated by Hunt (1972).

His breakaway from the o0ld simplistic and literal approach to measure
religiqus involvement, will be my main focus. The o0ld simplistic and
literal approach was one of a literal-fundamentalistic 1nterpretation'

of Protestant Christianity, in which measuring instruments are typically
éonstrﬁcted with a single statement to which the subjéct must respond
with true/false, agree/disagree, or other variationé of these essentially
unidimensional response formats. A simplistic bias is built into most

of these measures, in that those who disagree with these doctrinal state-
ments are lacking in religious involvement (commitment).. The main pro-

blem lies in the fact that there is a great number of different meanings
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which the respondent can attach to the same dootrinal statement, This
is what Rtimke (1952) meant when he said that statements and words have
different "shapes"'behind them for diffeient people.v The word god could
mean a swear vword or the Cfeator of heaven and eaz@h,vall depending on

vwhat your "shépe behind the word" is.

Therefcre, Hunt's breakaway is to make use of the literal-symbolic dimen-
sion inVolving usage of religious language. Here "iiteral—symbolic" is

a language dimension assumed to be different from the conservative-liberal
continuum of religious doctrine. This will allow a.person who become

less literal and rigid in his religious perspectives, not to appear less
religicus, but to fall within a syﬁbolic (mythological) religious orien-

tation.

Hunt, therefore, constructed a Literal, Antiliteral and Mythological

' (LAM) scale which enables us to distinguish between those with a literal
and those with a mythological involvement. Under Literal we understand
the person'who accepts the doctrinal -statements ét face value and has-
not examined the relationship of these statements to other afecs:of his
life. Under the mythological orientations we undefstand the person who
reinterprets these doctrinal statements to seek their deeper symbolic.v

meanings which lie beyond their literal wording.

The LAM scale, furthermore, complies to the.requirements set out above
for such a scale. Firstly, it excludes-measurcs in other areas which
might be a consequence of the orientation, e.g. activity (church atten=
dance). Another advantage is that they are not time-bound. The scale
is not interested to find out what influences there were in early child-
hood, but is simply measuring a phenomenon (literal or symbolic) which

is occuring at the present. A third important factor is that the degree
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of involvement can be measured. With this scale we can select pebple

with a high degree of 11ter§1 or symbolic orientation. Two groﬁps can,
therefore be selected with the same degree of'involvement. This leads

us to the fourth factor, that the.two groups are mutually exclusivgé:mgking
it possible to have two distinct groups who have thé‘same degree ofAinvblve;

ment.

The main guestion is, how will these two groups,lliteral and mythological,
differ on various measurements? Do they differ, say, in ideational varia=-
bles? Is there any difference between them or personality measures? How

will they differ on behavioural (activity) scales?

If Hunt's notion of a literal person, is accepted, we may conclude that
such a person is using a closed cognitive system. vOne of fhe characteris--
tics of a closed cognitive system is to accépt>statéments dogmatically.

. Rokeach (1960) found this to be so0 because of the threat (anxiety) caused
by a disbelief system. An interpretation or a reinterpretation by the
"other" causes anxiety. This then results in a closed cognitive system.
When' the "other" does not hold a threat, an open system should resulto
‘Therefore, the person who is able to reinterpret the doctrinal statements
in seekigg'their deeper symbolic meaning, will be,iess threatened by the

"other" and find it easily to develop an open cognitive style.

If the person with a literal involvement uses a closed cognitive system,

if is further postulated that such a person will tend to dccept religious
statements with a high degree of conviection. Thouless (1935) stated in

his law of "tendency to certainty", that a "belief tends fo be held or
rejected by an individual with a high degree of conviction® (p. 24).

This finding was supported by Brown's (1962&) research. = It can thgn be
further argued that the person with an open cognitive system will accept ',‘
these religious statements with a lesser degree of conviction-as fhéy |

are not so threatened by the "other side".
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The person with a literal commitment will then be inciined to be autho-
ritarian, taking up a position where his belief system is quite séfe.
On personality factors it is accepted that such a person‘will ténd to
deviate more from the norm than the pérson who is less threatened (e.g.

a person with a mythological involvement).

Subjects with high literal commitments, with closed Qogniti?e systems,

who acocept religious statements with a high degree of conviction, who

feel threatehed by the "other side", will tend to be more active in insti-
tutional matters, e.g. church attendance, This is partly so bacause they .
function within a closed cognitive system ﬁhere it is the "right* thiné
to do. Brown (1962a) drew. the attention to the fact that social.support
is required for the maintenance of a system of religious belief. Not

only social support is sought after, but also social acceptance. This

can be gained by saying gnd doing the right things; Brown and Lowe (1951)
reported that they found male Bible students to have a strong tendency:

to chooée responses which would place them in the most favourable light
socially, whereas the subject with the mythological involvement might

not think it is necessary to partake in everything to gain social sup-
port and acceptance. When an appeal is made for active participation,

he might not feel so threatened and therefore not participate. It is,

. therefore, postulated that such a person will be less active in religious

matters.

1.3 Hypotheses

'1.3.1 Hypothesis I

Subjects with a high "Literal Involvement" (LI) will differ signiflcantly
at theec= 0,05 level from subjects with a high "Mythological“Involvement"

(MI) on the following dimensions::
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(1) "Intensity of Belief" will be held with a higher intensity by

Ny subjects than MI subgects, as LI will tend to accept the

statements at face valuei

(ii) LI subjects will be more dogmatic than MI subjects, ae LI sub~
Jects tend to operate with a more closed cognitive system than

the MI subjects;

(111) On the personality factors of the 16 PF, the LI subjects will
differ from the MI subjects, as LI subjects tend to be more
threatened by the "others" because of the rigid way in which

their beliefs are held;

(iv) the LI will be more involved in religious activities than the
MI subjects, as the LI subjects tend to conform more to the re-
ligious establishment, in participating more in institutionel

activities.

1.3.2 Eypothesis Il

Subjects with a high "Literal Involvement" (LI) will differ significantly
at theacao;OS level from subjects with a high "Antiliteral Involvement"

(a1) dn the following dimensionss

(1) "Intensity of Belief" will be held with a high intensity by
LI subjects and a low intensity by AI subjects, meaning that
the LI subjects accept-and the AI reject the statements with

the same degree of conviction;

(ii) LI subjects and AI subjects will not differ significantiy on-
dogmatism, as both groups operate with a closed cognitive sys-

tem (being dogmatic);
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(iii)’ On the personality factors of the 16PF, the LI subjects and

(iv)

AI subjects will deviate to the same degree from the mean.
Both groups tend to féei threatened by the "others", because of

the rigid way in which their beliefs are held;

Subjects with a "Literal Involvement” (LI) will differ signi-
ficantly from subjects with an "Antiliteral Involvement" (AI)
on religious activities, as LI will be involved and AT will not

be involved in such activities.

1.3.3 Hypothesis III

Subjects with a high "Antiliteral Involvement" (AI) will differ signi-

ficantly (e¢ = 0,05) from subjects with a high "Mythological Involvement"

(MI) on the following dimensionss

(1) ar subjects will reject with a higher degree statements on

"Intensity of Belief" than MI subjects, as AI subjecte will

tend to reject the statements at face value;

| (ii) AI subjects will be more dogmatic than MI subjects, as Al

(111)

(iv)

subjects tend to operate within a closed cognitive system;

On the personality factors of the 16 PF, the AI subjects will
differ from the MI subjects, as AI subjects tend to be more
threatenéd by the "others" because of the rigid way in which

their beliefs are held;

the AI subjects will be less involved in religious activities
than the MI subjects, as the AI will be involved in other non-

religious activities.
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CHAPTER 2

THE PRESENT -3TUDY

The strategy of the present study was to adﬁinis%e?vthe iAM §ca1es of
Hunt (1972) to a sample of students of the University of Cape Toin,'and
to ldentify a number of relativeiy homogenous religious types based on
their LAM scores. This would determine three separate groups, én L
(Litepal), an A (Anti-literal) and an M (Mythological) group. Having
identified these different reiigious groups with their specific involve-

. ments, 1t was decided to compare these rélatively distinct groups on a
number of dependent measures popular in the reliéious research literature,

to determine if these groups differ significantly on these variables.

The main aim is, to determine the difference between the L and M groups.
The L group, is the literal involvement group who teﬁds.to hnquestioningly
accept at face value a religious statement within their religious para-
digm without considering the symbolic interpretations. The M or symbo-
lic involvement group represents those with the tendency to reinterpfet
religious étatéments or doctrines and to seek deeper symbolic meanings

which lie beyond literal wording.

The A, or anti-literal involvement group, will be coﬁpared to the L and
M groups. As this is basically an anti-religious orientation iﬁ which a
person réjects religion as being of no value to him or the world, and
being negatively correlated to L and uncorrelated to M (Hunt s 1972;

" Poythress : 1975), it is expected that it will differ significanfly from

L' and M.



26

2.1 Method
2.1.1 Subjects

Three differént groups were approached dur%ng the first term of 1975 to
complete the questionnaire. The one group cbnsistéd of members of the
Young Men's Christian Association (YMCA) of the University of Cape Town,
The second group consisted of lst and 2nd year students following thé
courses in Religious Studies I and II. The last group was the lst year

Psychology class.

46 Subjects from the YMCA group responded. From the Religious Studies

I and II group, 71 subjects‘returned their questionnaires, and 309 from
the 1st year Psychology class. This gives us a tptal of 426 subjects.
From this total 87 qpestionuaires had to be discarded as they were incom-

plete, which left a total sample of 339 subjects.

The 339 LAM (Literal, Anti-literal, MythOIOgical) questionnaires were scored
and grouped into high L, high A, and high M scorers. A fourth group then, -
were those whose scores did not place them within any of these three (L@M)

groups.

The 70 highest scorers from each of the L,A and M groups were selected,

thus giving three distinct groups with a total N of 210.

The range of scores in each group was such that high scorers on L (Li-
teral) ranged from 13 to 17,high scorers on A (Anti-literal) and M (My-
thological) ranged from 11 to 17. The mean score of each group could
have been equalized by varying fhe cut-off points for each group. This
would, however, have meant unequal numbers in the 3 groups and a lesser
number of subjects in two of thé groups (A and Mo As a 1argef sample

is more statistically viéble, it was, therefore, decided to keep the N
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in each group the saﬁeu This method in no way biases the probable out-
come in favour of any of the hypotheses. Indeed, it reduces the proba-
bility of obtaihing significant résulté begausé of the lesser intensity
of the scores in two of the categories (A and M). “This method was never-
theless decided upon because it was felt that it‘ﬁduid yield more re-

liable results.

TABLE T . :

Comparison of Age, Sex, Marital Status and Groups between L, A and M

groups of the total sample (N=210)

AGE . SEX MARITAL GROUPS
STATUS
TOTAL
18-19 | 20-25 | Male | Fe~ | Mar-} Sin- | YMCA | Rel. | Psych,
: male | ried | gle st. I &1
L 32 38 | 34 36| 2 68! 28 | 14 28 70
A 38 | 32 | 17| 53| 4 66| 1 9 60 70
M 45 | 25 | 24 | 46| 6| €| 3|17 | 50 | 70
Total 115 95 75 135 | 12 198 | 32 40 138 210

The N of 210 were all English-speaking students enrdlled»at the Univer-
sity of Cape Town for 1975. Of the 210 subjects, 75 were male and 135

female (for a further breakdown of these figures, see Table I), with

no significant correlations'between the sex of the subject and his

score on either of the L,A and M scales; thus the three groups are

equated for sex.

The mean age for the total sample was 19,77 years} with no significant

‘differences between the means of the L,(mean 19,77; S.De 1,73) A (mean

19,83; S.Do 1,68), and M (mean 19,53; S.D. 1,76) groups. The groups are.

thus also equated for age.
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242 Techniques of assessment

The following7instruments vere used.

1. Background variables were obtained in selectihg items from Allport,

Gillespie and Young's (1948)_Aegects of Religious Belief Question-
nairé SARBQ).

2. Hunt's (1972) Literal, Antiliteral and Mythological Scale (1AM
Scale). '

3. Thouless' (1935) Intensity of Belief Scale.

4. Rokeach's (1960) Dogmatism Scale.

5. 16PF by Cattel et al. (1970).

6. King and Hunt's (1972b) Scales_for Basic Religious Dimensions,

Each scale will be briefly discussed to demonstrate its applicability

for this study.

" Background variables

These were items selected from Allport, Gillespie and Young's (1948)

Aspects of Religious>Belief Questionnaire (ARBQ). It originally consig=-

ted of 18 questions, mahy of which had several parts. Following Hunt's.
{(1968) procedure, the questions were renumbered to form independent
questions, ylelding one answer per question. Questions 4, 6, 8a, 9

and 10 from the ARBQ were treated in this way, giving 19 independenf

gcores.
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Bach of the influences, listed as item 6 in the original ARBQ, wgé lig=-
ted independently with the alternatives of "l= does not apply, 2=.slightly,
somewhat, and 3= étrongly important"° In addition, "parental influence"
was divided into "influence of mother" and "inflﬁéncp of father". The
’“ﬁérsonél,influence of people other than parents" ﬁéﬁ'divided into "in-
fluence of other relatives" and "influence of friends of own age". Other
possible influences not in the original instrument were listed as "uni-
versity/college/school groups", "religious camps", "crime" and "other

influences".

In the first question the subject had to select from four statements
vhich statement best described his "religious awakening" experience.
Thé four items were mentioned lastly, and were selected from Stanley's

(1964) questionnaire.

This scale has 23 items which are reproduced in Appendix I.

Hunt's 1AM scale

To measure religious involvement, the Literal, Anti-literal and Mytho=-
logical (LaM) scale, as introduced by Hunt (1972) was used. Only one |
othef study (Poythress: 1975), using this scale, has been reported in
vliteiature. After commenting on the LAM scale, Greeley (1972) conclu= -
ded that it "is clearly the. best scale anyone has yet developed" {p. 289).
Greeley‘also predicted that Hunt's "bresk with the o0ld simplistic and
literal approaéh to measuring such attitudes ought to mark a decisive
turning point in religious research" (po 287). .Until now; unfoftﬁnately,

little of this prediction has become true.

This is a 17 item paper-and-pencil measure which was derived from the

original Mclean (1952) scale of 25 items and his agree/disagree answer
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format. Three alternative statements, a Literal, an Anti-literal and a
Mythological statement, were developed for each LAM item stem. Each
alternative bégan with the word "agree" or "disagree", followed by a

stgtement of the reason for the answer.

A sample item from the scale follows: "I believe in the guidance of the
Holy Spirit".
~ Agree, since God has said that he will be with us always; Prayer

thus is an effective way of listening to God's guidance. (1)

- Disagree, since the supernatural, if 1t exists at all, is in no way

directly involved in telling man what to do. (A.)

- Agree, because this is one way of describing thg involvement of God

with his creation and man. (M.)

An ipsative scoring procedure of 1-0-0 is used. Therefore, a total of
17 points are to be distributed among the three scales. This scoring

procedure was also followed in this study;

The reported scale homogeneity, after performing Gulliksen's variance =
covariance procedﬁre, were 0,87 for the L scale, 0,92 for the A scale,

and 0,77 for the M scale.

Although Poythress (1975) used a modified version of the LAM scale by
converting each stgtement into three Likert.items, he found that the
splif—half reliabilities (corrected by Spearman-Brown formula) for L,A
and M, were 0,94, 0,95 and 0,76 respectively. Thua, if can be accepted
with confidence that these scales will distinguish three rather clear
positions regarding religion. Hunt {1972) further reported that none
of the differences between sexes on any of the LAM scales are, statis=-

tically significant.
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.The L (Literal) scale is té identify, according to ﬁunt, those who commit
themselves "to a literal interpretation of réligion in which he takes
“at face value aﬂy religious stétement without in any way qﬁestioning'it.
This literal position may reflect an individual who has ndt examined
the relafion of his religious statements to othér cognitive areas of his

life" (Hunts 1972, p. 43).

The A (Anti-literai) scale identifies that person’who. on the basis of |
a literal, naive, unexamined interpretation éf religion,.rejectsvall
religion as being of no value to him or the world. Hunt (1972) suggested
that tﬁe A scale probably measures the extent of negative reaction to a
literal interpretation of religion, since it is negatively-correlated
with the L scale. This is also supported by the research of Poythress
(1975) where.hevreported that L and A scales correlated - 0,88 (p<10.01),

while the A and M scales were not related (r= 0,17 non-significant).

The M (Mythological) scale identifies those who reinterpret réligious
stateﬁents to seek the deeper symbolic meanings beyond literal wording
-"This person's religious framework is more complex and capable of assi-
-milating both the intention of religious orthodoxy énd the realities of

the confemporary world” (Hunt: 1972, p. 43).

One of the limitations of this scale is that it is obviouély limited to
the Christian framewprk f&r interpreting religion. Another difficplty
lies in measuring the mythological involvement, By its very nature,
'the'MythOIOgical orientation is more subject to individual idiosyncracy.v
than is either the L or A orientation. As such, one who designs items

to measure such an orientation, as Hunt has done, is likely to grasp -
only in part the particular symbolic interpretation whigh any given in-

- dividual would consider appropriate for a given religious event or hap-
pening. This is what Riumke (1952) meant ﬁhen he spoke ahout "the shapes

behind the words" (p. xv) each individual has. -
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For futher discussion of this scale, see Chapter 4, p. 79, This scale

is reproduced in Appendix II.

Intensity of Belief Scale

The 40 items from Thouless' (1935) questionnaire were used to measure

the degree of conviction with which a subject will accept or reject a be- »
lief statement. 'In following Brown (19623), another seven items were
added. These 47 items were broken down to defined areas, following Thou=-
less' procedure in terms of item content. The areas were: belief in (i)
Christ (4 items); (i1) God (6 items); (1i1) other orthodox Christisn
beliefs (5 items); (iv) éene;al religious beliefs (8 items); (v) opinion

(6 items); (vi) fact (12 items) and (vii) miscellaneous items (6 items).

The following items were changed to make the scale more indigenous, Item
33 was chaﬁged to "Piet Retief was killed by Dingaan's soldiers between
1840 to 1850" instead of "Mary Queen of Scots, was beheaded between 1580
and 1590". In item 44 "India" was changed to "Rhodesia" so that the
statement read: "Rhodesia has, on the whole, benefited from British
rule". Item 45 was changed from "The total national debt of Great Bri-
tain is more thap a thousand million pounds" to "tﬁe total national debt
of South Africa is more than ten thousand million Rand". TheSe'changes

occur under areas Opinion and Pact.
The scale is reproduced in Appendix III.

In the study by Brown (1962a), 27 years after the study by Thouless (1935),
he found the scale to be reliable as he could replicate the same mean
certainty for religious statements as well as for non-religious state=-

ments as reported by Thouless.
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Brown reported a mean certainty for religious statements of 2,10 (Thou-
léss 2,13) and for non;religious statements a mean certainty of‘1,56
(Thouless 1,575); Brown also did a retest after 8 months of 40 students.
He reported the following test-retest correlations: Orthodox Beliefs

, 0,85§ General Religious Beliefs 0,92; Opinion 0,35; Fact 0,3; and Mis-
cellaneoué 0,5. He feels that the low reliébility coefficients for the
Opinion and Fact scales are probably spurious, as they may be due in

part to the ihstability of beliefs about these questions, and to homo-

geneity in the scores.

Brown, as well as Thouless, reported that there were no significant

differences between sexes.

The following scoring procedure was carried out. Each subject was asked’
to indicate to what extent he agreed or disagreed with a statement, on

a scale of 1 (one) as "certainly true" to 7 as "certainly false". The
sum total for each of the 7 scales would be the score for that particu-

lar scale.

Dogmatism sz

Rékeach's (1960) Dogmatism scéle form E was used, which consists of 40
items on which the subject had to rate from 1 to 6 the extent to which
he agreed (1 to 3) or disagreed (4 tqv6). For scoring purposes a zero
point was included, being a score bf 4, 80 that the agrée fange was.1-3,
and the diéagree range then becomes 5-~7. This is done to avoid subjects
jchoosing an "uncertain" positioﬁ. The total score, rénging from 40 to
280, 1is the sum of scores obtained on all items iﬁ the test. For all
statements, agreement is scored as "closed", and disagreement as "open".

Therefore,zxﬁighsum score would indicate an open cognitive system.
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Rokeach reported a corrected reliability (odd/even reliabilities, cor-
rected by Spearman-Brown formula) of 0,81 for the English Colleges II
sample (N=80) and 0,78 for the English workers sample (N=60). In other
samples, also reported by him (p. 90), the reliabilities ranged.from
0,68 to 0,93, Rokeach comments on this: "These reliabilities are con-
sidered to be quite satisfactbry especlally when we remember tﬁat the
Dogmatism Scale contains quité a strange colléction of items that cover
a lot of territory and appear on the surface to be correlated to each
other.. The fact that subjects agree or disagree with these items in

a consistent manner is borne out by item analysis" (p. 90).

Quite a number of studies reported using this scale and finding it a
valuable measure, e.g. Stanley (1963, 1964); Feather (1964); Viearing
and Brown (1972); Raschke (1973); Hege and Carrol (1973); Thompson (1974)

and Poythress (1975).

The main purpose of thé Dogmatism scale is to measufe individual diffe-
rences in open and closed belief systems. 'By virtue of thé way open
and closed are defined, this scale also purports to medsure general

authoritarianism and intolerance.

The person with the open cognitive style is concerngd with the relation-
ships betﬁeen his various beliefs and disbeliefs. Thus he can be ex-
pected to hold his religious heliefs in a manner that is relevant for

the other aspects of his life; the contents'of ﬁis disbeliefé are iikély
to be abstract and related to one another, he is likely to differentiate |
between the relative importance of various beliefs and be'wiliing to
eiamine beliefs different from his own. The open cognitive.style is
characterized by a high degreerf differentiation among the relative
values of beliefs one does not accept and thus it is not likely that

such a person will reject everything which he does not believe in with'
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the same degree of disapproval. Therefore, the open-minded person can
be expected to be discerning concerning the meaning and implications of
his religious beliefs as well as willing to examine sympathetically be-

liefs different from his own.

The person with a closed cognitive system holds his various beliefs and
disbeliefs separated and isolated from each other withduf concern for
the relationships among them. He can be expected to hold on to the con-
tents of his religious beliefs in a concrete and literal manﬁer without
concern for contradictions within or between beliefs. He is likely to
understand religious beliefs in only one way and to make judgements of
the rightness and wrongness of all ethical issues in an absolute manner,
without distinguishing between the relative importance of such issues.
Because the closed-minded person holds his beliefs isolated from each
other, Qg is likely to be more vague concerning the meanings, relation-
ships and implications of his beliefs. Since the closed-minded person
rejects strongly and on an equal basis all beliefs he does not hold, he
has a high degree of differentiation between what he believes and disbhe-
.lieves; sees the world as basically threatening, and sees authority as
absolute -~ he 1s likely to be relatively inaccessible to réligious

ideas different from his own.

A problem that can be encountered with tﬁe questionnaire is that acquies-
cence response set (yeasaying) and its opposite (naysaying) can strongly
influence the scores. Acqulecence and negativistic responce sets refer
to the tendency of some persons to respond t& questionnaires with rather
consistent styles regardless of item content == tending either to agree
with most statehents or to disagree with most. Therefore, a highly ac=-
quiscent person's responses would produce a low score (meaning an closed
cognitive system according to the Dogmafism scale). When interpreting

these scores one must keep the above problem in mind,.
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The scele is reproduced in Appendix IV.

Cattell's 16 Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) Form A

What is now yell—known as the 16PF; is the most comprehensive test used
in this study. Consisting of 16 scales, the test covers the fundamental
personality traits isolated by Cattell and his colleagues during thirty
years of factor'analytic research. Form A, one of a number (6) of pos-—
sible alternatives.to the test, consists of 187 items, each allowing
three possiblo answers, e.g. "I somewhat dislike having a group watch

me at work" - (a) yes; (b) in vetween; and (c) no. The test may be
administered both in group and individual situstions. As indicated by
Cattell, Eber and Tatsuoka (1970), the items are designed for ordinary
newspapers~literate adults, and Form.A and B are recomﬁended for re-
search work with university and high school.students. Form A was, there-

fore, thought to be appropriate for the present subjects.

The reason for not using the South African Form A is that the manual
detailing South African norms has not yet been published by the Human
Sciences Research Council (personal communication). Therefore, the

American Form A and norms (Tabular Supplement, 1970) were used.

The factors that Cattell measures with the 16PF are not fundamentally
different from the underlying variables of other personality theorists.
Whgt‘is novel however, is the teohnique of factor analysis wﬁich vas
employed in arriving at these variables, Cattell mentionod 100 factors
in his Universal Index of Source Traits (Cattell, 1957),.which contains
only those factors'considored tovbe established with some degree of
certainty. Of the 100, Cattell considered the 16 contained in the 16PF
to be fundamental. However, even these factors.afe not completely inde-

pendent and basic, i.e. they are oblique and not orthogonal, correlations
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between the loadings of the different factors‘indicatiﬁg that these so-
called factors are sfill due to more fundamental factors. ‘Thus further
factor analyses have revealed eight second order fac%ors, although only
a few are commonly used, and a number of fertiary fagtdrs, whilst fourth

order factors must still be envisaged (Cattell et al: 1970).

H

‘In this study the 16 primafy factors as well as 4 secondary factors

were used.

Over the years an impressive body of reliability and validity data has
been collecteds Probably the most 1mportaﬁt of several varieties of
reliability coefficients, ié the deéendability coefficient which asses- .
ses the degree of change between two administrations of the test when
the time lapse is insufficient for the subjects themselves to alter.
Table 2 shows test-retesf reliability after one week with a group of

18 year olds on Form A (Cattell et al: 1970, p. 30).

TABLE 2

Scale Reliabilities, Calculated as dependability Coefficients (TestQRetest

4 to 7 days)

SOQURCE _ TRAITS

Form 4 B C E F G H I L M N 0 Q @ Q o4
A+ 8l 58 78 80 79 81 83 77 75 70 61 79 71 T1 62 81

*American subjectst N=146
Notes: Decimals have been omitted

The somewhat lower reliability on particular scales is thought by the
authors to reflect less on the factors themselves than on varying test

administration and rapport, as well as test-retest learning effects.
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The.validity of the 16PF is in a real sense refleétéd in its development.
The items included in the present 16PF are those that remain from several
thousand originall& tried, and they consist of those which continue to
have significant validity against the factors after three successive
factor analyses (Catell et al.: 1970). These analyses both supported
and bore out the existence and structure of the 16 factors, and cross-

validated the items against the factors on different populations.

In spite of the sophistication of Cattell's research and the 16PF, the
technique of factor analysis does have some logical limitations, an

awareness of which is important.

Firstly it should be emphasized that the notion sometimes.implied by
factor theorists, that the specific factors discovered are in some sense
"universally fundamental", is erroneous; In short, the definition of

the factor is strongly dependent on the surface variables used in the
investigation and a comparison of factors obtained from different varia-
bles, is difficult. Thus, Cattell derives different factors from data
based on life histories and questionnaires (L and Q data) compared with
that based on tests and experimentation (T data) (ﬁall and Lindzey, 1970).
‘For the same reason Guilford (Hall and Lindzey, 1970), using other traits
of behaviour, arrived at still different factors. In pfinciple, then,
factorial analysis should be based on "every trait of behaviour" in order
to discover truly fundamental factors. As this is not possible, factorial
‘analysis must to some degree be fragmentary. Possibly the recent debate
between Cattell (1972) and Eysenck (1971) over the rélative validity of
the 16PF and EPI is, in fact, partly a result of this precise limitation
of factor analysis, as well as the utilization of subtly different factor

analytic procedures by the respective scientists.

In addition it should be stressed that the method by which the factpr
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analysts work is not wholly objective. This is so particularly if the
factors consist of diverse elements. In this situation.the psychologié
cal meaning of thé fact§r is by no'means.clear, And considerable effort
is required in interpreting and understanding the factor.‘ “These-inter—
pretations are the weak point of factorial analysis ana each factof‘fe-
quires numerous complementary studies before it can be clearly defined"
(Meili, in Fraisse and Piaget; 1968). This subjectivity involved in

naming the factogs'is to a greater or lesser extent then, inevitable.

| More specifically, an examination of clinical research with the 16PF
suggests two major weaknesses which could under certain experimental
circumstances prelude its reliable use. The first is that unlike many
other personality questionnaires such as the MMPI and the Californian
Psychological Inventory, the 16FF has no built-in validity scales to
assess lying, faking or soﬁe other motivational distortion. Although

it must be admitted that these validity scales on the ahove-mentioned
tests are still somewhat crude, they do help significantly to decide
whethef to reject a subject's answer sheet altogether or, more helpfully,
to applyvcorrecfions. Although research at the present time is procee-
diﬁg into this area (Meredith, 1968), Cattell recommends the use of the
Objective-Analytic battery when distortion dangers are excessive (Cattell

et al: 1970).

The second specific weakness of the 16PF is its inability "to substan-
tiate the whole diagnosis of psychoticism" (Cattell gj_gl; 1970, p. 269),
and Cattell admits that until this aspect of the 16PF is considerably
improved, the test will be unable to play its full role in psychiatric

hospitals.

It is thought however, that the above-mentioned limitations of the 16PF

are only moderately relevant to the present study. As already mentioned,
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the present samplé is selective to the extent thatvall_psychotic sub-
jecté were excluded from the sample so that the 16PF's inadequacy in
this respect does not apply. The distorti§n'factor, however; is more
complex and no easy solution is possible. However, it should be empha-
sized that the present experimental situation is not av"distorting
situatioh" to the same extent aé an occupational seleétion'situgtion ,
is; or even a clinical situation is, where "fake bad" or."fake good"

response sets are common.

This scale is reproduced in Appendix V.

Behavioural

'To measﬁre religious activity, several scales were selected from King

and Hunt's Scales for Basic Religious Dimenéions; as set out by them

in a series of papers (1967, 1969, 1972 4 and 1972 b, 1975). They at-
tempted to develoP scales measuring different aspects of religious beiief—
and practice related, directly or indirectly, to congregatiohgl and deno-

minational life.

The data came from questionnaires containing a large number of-divefse
items. Factor analysis was used to look for sets of items which could

be interpreted as different aspects of religioﬁs behaviour. The'highest‘
loading items in each factor were subjected to item-séale.analysis. This
.analysis gfeatly aided the judgement whether and which, items from a
factor formed a cluster homogeneous enough to be potent;ally useful as

a scale. Scales were developéd for the following basié diﬁensions;

- Creedal Assent, Devotionalism, Church Attendance, Organizational Activity,
Financial Support, Religious Knowledge, Orientation to Growth and Stri#ing,
Extrinsic Orientation, Salience~Behaviour and Salience-Cognition (King

and Hunt, 1972 b).
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.

For each scale, a coefficient of homogeneity (Cronbach's alfha), and

for each separate item a correlation coefficient with that scale, is
provided. The coéffficient of hmegenéityﬁ(CH) iﬁfrepofted for each
scale helow. This is the ratio of'the'covariance among items on a scale
to‘the total scale Qéfiance, in relation to the numher of items. It is |
called a "homogeneity" coefficient to emphasize interitem relationships
as the basis for aniestimate of internal consistency or relisbility.

As the coefficient approaches 1,0, the more éach item measures what all
the other items on the scale measures. As it approaches zero, the sepa-

rate items measure different characteristics.

Two cautions should he noted. First, alpha reliasbilities are not the
same as test-retest correlations. Alpha is based on the same matrix
(sample) from which the items for the scales were selected. Second,
reliability 1s influenced by more than items, e.g. differences between
samples of subjects and changes in subject behaviour over time. In

the absence, then, of clear norms or binding conventions, it is assumed .
that coefficients of 0,75 and above, indicate enough homogeneity among
items to discuss them as a potential scale. The higher the coefficient,

the better, since single-diménsion scales are desired.

In the original study the validity of a scale was Judged in terms of its
utility or explanatory powver. Alternative formé of'all possiblé scales
were correlated with each other and with measures of independent varia-
bles. BExamination of the intercorrelations led to elimination of some

scales and to selection of one form of éach scale.

The followihg scales were selected for this study:
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Devotionalism (Coefficient of homogeneity (CH) = 0,852; 5 items).

‘It is similar to Lenski's (1961) "devotionalism”, less so to Glock's
(1962) "experimential";‘ fhe items deal with personal'p¥ayer'life, with
closeness to and communication with God, e.g., "I ffequéntly'feel very
close to God in prayer, during public wdrship, of af ihpoftant ﬁéments

in my daily life" (strongly agree - strongly disagree).

Church Attendance (cH = 0,821; 3 items)

These items related to frequency of church attendance and frequency of
Communion; e.g. "How often have you taken Holy Communion during the

last year?" (regularly; fairly regularly; occasionally; seldom/never).

Organizationsl Activities (CH = 0,831; 6 items)"

These items relate to the frequency of participation in, and the satis-
faction derived from, congregational activities, as well as a self-rating
of congregational activity, e.g. "I enjoy working in the activities of

the Church" (strongly agree - strongly disagree),

Financial Support (CH = 0,734; 5 items).

It contains items which report the amount and perdentage of income con-
tributed to the Church and the regularity of giving, e.g., "I make finan-
cial contributions to Church": (in a regular planned amounts; irregularly

but fairly often; irregularly and only occasionally; seldom or never).

The last three scales, Church Attendance, Organizational Activity and
Financial Support, represent the dimension which Glock (1962 termed

"ritualistic", Fukuyama (1961) "cultic", and Lenski (1961) "associational™.
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Talking and Reading about Relixion (CH = 0,825, 7 items).

This dealt with the frequency of taiking about religion’with others in
- everyday life and frequency of reading the Bible and church publications,
e.gs, "How often do o JOU talk about religion with your friends, neigh=-

bours, or fellow workers?" (regularly - seldom/never).

Growth and Striving (CH = 0,806; 6 items)

The item content suggest a combination of two Wesleyén descriptions of
a Christian who is not stagnuant, but growing in grace: "groaﬁing after
salvation" and "moving on toward perfection", e.g. "I try hard to grow
in understanding of what it means to live as é child of Géd" (strongly

agree = strongly disagree).

A high scorer expresses dissatisfaction with his current religious state

and a feeling of need to learn, change and grow.

Four of the six items are also on other scales, therefore, interpreta-

tion in reldtion to these scales should be especially cautious.

In all, these scales consist of 30 items which have four alternative
answers. All items are answered on a four-point scale from "strongly
agree" to "strongly disagree". .The "how of ten" items have "regulaly",

"fairly frequently", "occasionally" and "seldom or never" as alternatives

The scale is reproduced in full in Appendix VI.

2.3 Procedure

The six scales, as described above, were assimilatéd into one question-
naire. To complete this questionnaire, subjects required approximately

one and a half hours. They also completéd an information sheet giving
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relevant demographic material such ‘as age, sex, marital status and

language.

The experimentor met fhe subjects in their various groups (0ege YuMiCuAus
'Religious Studies I and II; etc.) and explained #he pd;903e of this re-
search study. Students who were interested were asked to complete volun-
tarily a questionnaire. They were also assured that all the information
requested from them would remain anonymous. The subjects éémpleted the
questionnaires in their own time and handed them back to any campus sec-
retary for "internal mail". The experimentor received them back through

the internal mail system of the university.
On receiving the questionnaires they were scored as described earlier.

2.3.1 Statistical Analvses

- A mean and standard deviation were calculated for each variable, for the
whole sample (N = 210) as well as for the Literal (L), Antiliteral(A)

and Mythological(M) groups, separately.

An one-way analysis of variance was performed on each variable to esta-
blish the significance of the differences between the mean scores of
the L, A, and M groups. Where the'f ratio was significant, Tukey H.S.D.
pairwise comparisons were conducted to establish exactly which groups
differeds These procedures follow the guides laid down in Kirk (i968),

chapters 3 and 4.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS

3ol ThevLAM scales

The first step in the data analysis was to cluster members of the pre-
sent sample into relatively homogeneous groups, based on their scores
in the LAM scales. By inspecting the mean scores for each separate
group as set out in Table 3.1., it is clear that we have three distinct

grours.

TABLE 3.1

Mean scores for the three groups Literal, Antiliteral end Mythological

on the three scales L, A and M, of the LAM scale.

Groups ~ Mean

L A M N
Literal - 15,13 »33 1,86 T0
group

Antiliteral 0,03 13,06 2,49 70
group Pt

Mythological | 1,84 3,61 12,66 70
group ' ' ' :

‘The Literal (L) and Antiliteral (A) scales correlated - 0,69 (signifi-
‘cant at 0,01) which is consistent with Hunt's (1972) and Poythress' (1975)
findings. It seems that Hunt's notion that the A scale probably: measures
the extent of negative reaction to a literal interpretation of religionm,

is confirmed by this study.
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The Literal (L) and Mythological (M) scales also had a low negative cor-
relation of =~ 0,25 (p<0,01)s This weak relationship between L and M is
to be expected in view of the fact that several of the L and M items
differ only in rationale, not in direétion of agreement, regarding the
same religibus concept. A low correlation Setwéen L and M was also re-

ported by Hunt (1972) and Poythress (1975).

A negative correlation of - 0,53 (p < 0,01) was found between the A and M
scales. Both Hunt (1972) and Poythress (1975) reported a negative but

uncorrelated A and M correlation.

~

Hunt (1972) reported that none of the differences between sexes on any
of the LAM scales wefe statistically significahto This finding is also
supported by this study in that there was no significant correlation
between sex and any of the LAM scales. There was also no significant

correlation between age and any of the LAM scales.

3.2 Background variables

The first item was the "conversion" statement, where the subject indi-
cated which form his inner religious awakening may have taken. A sig-
nificant difference (p <« 0,01) was found between the L, A and M groups.
(See Table 3.2). The Literal group reported a definite awakening more
frequently; the Anti-literal group feported no awakening more frequenfly
and the thhological group reported a more gradual religious awakening

more frequently.

The next question was a religious self-rating 5 point item. Again a
significant, difference (p « 0,01) was found between the L, A and M groups.

The Literal group tended to rate themselves.és "very religious"; the Anti-
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literal group as "not very religious" and the Mythological group as "mode-

rately religious®.

In expressing their views of their parents' (1tems 3vand 4) religious
standing, all three groups rated their fathers and mothers equally "re-
ligious". Comparing their own firmness (or depth) of their belief in
religion to that of their parents, (items 7 and 8), the Literal group
rated their own firmness more often as "more firm"; the Mythological
group tended to rate themselves as "about the same" and the Antiliteral
group rated themselves as "less firm". Comparing the»‘firmness (depth)
of their belief in religion to other young people of their own age (1tem |
9), the L and M groups rated themselves as being "stronger", but the A

group rated themselves t0 be less firm in their religious beliefs,
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TABLE

02

Analysis of Variance of the 3 groups L, A, and M, on the 10 Background

Variables, and Comparisons between Groups L and A, A and M, and L and M.

Lvs A Ava M Lve M

Ttems PP | ¢ P £ P t |P

1 Conversion 77,85 |,00 (17,65 | ,00 | 9,5 |,01 | 8,35/01
2 Religious self-rating |160,2 |,01.|24,43 | ,00 | 13,5 | ,00 |12,1 |01
3 Father's religion 2,35 | NS NS NS NS
4 Mother's religion 2,58 | NS NS NS NS
5 Influence: Mother 4,74 |,01 | 2,35 | Ns 4,35 | ,01 | 2 NS
Father 2,71 | NS NS NS NS
Tradition 4,49 |{,001 | 1,71 | Ns 2,31 | Ns | 4,03{,05
Relatives 0,22 | NS .1 NS ‘ NS NS
Gratitude 5,87 | ,01 | 4,83 | ,01 2,7 | Ns |, 2,05|Ns

. Studies 0,98 | NS NS . NS NS
Church Teachings 33,82 | ,01 (11,52 | ,01 7,2 |,01 | 4,32{,01
Aesthetic 6,13 |,01L | 2,25 | NS 5,03 | ,0L | 2,78 NS
Groups 38,11 | ,01 |12,1 | ,01 3,74 | ,01 1-8,35],01
Camps 34,22 | ,01 |11,24 | ,01 3,16 | NS | 8,08],01
Friends of own age | 25,63 |,01 |10 ,01 2,98 | Ns | 7,02{,01
Death | 1,11 WS NS NS NS
Crime 0,47 1 NS NS NS NS
Other 9,49 | ,01 | 6,21 | ,01 3,15 | NS 3,05 | NS

6 Religion in upbringing| 12,37 (,01 | 6,32 | ,01 6,04 | ,01 0,28 NS
7 Firmness - Mother | 55,36 | ,01 | 14,82 | ,01 5,77 | ,01 | 9,05(,01
8 Firmness = Father 68,5 | ,01 | 16,54 | ,01 8,41 ;%,01 8,13|,01
9 Firmness - Friends 70 ,01 | 16,64 | ,01 8,9 | »01 T,75{,01
10 Embarrassed 14,7 | ,00} 7,03 | ,O01 0,86 ‘NS 6,17|,01

1l df =2 3 207

2 Refer to tables of the Studentized Range Statistic w;th af = 3 s 207
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Religion as an influence in the subjects' upbringing (item 5), played a
more significant role in groups L and M than in group A. (See table 3.2.)
There were no significant differences between groups L and A, and L and M
on mothers' influence, but it reached statistical significance between

groups A and M.

There was no significant difference in the way fathers_inflgenced group

L; A and M. Group M seemed to be influenced more by "conformity with
tradition" than group L, but not more than group A. Influence of ofher
relatives was non-significént in a;l these groups. Gratitude was a stronger
influence in group L than in A, but not stronger than in M, and "studies

in school or college", "illness or death" and "crime" were non-significant

influences in all these grouﬁso

*Church teachingq" as well as the influence of university and/or school
groups wvere significantly different in all three groups (p< 0,01). These
influences were highest in group L, less in group M and leaét in group
A. The "aesthetic appeal" was the highest in group M, but not signifi-
cantly higher than group L, and significantly higher then group A. "Re-
ligious camps" and "influence of friends of own age" played a significant
rdie in groups L and M, giving a significant difference (p<_0,01) between
groups L and A, and L and M but not between groups A and M._ The L group

reported a significantly higher degree of "other influences",

To summarize the above: The L group reported that their inner religious
awakening was a definite awakening; they rated themselves to be "very
religious"; that their own standing was more firm than their parents and
theif friends; that religion pldyed an important part in their upbringing;
that they were influenced by mother,ICOnformity with trédition, gratitude,
church teachings (more than group M), aesthetic appeal, university and/

or school groups (more than group M), religious camps (more than group M),



50
friends of own age (more than group M) and "other influences".

The A group reported that they did not experience an inner religious

: awakéning; they rated themselves to be not very religious; that their
own religious standing was less firm than their parents, and their
friends; that religion did not play an iqportant part in their upbrine
ging;'thatvnone of the influence factors played én importanf part in

their religious standing.

Group M reported that their inner religious awakening was a more gradual
awakening and they rated themselves to be "hoderately religious", that _'
their religious standing was about the same as their parents bdut firmer
than their friends; that religion played an important part in their up-
bringing; th?t they were influenced by mother, conformity with tradition
(more so than group L), gratitude, church teachings, university and/or
school groups, aesthetic appeal, religious camps, friends of own age and

"other influences".

Group L also reported ( on item 10), that they more often feel embarrassed

~or isolated because of their religious views (significant at ,01 ievel).

3.3 Intensity of Belief Scale

On the four religious belief scales, Christ, God, Orthodox Belief and
General Belief, there was a significant difference (p<c»01) between |
groups L, A and M (See table 3.3). Group L scored signifiéantly'loﬁer
(meaning a higher intensity) than groups A and M. Group M again scored

significantly lower (meaning a higher intensity) thanvGrbup A, but sig-

nificantly higher (meaning a lower intensity) than Group L. See graph 3.l.
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TABLE 3.3

Analysis of variance of the 3 groups L, A and M on the 7 Belief variables

~ of the Intensity of Belief Scale, and comvarisons hetween groups L and A,

A and M, and L and M.

Avs M

Lvs A Lvs M

Measure pt P £2 P % P % P
Christ 331,84 | 0,001 | 36,08 | 0,00 | 15,8 0,01 |20,28|0,01
God 370,08 | 0,01 | 38,19 | 0,01 | 23,44 (0,01 |14,75|0,01
Orthodox Belief | 181,48 | 0,00 | 26,84 | 0,01 | 11,58 |0,01 15,26 |0,01
Opinion 3,23 | 0,05 3,59 | 0,05 1,58 NS | 2,01 NS
Fact 1,74 NS NS NS NS
Miscellaneous - 43,68 | 0,01 9,79 | 0,01 2,83 Ns |12,62 0,01

1l df = 2:207

" 2 Refer to tables of the Studentized Range Statistic with df = 3:207

On the non-religious scale "Opinion", the differences were significant

(p< 0,05) between groups L and A, but not between L and M, nor between

A and M. Group A had a higher intensity than Group L.

wesrt

There yaé no significant differences between the three groups on the

"Fact" subscale.

On the non-religious scale "Miscellaneous", the differences were signifi-

cant (p((),Ol) between groups L and A, and groups L and M, but not so

for groups A and M.

than groups M and A.

On this measure group L scored a "lower intensity"
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Both Thouless (1935) and Brown (1962 a) reported that "the tendency to
certainty" is less strong amongst non-religiousi(statements) than amongst
those of religious orﬁer. This finding ié also supported in this study,
by the L group where the mean certainty for religious statements is much
higher than the mean certainty for non-religious stateﬁents (A low score
meaning a high intensity). This finding does not hold trﬁe for groups

A and M. See table 3.4.

TABLE 3.4

Mean and S.D, for the three groups L, A and M for the Religious Belie

e

and Non-religious Belief Scales of the Intensity of Belief Scale

Religious Belief ! Non-religious Belief 2

Group MEAN S.De MEAN 5.D.
L 1,41 0,28 4,04 0,35
A 5,13 0,69 3,64 0,4
M 3454 0,76 3,65 - 0,5

1l Scales

Christ; God; Orthodox Beliefs;'General Beliefs.

2 Scales = Opinion; Fact; Miscellaneous.

To summarize the above: Group L scored a higher,intehsity of bellef on
subscales Christ, God, Orthodox belief and General belief than groups A
and Me On subscales "Opinion" and "Miscellaneous", group A again scored
a higher‘intensityrthan group L but not higher than group M. Group M,
again,.scored a higher intensity than group A on all the subscales,
except for "Opinioﬁ", "Pact"! and "Miscellaneous", for which no signifi-

cant differences could be found. (See graph 1).
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3.4 Dogmatism

There is a significant difference between groups L and A, L and M and

A and M. See table 3°5

TABLE 3.5

'Doggatism= Analysis of variance and comparisons between groups

L and A, L and M, and A and M

Lvs A Lva M A vsIM

35,78 | 0,01 | 11,74 | o,00|  7,93| o,01 | 3,80 | 0,05

l. df =2 : 207,

2. Refer to tables of the Studentized Range Statistic with df = 3 : 207.

Group L(mean 143,68; SD 24,66) was significantly more dogmatic than groups
A(mean 179,71; SD 26,02) and M (mean 168,01 SD 26,41). M again was sig-

nificantly more dogmatic than A but significantly less than group L.

Bunt (1972) sﬁggested that the relationships between religiosity and other
personality Qariables migﬁt véry depending on thé particular religious
orientation involved; Thus, if type of religious orientation (eege, Lite-
ral vs. Mythological) is important, these comparisons should show_diffe-

rences,

These findings (see table 3.5) are supportive of Hunt's.notion that diffe-
ring pro-religious orientations might be differentially related to perso-

nality variables. Group L was the most dogmatic or authoritarian, group M
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was less so and group A the.least. Poythress (1975) failed to find
support for Hunt's notion, but this may be due to the modified scale

he used.

3.5 Sixteen Personality Factors (16 PF.)

On six of the primary factors (E, F, G, L, M and Ql) and on two of the
secondary factors (QIIand QIV)’ there were significant (p<: 0,05) dif=-

~ ferences between the groups. See table 3.6. and graph 2.

When comparing the mean scores of Group L with the mean scores of the
Roman Catholic Priest profile and the profile of the Roman Catholic
Brothers as reported by Cattell et al. (1970) there is a marked simi-

larity on a large number of these factors. See table 3.7
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TABLE 3.6

Analysis of variance of the 3 groups L, A and M on the 20 factors of

the 16 PF, and comparisons between groups L and A, A and M, and L and M,

Lvs A Avs M . Lvae M
Factors|  F P £ Pl ot P |t P
A 2,57 | - Ns XS NS NS
B | 0,63 | ws NS NS NS
c 0,89 | NS NS NS | NS
E 13,91 | 0,01 7,24 | 0,00 | 3,17 [ Ns | 3,97 | 0,05
F 4,23 | 0,05 3,13 | &S 0,77 | ¥s | 3,91 | 0,05
G 14,5 0,00 | 750 | 0,00 | 3,28 | ws |4 |00
E 1,44 | NS NS NS | ws
I 0,24 | NS |- ¥ | NS NS
L 4,03 0,05 3,93 | 0,05 1,26 | Ns | 2,67 | Ns
M 3,26 | 0,05 3,67 | 0,05 | 2,47 | §s | 1,21 | Ns
N 2,85 | Ns . NS NS | '_ NS
0 1,31 | NS NS Ns | NS
Q 38,42 | 0,01 | 11,84 | 0,00 | 2,70 | Ns | 9,13 | 0,01
Q, B 2,19 | ¥s ol Ns L NS NS
Q | L,54 | N | NS NS . NS
o 0,31 | NS NS NS NS
Q 0,84 | NS | NS NS | NS
Qry 3,24 | 0,05 3,05 | NS 0,17 | N5 | 3,2 | 0,05
Qrrp 1,52 NS NS NS | NS
Qy 33,32 | 0,00 | 11,49 | 0,01 | 4,89 |o,01| 6,6 | 0,01

14df =2 3 207,

2 Refer to tables of the Studentized Range with df = 3 : 207.
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TABLE o

Comparisons of the mesn scores of groups L, A, M, R.C, Priests and

R.C. Brothers on the 16 primary factors of the 16 PF.

4

Factor Group Group Group R.C, 1 R.C. %
L A M‘ ‘ Priests Brothers

A 5,51 4,76 5,24 4,7 7,0
B 5,73 5,43 5,39 6,2 5,9
c 4,84 4,41 4,8 5,0 4,9
B 4,64 | 6,24 | 5,53 4,3 4,7
F 4,33 5,06 5,24 3,9 5,0
G 5,66 3,9 4,66 | 5,6 6,1

i 4,66 5,17 5,13 4,5 4,7
I 6,5 6,26 6,44 7,4 6,6
L 5,37 6,34 6,03 5,1 5,1
M 5,87 6,66 6,13 5,8 6,3
N 6,66 5,93 5,9 5,1 5,0
0 5,67 549 6,2 6,6 6,2
Q 4,46 6,86 6,31 5,6 4,7
Q, | 5,76 6,34 5,89 5,5 6,1
% 4,99 4,46 4,51 4,4 5,8
Q, 5,7 5,89 | 5,99 5,7 5,6

1 Cattell et al (1970) p. 212. N = 1707 males.

2 Cattell et al (1970) p. 212. N = 121 males.
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L vs A

The differences between group L and A reached significance (p< 0,05)

‘on the following factorss:s E, G, L, M,'Q1 ahd'QIQ. On all these factors,
except for G, group L scored significantly lower than group A. This
means, that group L is more humble (E), stronger in super-ego strength
(¢), more trusting (L), practical (M), more conservative (Ql) and re-

laxed (QIV) than members of group A.

L vs M

A significant difference (p <.0,05) between theée two groups was reached
on the following factorsﬁ E, F, G, Ql’ QII’ QIV' On allvthese factors,
except for G, group L had significantly lower scores. This means, that
group L scored more in the direction of being humble (E), sober(F),
conservative (Ql)? group dependent (QII), relaxed (QIV) and stronger
super-ego strength (G), than the members of group M. These findings
.,are again supfortive of Hunt's (1972) notion that differing pro-religious

orientations might be differentially related to personality variables.

Ave M

The only factor on which the differences between groups A and M reached
significance (p'<.0,01) was the secondary factor QIV' where group M was

less tense than group A.
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2.6 Behavioural Scales

On all 6 scales chosen for this study (Devotionalism = Dev.; Church
Attendance = C.A.; Organizational Activities = O.A.; Financial Sup-
port = F.S.; Talking and Réading about Religion = T.R.R.; and Growth
and Striving = G.S.) there wére significant differences (p < 0,01) be-

tween all three groups. See table 3.8

TABLE 3.8

Analysis of varisnce of the 3 groups. L, A and M, on the 7 scales of

the Scale for Basic Religious Dimensions, and comparisons between

groups L snd A, A and M, and L and M.

L
Scale Lvs A , Avs M vs M

Dev.> | 287,3 0,01{ 33,84 | 0,01 | 15,07 | 0,01 | 18,76 | 0,01
CeAs | 224,71 | 0,01} 29,22 | 0,01 | 8,77 | 0,01 | 20,45| 0,01
0.A. | 150,73 | 0,01{ 24,1 | 0,01 | 7,76 | 0,01 | 16,33| 0,01
F.S. 99,29 | 0,01} 19,51 | 0,01 | 6,27 | 0,01 | 13,24 | 0,01
T.R.R. | 118,44 | 0,01} 21,3 | 0,01 | 6,77 | 0,01 | 14,52} 0,01

G.So 248,75 0,01} 31,3 { 0,01 | 13,05 0,01 | 18,32 0,01

1l 4f =2 ¢ 207.
2 Refer to tables of the Studentized Range Statistic with df = 3 s 207
% Dev = Devotional; C.A. = Chﬁrch Attendance; O.A. = Organizational

- Activities; F.S. = Financialeupport; T.R.R. = Talking and Reading

about Religion; G.S. = Growth and Striving.
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There was a significant difference (p < 0,01) between groups L and 4,
L and M, and A and M. Group L scored consistently lower than groups A
and M, meaning that group L is a more active group than the others. A
low score meaning higﬁer activity in that area e.g. a low score on

Church Attendance (C.A.) means a high frequency of church attendance.

Group A scored consistently higher than group M and group M scored con-

sistently between group L and A. (See graph 3).
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GRAPE 3,7

Mean scores for the three groups L, A,-and M on the 6 scales of the

Scales for Basic Religious Dimensions.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

4.1 Background Variables

There were ten background variables which distinguished the three groups

Ly A and M. These were:

(1)
(11)
(111)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)

- (vid)

(viil)
(1x)

()

the extent to which:an inner reliéiou# awvakening was éxperienced;
the religious self-rating item;

influence of chufch teachings;

influence of school and university groups;

influence of school and university camps;

influence of friends of own age;

comparing your own firmness (or depth) of belief in religion to

your mother's
and father's belief;

comparing your own religious sentiments and needs with those of

other young people of your own age; and

the extent to which your religious views caused you to feel

isolated or embarrassed from your contemporaries.

On some of the other variables,'e.go the influence of religious camps,

there was an expected differentiation between groups L and A, but not .

between groups L and M. This is due to the fact that groups L and A

tended to score in opposite directions.

Taking the abdve-méntioned ten background variables, we then have three

distinet groups, L (Literal), A(Anti-literal) and M (Mythological).
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- Group L gLiteral>

This group reported to have had an experience of a definite inner reli-
gious awakening, or as.Aliport‘QEJEL. (1948) termed it, "a distinct reli-
gious conversion" (p. 6). This means that there was & distinct point in
time at which a definite decision was made in favour of religion. Unfor-
tunately, we do not know what exactly precipitated this change. This:

varrants a study on its own.

They more often rated themselves to be "very religious". It is impossi-
ble to determine what is meant here by "religious", but takihg into account
that there was a distinct religious awakening in this group, this self-

rating is no surprise.

This group‘rates their own firmness (or defth) of religion as more firm

" than that of their parenfs 6r friends of their own age. Although Allport
et al. (1948) reported that students seldom regarded themselves as more
religious than they believe their parents to be, Allport et _al. did not -
distinéuish between different religious involvement groups as was done
in this study. . However, groups L and M did net rate themselves to be
more religious than their parents although they fe;t that they had more
idebth than their parents. It is, therefore, important, for further re-
search, to take note of these three iteﬁs, as they tend to be powerful

discriminators between different religious orientations.

The factors having the most significant influence on their religious
background were: (i) church teachings; (ii) university and school
groups; (iii) religious camps and (iv) friends of own age. The first
three are of an institutionallnature, requiring participation on the
student's part. The last factor might refer back to these camps aﬁd
groups ﬁhere contemporaries might have formed the nucleus of the parti-

cipants, and had a significant influence on them. These influences under—
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line the importance training still holds in influencing people religioué-

ly.

On the tenth variable this group felt that their religious views, no
matter what they were, marked them off from their contemporaries in such
a way that they sometimes felt embarrassed or isolated. This finding is

in accordance to the Allport et al. (1948)vstudy. They attribute this

to the faot that the religious group ié a minority group and that the
developing personality has to come to terms with this. This could also
be true for this sample, as the mean age is 19,95 and they also form a
minofity group on the campus, which could contribute to their self-cons-

ciousness in this respect.

Group L is thus a distinct religious group who rated themselves to be
very religious, with more depth than their parents and friends, who had
‘been strongly influenced by church teachings, religious camps and groups
and by their contemporaries. They have experienced & definite religioﬁs
awvakening and sometimes felt self-consclous bhecause of their réligious

views,
Group A (Anti~literal)

This group, as hypothesized, tended to score in the opposite direction

to group L.

They more often reported not to have had‘an experience of an inner réli-
glous awakening and, rated themselves not to be feligious. ‘It is, there- |
fore, understandable that church teachings, religious groups and cémps

and their friends as factors influencing them, did not "aﬁply" to theh.
fheir firmness (or depth) of belief in religion was lesé firm thén that
of their parents and friends. They also did not expe:ience feelings of

embarrasé%ment or isolation because of their views of religion.
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On these ten background variables, group A formed a distinct areligious

group as they rated themselves not to be religious at all.

Group M gMithological)

Group M tended to score mid-wéy between groups L and A, but were inclined

to score in the direction of group A on some variables.

They felt that their religious awakening was more gradual. There was no

single or specifiable occasion that was decisive in causing this awakening.

They rated themselves to be "moderately religious", and that the firmness
(or depth) of their belief in religion was about the same as their parents,
but more firm then their contemporaries. However, group L was more con-
'vinced than group M,‘that fheir belief was firmer than their contempo-

raries.

Church teachings, religious groups and camps, and friends of own age, had
a "slight" influence in their religious upbringing. However, this in-
fluence was marked enough to distinguish them from group A, who reported

no influence at all.
Group M did not experince feelings of embarrassement or isolafion. :

Thus-we have a group who rated themselﬁes as moderately religious, more-
80 than.their contemporaries but not more than their parents. Factors
influencing their religious views were slight and they did not feel self-
conscious of their views. Although they formed a separate group on the |
ten background variables, they tended to score more in the direction of

'group A,
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According to the ten background variables, we have two clear groups L
and A and a group M which lies between these two groups, but more to the

side of group A.

4.2 Hypothesis I Group L vs M

Hypothesis I §12: Intensity of Belief Scales

Subjects with a high literal involvement will differ:significantly from

subjects with a high mythological involvement on the Intensity of Belief
Scale. Subjects with a literal involvement will hold religious beliefs

with a higher intensity than subjects with a mythological involvement,

This hyﬁotheais vas supported in that on 4 of thé 7 scales, Group L had

a Sighificantly higher.degree of conviction on the religious scales Christ,
. God, Orthodox Christian Belief and Geﬁeral Religious Belief than group

M. On the last scales which measure, according to Thouless (1935), affec=
- tively indifferent non-religious belief (Opinion), non—réligious "tabliods"
(Pact) and political beliefs (Miscellaneous), the hypbthesis ié not sup-
ported, as on Opinion and Fact there is no significant difference. On
Miscellaneous there is a significant difference, but in the opposite di-
rectién, as hypothesisedjas group M tended to score with a higher degree

of conviction than group L.

The finding that there was a difference between the degree of conviction
‘ ﬁith which religious terms and non-religious items were held, is substan¥
‘tiated by the findings of Thouless (1935) and Brown (1962”a). Brown is
of the opinion that this is so, as Certainty about religious matters is
possible because of the social support that can be evoked to sustain
these beliéfs. He further reports that in his study religious certainty

was unrelated to certainty about factual and opinionative matters.
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The important factor here is that group L'had a higher degree of cer-
tainty on religious items than group M. This might be dué, as Brownv'
(1962 &) suggested, to social support, but it could also be due to a

closed cognitive étyle or personality factors. This will be discussed

in more detail later.

The fact that group L had a lower degree of certainty on Miscellaneous

than group M, is difficult to explain from these resulis.

Hypothesis I ‘iiZ: Dogmatism Scale

Subjects with a high literal involvement will differ significantly from
subjects with a high mythological involvement on the Dogmatism Scale.
Iiteral subjects will be more dogmatic 'than mythological subjects.

This hypothesis is supported in that there is a significant difference
(p< 0,01) on dogmatism between groups L and M. According to Rokeach’s
(1960) hypothesis, group L was more dogmatic than group M, therefore,
group L used a more closed cognitive style than group M. This might
explain the difference in degree of certainty of religious beliefs as.

mentioned above.

[

Huht (1972) suggested that the relationship between religiosity and other
personality variables might vary, depending on the particular religious

orientation involved. The above measure supports Hunt's notion.

Poythress (1975), in a study similar to the present one, was unable fo
Support Hunt's notion. He found that within pro-religious groups, type
of religious commitment (Literal or Mythological) at eifher primary or
secoﬁdary level, is not differentially related to any of the personality

variebles (authoritarianism or prejudice) he used in his study.

Hovever, it was felt that a‘mofe sénsitive measure of personality factors

should be used to test Hunt's hypothesis and therefore, the 16 PF was

included.
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Hypothesis I (iii): 16 PF

Subjects with a high literal involvement will differ significantly
from subjects with a high mythological involvement on the factors

of the 16 FF. _

The hypothesis of a significant difference (p< 0,05) between groups L
and M was supported on four of the 16 primary factors, and on two of

the secondary factors. On the remaining factors the hyfothesis was not .

supported.

The significant factoré were E, F, G, Ql’ QII and QIII'_ On factor B,

grouﬁ L was more submissive (obedient, mild, easily led, docile,‘accbmb-
dating) than group Ms On factor F, group M tended to be more surgent
_(enthusiastic, happy-go-lucky) and group L to be désurgent (sober, serious).
Factor G revealed that group L was higher on supér—égo strength (conscien-
tious, persistent, moralistic) than group M. In'psychoanalytic terms,

this would mean a tendency to drive the ego and to restrain the id.

Group L tended, on factor Ql’ to be conservative of tempérament (con-
servative, respecting, established ideas, tolerant of traditional diffi- .
culties), whereas group M was more radical of temperament (expefimenting,
liberal, analytical, free-thinking). On the secondary factor QII’ group
M scored higher on anxiety than group L, and on Qi;'group.L showed the

tendency to be more subdued than group M.

‘These six féctors, therefore, demonstrate that when more sensitive measu-
reﬁents of personality variables are used, there is a difference bhetween

pro-religious orientations as Hunt suggested. Group L was more subdued,

less anxious, more conservative in temperament, stronger in supér-ego

strength, more submissive and less surgent than group M.

We could thus speak of group L as a more submissive less asSertive, less

adventurous and thus less creative group, with a strong super-ego, thus
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a restricted (inhibited), less outgoing group. This reminds one of the
description Becker (1964) gave of children who grew up in a warm but
restrictive atmosphere. He described these children as polite and well-

behaved, but nevertheless more inhibited, more depehdent and less crea~-

tive.

The above pattern of upbringing is often foﬁnd in authoritarian homes.
There is a marked similarity between the findingé of Becker (1964) and
Weigert and Thomas (1972), where the latter authors reported that adoles-
cents receiving s high degree of both support (positive affect) and con-
trol (diséipline) tend t§ have-the highest'self-esteem, to conform most
to parental expectations, and to’adhere most strohgiy to traditional -
forms of religiosity. Weller.gg;g;. (1975) is of the opinion that autho-
ritarian individuals are more attractedlto orthodox doétrine than less
authoritarian people. This hypothesis, it seems, is supported by this

study.

Group M seems to be a more out-going, creative group Qith less ego-&trength
but with more anxiety. Becker (1964) is of the opinion that an upbrin-
ging where there is: a reasonable amqunt of freedom coupled with lots of
parental warmth, is more likely to result in children who are outgoing,
creative, asseftive and less neat and polite,.but resul?ing in adults

capable of acting and thinking for themselves,

It would be interesting to make a study of the way in which subjects of
groups L and M were brought up, but unfortunately it does not fall with-
. v

in the scope of this study.

Rokeach (1960), with his Dogmatism scale, measures the extent to which -
a person's belief system ;s opeh;or closed, which he defines ds being o
"the extent to which the person can receivg)evaluate, and act on rele-l
vant. information received from thg outside on its éﬁn intfinsic merits,

unencumbered by iffelevant factors in the situation arising from within
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the person or from the outside" (p. 57).

It seems more likely then that group L will accept religious statements
within their religious paradigm without questioning them, but that group
M will be more free and willing to question, and reinterpret the state-

ments.

Hypothesis I (iv): Scale for Basic Religious Dimensions

Subjects with a high literal involvement will differ significantly
from subjects with a high mythological involvement on the 6 scales
of the Scale for Basic Religious Dimensjions. Literal Subjects will
be more active in religious activities than mythological subjects.

The hypothesis of a significant difference (p < 0,01) between groups L
and M was supported on all six scales. Group L was always more involved

‘than group M.

‘Group L was more active in prayer life and more cohcerned about their
relationship with God. They attended church more freqﬁehtly; were more
involved in organizational activities, they supported the church better
financially, they showed more openness for growth and change in theif
religious beliefs, and they were more active in reading and falking

about religion than group M.

Although King and Hunt (1969, 1972a, 1972b, 1975) have done extensiQe
research with this scale, it has always been administered to White

| mein-line Protestant groups, without trying to distinguish different

orientations within their samples. Therefore, there are no other data

available with which one can compare the findings of this reseércho

However the findings of this researgh are not surprising, as the'L
group has been identified as a group which holds their religious beliefs

with a high degree of certainty, operates with a closed cogpnitive style
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(dogmatic), is more submissive and an active group in religious matters.
Group M again, holds their religious beliefs with a lower degree (than
group L) of certainty, oper&tes with a less closed cognitive system, is

more assertive and not so active in religious matters.

Hunt (1972) suggests that the M orientation represents most moderate to
liberal Christian groups and aécérding to him this may be considered to
be the most mature type of involvement. Unfortunately we do nof know on
' what basis "maturity" is assigned, therefore we cannot take part in this

judgement between groups L and M.

4.3 Hypothesis IX. Group L vs A

Hypothesis II (1): Intensity of Belief Scale

Subjects with a high literal involvement will differ significantly
from subjects with a high anti-literal involvement on the Intensity
of Belief Scale. Subjects with a litersl involvement will hold reli-
glous beliefs with a high degree of conviction, and the anti~-literal
subjects will reject the religious beliefs.

This hypothesis was supported for the four religious scales, Chriét,
God, Crthodox Christian Beliefs and General Religious Belief, in that
group L éccepted these items with a high degree of certainty, and group

A rejected these items with a high degree of conviction.

For the last three non-religious belief scales, Opinion, Fact and Mis-
cellaneous, there was a significant difference (p < 0,05) between the
means of group L and A on Opinion and Miscellaneous. However, the'hy-
pothesis is not supported as the direction of conviction is reversed.
Group A now tended to accept these statements with a higher degree of

conviction than group L. Why this is so, is not yet clear.
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Hypothesis II fii)z Dogmatism Scale

Subjects with a high literal involvement will not differ significantly
from subjects with a high anti-literal involvement on Dogmatism. It
is expected that both groups operate with a closed cognitive system.

The hypothesis of no difference is not supported by these findings.
Group L tended to be more dogmatic than group A. This does not support
Hunt's (1972) notion that Anti-literal subjects reject religion on the
basis of a literal, naive, unexamined interpretation of religion - thus
using a élosed cognitive systems In fact, in this study, it was found

that anti-literal subjects used a more open éognitive system.

Hunt's interpretation that L subjects might not have examined the rela-
tionship of their religious statements to other areas of their lives,
and accept any religious statement at face value without in any way

questioning it (closed cognitive system), is supported by these findings.

The finding that group L (a religious group) is more authoritarian than
group A (a non-religious group), is also supported by various researchera.

(Brown, 1962a; Stanley, 1963; Weller et al. 1975; Poythress, 1975).

Brown (1962a) is of the opinion that the relationship between belief and
church membership, attitudinal acceptance of the Church and authorita-
rianism, in his research, suggests that strong social support is required
for the maintenance of a system of religious belief. Another important
fact might be that authoritarianism is used as a "defencé mechanism"

to protect the minority group (here group L) and to give it a feeling

of superiority (security). Weller et al. (1965), in his study of reli-

glosity and authoritarianism in a Jewish community, found no support for

the hypothesis that authoritarianism develops out of differing sociali-

zation practises as suggested by Adorno et _al. (1950), e.g. the way
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children‘are brought up, but.felt that it was the current religious state,
and not the religious background, that was the link in authoriterianism.
Therefore, they concluded that authoritarian individuals were more attrac-
ted to orthodox‘doctrine, than that orthodox believers became authorita-
rian through being conditioned by a doct:ine which is authoritarian., A
final conclusion about the correlation between religiosity and authori-

tarianism aﬁaits further research.

Hypothesis II (iii) 16 _PF

Subjects with a high literal involvement and subjects with a high anti-
literal involvement will deviate to the same degree from the mean on

the personality factors of the 16 PF.

The hypothesis of no-difference between groups L and A, was supported on
eleven of the sixteen primaryafactors, and on three of the four secon-
dery factors. However, the hypothesis was not supported on the remaining
factors B, G, L, M, Ql and QIV’ When interpreting these factors, we
found thatAgroup L was more submissive (E) than group A, where group A

_ tended to be dominant (assertive, aggressive, competitive). On factor .
G, group L rated higher on super-ego strength.(conscientioue, persistent,
moralietic)‘thah group A. vOn factor L again, group L was more alaxie
(trusting, accepting conditions) than group A, where group A tended to

be protension (suspecting and jealous). On factor M, group A waabma;e
autia (imaginative, Bohemian,_abeent-minded) than group L. On factor Ql.
group L was conservative of temperament (conservative, respecting esta~
blished ideas) and group A was radical (experimenting, liveral, analytical,
free thinking). On the eecondary'fector QIV’ group A was more indepen-

dent (radical, autistic) and group L was more subdued.

 These six.factors then reveal a meaningful difference between group L
"and A on personality variables. 'Group L, is more submissive, with higher
super-ego etrength, is trusting, less imaginative, conservative and sub-

dued. Whereas group A is more assertive, lower on super-ego strength,
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suspecting and jealous, more imaginative, radical and independent. (Com=

pare this with Hypothesis I (iii) p. 69.)

Hypothesis II (iv) Scales for Basic Religious Dimensions

Subjects with a high literal involvement will differ significantly from
subjects with a high antiliteral involvement on the 6 scales of the
Scales for Basic Religious Dimensions. Literal subjects will be more
active in religious activities than anti-literal subjects.

On all six variables, e.g. church attendance, financial support, talking
and reading about religion, etc., the hypothesis of a significant diffe-~
rence (p < 0,01) between the means of groups L and A on religious acti-

vities was supported.

This is quite an obvious finding as group A, &s a non-religious group,
vas not expected to take part in religious institutional activities to

the same degree as group L.

4.4 Hypothesis III: Group A vs M

Hypothesis III Si): Intensity of Belief Scalo

Subjects with a high anti-literal involvement will differ significantly
from subjects with a high mythological involvement on the Intensity of
Belief Scale. Subjects with a anti-literal involvement will reject re-
ligious beliefs whereas mythological subjects will hold these beliefs
with a high degree of conviction.

This hypothesis was supported at the 0,01 level for the four religious
scales, Christ, God, Orthodox Christian Beliefs, and General Religious
Belief. Group M accepted these items with a higher degree of conviction

than group A.

The last three non-religious belief scales, Opinion, Fact and Miscella-
_neous, proved non-significant differences beiween the means of group A

. and M, and therefore the hypothesis is not supported on these 3 scales.
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This finding of a significant difference between religious beliefs but
not between general beliefs, supports the results of Bfown‘sl(1962a) re-
search. His study points towards religious belief as being a relatively
isolated cognitive system, in which intensity of belief is independent of
" the strength of opinions about other matters. He found that it is not
religious belief measures which have high loadings on personality fsctors.
but opinion and factual scores. Therefore, one could postulate that we
are dealing here with two different cognitive styles and different per-
sonality factors. This will be discussed under Hypothesis IIT (ii) and

(111).

Hypothesis IIT (41): Dogmatism Scale

" Subjects with a high anti-literal involvement will differ significantly
from subjects with a high mythological involvement on the Dogmatism
Scale. Anti-literal subjects will tend to operate with a more closed
cognitive system than mythological subjects.

This hypothesis is supported in that there is a significant difference

(p < 0,05) on dogmatism between groups A and M. However, the direction
as suggested Sy the hypothesis is not supported in that group M was more
dogmatic than group A. This might explein the abovementioned findings
that religious belief statements are accepted or rejected with a high
degree of conviction but general belief statementsAsre not. Group M

uses a more closed cognitive system than group A, but they only differ

in degree of conviction on religious belief, and not on non-religious
beliefs. This supports Raschke's (1973) thedry that there is an under-
lying cognitive style which an ihdividual possesses that is consistent
with the manner is which hs’holds.his religious beliefs. Rokeach (1960)
" 48 of the opinion that a closed system is developed in childhood. There-
fore, Raschke (1973) inclines to view that cognitive style exercises
greater influence over religious‘attitudes than religious ati{itudes exer-

- cise over cognitive style. It still remains difficult to interpret which
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variables are temporally prior, but the above seems.vat present, to be

the most logical.

Hypothesis III (iii)s 16 PF

Subjects with a high anti-literal involvement will differ significantly
from subjects with a high mythological involvement on the personality
factors of the 16 PF.

All sixteen primary personality factors as well as three secondary fac-
tors, failed to reach a point of significant difference. The hypothesis

of difference between means of the two groups is, therefore, not sup-

ported.

Only on QIV' a secondary personality factor, was there a significant dif-
ference (p4: 0,01) between groups A and M, Group A was more independent

(radical,, autistic, a law to himself) than group M.

We can conclude that there were no real meaningful differences of per-
sonality factors on this measure, between groups A and M, except that
group A Qas more independent than group M. This then again supports
Brown's. (1962a) notion that 1t is not religious belief measures (in which
groups A and M differ) which have high loadings on personality factors
(vwhere groups A and M hardly differ), but rather opinion and factual

scores (where groups A and M don't differ).

Hypothesis III (iv)s Scales for Basic Religious Dimensions

Subjects with a high mythological involvement will differ significantly

~ from subjects with a high anti-literal involvement on the 6 scales of

the Scales for Basic Religious Dimensions. Mythological subjects will

be more active in religious activities than anti-~literal subjects,

On all six variables, e.g. financisl support, church attendance, organi-

zational activities, talking and reading about religion, etc., the hypo-
thesis is supported in that group A will he less active in religious mat-

ters than group M. The reason for this is quite obvious. Group A is a
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non-religious group and will be active in non-religious activities.,

We can now distinguish between these three groups by summarizing the

findings.

GROUP L

These subjects rated themselves to be very feligious. even more so than
their parents and friends. They were strongly influenced by church teach-
ings, religious camps and groups and by their contemporarieas. They have
experienced a definite religious awakening and are sometimes embarrassed
or isolated bgcause of their belief. They hold their religious convic-
tions with a high degree of certainty and they tend to make uaevof a

closed cognitive style, thus being dogmatic.

As a group they were submissive, sober (serious). had strong ego strength.
They were trusting, conservative and subdued. They were very active in
religious matters, such as devotionalism, and high church attendance.

They participated in organizational activities, supported the church
finanqially. They talked and read about religion, and had an openness

for growth and change in religious views,.

GROUP_A

This is primarily a non=religious group. These subjects rated themselves
as not religious. They rejected religious statements with a high degree

of conviction and they used a more open cognitive style.

As a group they were assertive, had low super-ego strength, were radical

and independent and they participated very little in religious activities.
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GROUP M

This is a religious group (as group L), but with lesser conviction, ac-
‘tivity and intensity than group L. Thesé subjects rated themselves to
be moderately religious, more religious than their contemporﬁries, but
not more than their parents. Church teachings, religious groups and
camps, and friends of own age only had a slight influence on their reli-
glous views. They did not feel emﬁarrassed or isolated because of their
religious views and they accepted religious statements with a mild (com-
pared to group L) degree of conviction. They operated with a more open

(compared to group L) cognitive style.

As a group they were radical and independent and, although they partici-
pated in religlous activities, they did it to a lesser degree than group
L.

Although Hunt (1972), Poythress (1975), as well as this research, were
able to distinguish tﬁfee different groups, the Mythological group still
presents a problem, This group is not always clearly separable from
either group L and/or group A. The reason for this might be in the LaM

scale itself, and it would be wise to start at this point.

Hunt's break with the old simplistic and literal approach to measuring
religious orientation is of the highest importance. Unfortunately, Hunt
is unable to break‘completely from the 0ld approach as he only permits
the subject one kind of interpretafion. The symbolic or mythical inter-
pretation which Hunt makes avelslable, is largely immanent in its orien-
tation. It provides a thié-wordiy interpretation of religious é§mbols,
mostly in humanistic categories. This is certainly one possible inter-
pretation, but it reduces religious symbols to general éthiCal principles

and to a considerable extent interprets away their transcendental impli~-
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cations, As was pointed out in Chapter One, that the franecendental im-
plication is of vital importance. It should be perfectly'possible to
interpret symbolically mythé in such a way that the transcendental refe-
rent remains. The symbol is then seen as a statement about the nature -
of the "Ganz Andere" and, as such, both a statement of and a path to the
transcendent. As the scale is designed now, only the literalists are

given an opportunity to vote for the transcendent.

Let me illustrate my point by considefing some of Hunts items.

ITEM 4 faee Appendix 1I) The Miracles

According to most New Testament scholars the miracles are not intended
to be proof but are signs. Hence, one could see the miracle stories és

signs of the intervention of God in the person of Jesus.

ITEM 5., The _virgin birth

The symbol of the Virgin birth may mean that God was present in Jesus
in a way decisevely different fme the'way God is presenf in the rest

of us.

ITEM 13. Prophecy

Prophecy does not have t0 do with future events in concrete detail but

it does reveal the plan of God's involvement in human events.

These examples wiil suffice.‘_The responses described above are responses
of those who may choose to listen very carefully to the symbol and accept
its "signal of transcendence"- to use Berger's (1974) phrase - while at
the same time not accepting its literal interpretation - Greeley (1972)
suggests that another dimension should be added which he, for want of a

better name, calla a hermeneutic dimension.
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Permitting the subject only one kind of interpretation, I feel would
force an individual to distinguish between a "literal" and "mythological®

interpretation which, were he to be confronted with those interpretations

independently, he might not make. This is particularly important in the

case of the individual who is "1ndiscriminate1y proreligious” (Allport
and Ross, 1967), or the individual whose religious concepts are so vague

and confused that he might not distinguish between L and M statements,

-were he forced to do so. Therefore, it is suggested that for further

research a Likert format be used in order to assess degrees of L, A, and
M religious orientations independently. This could be done by creating
three Likert statements from each of the original LAM items by incorpo-
rating the three response alternatives into the basic religious state-
ment. This format would allow pure L, A, and M types to emerge in cases
where the individuals are conceptually clear enough to distinguish the
commitment types on their own. It would not force them to do so. It
also allows for the identification of mixed types without a reduction in

strength (or degree) of involvement.

Poythress (1975) is further of the opinion that by its very nature the
mythological orientation is more subject to individual idiosyncrasy than
either the literal or anti-literal orientations. This is a grave problém
for anyone who wants to construct a measure t0 measure a mythological

orientation.

In connection with the anti-literal group it,is also felt that it is un-
fair to‘group all the "non's" in one group. Poythress (1975) already

demonstrated a difference between what he termed noﬁ-religious and anti-
religious students. A further breakdown of the anti-literal group could

be valuable.
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This is a study of religious beliefs, attitudeé and behaviour,

We are trying to gain more knowledge about this complex sarea.
We are interested in 6 areas: l. namely some persohal béckground in-
formation; 2. your religious commitment; 3. youi attitudes and be-
liefs; 4. your opinion; 5. your interests, and 6; your religious
expériences. We would therefore appreciate your own true answers to
these questions. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers, because
everyone has the right to his own views. There is also no reason for
trying to present a "good" religious picture as this "good picture"
might be to others a "less good picture". We would like to encourage
you to be frank and open, as this will only help our understanding of

the psychology of religion, and will serve to His glory.

Almost all the questions are self-rating questions, in which
you indicate to what extent you agree or disagree. Eollow the instruc-
tions as carefully as possible. There is no time limit, but we suggest
that you work as rapidly as possible. Do not discuss the'questions

with your friends until you have completed this qdestionnaire. All

information will be confidential. )

Please turn over.
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PERSONAL _INFORMATION

Make an X in the appropriate box.

1.
20
3
4.

Date 0686000008060 006000000000¢s0000s

Date of birth ’ O G 0 60066060608 0800080890000
Marital status D unmarried D married D divorced.,

Sex: D Male D female.

My home tongue 13 Afrikaans D English D



1.

20

3

4.

50
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APPENDIX I.

BACKGROUND _ VARIABLES.

0f the following statements please check the statement which most

nearly describes your own experience.

,3) I consider that my present religious commitment is a gradual

outgrowth of many years of religious instruction and training
and that I cannot point to any single event in my life which
wrought a definite change from unbelief to belief. a, [:]

b) Although there was a time in my life when I had no religious
belief, the change from unbelief to belief has been a gradual

one, : . be D

é) Although I have always held some religious beliefs I can vividly
recall the occasion when I became more vitally committed to
these beliefs. o | co [1

d) Thére vwas a time in my life when religion had no interest for
me and I can attribute my present religious commitment to a
distinct point in my 1life at which I made a definite decision
in favour of religion. _ d. [:]

I consider myself to bes
B very religious D quite religious D moderately religious
D not very religious C] not at all religious.

On the whole I would say that my father was s -
[:1'very religious [:]-religious . indifferent
[:] antagonistic [:]‘very antagonistic.

On the whole I would say that my mother was @
[:Ivery religioué [:j religious [:] indifferent

[:] antagbniatic - very antagonistic,

If at any time you have felt yourself to be religious how did the
following factors influence you and to what degree did they con-

. tridbute to this?:



Influence of mother
Influence of father
Conformity with tradition
Influence of other relatives
Gratitude
Studies ih school or college
Church teachings _
Aesthetic appeal »
University/College/School groups ____
Religious camps '
Influence of friends of own age
Illness or death
Crime
Other influence

6o

To

8.

9.

10.
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Slight, somewhat Strong
D ?

:;SI;Ot influence. Important
_ * Influence

|

|

OOO0udgoogaonc

|

HOO00d0noponooc

OOO00000000ac

To what degree has religion been an influence in your upbringing?
Dvery marked D moderate D slight Dnone at all.

How, in general, does the firmness (or depth) of your belief in

reltfion compare with your mother's belief?
more firm about the same [:1 less firm [:] don't know.

How, in general, does the firmness (or debth) of your belief in

religion compare with your father's belief? '
[:] more firm [:] about the same [:] less firm [:] don't know.

How would you say that your own religious sentiments and needs com-
pare with those of other young people of your own age?
stronger than or [:] about average or [:] less than average.

Do you feel that your views regarding religién, no matter what they
are, in any way mark you off from your contemporaries, so that you
sometimes feel embarrassed or isolated because of these views?

D yes D no D doubtful.
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APPENDIX II.

RELIGIOUS COMMITMENT.

Select one of the 3 answers for each é%étement and mark X in the appro-
I priate D . .

Be sure to answer all statements.
l. I believe in God the Father Almighty, maker of heaven and earth.

[:] l. Agree, since available evidence proves that God made
everythning. (L)"

[:] 2. Disagree, since available evideﬁce suggests some type of
spontaneous creation for which it is unnecessary to assume
a God to create. (&)

[:] 3« Agree, but only in the sense that this is an anthropomorphic
' way of talking about whatever Process, Being, or Ultimate
Concern stands behind the creative process. (M)

2. I believe that men working and thinking together can build a just

society without supernatural help.

[:] l. Disagree, since man without God's help can do very little
that is good. (L)

[:] 2. Agree, since men have and are increasing the ability and
' technical knowledge to improve society if they will apply
this knowledge to the problems of society. (4)

[:13. Disagree, although men's ability and technical knowledge
is increasing, they must build on the ultimate power
 within oneself(sic) to understand and accomplish the full
implications of justice and a good society. (M)

3+ The writings of such commentators on human life as Plato, Aristotle,
Dante, and Shakespeare are as much inspired as are the writings of

Moses and Paul.

[:] l. Disagree, because the writings of Moses and Paul contain
a special inspiration from God which other human writings
- do not have. (L)

[:] 2. Agree, since there is really little difference in these
writings. In fact, Plato and Aristotle may be even more
important for us than Moses and Paul. (A)

[:] 3o Disagree, although any writing may be inspired, the writings
of Moses and Paul are especially significant because they

form part of the relevation of God in history. (M)
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4. All miracles in the Bible are true.

5e

6.

To

..

[T,

.

Jesus was

Y

L.

s,

Agree, because the Bible cannot contain any false report
of God's word. (L)

Disagree, since "miracles" can be explained by our modern

understanding of the principles by which nature and human

~society operate. (A)

Agree, bhut only in the sense that "miracles" are a dra-

matic report and interpretation of a natural process,
with the literary purpose of pointing to the sovereignty
of God. (M)

born of the Virgin in a manner different from human beings.

Disagree, although most religions claim a Virgin birth
for their founder, we know that such an event is physically
impossible. (A)

Agree, but only in the sense that this is an ancient my-
thological way of talking about the Ultimate Reality as
manifested in Jesus. (M)

Agree, since God conceived Jesus in Mary's womb before
she had sexual relationship with Joseph, her husband. (L)

The attempt to believe in a supernatural being is a sign of a per-

sons's failure to accept responsibility for his own life,

CTa.

Lo,
HEX

Agree, since belief in God is usually an escape from the
problems of everyday life. Such belief does nothing to

help solve one's problems. (A)

Disagree, because belief in God is really the only way
in which man can be saved and maeke his life worthwhile. (L)

Disagree, since belief in God is basically man's way of
talking about his full acceptance of personal responsi-
bility in the face of ultimate and sometimes uncertain

reality. (M)

I believe in the guidarce of the Holy Spirit.

HER

Agree, since God has said that he will be with us always.
Prayer thus is an effective way of listening to God's
guidance. (L)
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Disagree, since the supernatural, 4f it exists at all,

is in no way directly involved in telling man what to
do. (a)

Agree, because this is one way of describing the involve=
ment of God with his creation and man. (M)

end of man is to glorify God and enjoy him fbrever.

Agree, since God created man and expects man to do God's
will at all times. (L)

Disagree, since man must find his own purposes in life.
There are probably no purposes for man which are apparent

in nature. (4)

Agree, because the essential purpose of God is that man
achieve his own maximum fulfillment through personal de-

velopment and service to others. (M)
Hell is a form of existence in a future life.

Disagree, since Hell is not a future life existence, but
rather a present state in this life which occurs when man
disregards his own code of ethi¢s and/or the rights of
other individuals. (M)

Disagree, since there is little, if any, evidence for
any type of existence after this life. (A)

Agree, since there is ample evidence in the Bible and
other authoritative sources for Hell as a form of future

existence. (L)

10. The four gospels, Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, contain some legen-

dary materials,

HEN

.

Os.

Agree, sincé most of the material in the gospels caﬁnot

be supported by other historical sources or is not re-
levant to life in todays's world. (A)

Disagree, since nothing in the four gospels could be
legendary or in error, because these are part of the
Bible and therefore infallible. (L)

Agree, but this does not deny the basic purpose of the
gospels, which is to use written language (however inade-

quate) to annoﬁnce God's revelation of himself to man.(M)
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11. We were made for fellowship with God and our hearts afe restleés
until they rest in him. '

[:I l. Agree, although this is merely a way of talking about
the ultimate nature of man's activities as being in some

way related to God's purposes. (M)

[:12. Disagree, since man's restlessness results from his in-
ability to identify with a group of persons and enjoy

people about him, not in a supposed relation to some
God. (a)

[:] 3« Agree, since God's basic purpose in creating man is so
that man can be a companion to God. (L)

12, Man is saved by the free gift of God's grace.

: [:]1. Agree, Bince the Bible clearly states that salvation is
by man's faith in God and his grace. (L)

'[:]2. Disagree, since whatever salvation there is must come
through man's work in the world about him. (A)

[:] 3, Agree, since this is a traditional expression which s
really refers to the unconditional nature of God's grace

toward man. (M)

13, The biblical writers were endowed with s divine wisdom which
enabled them to foretell specific events in the distant future,

[:11. Disagree, since the basic purpose of prophecy in the
Bible was to announce God's judgement of the ways in
which that present generation failed to act in harmony
with God's purposes for man. (M) A

[:] 2. Agree, since many of these prophecies either came true
in earlier history, in the Bible, or are coming true in
the world today. (L)

[:]3. Disagree, since the biblical writers had no greater wis-
dom than other men of their day. -Any prophecies which
may have come true were the result of a knowledge of cause

and effect which any man could achieve. (A)
14, Man is ultimately responsible to God.

[:J 1. Disagree, because man is finally responsible only to
himself and his society. (a)
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[ 2. Agree, because this is a way of describing the basic as-

sumption upon which all other concepts of responsibility
depend. (M)

[1.3. Agree, because God has created man in his image and expects
~ man to do God's will. (L)

15. God is only a symbol of man's ideals.

[:]]w Disagree, although man's experiences may by éymbolized
in the image of God, the reality of God always transcends
man's symbols for that reality. (M)

[:12. Agree, since religious men tend to ascribe to God their
own highest ideals. (4)

[:] e Disagree, gince there is clear evidence for a real God
who is much more than just the result of man's rational

- powers. (L)
16. Jesus walked on water and raised the dead.

[:] l. Disagree, since these_afe probably exaggerated reports
of events which could be explained through our knowledge
of nature. (4)

[:12. Agree, since there are several accounts in which Jesus
actually brought a physically dead person back to life.
These accounts provide evidence for God's power over

nature. (L)

' [:]f3- ‘Agree,‘but only in the sense that these are figurative
vways of describing man's awareness of the meaning of
life in relation-to the revelation of God. (M)

17. The biblical story of creation is probably based on one of the
- early Babylonian myths.

[:] l. Agree, but the basic purpose of the creation story is
to symbolize God's creative and redemptive relation to

the universe and to man. (M)

[:] 2. Disagree, since the biblical story of creation has not
been duplicated in any way at any time. It refers to
God's creation of the world and man. (L)
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[:] 3+« Agree, since most religions provide such a creation
story. Modern scientific theories of the origin of

the universe have replaced these ancient accounts. (A)

%0 B s IS

* Not included on the questionnaire the subject completed.

L = Literal A = Antiliteral M = Mythological.
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APPENDIX III.
ATTITUDES _AND _BELIEFS.

Read each statement carefully and decide if it is true or false or to
which degree it is true or false. If you are completely sure that the
statement is true, make the X in the box number 1; if you think it is
to some extent true, make it near to true. You are actually rating

your beliefs of how true or how false a particular statement is.

1. (1)* There is a personal God.

Certainly L_ rz_l —-] [_—] [_‘ @ -Certainly

true - false.

2. (2) Jesus Christ was God the Son.

Certainly 1 2] 13 4 5 6 7 | Certainly
true false.

3. (3) There are spiritual realities of some kind.

Certainly (1| | 2| [3 | [4] [5] [6] [ 7]certainly
true false.

4., (4) The world was created by God.

Certainly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Certainly
true false.

5o (5) There is a personal Devil.

Certainly [1| |2 30 |4 5 6 7 | Certainly
true false.

6. (6)” Matter is the sole reality.

Certainly [1| |[2]| [3 ] [4] [sj [ 6 | | Certainly
true ; false.

)

7. (7) There is a2 God who is all—powerful.

Certainly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Certainly,
true ‘ , false,

8. (8) There is a God who is altogether good.

Certainly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Certainly
true _ false.

9. (9) There are such spiritual beings as angels.

Certainly 1 2 3 4 5 6 T | Certainly
true false.

10. (10) Jonah was swallowed by a great fish and afterwards emerged

alive. -

Certainly |1 | [2]| (3| {4] [5] [6] [7]Certa1n1y
true _ false.




11, (11) Man has been evolved from lower forms of life.

12. (12)

(13)

13,

14, (14)

15, (15) -

16, (16)°
17.

(27)

18.

19.% 13,
20.

2.
22.»(19)

23, (20)

Certainly
true

Certainly
true
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Evil is a reality.

1] (2] (3] Lalls] |6]] 7
There is an impersonal God.

1 2 3. 4 5 6 7

1 2 {13 4 5 | 6 7

Certainly
true

Certainly
false.

Certainly
false,

Certainly
false.

The spirits of human beings continue to exist after the
death of their bodies.

Certainly,| 1

truve

Certainly l 1l 2 3

L]

Religion is the opium of the people.

05 5 =

4 |

5

There is no God (personal or impersonal).

Certainly
true

The universe is expanding.
Certainly l 1 I 2

true

1 2 3

4

5

| 3

taking a walk in the .country.

Certainly
true

Certainly

Certainly
false,

6 L;j ]Certainly

false.

Certainly
false.

4 I 5] | 6] | 7]certainiy

false.

(18) Attendance at church is a better way of spending Sunday than

Certainly

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
- false.
Jesus changed water into wine.
1] 2] 3] (4]l 5] [6]] 7]certainry

true

false.

God made man out of dust and breathed life into him.

Certainly [ i?

true

2 | {3] [alls] [s] L7
There is novlife after death.
Certainly I 1 l l 2 | f—g_] [ 4 5 6 7

true

Certainly
false.

Certéinly
false.

Moses was the author of the first five books of the Bible.

Certainly L714] [ 2:] ] 3 l l,4 J L 5 l

true

Christianity is a better religion than Buddhism.

Certainly
true

] (2] L5

4

5

Lel | 7

6| | 7| certainly

false.

Certainly
false.
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(22)

25.

26. (23)

27. (24)

28, (25)
29,

»*
30. .

31. (26)

32, (27)

33. (28)

34. (29)

(30)

35.

E 36+ (31)

(21)
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The Bible is literally true in all its parts.

::ztainly [ 1 I 2 ] [ 3 4 rb :]‘[6

] 7 | Certainly

false,

Man is, in some degree, responsible for his actions.

Certainly | 1 2 3 [74 FB I 6 1 [171 Cértainly
true false,

There is a Hell in which the wicked will be everlastingly
punished.

Cortainly | 1 | |2 || 3 4 5 6 7
true

Certainly
false,

.The spirits of persons who have died can sometimes communicate

with the living,.

Certainly L__;] t2 |[ 3] (4 ] (5 |

I [ [iTW Certainly

true false,
Right will triumph.

Certainly | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Certainly
true false.
Jesus Christ was born of a Virgin,

Certatnly [ 1 | [2 [ 3] [4 ]| [5 | |6 || 7]certainly
true v false.

‘Jesus walkedupon the water while his deSciples vaited for

him in their boat.

Certainly | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
true

Certainly
false,

Belief in evolution is compatible with belief in a Creator.

2erta1n1y [ 1 J | 2 1 L,3 J l 4 ] rg—] 6 l [ 1

Certainly
false, '

Hardships strengthen character.

1] 2] [ ‘ﬂf—][—l{:

Piet Retief was killed by Dingaan's soldiers between
1840 to 1850,

Certainly
false.

Certainly
true

Certainly | 1 2 30 1415 (6 7| Certainly
true false.
Everything is relative.

Certainly | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7! Certainly
true false.
Tigers are found in parts of China.

Certainly [ 1 | (2 || 3] {41 5] | 6 l [ 7] Certainly
true false.

Hornets live in nests under the ground.

iertamlyl 1 | [2 (3] [a] [5] Le] L1l

Certainly
false.




37. (32)
38. (33)
39, (34)
40, (35)
41, (36)

42, (37)

43. (38)

(39)

44.

45. (40)

46,

47.

*Order as in Thouless' questionnaire.
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Sex 1s evil.

1] [2]

6 | Certainly

false,

Certainly
true ’

3] La] [5]

Light travels to us from the sun in less than one minute.

Certainly | 1 2 3| {4 51 [ 6] [7]certainly

true - false.

Bacon was the author of the plays attributed to Shakespeare.

Certainlyl 1) |2 | 3 La] 5] L6 ] [7]certain1y
true ' false.
Green is a primary colour.

Certainly | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Certainly
true false.
Sunlight is good for human health,

Certainly | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Certainly
true false.

Members of the leisured class are supported by the 'surplus

“value' created by the workers,

L7

23] 4] 5] s

Certainly | 1
true

Certainly
false,

Tariffs improve trade.

Certainly| 1| | 2
true

L3] 14] 5] 6] L?]Certainiy

false,

Rhodesia has, on the whole, benefited from British rule.

Certainly| 1 2 3 4 5 6 | | 7] Certainly
true : false. '

The total national debt of South Africa is more than ten
thousand million Rand.

Certainly| 1 2 3 4 5 6
true

‘_;1 Certainly
false.

Salvation is only for Christian believers.

certatnly| 1] [ 2| [ 3] [4] [[5] [6] [7] certainiy
true false.

‘It makes no difference whether one is a Christian or not, as
long as one has good will for others.

Certainly| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
true

Certainly
false.

“Scoring reversed.

XTtems included by Brown (19624).
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APPENDIX IV.

PERSONAL _OPINION.

The following is a study of what the general public thinks and feels
about a number of important social and personal questions.

The best answer to each statement below is your personal 6pinion.

We have tried to cover many different and opposing points of view;

you may find yourself agreeing strongly with some of the statements,
disagreeing just as strongly with others, and perhaps uncertain about
others; whether you agree of disagree with any statement, you can be

sure that many people feel the same as you do.

Mark each statement according to how much you agree or disagree with it.

1 .2 b : 4 5 6
I agree I agree I agree -I disagree I disagree I disagred
very on the little little on the very much
much whole whole

1. The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree : strongly

"2. The highest form of government is & democracy and the highest form

of democrscy is a :government run by those who are most intelligent.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree strongly

3. BEven though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile goal,
4t is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of certain
political groups.

- Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree ‘ strongly

4, It is only natural that a person would have a much better acquaintdnce
with ideas he believes in than with ideas he opposes,

Strongly 1. 2 3 4 5 6 ~ Disagree
agree * strongly

5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

Strongly 1 2 '3 4 5 6 .. Disagree
agree _ ' strongly
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2 3 4 5 6
I agree I agree I agree I disagree I disagree I disagree
very on the little little on the very much
much whole vhole

6o

To

8.

9.

10.

11,

12,

13,

14.

Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome place.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree . strongly

Most people just don't give a "damn" for others.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree strongly

I'd like it, if I could find someone who would tell me how to solve

my personal problems.

Strongly 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree strongly

It is only natural for a person to be rafher fearful of the future.

~ Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6  Disagree

agree _ , strongly
There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in.

Strongly 1 "2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree : strongly

Once I get wound up'in a heated discussion I just can't stop.

Strongly 1 2 3. 4 5 6 Disagree
agree ‘ strongly

In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself several

times to make sure I am being understood.

Strongly 1 -2 3 4 5 -6 Disagree
agree strongly

In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in what I am
going to say that I forget to listen to what the others are saying.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 Disagree
agree , , ‘ ‘ strongly

It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree _ strongly
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1 2 3 4 5 6
I agree I agree 1 agree I disagree I disagree I disagree
very on the little little on the very much
much whole whole

15. While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my secret ambition

is to become a great man, like Einstein, or Beethoven, or Shakespeare.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 . 6 Disagree
agree : strongly

16. The main thing in life is for a person to want to do something

important.
Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree , ‘ strongly

17. If given the chance I would do something of great benefit to the

world.
Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree -
agree : strongly

18, In the history of mankind there have probably been just a handful
of real great thinkers.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 . 6 Disagree
agree : ' strongly

19, There are a number of people I have come to hate because ?f the

things they stand for.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree , : strongly

20. A man who does not believe in some great.cause has not really lived.

Strongly 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree strongly

21, It is only when a man devotes himself to an ideal or cause that
1ife becomes meaningful. '

Strongly 1l 2 3 4 -5 6 Disagree
agree ‘ strongly

22, Of all the different philosophies which exist in.this world there is
probably only one which is correct.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 -5 6 Disagree
agree , strongly
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1 2 3 4 5 6
I agree I agree | I agree I disagree I disagree I disagree
very on the little little on the very much
much whole whole

2%, A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes 1s likely to
be a pretty "wishy-washy" sort of person.
Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree » , strongly
24. To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous because it
usually leads to the betrayal of our own side. |
Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree strongly
25. When it comes to differences of opinion in religion one must be
careful not to compromise with those who believe differently from
the way we do.
Strongly 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree ‘ v strongly
26, In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if he considers
primarily his own happiness.
Strongly 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree : ‘ strongly
27. The worst crime a person could commit is to attack publicly the
people who believe in the same thing he does.
Strongly = . 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree ‘ strongly
28, In times like these it is often necessary to be more on guard against
ideas put out by people or groups in one's own camp than by those in
the opposing campe.
Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree - strongly
29, A group which tolerates too much differences of opinion among its

own members cannot exist for longe.

Strongly 1 -2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree strongly.
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1 2 3 4 5 6
I agree I agrée I agree I disagree I disagree I disagree
very on the little little on the very much
much whole whole

30,

31.

1326

- 330

34

35,

36,

37

There are two kinds of people in this world: those who are for the
truth and those who are against the truth.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 . 5 6 Disagree
agree ’ strongly

My blood boils vwhenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he's
wronge "

Strongly 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree _ strongly

A person who thinks primarily of his own happines is beneath

contempt.
Strongly 1l 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree ~ atrongly

Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth the paper

they are printed on.

Stfongly 1 2 .3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree : ' strongly

In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what's
going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree ' strongly

It is often desirable to reserve judgement about what's going on
until one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respects. -

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree strongly

In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and asso=-

ciates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one's own.

Strongly -1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree _ strongly

‘The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is only the

future that counts.

Strongly _ 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree

agree B strongly
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1 2 3 4 5 6
I agree I agree I agree I disagree I disagree 1 disagree
very on the little little on the very much
much vhole vhole

38

39

40.

If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is sometimes

necessary to gamble "all or nothing at all".

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree atrongly

Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have discuseed imporQ
tant social and moral problems don't really understand what's going

. on.
Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6  Disagree
agree - : 'strongly

Most people just don't know what's good for them.

Strongly 1 2 3 4 5 6 Disagree
agree ' o strongly
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APPENDIX V.,

ATTITUDES AND INTERESTS.

The following questions are to see what attitudes and interests you have.

There is no "right" and "wrong" answers because everyone has the right

to his own views.

Record your answers on the answer sheet which you will find at the back

of this questionnaire. You may tear it off and put an X on the a, b or

¢ box, depending on which one you choose,.

When you answer, keep these four points in mind:

)

3o

You are asked not to spend time pondering., Give the first; natural

answer as it comes to you. Of course, the questions are too short
to give you all the particulars you would sometimes like to have.
For instance, the above question asks you about "team games" and
you might be fonder of football than basketball. But you are to
reply "for the average game", or to strike an average in situations
of the kind stated. Give the best answer you can at a rate not
alower than five or six a minute. You should finish in a little

more than half an hour.

2. Try not to fall back on the middle, "uncertain" answers except when.
‘the answer at either end is really impossible for you - perhaps

once every four or five questions.

Be sure not to skip anything, but answer every guestion, somehow.

Some may not apply to you very well, but give your best guess.

Some may seem personal; but remember that the answer sheets are

kept confidential and cannot be scored without a special stencil

key. Ansvwers to particular questions are not inspected.

4, Ansver as honestly as possible what is true of you. Do not merely

mark what seems "the right thing to say" to impress the examiner,



1.

20

30

4.

5

6o

Te

8.

9.

10.

11,

12.

13,
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I have the instructions for this test clearly in mind,

a. Yyes, b. uncertain, C. NO.

I am ready to answer each question aé truthfully as possible.

a. yes, b. uncertain, C. No,

I would rather have a house:
g, in a sociable suburd,
b. in between, '

Ce alqne in the deep woods.

I can find enough energy to face my difficulties.

a. always,  b. generally, c. seldom.

I feel a bit nervous of wild animals even when they are in strong
cages.

a. yes (true), b. uncertain, c. no (false).

I hold back from criticizing people and their ideas.

a. yes, b. sometimes, C. NO.

I make smart, sarcastic remarks to people if I think they deserve it.

~ a. generally, b. sometimes, c. never,

I prefer_semiclassicalvmusic to popular tunes,

8. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

If I saw two neighbors' children fighting, I woulds

8. leave them to settle it,

b. uncertain,

Co. reason with them.

On social occasions I:
a. readily come forward,
b. in between,

¢. prefer to stay quietly in the background.

It would be more interesting to bes
a. a construction engineer,
be. uncertain,

c. a writer of plays.

I would rather stop in the street to watch an artist painting than
listen to some people having a quarrel.

8. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

I can generally put up with conceited people, even though they brag
or show they think too well of themselves.

a. yes, b. in between, Cs NO,



14,

15,

16,

17,

18.

19.

20.

21,

224

24,

25.
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You can almost always notice on a man's face when he is dishonest.

a. Yyes, b. in between, C. No.

It would be good for everyone if vacations (holidays) were longer
and everyone had to take them. '

8. agree, b. uncertain, ¢. disagree,

I would rather take the gamble of a job with possibly large but
uneven earnings, than one with a steady, small salary,

a. yes, b. uncertain, C. NO,

I talk about my feelingss
as only if necessary,
b. in between,

¢. readily, whenever I have a chance.

Once in a while I have a sense of vague danger or sudden dread for
reasons that I do not understand.

a. yes, b. in between, Ce NO.

When criticized wrongly for something I did not do, Is
a. have no feeling of guilt,

b. in between,

co. 8till feel a bit guilty.

Money can buy almost everything;

a. yes, b. uncertain, Co NO.

My decisions are governed more by my:
a. heart, )
b. feelings and reason equally,

c. head.

Most people would be happier if they lived more with their fellows
and did the same things as others.

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO,

I occasionally get puzzled, when looking in a mirror, as to which
is my right and left.

a. true, b. uncertain, | c. false.

When talking, I like:
a. to say things, Jjust as they occur to me,
b. in between, '

c. to get my thoughts well organized first.

When something reélly makes me furious, I find I calm down again
quite quickly. '

a. yes, b. in between, Cs NO.
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26, With the same hours and pay, it would be more interesting to bes
a. a carpenter or cook,
b. uncertain,

c. a walter in a good restaurant.

2T I have been elected to:
a. only a few offices,
b. several,

c. many offices,

28. "Spade" is to "dig" as "knife" is to:

a. sharp, b. cut, c. point.

29. I sometimes can't'gét to sleep because an idea keeps running through
my mind.

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

30¢ In my personal life I reach the goals I set, almost all the time.

a. true, b. uncertain, ¢. false.

3l An out-dated law should be changed:
a. only after considerable discussion,
b. in between,

c. promptly.

32 I am uncomfortable when I work on a project requiring quick action
~affecting others.

a. true, b. in hetween, c. false,

33. Most of the people I know would rate me as an amusing talker.

a. yes, b. uncertain, C. NO.

34, When I see "sloppy", untidy people, I:
a. just accept it,
b, in between,

¢, get disgusted and snnoyed.

35« I get slightly embarrassed if I suddenly become the focus of atten=-
~ tion in a social group. ‘

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.

36 I am always glad to join a large gathering, for example, a party,
dance, or public meeting.

a. yes,  b. in between, C. NO.

37. 1In school I preferred (or prefer):
a. music,

b. uncertain,

¢c. handwork and crafts.
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When I have been put in charge of something, I insist that my in-
structions are followed or else I resign.

a. yes, b. sometimes, Ce NO.

For parents, it is more importent to:
a. help their children develop their affectione.
b. in between,

C. teach their ehildren how to control emotions.

In a group task I would rather:
a. try to improve arrangements,
be in between,

c. keep the records and see that rules are followed.

I feel a need every now and then to engage in a tough physical activity.

a. yes, bs in between,  c¢. no.

I would rather mix with people than rough, rebellious individuals.

8. Yyes, b. in between, Ce NO.

I feel terribly dejected when people criticize me in a group.

ao true, - b. in between, c. false.

If I am celled in by my boss, It

a. make it a chance to ask for something I want,
b. in between,
ce fear I've done something wrong.

Vhat this world needs iss
a. more steady and "solid" citizens,
b uncertain,

c. more "idealists" with plans for a better world.

I am always keenly avare of attempts at propaganda in things I read.

. 8. Yes, b. uncertain, Ce N0,

As a teenager, I joined in school sports:

a. occasionally,

b. fairly often, '

c. a great deal.

I keep my room well organized, with things in known places almoet
all the time.
a. yes, b. in between, Ces RO,

I sonmetimes get in a state of tension and turmoil as I think of the-
day's happenings.
a. yes, b. in between, Ces NO.
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50 I sometimes doubt whether people I am talking to are really interested
in what I am saying. |

8. yes, b, in between, Ces N0,

51. If I had to choose, I would rather be:
a. a forester,
b. uncertain,

¢co a high school teacher.

52. For special holidays and birthdays, It
~ a. like to give personal presents,
b. uncertain,

¢. feel that buying presents is a bit of a nuisance.

53. "Tired" 1s to "work" as "proud" is to:

a. smile, b. success, ¢. happy.

54. Which of the following items is different in kind from the‘othersz
a. candle, b, moon, c. electric light.

55 = I have been let down by my friends:
a. hardly ever,
b, occasionally,

c. quite a lot.

' 560 I have some characteristics in which I feel definitely superior to
most people. '

a. yes, b. uncertain, C. NO.

57. VWhen I get upset, I try hard to hide my feelings from others,

a. true, b. in bvetween, c. Talse.

58. I like to go out to a show or entertainments
a. more than once a week (more than average),
b. about once a week (average),

c. less than once a week (less than average).

59. I think that plenty of freedom is more important than good manners
and respect for the law. '

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

60. I tend to keep quiet in the presence of senior persons (people of
greater experience, age, or rank).

~&a. yes, b. in between, Ce NO.

6ls I find it hard to address or recite to a large group.

a. yes, b. in between, Cs NO,
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‘I have a good sense of direction (find it easy to tell whioh is

North, South, East, or West) when in a strange place.

a.‘yes. b. in between, Ce NOo

If someone got mad at me, I woulds

b. uncertain,

c. get irritated.

When I read an unfair magazine article, I am more inclined to forget
it than to feel 1like "hitting bhack".

a. true, b. uncertain, ¢, false.

My memory tends to drop a lot of unimportant, trivial things, for
example, names of streets or stores in town.

a. yes, b. in between, c. no.

I could enjoy the life of an animal doctor, handling disease and
surgery of animals. '

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO,.

I eat my food with gusto, not always so carefully and properly
as some people.

a. true, - b. uncertsin, ¢, false,

There are times when I don't feel in the right mood to see anyone.

a. very rarely, b. in between, ¢. quite often.

PeOple sometimes warn me that I show my excitement in voice and
manner too obviously,

8. yes, b. in between, Ce N0,

As a teenager, if I differed in opinion from.my parents, I usually:
a. kept my own opinion,

b. in between,

c. accepted their authority.

I would prefer to have an office of my own, not sharing it with
another person.

a. yes, b. uncertain, C. NO.

I would rather enjoy life quietly in my own way than be admired for

my achievements.

a, true, b. uncertain, c., false.

I feel mature in most things.'

a. true, b. uncertain, ‘c. false.
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T4. I find myself upset rather than helped by the kind of criticism that
many people offer one,

8. often, b. occasionally, C. never.

7%, I am always able to keep the expression of my feelings under exact
control. ‘

8. yes, b. in between, = ¢. no.

76. In startiﬁg a useful invention, I would prefers:
a. working on it in the laboratory.
b. uncertain,

c. selling it to people.

T7. "Surprise" is to "strange“ as "fear" is tos

a. brave, b. anxious, ¢. terrible.

78. Which of the following fractions is not in the same class as the
others?

e 3/7,‘ b. 3/9, c. 3/11

79. Some people seem to ignore or avoid me, although I don't know why.

“as true, b. uncertain, c. false.

80. People treat me less reasonably than my good intentions deserve.

a. often, b. occasionally, C. never.

8l. The use of foul language, even vhen it 2s not in a mixed group of
men and women, still disgusts me.

a. yes, be in between, Ce NO.

82, I have decidedly fewer friends than most people.

8. yes, b. in between, Ce NO,

83, I would hate to be where there-wouldn't be a lot of people to talk to.

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

84. People sometimes call me careless, even though they think I'm a
" likeable person. '

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO,

85, "Stage-fright" in various social situations is something I have
experienced: .
a. quite often, b. occasionally, c. hardly ever,

86o When I am in a small group, I am content to sit back and let others
do most of the talking. ‘

a. yes,  b. in between, C. NO.
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I prefer readings
8+ & realistic account of military or political battles,
b. uncertain,

C. a sensitive, imaginative novel.

When bossy people try to "push me around", I do just the opposite
of what they wish. ' '

a. yes, b. in between, Ce NO.

Business superiors or members of my family, as a rule, find fault
with me only when there is real cause.

a. true, b. in between, c. false.

.In streets or stores, I dislike the way some persons stare at people.

a. yes, b, in between, C. NO.

On a long journey, I would prefer to:
a. read something profound, but interesting,
b. uncertain,

c. pass the time talking casually with a fellow passenger.

"In a situation which may become dangerous, I believe in making a fuss

and speaking up even if calmness and politeness are lost.,

a. yes, b. in between, Cs NO.

If-acquaintancés treat me badly and show they dislike me:
a. 1t doesn't upset me a bit, ’
be in between,

¢e I tend to get downhearted.

I find it embarrassing to have praise or compliments bestowed on mes

a. yes, b. in between, Cs N0,

‘I would rather have a job withs .

a. a fixed, certain salary,
b. 1in between, . ,
c. a larger salary, which depended on my constantly persuasding

people I am worth it.

To keep informed, I like:
a. to discuss issues with people,
b. in between,

co to rely on the actual news reports,

I like to take an active part in social affairs, coﬁmittee work.'étc.

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.
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98, In carrying out a task, I am not satisfied'unless even the minor
details are given close attention.

&, true, b. in between, c. false.

99. Quite small setbacks occasionally irritate me too much.
a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.

100 I am always a sound sleeper, never walking or talking in my sleep.

8. yes, b. in between, " Co NO.

101, It would be more interesting to work in a business:
a., talking to ocustomers,
b. in between,

¢. keeping office accounts and records.

102. "“Size" is to "length" as "dishonest" is tos

a. prison, be ' 8in, c. stealing.

103. AB is to dc as SR is to:
8¢ QDP, b, Pgy - Co tu.

104. VWhen people are unreasonable, I justs

a. keep quiet, be uncertain, ce. despise them.

'105. 1If people talk loudly while I am listening to music, It
a. can keep my mind on the music and not be bothered,
b. in between,

ce find it spoils my enjoyment and annoys me.

106, I think I am better described as:
a. polite and quiet, ’
b. in between,

c. forceful.

107. - I attend social functions only when I have to, and efay avay any
other time.

a. yes, b. uncertain, Cs DO,

108. - To be cautious and expect little is better than to be happy at
heart, always expecting success.
a. true, b. uncertain, ¢. false,

109. In thinking of difficulties in my work, I:
a. try to plan ahead, before I meet them,
b. in between,

c¢. assume I can handle them when they come.

1100 I find it easy to mingle among people at a social gathering.

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.
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111, V¥hen a bit of diplomacy and persuasion are needed to get people
moving, I am generally the one asked to do it.

a. yes, be in between, C. NO.

112, It would be more interesting to be:
a. a guidance worker helping young people find jobs,
b unce:tain.

¢. a manager in efficiency engineering.

113, . If I am quite sure that a person is unjust or behaving selfishly,
I show him up, even if it takes some trouble.

a. yes, b. in between, Ce NO,

114. I sometimes make foolish remarks in fun, just to surprise people
and see what they will say.

a. yes, be in between, Ce NO.

115. I'would enjoy being a newspaper writer on drama, concerts, opera, etc.

8. Yyes, b. uncertain, Ce NO.

116. I never feel the urge to doodle end fidget when kept sitting still
at a meeting. | |

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

117. If someone tells me something which I know is wrong, I am more
likely to say to myself:
a. "He is a liar,"
b. in between,

c. "Apparently he is misinformed."

118. I feel some punishment is coming to me even when I have done nothing
wrong. '

a. often, b. occasionally, C. never,

119, The idea that sickness comes as much from mental as physical causes
is much exaggerated.

a. yes, b. in between, Ce NO,

120, The pomp and splendor of any big state ceremony are things which
should be preserved. -

a. yes, b, in between, Cs NO.

121. It bothere me if people think I am being too unconventional or odd.

a. a lot, b. somewhat, c. not at all,

122, In constructing something I would rather works

a. with a committee, b. uncertain, ~ Co On my own,
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123, I have periods when it's hard to stop a mood of self-pity.

8. often, b. occasionally, ¢. never,

124. Often I get angry with people too quickly.

a. yes, b. in between, Cs N0,

125, I can always change old habits without difficulty and without
slipping back.

8. yes, b. in between, e no.

126. If the earnings were the same, I would rather bet
8. a lawyer,
b. uncertain,

c. a navigator or pilot.

127. "Better" is to "worst" as "slower" is to

a. fast, b. best, c. quickest.

128, Which of the following should come next at the end of this row of
letters: x0000Xx000%Xxx?

a. OXxXx, b. ooxx, Ce X000,

129. Vhen the time comes for something I have planned and looked forward
to, I occasionally do not feel up to going.

a. true, b. in between, ¢. false.

130. I can work carefully on most things without being bothered by
people making a lot of noise around me: ‘

a. yes, b. in between, ¢. no.

131. I occasionally tell strangers things that seem to me important,
regardless of whether they ask about them.

8. yes, b. in between, C. N0,

132, I spend much of my spare time talking with friends about social
events enjoyed in the past.

a. yes, b. in between, C. no.

133, I enjoy doing "daring," fdolhardy things "just for fun."

a. yes, b in between, Ce. N0,

134, I find the sight of an untidy room very annoying.

8. yes, b in between, Cs NO.

135. I consider myself a very sociable, outgoing person.

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.

136. 1In social contacts I3
a. show my emotions as I wish,
b. in between,

¢. keep my emotiong tc¢ myself.
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I enjoy music that is:
a. light, dry, and brisk,
b. in between,

c. emotional and sentimental.

I admire the beauty of a poem more than that of a well-made gun.

a. yes, b. uncertain, Co NO.

If a good remark of mine is passed by, Is
a. let it go,
b. in between,

¢. give people a chance to hear it again.

I would like to work as a probation officer with ecriminals on
parole. '

a. yes, b. in between, Ce NO,

One should be careful about mixing with all kinds of strangers,
since there are dangers of infection and so on.

&. yes, b. uncertain, C. NO.

In travelling abroad, I would rather go on an expertly conducted
tour than plan by myself the places I wish to visit.

8. yes, b. uncertain, C. NO.

I am properly regarded as only a plodding, helf-successful person.

a. yes, b. uncertain, Cs NO,

If people take advantage.of my friendliness, I do not resent it
and I soon forget. '

a. true, b. uncertain, cs false.

If a heated argument develop between other members taking part in

a group discussion, I would:
a. like to see a "winner,"
b. in between,

C. w}sh that it would be smoothed over.
ke

I like to do my planning alone, without interruptions and sugges—
tions from others.

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO,

I sometimes let my actions get swayed by feelings of jealousy.

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.

I believé firmly "the boss may hog always be right, but he always
has the right to be boss.”

a. yes, b. uncertain, C. N0,
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I get tense as I think of all the things lying ahead of me.

a. yes, b. sometimes, C. NO.

If people shout suggestions when I'm playing a game, it doesn't
upset me,

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

It would be more interesting to be:
a. an artist,
b. uncertain,

C. a secretary running a club.

Which of the following words does not properly belong with the
others?

a. any, b. some, Co mogt.

"Flame" is to "heat" as "rose" is to:

a. thorn, . b. red petals, Co 8cent.

I have vivid dreame, disturbing my sleep.

a. often, b. occasionally, ¢. practically never,

If the odds are really against something's being a success, I still
believe in taking the riske.

a. yes, b. in between, Ce. NO.

I like it when I know so well what the group has to do that I
naturally become the one in command.

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.

I would rather dress with quiet correctness than with eye-catching
personal style,

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

An evening with a quiet hobby appeals to me more than a lively party.

a. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

I close my mind to well-meant suggestions of others, even though
I know I shouldn't.

a. occasionally, b. hardly ever, C. never.

I always make it a point, in deciding anything, to refer to basic
rules of right and wrong.

a., yes, b. in between, Cs NO.

I somewhat dislike having a group watch me at worke

a. yes, b. in between, Cs NO.

Because it is not always possible to get things done by gradual,

reasonable methods, it is sometimes necessary to use force.
a. true, b. in betyasn, c. false.
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In school I preferred (or prefer):

a. English, b. uncertain, c. mathematics or arithmetic;

I have sometimes been trdubled by people's saying bad things about
me behind my back, with no grounds at all,

e. yes, b. uncertain, Co NO.

Talk with ordinary, habit-bound, conventional peoples
a. 18 often quite interesting and has a lot to it,
b. in between, '

c. annoys me because it deals with trifles and lﬁcks depth,

Some things make me 80 angry that I find it best not to speak.
a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.

In education, it is more important tos

a. give the child enough affection,

b. in hetween, '

¢s have the child learn desirable habits and attitudes.

People regard me as a'solid, undisturbed person, unmoved by ups
and downs in circumstances.

a. yes, b, in between, Ce NO.

I think society should let reason lead it to new customs and throw
aslde o0ld hebits or mere traditions.

a. yes, be in between, Co NO.

I think i1t is more important in the moderm world to solves
a. the question of moral purpose,

b. uncertain,

c. the political difficulties.

I learn better by:
a. reading a well-written book,
b, in between,

c. joining a group discussion.

I like to go my own way instead of acting on approved rules.
a. true, b. uncertain, ¢c. false.
I like to wait till I am sure thatlwhat I am saying is correct,

before I put forth an argument.
a. always, b. generally, ¢. only if it's practicable.

Small things sometimes "get on my nerves" unbearably, though I
realize they are trivial. v

a. yes, b. in between, C. NO.
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I don't often say things on the spur of the moment that I greatly
regret. '

8. true, b. uncertain, c. false.

If asked to work with a charity drive, I would

‘a. accept, b. uncertain, c. politely say I'm too busy.

Which of the following words does not belong with the others?

‘a. wide,  b. zigzag,  c. straight.

"Soon" is to "never" as "near" is to:

" a. novhere, b. far, C. away.

If T make an awkward social mistake, I can soon forget it.

a. yes, he in between, C. NO.

I am known as an "idea man" who almost always puts forward some
ideas on a problem. |

a. yes, b, in between, C. NO.

I think I am better at showing:

a. nerve in meeting challenges,

'b. uncertain,

c. tolerance of other people's'wishes.

I am considered a very enthusiastic person,

8. yes, b. in between, Co N0,

I like a job that offers change, variety, and travel, even if it
involves some danger.

a8, yes, b. in between, Co NO,.

I am a fairly strict person, insisting on always doing things as
correctly as possible. ’
a. true, b. in between, c. false.

I enjoy work that requires conscientious, exacting skills.

a. yes,  b. in between, Co N0,

I'm the energetic type who keeps busy.

a. yes, b. uncertain, Ce. nNO.

I am sure there are no questions that I have skipped or failed

. to answer properly.

a. yes, b. uncertain, c. no.
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APPENDIX VI.

PERSONAL RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE. -

Please indicate to what extent you agree by putting an X in the appro-
priate D « Try not to fall back on the middle "uncertain" answers
too many times. ‘

l. How often do you pray privately in places other than at Church? (D)
D regularly Dfairly regularly Doccasionally D seldom/never

2. How often do you ask God to forgive your sin? (D)
Dregularly l__-l fairly regularly Doccasionally D seldom/never

3. Private prayer is one of the most important and satisfying aspects
of my religious experience. (D) '
D strongly agree l:]agree Ddisagree D strongly disagree

4. VWhen you have decisions to make in your everyday life, how often
do you try to find out what God wants you to do? (D)(G.S.)
D regularly D fairly regularly D occaeiona_lly D seldom/neve:

5 I frequently feel very close to God in prayer, during public worship,
or at important moments in my daily life. (D)

D strongly agree D agree D disagree Dstrongly disagree

6. How often have you taken Holy Communion (The Lord's Supper, The
Bucharist) during the past year? (C.A.) _
D regularly D fairly regularly Doccasionally I:l eeldom/nevez

Te During the last year, how many Sundays per month on the average have

you gone to a worship service? (C.A.)(Scoring reversed)

Dnone Dl DZ 3ormore.

8., If not prevented by unavoidable clrcumstances, I attend Church: (C A, )

D more than once Dabout once DZ or 3 times Dless than onc
a week a week a month a month

9. How would you rate your activity in your congregation? (0.A.)

Dvery active. G active Dslight a.ctive :I inactive

10, How often do you spend evenings at Church meetings or in Church
work? (O.A.)

regularly D fairly regularly Doccaeionally Deeldom/never

11. I enjoy working in the activities of the Church, (0.A.)
D strongly agree Dagree Ddisagree E] strongly disagree

12. Church activities (meetinge, comnittee work, etc.) are a major source

of satisfaction in my life. (0.A.)
D strongly agree D agree D disagree Dstrongly disagree
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I keep pretty well informed about my congregation and have some
influence on its decisions. (0.A.)

D strongly agree D agree [: disagree Detrongly disagree

List the church offices, committees, or johs of any kind in which

~ you served during the past 12 months: (0.A.)

a).... d) Geecestesstsesessscsassssessas
b) Cessescnsrsstsacsensensesns e) L S O

c) Gecsesessssescsssssanansns f) D

Last year, approximetely what per cent of your income was contri-~
buted to the Church? (F) (Scoring reversed)

Dl%or less 52-4% D5-975 Dlo%orm"ore

How often do you read literature about your faith (or church)? (G.S.)

D frequently D occasionally D rarely D never

I make financial contributions to Church: (F)

D in regular Dirreg’ularly but G irregularly and D seldom or
planned fairly often only occasionally never
amounts '

How often do you read the Bible? (G.S.)(B.)

D regularly D fairly regularly [:I occasionally D seldom/never

During the last year, what was your average monthly contribution
towards your congregation and/or other Christian organizations?
(F) (Scoring reversed). .

[:],under 81 [ under RS '[:] R10 [::] above R10

In proportion to your'incon']e, do you consider that your contributions
to the church are: (F)

D generous I:] substantial D modest | D small

I try hard to grow in understanding of what it means to live as a
child of God. (G.S.) _ :
strongly agree Dagree D disagree D strongly disagree

During the last year, how often have you made contributions to the
Church in addition to the general budget and Sunday School? (F)
Ej regularly [:] fairly regularly [—_-I occasionally D never

The amount of time I spend trying to grow in understending of my
faith is: (G.S.) , _
very much D above average D not much D little or none -

I try hard to carry my religion over into all my other dealings
in life. (G.S.) |
strongly agree D agree D disagree [:: strongly disagree




- 25.

26,

27,

28,

29,

30.
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How often in the last year have you shared with another christisan

the problems and joys of trying to live a life of faith in God?(B)

D regularly D fairly frequently D occasionally l: seldom/never

How often have you personally tried to convert someone to faith in
Jesus Christ (God)? (B)

regularly D fairly frequently E] occasionally D seldom/never

How often do you talk about religion with your friends, neighbours,
or fellow workers? (B)

regularly fairly frequently occasionally seldom/never
When faced by decisions regarding social_ problems, how often do you
seek guidance from statements and publications provided by the
Church? (B) |

(] regularly D fairly frequently Doccasionally D seldom/never |

How often do you talk with the pastor (or some other official) about
some part of the worship service: e.g. the sérmon, scripture, choice
of hymns, etc. (B) L

regularly D fairly frequently D occasionallyDseldom/never

During the last year, how often have you visited someone in need,
besides your own relatives? (B) , _
E regularly D fairly frequently D occasionallyl seldom/never

*D = Devotionalism; C.A. = Church Attendance; 0.A, = Organigzational
Activity; F = Financial Support; G.S. = Growth and Striving;
B = Talking and Reading about Religion (Behaviour)o





