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ABSTRACT

Religion can strongly impact people�s worldviews.  Although religion ha

implications, it is also associated with intergroup tension and conflict.  Igue that people vary in

the degree to which religion influences their worldview and that this indivi

have important implications for understanding religious prejudice.  For peop

religious worldviews (RWV), religious outgroups may threaten their foundational beliefs a

approach to the world, which may heighten outgroup antipathy and avoidance.  T

ideas, I developed and validated a measure of RWV and then assessed the role

religious prejudice.  In Study 1A, the RWV scale demonstrated high reliability, conver

validity, and was related to religious prejudice.  Further, RWV was a strong

prejudice against Atheists which are likely perceived as the most threatenin

bypeople with a strong RWV.  In Study 1B, RWV predicted other RWV maintenanc

such as decreased support for science, increased religious intolerance, and i

aggression toward a religious outgroup.  In Study 2, Christian participants anticipated interacting

with an Atheist, Christian, or control (no religion) confederate.  Consisten

protect their worldview, people with a strong RWV were more interested in av

with the Atheist compared to the other conditions.  People with a weak RWV did not diffe

their reactions to the different confederates.  These findings indicate that

subjugation of religious outgroups may serve as a means of worldview preserv

people.  The implications of these findings for the perpetuation of interfaith p

aggression will be discussed.
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For most of us, religious prejudice is visible in our world without ope

psychology journal.  Some of the most heinous acts of violence in history such as the Crusade

the Holocaust, and the ongoing Palestinian-Israeli conflict have been committed on the bas

religious differences.  The present work examines whether a religious worldv

may be an important cause of religious prejudice.  People are heavily invested in t

worldviews and actively protect them and the psychological benefits they pro

people�s worldviews can come from many sources, for some people, their relig

important source.  The present work tests the idea that people whose worldview i

shaped by their religion may protect that religious worldview (RWV) by derog

religious outgroup members (i.e. religious prejudice).  In so doing, the precontributes

both to a better understanding of religious prejudice as well as a better un

as a worldview and the worldview protection strategies that accompany a RWV.

Religious Prejudice

Of course, religious prejudice is not the onlyconsequence of religion.  There are many

benefits of religion as well.  One positive aspect of religion is that it pr

religious people by creating a group to which they feel connected (George et

Interestingly, however,this intrapersonal benefit also creates interpersonal proble

outgroups to which a person does not belong.  Social Identity Theory (Tajfel

asserts that people maintain their identity and self-esteem by acquiring a sense of belonging

within their ingroup and derogating their outgroups. For example, in one stu

participants evaluated another Christian more positively than an Atheist, ev

Christian was less friendly to the participant than the Atheist (Hunter, 2001).Even such

prosocial behaviors such as charity and helping others� which are often associated with

religion� do not tend to extend to others who are perceived to violate the val

religious beliefs (Batson et al., 1999; Jackson & Esses, 1997).  For these reasons, interpersonal

problems with people who do not share one�s religious beliefsareakey problem thatis

associated with religious belief(Exline, 2002).

Further, religious beliefs in and of themselves are connected to religiprejudice.Past

research has demonstrated a clear link between degree of religiosity and rel

that more religious people tend to report greater religious prejudice (Hunsb

2005; Jackson & Hunsberger, 1999).  Although this relationship is found across a range of
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measures of religiosity, the link between religious prejudice and religiosit

found with measures of religious fundamentalism (Hunsberger & Jackson, 2005)

fundamentalism is characterized by a belief that there is one and only one religious t

is absolutely or fundamentally true (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992).  Altemey

suggested that fundamentalism relates to increased prejudice in general beca

religious ethnocentrism or an �us vs. them� mentality that heightens ingroup a

biases.

Although these types of basic intergroup processes likely contribute to

prejudice, it is also likely that religious prejudice differs in importantways from other forms of

prejudice.  Recent work suggests that prejudice originates in the specific t

specific outgroups (Alexander, Brewer, & Herrmann, 1999; Cottrell & Neuberg, 2

al., 2002; Mackie & Smith, 2002; Stephan, & Stephan, 2000).  What threat then, would relig

outgroups pose?  In many ways, religious prejudice is different from many ot

prejudice because religious groups are not formed by characteristics such as

countries of origin, orsexual orientation.  Instead, religions are differentiated by

belief systems.It is possible, then, that some of the negative attitudes toward r

are a means of maintaining one�s belief system in response to a perceived theat to this belief

system.

Worldviews and Worldview Threats

Religious belief systems can be such a strong aspect of people�s founda

the world that they can effectively operate as an entire worldview.  A world

individual�s subjective beliefs and assumptions about reality and his/her existen

reality (Koltko-Rivera, 2004).  Worldviews serve a strong psychological function b

feelings of stability, predictability, and certainty by imbuing the world wing and order.

Indeed, worldviews help people manage stress (Janoff-Bulman, 1989), deflect feelings of

personal uncertainty (McGregor et al., 2001), mitigate concerns of mortality

1997), and maintain self-esteem (Major et al., 2007).

Dueto these important psychological benefits, people are motivated to m

protect their worldview.  One clear example of such motivation is the confir

people search for and attend to information that confirms their pre-existing beliefs.  A recent

meta-analysis demonstrated that people have a clear preference for informatio
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their beliefs and this preference is especially likely if these beliefs are 

are held with conviction (Hart et al.,2009).

It is likely that at some point, however, people will encounter informa

their core beliefs about the way the world works.  An encounter of this type

experience is known as a worldview threat. Because people are motivated to maintain their

worldviews, they respond to worldview threats with cognitive processes and b

combating that threat(Hafer& BŁgue,2005;Hart,Shaver,& Goldenberg,2005;Heine, Proulx,

& Vohs, 2006;Lerner,1980).  For example, following 9/11, people with a strong belief i

world reported greater distress in response to the terrorist attack on the U.S

for revenge (as an attempt to restore justice to the world) than people low iworld

(Kaiser, Vick, & Major, 2004).

Important to the present work, worldview maintenance processes can even

person perception.  For example, Latinos who strongly endorsed a meritocrati� the

belief that hard work is rewarded� blamed their ingroup after being exposed to informat

suggested that discrimination against their ingroup was pervasive (Major et 

study, participants were more willing to change their perceptions of their i

deservingof discrimination rather than change their belief that discrimination

is nonexistent.  People may even change their perception of their self in or

worldview.  For instance, when people believe in a just world and experience bad luck, they

remember more instances in which they acted undesirably (Callan et al., 2009

Religious Worldviews

In addition to providing people with beliefs about the way the world wo

should live his/her life, a religious worldview (RWV) may reach further than other worldviews

by providing people with a sense of certainty about what will happen to them

et al., 2010).Terror Management Theory (Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997)

that all worldviewsattenuate fears of death and that reminding people of their de

to cling more vigorously to their worldviews.  After being reminded of their

compared to less religious people, highly religious people engage in less wofense

(Friedman & Rholes, 2008; Jonas & Fischer, 2006) and don�t derogate a person

their cultural worldview (Norenzayan et al., 2009).Furthermore, religion helps people restor

sense of control and order when they experience the negativeconsequences of feeling low levels
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of personal control (Kay et al., 2010).  Finally, religion provides benefici

especially if one is feeling uncertain about oneself and one�s life (Hogg, Ad

2010).  Thus, a RWV servesimportant psychological functions beyond many other form

worldview and is therefore particularly worth protecting.

In addition to being a worldview that is particularly worthy of protect

even more susceptible to worldview threats thanother worldviews.  Religion is, by definiti

based on faith rather than proof.  A RWV, then, is likely more tenuous than 

worldviews and indeed, one of the most common psychological �struggles� that

create for a religious person is the mere struggle to continue believing, despite any d

evidence supporting those beliefs (Exline, 2002).  This may be because RWVs a

gathering information from other people (both directly and through religious

peoplewill often give varying information about what to believe.  Thus, maint

may require additional maintenance efforts because it is more fragile than o

may also be particularly susceptible to threats posed by people who have contradictory beliefs.

What responses do people have when they do encounter a RWV threat?  In g

religious people respond with greater negative affect after reading an antir

less religious people (van den Bos et al., 2006).This relationship is strengthened when peop

are made to feel uncertain by being asked to describe how they felt during a

uncertain about something.  Highly religious people experience strong feelin

they feel uncertain while reading an antireligious statement (van den Bos et al., 2

Furthermore, people high in religious fundamentalism think less complexly ab

people low in religious fundamentalism (Hunsberger et al., 1996).  To the ex

fundamentalism is related to a RWV, this suggests that people with a strong R

dismiss or cognitively avoid information that threatens their RWV rather tha

fully.Threats to a RWV, then, are related to feelings of uncertainty and may be obstructed by

automatic cognitive processes.

Importantly, however, van den Bos et al., (2006) only assessed reaction-

religious statement; they did not measure reactions to the author of the sta

differences in RWV affect interpersonal relationships and interactions?  In genera

considered a taboo or conflict-inducing topic and is often avoided in conversations, e

intimate relationships (Baxter & Wilmot, 1985; Knobloch & Carpenter-Theune, 2004).  Topics
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that are avoided in interactions are often avoided as an attempt to minimize

self or the relationship(Afifi & Guerrero, 2000; Golish & Caughlin, 2002).  Married couples

with different RWVs may avoid the topic of religion to protecttheir relationship.  Indeed,

interfaith marriages have higher dissolution rates than intrafaith marriages

1993).  Furthermore, similarity in beliefs and practices predict stability i

(Lehrer & Chiswick, 1993).  Itis likely, though, that discussing religion with people

different RWV may also entail a threat to the self because people also avoid

with people whom they do not have a serious relationship with to protect.  W

rememberdiscussing religion with another person in general, they remember th

being more uncomfortable the more that that person�s religious beliefs diffe

(Mikkelson & Hesse, 2009).  It appears, then, that people do not enjoy discussing religion with

people from different religious backgrounds and that this is partially due t

posed to the self.

In many ways, religious outgroup members represent a threat to one�s R

understanding that other people believe something very different than you is threateni

it suggests on some level that your beliefs might be wrong.There are several strategies people

might use in order to maintain their RWV when faced with religious outgroup mThey

mayavoid religious outgroup members altogether and thereby avoid acknowledg

alternative belief systems.  They may derogate religious outgroup members an

the alternative belief system.  They may also even aggress against religious outgroup members in

an attempt to repress or even annihilate the alternative belief systems.

Supporting such responses to threats to religious beliefs, one study examined how

Christians responded to a threatto their religionby having them read an article depicting the

Muslim takeover of the Christian holy city Nazareth.  Some of the participan

subsequently informed that a group of Muslims had died in a plane crash and t

did not show increased death thought accessibility like those who only read the article on the

Muslimization of Nazareth.  The authors of this study suggest that believing

members have died neutralizes the negative effects (increased death thought a

RWV threat can have(Hayes, Schimel, &Williams, 2008).  This study did not make impor

distinctions in the degree to which religion influenced the Christian partic
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however, and also portrayed the Muslim takeover of Nazareth as somewhat mili

mayhave contributed to the effects. Important questions therefore remain un

The present work has two main goals.  The first is to develop and valid

RWV.  Religious outgroup members should be particularly threatening to peoplreligion

strongly influences their worldview so a measure to assess this is necessary

many measures of religiosity, there are none to my knowledge that specifical

degree to which a person�s religion influences his/her worldview.  Study 1A validates a measure

of RWV.  The second goal is to assess the ways in which people with a strong

religious outgroups and other threats to their RWV.  Studies 1A and 1B exami

between RWV and a range of RWVmaintenance strategies that I predict will be relat

Specifically, it is predicted that compared to people with a weak RWV, peopl

RWV will report more religious prejudice, less religious tolerance, less sup

more support for aggression toward a religious outgroup.  Study 2 will then a

relates to attitudes toward an expected interaction with a religious outgrou

predicted that compared to people with a weak RWV, people with a strong RWVwill be more

likely to derogate the religious outgroup memberand to want to avoid the interaction altog

Taken together, these studies would provide support for the idea that if rel

person�s worldview, religious prejudice may be used as a worldview maintenance strategy.

Study 1A

Overview

The purpose of Study 1A was to develop and validate a measure of RWV an

preliminary evidence that RWV is related to prejudice toward religious outgr

were created to assess religious worldview.  Participants completed these items a

measures of religiosity and measures of prejudice.

Development of the scale focused on creating items to tap into three ma

worldviews� knowledge, morality, andpurpose in life.  Religion can influence people�

worldviews by providing them with knowledge about how the world was created a

An example knowledge item is, �My religious leaders give me important inform

world�.  Religion can also influence people�s moral worldviews by outlining what is

wrong.  An example morality item is, �My morals come from my religion�.   Th

aspect of worldviews that religion can influence is purpose in life because r
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imbue one�s life with meaning and a sense of purpose.  An example purpose it

purpose of my life is to do my God�s work on earth�.  (See Appendix A for thRWV scale).

These three dimensions of worldview were expected to load onto three separatfactors of the

scale.

In order to demonstrate the convergent validity of the RWV scale, sever

of religiosity were administered including the Revised Religious Fundamental

(Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004), the Revised Religious Orientation Scale (I/E-R) (Gorsuch &

McPherson, 1989),and 4 items assessing general religiosity via religious behavi

strength and importance of the participants� religious beliefs.  It was expe

measures of religiositywould correlate with the RWV scale.

The Revised Religious Fundamentalism Scale aims to measure �the belief that there is

one set of religious teachings that clearly contains the fundamental,basic, intrinsic, essential,

inerrant truth about humanity and deity� (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992, pg. 118).  One way

that people who have a strong religious worldview may protect their worldvie

validity of other religions by endorsing fundamentalist beliefs.  Therefore, 

religious worldview should be more likely to endorse religious fundamentalism.  T-R scale

measures a person�s intrinsic versus extrinsic orientation toward their reli

religiosity is often characterized by people who �live� their religion and ah it is similar to a

religious purpose to life, it also includes items that seem to assess valenc

enjoy reading about my religion�).  People who have a strong religious world

likely to embrace their religion and, thus, endorse intrinsic religiosity.  Extrinsic relig

the other hand, is often characterized by people who �use� their religion.  Go

McPherson (1989) further dichotomized extrinsic religiosity into two subcate� using

one�s religion for social benefits (Es) (e.g. making friends at church) and using o

personal benefits (Ep) (e.g. falling back on religion during difficult times

is less conceptually related to a RWV, so it was therefore expected tobe less correlated with

RWV than the other 2 scales.  Participants also completed questions assessin

religiosity, which asked about their frequency of prayer, attendance at thei

the strength and importance of their religious beliefs.

The second goal of Study 1A was to gather preliminary evidence for the i

is associated with religious prejudice, but not all forms of prejudice.  Mea
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against 5 different religious groups and 1 racial group were included in the questionnaire packe

People with a strong religious worldview should be particularly prejudiced a

outgroups but strength of RWV should not matter when assessing prejudice aga

outgroups.

If religious prejudicearises out of a desire to protect one�s religious worldv

relationships between RWV and prejudice toward a specific religious group sh

when measuring prejudice against a group whose worldview differs the most fr

the ingroup.For example, Atheists don�t believe in any religion or deity and ma

the biggest threat to a Christian�s worldview.  Atheists� worldviews are bas

completely different than religion and are therefore necessarily highly contrary to a religious

person�s worldview.  Jews, on the other hand, have a relatively similar reli

Christians because Christianity originated out of Judaism.  A religious outg

are only moderately similar to Christians in that they view the world through a religi

have a different set of religious beliefs and morality to guide them throughIt would

therefore be expected thatamong Christians, the association between RWV and prejudicainst

Atheists would be the strongest, prejudice against Hindus would be moderate, a

against Jews would be the weakest.  Although we measured prejudice toward Mu

of recent conflicts between the U.S. and Muslim extremists, I did not make predictions regarding

responses to Muslims.  Responses toward Muslims are likely currently influen

factors than the other groups.

Method

Participants.Eighty-five undergraduate Psychology students participated in S

exchange forpartial course credit.  The participants were 55% female, 71% White

8% Hispanic, 7% Asian, and 5% other or mixed race.  They self-identified as 75% Christian,

15% Atheist/Agnostic, 8% Jewish, and 1% Islamic.

Materialsand Procedure.Participants were run in groups in a large classroom wit

more than thirty participants in each session.

Participants completed the RWV scale (see Appendix D), the 12-item Revised Religious

Fundamentalism Scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004)(� = .95), and the14-item Revised

Religious Orientation Scale (Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989) (Intrinsic � = .87, E

� = .81, Extrinsic-social � = .87, Extrinsic-personal � = .83).  For all of these measures,
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participants were asked to rate their agreement to the statements on 1 (strongly disagree) to 7

(strongly agree) scales.  In the demographics section at the end of the stud

completed 4 items measuring their general religiosity that asked about their

attendance at their place of worship, and the strength and importance of their re�

all rated on a 1 to 10 scale with higher scores indicating greater religiosi

To assess prejudice toward social groups, participants rated how much t

statements such as, �I would never vote for a Jewish person for president� an

and non-Jewish people are inherently equal� (reverse scored) on a 1 (strongly d

(strongly agree) scale.(See Appendix Efor all items).There were 7 items for each social group

and these items were combined to form a measure of prejudice for each of the

religious groups included Atheists (� = .88), Jews (� = .81), Muslims (� = .

and Christians (� = .51).  For the 7 items assessing attitudes toward a racial outgroup, n-Black

participants were instructed to answer the questions about Black people and B

were instructed to answer the questions about White people (� = .80).

Participants completed all of the religious questionnaires and all of the attitude

assessments at once but the order of these was counterbalanced.  Some partic

questions about their religiosity first and other participants answered ques

attitudes toward social groups first.  At the end of the packet was a demographics

assessing sex, race, age, and religious group membership.

Results and Discussion

RWV Scale Validation

The first goal of Study 1A was to develop and validate a measure of relous worldview.

An exploratory factor analysis with an oblimin rotation was conducted on the

examine whether the three aspects of worldviewthat were included in the measure of religi

worldview� knowledge, morality, and purpose in life� would load onto three separate factor

An examination of the scree plot indicated that the RWV scale represented a s

first factor had an eigenvalue of 12.88 and accounted for 64% of the varianc

factors resulted in a factorthat consisted of only one item.  In addition, the resulti

were uninterpretable and, overall, the items did not load as would be expect

dimensions of worldview.  The results of the factor analyses indicate that wligion
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influences people�s worldviews, it does so in a very broad and overarching m

into many aspects of a person�s approach to their world.

A reliability analysis was then conducted on the 20 items of the RWV sc

demonstrated high reliability, however, this reliability was increased by excl�

�My morality can NOT be taught to me, it must come from within me.�  This it

correlations with the other items and was also the item mentioned above thatonto a

separate factor all to itself in the factor analysis.  The item was reverse-scored and was meant to

assess an internal vs. external (religious) base for morality.  It is possib

with a strong RWV were also in high agreement with the idea that morality is an internal m

and therefore agreed with the item.  As a result, the item was removed from t

used in future examinations.  The resulting 19 item scale that was used for 

was highly reliable (� = .97).

Next, the convergent validity of the RWV scale was assessed in relation

measures of religiosity.  All non-Christians were excluded from these analyses because s

the measures used to demonstrate convergent validity have only been validated for use with

Christian populations.  This selection left 64 self-identified Christians for the analyses.  Th

Christian participants had an average RWV of 4.68 (SD = 1.37).

As was predicted, RWV was significantly correlated with most of the measures of

religiosity.  RWV was correlated strongly and positively with intrinsic relir= .87,p<

.001, and fundamentalism,r= .84,p< .001.  RWV was less strongly correlated with extr

religiosity,r= .37,p= .003.  When extrinsic religiosity was broken down into its two

components as suggested by Gorsuch and McPherson (1989), RWV was correlated 

personal benefits component of extrinsic religiosity,r= .38,p= .002, but was not significantly

correlated with the social benefits component of extrinsic religiosity,r= .19,p= .13.  The

correlations between RWV and extrinsic religiosity support the idea that a r

may aid the ability to use one�s religion in times of sorrow or need but tha

necessary to use religion as an opportunity for social networking.RWV was also related to the 4

item assessment of general religiosity as well as the individual items.  RWV p

at place of worship,r= .67,p< .001, prayer frequency,r= .81,p< .001, importance of religious

beliefs,r= .89,p< .001 and strength of religious beliefs,r= .85,p< .001.  Combining these 4

items yielded a highly reliable measure of general religiosity (� = .92) whi
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related to RWV,r= .85,p< .001.(See table 1 for the means, standard deviations, and-values

associated with each measure andtest of significance).

These analyses confirm that the RWV scale is a valid and reliable measu

that taps into a religious way of viewing and interacting with the world wit

distinct constructs as using religion to meetsocial needs.

RWV and Prejudice

After the scale was validated, the prediction that RWV is related to se-reported

measures of prejudice toward religious outgroups but is unrelated to prejudi

religious ingroup or a racial outgroup was tested.  When assessing prejudice against a relig

outgroup, all of the members of that group were excluded from that analysis s

outgroup members were reporting their attitudes toward the group.  The relat

RWV and prejudice against the religious ingroup was only tested for Christians beca

Christians make up the majority (75%) of the Study 1A sample.  No participan

from the analysis of racial prejudice because participants answered these qu

peopleif they were not Black and about White people if they were Black.

As was predicted, RWV correlated with prejudice against all of the reli

The means andrvalues can be found in Table 2.  RWV was correlated the stronges

prejudice against Atheists,r= .61,p< .001.  This is consistent with the idea that Athe

believing that all religions are completely false, represent the biggest thr

person�s religious worldview.  RWV was also related to prejudice toward Jews,r= .47,p< .001,

Muslims,r= .37,p< .001, and Hindus,r= .50,p< .001.  Thus, RWV was strongly related to

prejudice against all religious outgroups.The relationship between RWV was only slightly

stronger for prejudice against Hindus than Jews, which supplied modest support for the

prediction that the relationship would be stronger the more that a religious

differs from one�s own RWV.However, it is likely that prejudice toward Hindus is c

by the tendency for most Hindusto beperceived asboth racial and national outgroups to mos

our participants in addition to a religious outgroup.

An alternative way to assess the idea that religious prejudice depends b

to which religion influences a person�s worldview as well as the degree to which a religio

outgroup�s worldview differs from this person�s worldview would be to assess

prejudice levels between religious outgroups at both high and low levels of 
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Christians were selected out and a median split divided the participants into stro

(average of 5 or greater on RWV scale) and weak RWV (average less than 5 on R

repeated measures analysis then tested levels of prejudice toward Atheists, Hi

withthe categorical RWV variable as a between subjects factor.  The analysis

interaction between target of prejudice and RWV,F(2, 62) = 7.62,p= .001.  To follow up this

interaction, a repeated measures ANOVA of target of prejudice was assessedseparately among

Christians with a strong and weak RWV.  Among Christians with a weak RWV, th

effect of target of prejudice,F(2, 34) = 13.48,p< .001 withhigher levels of prejudice being

reported towardAtheists (M = 2.98)andHindus (M = 2.87)as compared toJews (M = 2.25).

The effect of target of prejudice was much greater, however, for Christians 

F(2, 26) = 29.01,p< .001.  Christians with a strong RWV also reported the most pr

against Atheists (M = 4.32), followed by Hindus (M = 3.36), followed by Jews (M = 2.70)and

the differences betweeneach of thegroups were much higher for Christians with a strong

than Christians with a weak RWV.  These results are based on the assumption, h

Christians,Atheists are perceived as having the most different RWV, followed by

followed by Jews, but a direct assessment of how these groups are perceivedis necessary to truly

test this idea.

When assessing prejudice against a religious ingroup, RWV was unrelated to prejudice

against Christians among the Christian participants,r= -.12,p= .33.  Although one might

predict that RWV would be significantly but negatively related to prejudice 

ingroup, there was somewhat of a floor effectwith this measure (M = 1.40,SD = .54) suggesting

that Christians, regardless of the degree to which religion influenced their

agree with the strong negative valence of the attitude measures.  RWV was al

negative attitudestoward a racial outgroup,r= .09,p= .43, supporting the idea that RWV is

only a reliable predictor of religious prejudice and not prejudice in genera

Study 1A accomplished several important aspects of the research program

measure ofreligious worldview and demonstrated a relationship between RWV and r

prejudice.  RWV was related to prejudice toward all religious outgroups, but

prejudice toward the religious ingroup or a racial outgroup.  Furthermore, tship

between RWV and religious prejudice was strongest for groups whose worldview 

the most different from the majority of our participants�.Study 1A, then, provides preliminary
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support for the idea that religious prejudice is a response toa religious worldview threat and tha

religious prejudice levels depend both on the degree to which a person�s rel

worldview and the degree to which the target of their prejudice differs in t

worldview.

Study 1B

Overview

The purpose of Study 1B was a follow up to Study 1A to further assess h

to other potential RWV protection strategies.  Specifically, it was predicte

related to less support for science, less religious tolerance, and moresupport for aggression

toward Muslims.

Most RWVs entail a description of a world that contradicts what the sci

our world indicates.  The evolution vs. creationism debate is one such contr

extent that scientific findings contradict people�s RWV, people with a strong RWV like

perceive science as a worldview threat and would therefore be less intereste

scientific research than people with a weak RWV.

To further develop the theory that religious prejudice stems from a RWV threat, Study

1B also examined two other possible RWV maintenance strategies that are conn

prejudice.  Permitting religious outgroups to express their religious belief

beliefs and practices into the national culture would also be threatening to people wi

RWV.  Religious intolerance or suppression of religious outgroups is therefo

maintenance strategy likely used by people with a strong RWV.

Further, aggression is a particularly harsh but possibly effective strategy to s

even eradicate the worldview threat that is posed by religious outgroup memb

aggression toward religious outgroup members was measured directly, however, t

likelybe a floor effect (i.e. people are unlikely to agree to statements that

killed).  In order to increase the variance in the measure of support for ag

religious outgroup member, support for aggression toward Muslims in connection to terrorism

was measured.  It was predicted that RWV would be positively related to supp

aggression.

To test these predictions, participants completed the RWV scale and 19 i

support for these three RWV protection strategies.
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Method

Participants.Forty-nine undergraduate Psychology students participated in St

exchange for partial course credit.  The participants were 61% male, 78% Whi

Hispanic, 2% Asian, 4% other or mixed race and had an average age of 19.  They self-identified

as 88% Christian, 6% Atheist/Agnostic/Spiritual, 4% Jewish, and 2% Taoist.

Materialsand Procedure.Participants were run in groups in a large classroom

more than thirty participants in each session.

Participants first completed the 19 items that assessed support for the v

protection strategies on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) scale

the first 8 assessed religious intolerance with items such as, �This is a Christian nation and

people just need to deal with it,� (� = .73).  The next 6 items assessed support for aggr

against Muslims connected to terrorism with items such as, �When interrogati

Fundamentalists, it is sometimes okay to use practices that some may conside

The last5 items assessed support for science with items such as, �The governme

obligation to support scientific research in our country,� (� = .56).  (See Appendix Ffor all

items).

Participants then completed the 19 item RWV scale (� = .97) on a 1 (strgly disagree) to

9 (strongly agree) scale. At the end of the packet was a demographics questi

sex, race, age, and religious group membership.

Results and Discussion

To assess support for science and support for aggression against Muslimall participants

were included in these analyses because in theory, science could be a threat

Muslims would be a threat to the RWV of all non-Muslims (and all of the participants were n-

Muslim).  When assessing religious intolerance, allnon-Christians were excluded from these

analyses because these items were specific to intolerance of anything non-Christian.  This

exclusion left 39 Christians for the intolerance analysis.

As was predicted, RWV was related to less support for science,r= -.44,p< .01, more

religious intolerance,r= .52,p< .01, and more support for aggression against Muslimsr= .50,

p< .001.  (See Table 3 for means, standard deviations, and tests of signifi

provide further support for the ideathat people with a strong RWV are motivated to prote
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worldview and will do so by decreasing their support for science, being more

religions, and even increasing their support of aggression toward a religiou

Study 2

Overview

In Study 1, RWV was related to more prejudice toward religious outgroup

other responses consistent with the desire to protect a RWV. I was next inte

how people with a strong RWV respond when faced with a religious outgroup member.

Specifically, the purpose of Study 2 was to test what worldview protection s

a strong RWV might employ when expecting an interaction with a religious out

When encountering a religious outgroup member, peoplewith a strong RWV might derogate or

altogether avoid contact with religious outgroup members who they perceive a

fundamental approach to the world.  Derogating religious outgroup members wo

make any worldview threateninginformation or views held by the religious outgroup m

less threatening because the source of this information or views would be vi

reputable.  However, an even safer (and more expeditious) approach may be to

outgroup member altogether and thereby avoid having to acknowledge the support of

alternative worldview.  Thus, it is possible that people with a strong RWV wo

worldview threat posed by a religious outgroup member by simply avoiding tha

To test theseideas, participants were led to believe they were going to int

another person.  Before meeting the person, they viewed a video of that pers

confederate) who mentioned being either an Atheist, a Christian, or who made

religion.  They then answered questions about their interaction partner and t

participating in the upcoming interaction.  RWV and general religiosity were

how RWV affected the participants� attitudes toward the confederate and the upcoming

interaction.  It was predicted that among Christians, RWV would be related t

derogation of and more negative reactions to the anticipated interaction wit

would be unrelated to derogation or reaction to theanticipated interaction in either of the o

two conditions.  To increase support for the idea that some of this religiou

directly related to a RWV, and not just religiosity in general, it was expec

would be found when controlling for general religiosity.
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Method

Participants and Design.Eighty-eight undergraduate students participated in Stu

exchange for course credit.  Out of these participants, 19 did not identify 

this study used Atheists as a religious outgroup and Christians as a religious ingr

non-Christians were excluded from the analyses.  An additional participant wa

because he/she indicated that he/she personally knew the confederate in the s

These exclusions left 68 self-identified Christians for analyses.  The remaining

participants were 72% female, 72% White, 10% Black, 10% Hispanic, 2% Asian, a

race and had an average age of 19 years. The design of the study was a conti

(Religious Group Membership of Confederate) quasi-experimental design.

Materials and Procedure.Participants were told they would be participating i

about meeting people online.  They were told they would be having an interac

student but that they would first view a video of this person introducing him

similar to some social networking websites.  All participants were shown a p

a same-sex White confederate of average attractiveness.

Religious group membership condition was manipulated through the prerecord

of the confederate.  In all of the conditions, the confederates gave the exa

description of themselves, with one important difference.  The confederates s

belonged to a student organization.  The organization that they said they be

an Atheist organization (religious outgroup condition), Christian organizati

condition), or scuba diving club (control condition).  This fact was mentioned about ¾ of the

way through the video.  The remainder of the confederates� script mentioned t

growing up in Orlando, playing intramural soccer, living in the dorms, and e

music and hanging out with friends.

After viewing the video, participants then indicated the extent to whic

statements about the confederate and the upcoming interaction on a 1 (strong

(strongly agree) scale.  Seven of these items tapped into participants� overall

impression/derogation of their partner using items such as, �I don�t think t

smart,� �I don�t think I can trust this person,� and �I find this person to b

(reverse scored)(� = .79).  Eight items assessed the participant�s desire to avo
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and irritation with having to endure the interaction� �I am frustrated that I have to partici

in this interaction,� and �I am looking forward to this interaction� (reverse scored) (� = .76).

Finally, the participants completed the RWV scale and a demographics qu

included the same measure of general religiosity as Study 1A (� = .82).  The

assess RWV in Study 2 was changed to a 1 (strongly disagree) to 9 (strongly agree) scale 

.96).  An open-ended manipulation check was included in the demographics questio

asked participants what student organization the confederate said he/she bel

After all data collectionwas complete, participants were informed that there wa

actually another participant, were fully debriefed, and thanked.

Results

All participants correctly answered the manipulation check questions ex

participants in the control condition who answered �soccer� instead of �scuba diving�.  B

these participants were in the control condition and the confederate did men

intramural soccer, they were included in the analyses.

In order to assess the effects of RWV in expected inter/intra-faith interactions in

regression, two dummy coded variables were created.  One dummy code compared

condition to the control condition and the other compared the Christian cond

condition.  These two dummy codes, RWV, their interactions, and the measure of general

religiosity were entered into a regression equation to assess the effects of

confederate and the anticipated interaction while controlling for general re

The analysis ofthe general ratings of the confederate revealed only a main e

dummy code contrasting the Atheist from the control condition,�= .48, p < .01.Regardless of

RWV, the Christian participants derogated the Atheist confederate (M = 4.15) more thanthe

control confederate (M = 3.13).  There were no differences in ratings of the confed

the Christian condition(M = 3.07) and the control condition,p= .92.  Direct comparison of the

Atheist and Christian conditions revealed thatparticipants also derogated the Atheist more tha

the Christian,t(41) = 3.61,p< .01.

When these factorswere assessed in relation to attitudes toward interacting

confederate, however, RWV interacted with the dummy code comparing the control condition t

theAtheist condition,�= .31,p= .05.The desire to avoid the interaction was not affec

any of the other predictors. To probe theinteraction, desire to avoid theinteraction between the
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Atheistconditionand control conditionwas assessedat 1SD below and above the mean level of

RWV (M = 5.28)(See Figure 1).Among participants with a weak RWV, condition did not

affect desire to avoidinteractingwith the person in the video,�= -.16,p= .48.In contrast,

participants with a strong RWV reported stronger desire to avoid the interaction with t

partner if their partner was an Atheist (� = 4.13) than if their partner was a scuba diver � =

3.04),�= .49,p= .02.It is also worth noting that RWV did not interact with the d

comparing the control condition to the Christian condition.

Discussion

In this study, Christian participants across the board rated the Atheis

than either of the other two groups.  These results indicate that derogation

members takes place regardless of levels of RWV.  This form of outgroup disl

stem more from simple ingroup-outgroup biases and the desire to promote one�s ingrou

derogating outgroups (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).

When assessing the desire to avoid interacting with a religious outgroup member,

however, the degree to which the participants� religion influenced their wor

they felt about an upcoming interaction with a religious outgroup member.  C

whose religion had little impact on their fundamental approach to the world did n

feelings about interacting with a religious outgroup member, a religious ing

control confederate.

In contrast, Christian participants whose worldviewwas strongly influenced by their

religion reported a stronger desire to avoid the interaction with the Atheis

confederate who made no mention of religion.  Further, these effects were fo

controlling for a measure of generalreligiosity.  These results indicate that avoidance

outgroup members is a strategy used specifically by people with a strong rel

a means to protect that worldview from the threatening information and views

a differing worldview.

General Discussion

The present work provides support for theargumentthat religion has a powerful

influence on some people�s worldviews and that this influence leadsthesepeople to engage in

worldview maintenance strategies including the derogation and avoidance of religious o

For those who base their worldviews on their religion, religious outgroup me
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of alternative worldviews may be perceived as undermining one�s existing wor

current work explored whether religious prejudice is one strategy that people u

threat posed by religious outgroup members.  Across three studies, a measure

related to more religious prejudice, including derogation, suppression, avoice, and even

aggression toward religious outgroups.

Study 1A developed and validated a highly reliable measure of RWV that s

predicted religious prejudice but not racial prejudice.  In Study 1A, religi

depended on both RWV levels and the degree to which the religious outgroup�s RWV d

from the majority of the participants� RWV.  Study 1B demonstrated associati

and worldview protection strategies such as a decreased support for science, i

intolerance, and increased support for aggression against Muslims among nonMu

assessed how RWV levels relate to a person�s reaction when expecting to inte

religious outgroup member.  Christians with a strong RWV expressed the desirto avoid

interacting with an Atheist.  In contrast, Christians with a weak RWV did no

heightened desire to avoid the religious outgroup member.  Taken together, t

that people with a strong RWV may derogate, avoid, suppress, and even aggress against religious

outgroup members in order to protect their own RWV.

These findings have important implications for interfaith interactions a

People with a strong RWV who avoid religious outgroup members as a means to pt their

RWV may perpetuate prejudice and interfaith tension.  Intergroup contact is o

effective routes to prejudice reduction (Doerr et al., in press; Pettigrew &

avoiding such contact eliminates this opportunity for prejudice reduction.  Engaging in interfait

interactions with a motivation to aggress against a religious outgroup membe

for interfaith relations.  Religious prejudice at the level of aggression in

and has the potential to develop into large-scale conflict.

These findings do have some promising implications, however, in that th

the quality of interfaith interactions may be improved if people focus on si

RWVs.  Most people share many ofthe same values (e.g., refraining from harming othe

many religions have similar tenets and overarching philosophies.  If people wi

instead focus on how religious outgroups share important aspects of their wo
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be lessinclined to avoid interfaith interactions and the interactions themselv

potential to go smoothly.

The present findings also pose some interesting questions for future re

example, there are other strategies that a person witha strong RWV might use in order to

maintain and protect their worldview.  One interesting potential strategy is

religious outgroup members are converted into religious ingroup members, the

threat to one�s worldview.  It would be interesting to see, therefore, whether the atte

convert is also a strategy used by people with a strong RWV to protect their

with religious outgroup members.  If so, it would also be interesting to see

attempts influence interfaith interactions.  Although attempting to convert a r

member is a more positive worldview protection strategy than derogating them

the target of the conversion attempt would perceive the attempt as a direct attack on their existing

worldview.  In addition, if the target of an attempt at conversion successfu

could actually end up posing a greater threat to the converter.  It is possi

as a RWV maintenance strategy may also have negative implications for interfaith in

Another important factor to explore is the extent to which religious to

incorporated into a person�s RWV.  Indeed, in interfaith marriages, the more

important part of each person�s religion, the more stable their marriage will b

Chiswick, 1993).  This finding suggests that tolerance as a dimension of RWV, m

important moderator in religious prejudice.  For example, a strong RWV that ehe belief

that there are �many paths� to one end may be a type of RWV that could actua

negative implications of a strong RWV for religious prejudice.

Similarly, the role of organized religion is also a likely moderator ofme

religions or religious leaders specifically teach violence and hatred of rel

members (Ellens, 2007) and may therefore increase the relationship between a

religious prejudice.  Religions can also proscribe prejudice against certaingroups, however and

proscription against religious prejudice could decrease the relationship bet

religious prejudice (Duck & Hunsberger, 1999).  It is important to note, howe

some people may have a strong RWV but also have aworldview that strongly incorporates the

value of tolerance or an organized religion that specifically proscribes rel
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people would still engage in RWV protection strategies, but may instead err t

that do not include religious prejudice.

There are some important limitations of the present study.  One of thes

Christian participants made up the majority of all three samples in the rese

research will need to test these effects inother populations.  It would be particularly use

understand how people without a RWV tend to respond to people with a strong R

atheistic beliefs may also influence their worldviews to varying degrees, an

interesting to seeif people with a strong Atheistic worldview respond in similarly

to people with a strong RWV.

Further, there are many other factors that may contribute to religious p

example, particularly in the post 9/11 United States, Muslims are also perceived as posing a

physical threat to many Christians and are responded to in ways consistent wi

(Unkelbach, Forgas, & Denson, 2008).  For many White Christian Americans, Hi

perceived as both racial and/or national outgroups in addition to a religious outgroup.

Throughout the world, religious groups compete over economic resources, and t

complicate the relationship between RWV and religious prejudice.  The presen

control for these potential other factors and future work should do so.

Despite these limitations, the present work contributes important infor

religion influences people�s worldviews, the ways in which people with a str

religious prejudice to protecttheir worldviews, and the implications of these factors f

interactions.  The work suggests that people�s religion can have a strong in

worldview and that the need to protect this RWV can result in prejudice agais

who endorse an alternative worldview.  By so doing, this work provides a bet

of religion as a worldview and the causes and consequences of religious prej
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations with RWV of Religiosity Measures Among

Christians

________________________________________________________________________

Mean SD r value p value

Measure

RWV 4.68 1.37 1

Fundamentalism 4.02 1.37 .84 <.001

Intrinsic 4.20 1.33 .87 <.001

Extrinsic 3.70 .88 .37 .003

Extrinsic-S 2.83 1.22 .19 .13

Extrinsic-P 4.57 1.09 .38 .002

General R 6.10 2.11 .85 <.001

________________________________________________________________________
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Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations with RWV of Prejudice Measures

________________________________________________________________________

Mean SD r value p value

Group

Atheists 3.46 1.31 .61 <.001

Jews 2.27 1.03 .47 <.001

Muslims 3.14 1.24 .37 <.001

Hindus 2.78 1.21 .50 <.001

Christians 1.40 .54 -.12 .33

Racial Outgroup2.23 1.09 .09 .43

________________________________________________________________________

Note:  Each correlation sample includes all participants who are notmembers of the group.
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Table 3

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations with RWV of RWV Protection Strategies

________________________________________________________________________

Mean SD r value p value

Measure

Supportfor Science 5.86 1.27 -.44 <.01

Religious Intolerance4.90 1.33 .52 <.01

Support for Aggression

Toward Muslims 4.33 1.58 .50 <.001

________________________________________________________________________
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Figure 1.Avoidance of Atheist and control condition as a function of RWV (Stud
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APPENDIX A

STUDY 1 INFORMED CON SENT FORM



27

Informed Consent Form

I freely and voluntarily and without element of force or coercion, consent to be a

participant in the research project entitled �Culture and Society.� This research is being

conducted by Joanna Goplen, psychology graduate student, and Ashby Plant who is a Professor

of Psychology at Florida State University. I understand the purpose of this research is to better

understand people�s culture and attitudes. I understand that if I participate in the projec

be asked to read an article about current events and complete several questionnaires about 

personal beliefs and attitudes. I understand that I must be at least 18 years of age in order to

participate. The total time commitment will be about 30 minutes and I will be compensated b

receiving half a research credit for my time.

I understand that my participation is totally voluntary and I maystop participation at

anytime. If I decide to stop participation, I will still be entitled to the half credit. At 

responses will remain confidential to the extent allowed by law. No individual responses wil

reported. Only group findings will be reported. The data will be stored in locked rooms. I

understand that my responses today will be matched up with my responses to the large

questionnaire packet I completed at the beginning of the semester. After these responses ha

been combined, anyidentifying information tying me to my responses will be destroyed. In

addition, all paper materials will be destroyed within 3 years and all electronic data will 

destroyed within 5 years of when they are completed.

I understand there is a possibilityof a minimal level of risk involved if I agree to

participate in this study. I might experience anxiety completing the questionnaire material

reading the article. The research assistant will be available to talk with me about any emo

discomfort Imay experience, and will explain the experiment in more detail at the end of the

study. I understand there are benefits for participating in this research project. I will b

researchers with valuable insight into students� beliefs, attitudes, and behavior.

I understand that this consent may be withdrawn at any time without prejudice, penalt

or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled. I have been given the right to ask an

answered any inquiry concerning the study. Questions, if any, have been answered to my

satisfaction. I understand that I may contact Joanna Goplen, Florida State University,

Department of Psychology PDB A305, 645-7414, or atgoplen@psy.fsu.eduor Dr. E. Ashby

Plant, Florida State University, PDB A316, 644-5533, or atplant@psy.fsu.edufor answers to

questions about this research or my rights. Group results will be sent to me upon my reques

I have questions about my rights as a participant in this research, or if I feel I have bee

risk, I can contact the Chair of Human Subjects Committee, Institutional Review Board, through

the Office of the Vice President for Research, at (850) 644-8633 or at jjcooper@admin.fsu.edu.

I have read and understand this consent form.

______________________________________ ________________________________

(Participant�s signature) (Date)

FSU Human Subjects Committee approved on 2/19/2010. Void after 10/13/2010. HSC# 2009.3252

FSU Human Subjects Committee Approved on 10/9/2008 Void After 10/7/2009 HSC#

2008.1849

mailto:goplen@psy.fsu.edu
mailto:plant@psy.fsu.edu
mailto:jjcooper@admin.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX B

STUDY 2 INFORMED CON SENT FORM
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Informed Consent Form

I freely and voluntarily and without element of force or coercion, consent to be a

participant in the research project entitled �Culture and Society.� This research is being

conducted by Joanna Goplen, psychology graduate student, and Ashby Plant who is a Professor

of Psychology at Florida State University. I understand the purpose of this research is to 

understand people�s culture and attitudes. I understand that if I participate in the project, I will

be asked to read an article about current events, complete several questionnaires about my

personal beliefs and attitudes, have a videotaped interaction with a person from a differen

cultural perspective, and participate in a competitive game with this person. I understand that I

must be at least 18 years of age in order to participate. The total time commitment will be

45 minutes and I will be compensated by receiving a research credit for my time.

I understand that my participation is totally voluntary and I may stop participation at

anytime. If I decide to stop participation, I will still be entitled to the credit. At all 

responses will remain confidential to the extent allowed by law. No individual responses wil

reported. Only group findings will be reported. The data will be stored in locked rooms. I

understand that my responses today will be matched up with my responses to the large

questionnaire packet I completed at the beginning of the semester. After these responses have

been combined, any identifying information tying me to my responses will be destroyed. In

addition, all paper materials will be destroyed within 3 years and all electronic data will 

destroyed within 5 years of when they are completed.

I understand there is a possibility of a minimal level of risk involved if I agree to

participate in this study. I might experience anxiety completing the questionnaire material

working with the other student. The research assistant will be available to talkwith me about any

emotional discomfort I may experience while participating and explain the experiment in mor

detail at the end of the study. In addition, on one of the tasks there is a possibility tha

to listen to an unpleasant noise which will last no longer than five seconds. I also understand that

the noise will not be loud enough to inflict any damage upon myself. I understand there are

benefits for participating in this research project. I will be providing researchers with v

insight into students� beliefs, attitudes, and behavior.

I understand that this consent may be withdrawn at any time without prejudice, penalt

or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled. I have been given the right to ask an

answered any inquiry concerning the study. Questions, if any, have been answered to my

satisfaction. I understand that I may contact Joanna Goplen, Florida State University,

Department of Psychology PDB A305, 645-7414, or atgoplen@psy.fsu.eduor Dr. E. Ashby

Plant, FloridaState University, PDB A316, 644-5533, or atplant@psy.fsu.edufor answers to

questions about this research or my rights. Group results will be sent to me upon my reques

I have questions about my rights as a participant in this research, or if I feelI have been placed at

risk, I can contact the Chair of Human Subjects Committee, Institutional Review Board, thro

the Office of the Vice President for Research, at (850) 644-8633 or at jjcooper@admin.fsu.edu.

I have read and understand this consent form.

______________________________________ ________________________________

(Participant�s signature) (Date)

FSU Human Subjects Committee approved on 2/19/2010. Void after 10/13/2010. HSC# 2009.3252

mailto:goplen@psy.fsu.edu
mailto:plant@psy.fsu.edu
mailto:jjcooper@admin.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX C

APPROVAL LETTER
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Office of the VicePresident For Research

Human Subjects Committee

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742

(850) 644-8673 ´• FAX (850) 644-4392

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM

Date:10/10/2008

To:Joanna Goplen[goplen@psy.fsu.edu]

Address:4301

Dept.:PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research

Culture and Society

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of hu

research proposal referenced above has been reviewed by the Human Subjects Cee at its

meeting on10/08/2008. Your project was approved by the Committee.

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific m

weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal relotential risk

and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approv

required.

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved

form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent form may b

used in recruiting research subjects.

mailto:goplen@psy.fsu.edu
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If the project has not been completed by10/7/2009you must request a renewal of approval fo

continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sentto you prior to your

expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investi

renewal of your approval from the Committee.

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be revieweed by

the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol

change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Commit

federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any

unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subject

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major p

reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving

human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as ne

the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protect

Assurance Number is IRB00000446.

Cc:Elizabeth Plant, Advisor[plant@psy.fsu.edu]

HSC No.2008.1849

mailto:plant@psy.fsu.edu
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APPENDIX D

RELIGIOUS WORLDVIEW SCALE
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_____ 1.  My religious scriptures (e.g., bible,torah) are a reliable source of knowledge.

_____ 2.  My morals come from my religion.

_____ 3.  The purpose of my life is to do my God�s work on earth.

_____ 4.  My religious leaders give me important information about the world

_____ 5.  I try hard to live my life the way my religion tells me to live it.

_____ 6.  I believe science is the only way that one can obtain knowledge ab

_____ 7.  When I am unsure whether an act is right or wrong, I often look to

me theanswer.

_____ 8.  My purpose in life isNOT determined by my religion.

_____ 9.  There are some things about the way the world works that I can onl

understand through religion.

_____ 10.  My religion gives me a clear, stable set of morals

_____ 11.  The meaning of life actually lies in what is beyond this life.

_____ 12.  My sense of right and wrong doesNOT come from my religion.

_____ 13.  My religious beliefs willNOT influence the career I choose for myself.

_____ 14.  My religion has taught me how to lead a moral life.

_____ 15.  I often look to my religion for directions when making important l

_____ 16.  I believe my religion has a plan for my life.

_____ 17.  I believe that my religion holds the answers as to how the universe was created.

_____ 18.  If I were considering who to vote for in a political election, I wNOT look to my

religion to help me decide.

_____ 19.  I believe my life is controlled by my God.
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APPENDIX E

ITEMS ASSESSING PREJUDICE IN STUDY 1A
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_____ 1.  I would not mind it at all if a_____moved in next door to me.

_____ 2.  I would never marry a _____.

_____ 3.  I wouldnotbe upset if my child grew up to be a _____.

_____ 4.  I would never vote for a _____ for president.

_____ 5.  I think _____ are less moral than people of other religious groups

_____ 6.  _____ and religious people are inherently equal.

_____ 7.  I cannotsee being friends with a _____.
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APPENDIX F

ITEMS ASSESSING RELIGIOUS INTOLERANCE,

AGGRESSION, AND SUPPORT FOR SCIENCE (STUDY 1B)
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*Religious Intolerance Items*

_____ 1.  It is important that a creationist theory of the origins of the un

public schools.

_____ 2.  Our government should NOT be forced to take down any displays of the Ten

Commandments or other religious references on government properties.

_____ 3.  It is perfectly okay to wish someone Merry Christmas without knowi

beliefs.

_____ 4.  Publishers should refuse to print books that have anti-Christian messages.

_____ 5.  Watching movies that have anti-Christian messages only supports the heathens t

make such movies.

__R__ 6.  Employers should NOT be allowed to require their employees to atte

have any kind of religious message within them.

_____ 7.  This is a Christian nation and people just need to deal with it.

_____ 8.  It is important to preserve the Christian foundation and values of

*Aggression Toward Muslims*

_____ 9.  It is ok to keep people in prison without a specific charge if there is some conc

may be connected to terrorism.

_____ 10.It is a necessary evil that some innocent Iraq and Afghanistan civil

in the search for terrorists.

_____ 11.  The Abu-Ghraib prison scandal (when pictures emerged of US military guards

harassing Islamic prisoners) was not a big deal.

_____ 12.  When interrogating Islamic Fundamentalists, it is sometimes okay t

that some may consider torture.

_____ 13.  Radical Islamic terrorist suspects should not have the same rights as regul

citizens suspected of a crime.

_____ 14.  People in the United States should be less concerned about the tr

fundamentalists suspected of terrorism and more concerned about catching the terrorists.

*Support for Science Items*

_____ 15.  The government has an obligation to support scientific research i

__R__ 16.  The government should not fund research that contradicts the teac

Christianity because the government is then endorsing anti-religious beliefs.
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_____ 17.  Obama�s economic stimulus package should include money for scient

_____ 18.  Scientific research should mostly focus on ways to improve human l

cancer rather than on the evolution of humans.

__R__ 19.  Federal funding for science research should be decreased.
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