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This study looks for differences between residents of two Christian religious housing co-operatives (N = 23) and residents of a secular fraternity house who self-identified as Christian (N = 8) on variables related to Christian religious attitudes and practices. Compared to the secular control group, religious housing co-operative residents scored significantly lower on the Religious Doubts Scale (Altemeyer, 1988), significantly lower on the Faith Development Scale (Barnes, Doyle & Johnson, 1989), significantly higher on the intrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation Scale (Allport & Ross, 1967), significantly lower on the extrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation Scale and significantly more indicative of Right-Wing Authoritarianism on the Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2005). Religious housing co-operative residents also scored significantly higher than secular housing co-operative residents on measures of religious behavior: frequency of prayer, frequency of reading the Bible or other religious texts, current frequency of church attendance and frequency of church attendance before graduating from high school. 
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Religious housing co-operatives and their correlates with religious belief in young adults

For many young adults who attend college, moving out of the family home is part of the experience. Some people move into residence halls provided by the college, or into an apartment or house with a few friends. Others might join a live-in fraternity or sorority.

At many schools, another option would be living in a religious housing co-operative. As described in a recent Time magazine report, the presence of religious housing co-operatives is growing stronger on college campuses nationwide (Chu, 2005). Typically, a local church will purchase an old fraternity house and rent it out to students willing to live by rules set forth by that church. These houses may have between 15 and 60 residents. Some religious housing co-operatives are single-gender like fraternities and sororities, while other religious co-operatives include both male and female residents.

Some religious housing co-operatives require residents to be affiliated with the particular denomination of the church that owns the house. Others allow residents to simply identify themselves as “Christian.” Many religious housing co-operatives require prospective residents to write statements of faith when they apply to live in the co-operatives. The choice to live in a religious housing co-operative therefore seems indicative of stability in religious belief.

Having lived in a religious housing co-operative for the past three years, and having visited a couple others in the course of my research, I can say a few things about the atmosphere. 

In some ways, religious housing co-operatives are very much like other communal housing arrangements for college students. Given that many of them were fraternity and sorority houses in the past, they have a lot of architectural similarities to fraternity and sorority houses. Residents have social events and communal meals. In some communal houses both religious and secular, residents might be required to do chores around the house on a regular basis. People leave their homework lying around in the living room, invite classmates over to work on group projects, and bring their boyfriends and girlfriends home for dinner.

In other ways, life in a religious housing co-operative is different from what one might experience in a similarly highly populated, but secular context. Dry erase boards in the house with notices about chores and coming events might also include people’s favorite Bible verses. House events might open with prayers. One might wake up and groggily stumble into the communal bathroom to find a housemate brushing her teeth and wearing a T-shirt emblazoned with the slogan “Satan Stinks.” 

The point of this is not to harp on personal quirks and superficial differences. Rather, religious housing co-operatives should be of scholarly interest because, by encouraging young adults to identify themselves with stable expressions of religious belief, they contradict a notion that has been common in the field of psychology of religion for at least the past eighty years — the idea that it is common for young adults to go through a period of religious instability and experience some sort of falling away from traditional expressions of religion. 

In 1925, Harris wrote, “The average American undergraduate occupies himself with technically formulated religious beliefs about as much as the average healthy adult is interested in materia medica, or a garage hand in differential calculus. It is life that matters; what it is all about, and what one is to do about it” (p. 8).  Allport wrote in 1950 that, “disaffection of modern youth is probably no greater today than it was fifteen or twenty years ago. The problem is perennial, probably has been for the last hundred years, perhaps longer” (p. 45). In a study of Harvard and Radcliffe students, he found that of those who had a religious upbringing, 56 percent of them rejected the church in which they were trained, regardless of whether they felt a need for religion. This is similar to the UCLA Higher Education Research Institute’s 2005 finding that 57 percent of 112,000 college freshmen surveyed have questioned their faith (Chu, 2005). 

Though these studies have found that young adults frequently question the religious beliefs they have been taught, they do not go so far as to say that these doubters reject the spiritual dimension altogether. 79 percent of the 2005 UCLA sample professed a belief in God (Chu, 2005). It is not that young adults suddenly decide they hate God and religion. Rather, they struggle to reconcile what they have been taught regarding religion with the new thoughts and experiences their changing lives have led them to. Harris (1925) concurs, “But it is not so much a loss of faith as the discovery that they never really had one. It is not a weakening apprehension, but the beginnings of translation into a new tongue, the spiritual meanings of which the youngsters have not yet mastered” (p. 40). In short, there is a gap between the religion of childhood and the religion of adulthood, which must be bridged.

Religious belief is not the only part of life subject to change at the junction between childhood and adulthood. During the adolescent years, the brain’s frontal lobes grow in ways that facilitate the development of critical thinking. Simultaneously, people going through adolescence are confronted with decisions regarding complex issues such as sexuality and vocation (Sylwester, 2007).  It makes sense, therefore, that making new decisions regarding religion would be part of the milieu.  

 Allport (1950) described religious conflict as a normal and healthy part of the maturation process. In later childhood or adolescence, “the individual who is on the way to maturity” will turn from unquestioned and literal acceptance of religious beliefs he or she has been taught and will seek to make his or her religious values consistent with growth experienced in other areas of life. Another hallmark of mature religion that Allport noted is beliefs that are consistent with each other. Allport described mature religion as pragmatic and flexible, open to change in response to one’s life experiences. He also noted that there are many people who do not carry this attitude in favor of growth into the domain of religion, feeling comforted by their childhood belief and socially supported as a benefit of remaining faithful. These people, he wrote, “tend to react in an equally unreflective way to their parents, to political issues, to social institutions. Their sentiments seem uniformly immature. They are found usually to have many repressed conflicts” (Allport, 1950, p. 59). 

The concept of immature and mature religion is sometimes critiqued as being overly reductionist. Stark and Finke (2000) wrote that Allport’s distinction between immature and mature religion implies that religion is irrational, a position against which Stark and Finke argued because people choose religion rationally based on costs and benefits. However, as I will continue to describe, the concept of immature and mature religion is bolstered by other work in the psychology of religion that analyzes different types of religious belief and the role of developmental changes in religious belief. 

Stage theories. Allport’s model focuses primarily on religious crises and not how these crises are overcome. He noted that people do often return willingly to churches that they rebelled against in young adulthood, although some people retain nominal church affiliations simply out of guilt or loyalty (1950, p. 45). His main explanation for the ability of churches to continue existing is that religious crises are often impermanent and incomplete, and that some churches also contain a fair number of adults with immature religious beliefs.

Other scholars have developed models that include religious crises as an important part of a process of religious development that eventually ends in a deeper appreciation of religion. Fowler (1981) shared Allport’s basic proposition that the hallmark of mature religion is a lack of rigidity. He elaborated a series of stages that people progress through in their religious development, which correlate with the stages of psychological growth put forth by developmental psychologists such as Jean Piaget and Erik Erikson. The certain stages of Fowler’s system are undifferentiated faith in infancy; Intuitive-Projective faith, in which young children develop capacity for imagination and first become aware of major issues such as death and sex (Stage 1); Mythic-Literal Faith, which interprets symbols and stories literally, during the grade school years (Stage 2); and Synthetic-Conventional Faith, which is influenced by interpersonal relationships and societal expectations, beginning in adolescence (Stage 3). Some people never move past Stage 3 — and in the book, Fowler included an example of an adult woman still in Stage 2  — but subsequent possibilities for development include Individuative-Reflective Faith, which has to do with viewing oneself as separate from others, beginning in young adulthood (Stage 4); Conjunctive Faith, which finds new meaning in paradoxical situations and old symbols (Stage 5); and Universalizing Faith, which is very rare and has transcendent moral characteristics (Stage 6). Fowler wrote, “Our preliminary research suggests … that if the transition from Synthetic-Conventional to Individuative-Reflective Faith does not occur before or during the mid-life transition, its chances of occurring at all decrease markedly” (p. 112).

Fowler’s model, though developed in the Christian tradition, can be applied in some ways to other religious traditions. Fowler (1996) notes that fundamentalist Protestant Christians might have more in common with orthodox Jews, conservative Catholic groups and traditional Muslims, who he would all place at the Synthetic-Conventional stage, than with theologically liberal Christians, who he would place at the Individuative-Reflective stage or above. 

For a person to reach Individuative-Reflective Faith, Fowler (1996) elaborates, two changes are necessary. One, a person must examine and critically interpret the system of beliefs, values and commitments that were taken for granted in previous stages. Two, a person must develop an understanding of identity apart from interpersonal commitments. “This means that persons must take into themselves much of the authority they previously invested into others for determining and sanctioning their goals and values” (p. 62). 

The Faith Development Scale is a questionnaire that has been developed to categorize people on Fowler’s system of stages. I hypothesize that residents of the religious housing co-operatives will score significantly lower on the Faith Development Scale than a control group made up of secular fraternity house residents, on the grounds that one might be reluctant to examine too critically religious beliefs that he or she is required to hold to stay in his or her place of residence. Residents of secular fraternity and sorority houses are a good comparison group for residents of religious housing co-operatives because while both arrangements involve large numbers of young adults living together in some sort of organized fashion, most fraternities and sororities do not have the religious requirements for members that religious housing co-operatives have.

One interesting way in which religious housing co-operatives might encourage religious doubt is that transition between types of religious faith can have both intrapersonal and interpersonal antecedents. Disillusionment with relationships is noted as a factor that can contribute to bumping someone from Stage 3 to Stage 4 in Fowler’s system. “Interpersonal betrayals can give rise to either nihilistic despair about a personal principle of ultimate being or to a compensatory intimacy with God unrelated to mundane relations” (Fowler, 1981, p. 173) The role that disillusionment through human relationships can play in religious development has also been observed by theologians such as Dietrich Bonhoeffer, who wrote, “Only that fellowship which faces such disillusionment, with all its unhappy and ugly aspects, begins to be what it should be in God’s sight, begins to grasp in faith the promise that is given to it.” (1954, p.26-27) In this way, religious housing co-operatives might actually be good for encouraging religious development — what better way to become disillusioned about people than to live with them? College roommates can be a pleasant or unpleasant experience, regardless of religious affiliation. If a resident of a religious housing co-operative has a positive experience with his or her housemates, that may lessen his or her likelihood of experiencing religious doubt. This outcome would support my hypothesis that residents of religious housing co-operatives experience less religious doubt than residents of secular housing co-operatives. However, if a resident of a religious housing co-operative has a negative experience with his or her housemates, because of the overarching religious context, a feud between the resident and his or her housemates about the most petty, earthly thing could easily morph into a feud between the resident and the whole institutional church, if not a feud between the resident and God. This is an interesting caveat to consider, though it may not happen in the majority of cases. 
Attempts to classify different attitudes toward religious belief have been present from the beginning of the academic study of the psychology of religion. William James (1902) wrote of the concepts of once-born and twice-born believers — that is, people who initially approach life and religion with a happy attitude versus people who initially approach life with a melancholy attitude and have to be saved by religion.  Fowler (1996) lists a number of similarities between James’ theory and his stage theory. Both take religion as an independently serious force, without reducing it to other things; both are empirical approaches in one way or another; both “point to a generic unity underlying the many manifestations of religion and faith”; both evaluate experiential data by normative criteria. The main difference, though there are a few, is that James’ once-born/twice-born system accounts for one explosive change, while Fowler’s system refers to a lifelong, gradual process of change.

Peck (1993) found through his career as a psychotherapist that there were two different types of religious expression — a formal, institutional variety and a personal, mystical variety — and that people often experienced a period of doubt or skepticism in the process of transitioning from the former to the latter. He came to this conclusion through his career as a psychotherapist, where he saw that people with religious faith who came to him for therapy often left therapy as “questioners, doubters, skeptics, agnostics, possibly even atheists,” while people who came to therapy as atheists or agnostics often wound up turning toward religion (p. 120-121).  Peck’s model differs from Fowler’s in that it has fewer stages, and that people can remain in the first stage (the stage before institutionalized religion) of unchecked infantile passions to adulthood, in the form of antisocial personality disorders. The models are similar in that the end result transcends dogma and denominational differences, and that many people never reach this end result. As a self-help author, Peck may be a less scholarly source than Fowler, and most of Peck’s claims are anecdotal rather than empirical. That being said, it is good to note that Fowler’s empirical findings have been, to some degree, independently confirmed through observation. 

Paloutzian (1996) notes that stage theory models have four commonalities: the confrontation of paradoxes in religious thinking, general cognitive development in adolescence, the influence of new social contacts, and the process of developing a stable identity.

Religious doubt. A major feature of both the stage models and Allport’s concepts of mature and immature religion is the importance of openness to doubt.
One reason why many young adults might experience religious doubt is that they leave their parents’ house and move to a new environment where they are surrounded by people whose views differ from their own. However, people in religious housing co-operatives are typically surrounded by peers whose religious beliefs are quite similar to their own, so I hypothesize that religious housing co-operative residents will score significantly lower on the Religious Doubts Scale (Altemeyer, 1988) than residents of secular housing co-operatives, whose peers have a greater variety of religious beliefs.  
Intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation. In addition to distinguishing between immature and mature religion, Allport also made a distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic religion. Extrinsic religion is religion primarily undertaken for social purposes — the example commonly given is of a salesperson who goes to church to recruit potential business contacts — while intrinsic religion is religion undertaken for individual rather than social reasons (Paloutzian, 1996). The constructs of intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation are measured on the Religious Orientation Scale, which has subscales for both intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation. In addition to the possibility of being classified as having an intrinsic or extrinsic religious orientation by scoring much higher on one subscale than the other, a person could score high on both subscales and be classified as indiscriminately pro-religious, or score low on both subscales and be classified as indiscriminately anti-religious. 

One major criticism of Allport’s Religious Orientation Scale is that it ignores the sort of things that people from very liberal Christian perspectives would consider intrinsic to their faith (Paloutzian 1996). Daniel Batson has created a Quest scale that addresses features intrinsic to liberal religion, such as valuing the importance of doubt and asking questions about the meaning of life. I chose not to include the Quest scale in my study because I didn’t want to overwhelm participants with too many questionnaires and because the religious housing co-operatives I collected data from were affiliated with denominations that aren’t typically classified as liberal anyway. However, the idea Paloutzian raises of adding a liberal-conservative dimension to Allport’s intrinsic-extrinsic distinction, on the grounds that “what one is intrinsic about is as important as the quality of intrinsicness itself,” is provocative. 

I hypothesize that residents of religious housing co-operatives will score higher than residents of secular housing co-operatives on the intrinsic subscale of Allport’s Religious Orientation Scale. Previous research has shown extrinsic religious orientation to correlate with low levels of doubt (Paloutzian, 1999). Hypothesizing that religious housing co-operative residents would show a more intrinsic than extrinsic orientation therefore seems to contradict my first hypothesis that religious housing co-operative residents will have lower levels of religious doubt than their controls in the secular housing co-operatives. However, someone who would strongly agree with the statement “Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more important things in my life,” which is one of the statements linked with extrinsic religious orientation on the Religious Orientation Scale (Allport & Ross, 1967), would probably not choose to live in an environment based on religious belief.  
Right-wing authoritarianism. A big part of constructs of mature religion, in both Allport’s writing and Fowler’s stage theory model, is the idea of openness to ambiguity. Allport (1950) writes, “The religion of maturity makes the affirmation ‘God is,’ but only the religion of immaturity will insist, ‘God is precisely what I say He is’” (p. 78).

One characteristic that seems to refer to the polar opposite of tolerance for ambiguity is Right-Wing Authoritarianism. Right-Wing Authoritarianism is defined as the covariation of the following attitudinal clusters in a person: authoritarian submission, authoritarian aggression and conventionalism. Altemeyer and Hunsberger (2005) note, “It is called ‘right-wing,’ not in a political sense, but in a social-psychological one, as the submission occurs to authorities who are perceived to be established and legitimate in society” (p. 387). Right-wing authoritarianism correlates strongly with religious fundamentalism. Altemeyer and Hunsberger explain the reason for this as follows: “Well, persons who grow up in fundamentalist families … report being taught that their religion’s rules about morality were absolutely right and not to be questioned, that they had to strictly obey the commandments of an almighty God, and that the persons who acted as God’s representatives, such as priests, ministers, pastors, or deacons, had to be obeyed. They learned that persons who tried to change the meaning of Scripture and religious laws were evil and doing the Devil’s work, and unrepentant sinners would burn in hell for all eternity” (p. 390).  Paloutzian (1996) comments that research on religious fundamentalism may replace research on intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation as the future of the field of psychology of religion. 

I hypothesize that residents of religious housing co-operatives will have scores significantly more indicative of Right-Wing Authoritarianism than residents of secular housing co-operatives. 

Method

Participants


Directors of various religious and secular housing co-operatives in Eugene, Oregon were contacted via e-mail about this study. Of the total groups contacted, two religious housing co-operatives and one non-religious housing co-operative agreed to participate in the study. 

Baptist religious housing co-operative. This co-op was all male and had a Baptist affiliation. 12 residents participated in the study; the house’s total occupancy is approximately 26 residents. Ten participants (83.3 percent) identified themselves as white, one identified himself as multiracial and one identified himself as “other.” Participants had a mean age of 20.6 (SD = 1.38), had been in college for an average of 2.58 years (SD = 1.08), and had lived in the housing co-operative for an average of 4.67 academic terms (SD = 3.39).  All participants were students at the University of Oregon. 

Five participants identified their current religious affiliation as Christian, four identified themselves as Baptist and three identified themselves as non-denominational Christian. For two respondents, the religious affiliation they were raised in was different from their current religious affiliation.

	Denomination
	Was raised in
	Currently affiliated with

	Christian
	4
	5

	Baptist
	3
	4

	Non-denominational Christian
	3
	3


	Agnostic
	1
	0

	Missionary Alliance
	1
	0


Table 1


Foursquare religious housing co-operative. This co-op was co-ed and was affiliated with the Foursquare denomination. 11 residents participated in the study; the house’s total occupancy is approximately 60 residents. Five participants were female and six were male. All identified themselves as white. Participants had a mean age of 20.0 (SD = 1.55), had been in college for an average of 2.09 years (SD = 1.38), and had lived in the housing co-operative for an average of 2.80 academic terms (SD = 2.10). Seven participants were students at the University of Oregon. Three participants were students at other local institutions of higher education, and one participant was not currently enrolled in school. 

An additional two questionnaires were completed, but excluded from data analysis because they were completed by people who did not live in the religious housing co-operative.


Five participants identified themselves as currently affiliated with the Foursquare denomination and three identified themselves as Christian. Christian/Pentecostal, Evangelical Christian and non-affiliated had one participant each. For seven participants, the religion they were raised in was different from the religion they are currently affiliated with.

	Denomination
	Was raised in
	Currently affiliated with

	Foursquare
	1
	5

	Christian
	2
	3

	Christian/Pentecostal
	0
	1

	Evangelical Christian
	1
	1

	Non-affiliated
	0
	1

	Baptist
	2
	0

	Conservative Christian
	1
	0

	Episcopalian
	1
	0

	Non-denominational
	1
	0

	None
	1
	0

	Presbyterian
	1
	0


Table 2


Fraternity. This was a secular all-male fraternity. 8 residents participated in the study; the house’s total occupancy is approximately 40 residents. All identified themselves as white. All participants were students at the University of Oregon. Participants had a mean age of 21.1 (SD = 1.25), had been in college for an average of 3.50 years (SD = 1.20), and had lived in the fraternity house for an average of 5.75 academic terms (SD = 3.24). An additional three questionnaires were completed, but not used because participants did not identify themselves as currently Christian. I had asked for participants who were affiliated with the Christian religion, but apparently those people didn’t understand that instruction. 


Four participants listed their current religious affiliation as Christian; Episcopalian, Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, not applicable and Roman Catholic had one participant each. For two participants, the religious affiliation they were raised in was different from their current religious affiliation. 

	Denomination
	Was raised in 
	Currently affiliated with

	Christian
	4
	4

	Episcopalian
	1
	1

	Evangelical Lutheran Church in America
	1
	1

	Not applicable
	0
	1

	Roman Catholic 
	2
	1


Table 3

Methods and Instruments

At each house, I made a presentation to a gathering of residents about my research. At the religious housing co-operatives, all residents were eligible to participate; at the non-religious fraternity house, only residents who identified their religious affiliation as Christian were asked to participate. Residents who were interested sat at a table somewhere in the house, signed an informed consent form, and were given the following questionnaires to fill out: 

Demographic questionnaire. I created this myself. It asks for age, gender, race, year in college, which college the participant is attending (some of the religious housing co-operatives admit residents who don’t attend the University of Oregon, but attend other area colleges), religious affiliation, religious affiliation in which the participant was raised, frequency of church attendance, frequency of church attendance before graduating from high school, frequency of prayer and frequency of reading major religious texts. 

Religious Orientation Scale (Allport & Ross, 1967). This classifies people’s religious expression as extrinsic or intrinsic. Intrinsic religion is similar to Allport’s (1950) previous descriptions of mature religion. The scale is 21 items long, with 11 items pertaining to extrinsic expressions of religion and 10 items pertaining to intrinsic expressions. Participants are asked to rate their agreement with various statements on a scale of 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly disagree”). An example of a statement related to extrinsic religion would be, “Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more important things in my life.” An example of a statement related to intrinsic religion would be, “It is important for me to spend periods of time in private religious thought and meditation.” I scored this by taking the mean score of the extrinsic and intrinsic subscales. The form I gave participants scrambles the extrinsic and intrinsic subscales, so that the odd-numbered items are the extrinsic subscale and the even-numbered items are the intrinsic subscale. 

Religious Doubts Scale (Altemeyer, 1988). This measures the degree to which people experience doubts about traditional religious teaching. According to the review by Paloutzian (1999), scoring low in doubt on this scale correlates positively with extrinsic religious orientation and the importance of being good over holding beliefs. The questionnaire lists ten possible reasons why people could doubt traditional religious teachings and asks participants to rate on a scale of 0 (“none at all”) to 5 (“a great deal”) the degree to which they have experienced doubt for each reason. I scored this by taking the mean of all 10 items. 

Faith Development Scale (Barnes, Doyle & Johnson, 1989). This is a questionnaire to assess people’s placement on Fowler’s stages. Fowler did his assessments in the form of verbal interviews, but that is obviously impractical in my case. One concern I have about the test is that it was primarily standardized on Roman Catholics according to the test review (Timpe, 1999), and neither my experimental group nor my control group is substantially Roman Catholic, but I am very interested in Fowler’s theories and I haven’t been able to find a better questionnaire, so I will probably use the test anyway and include these caveats with my results. The questionnaire has nine items. Each item presents a pair of statements, and participants are asked to express a preference for one of the two statements.  An example pair of statements would be, “True followers of Christ will often find themselves rejected by the world” (representing stage 3) and “Most people in the world are doing their best to live decent lives” (representing stage 5). I scored this by taking the mean of all the items, although that turns the stages into a continuous rather than discrete variable. In this way of scoring, the minimum possible score is 2.88 and the maximum possible score is 4.44. 

Measure of Individualism versus Collectivism (Singelis, 1994). This scale has six items, three measuring collectivism and three measuring individualism. Participants indicate their level of agreement with a given statement on a six-point scale from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” 

Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2005). This version of the RWA scale has 20 items, half reverse scored. Participants indicate their level of agreement with a given statement on a five-point scale from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagree.” One example statement for which agreement would indicate RWA would be, “Our country desperately needs a mighty leader who will do what has to be done to destroy the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining us.” Lower scores indicate higher RWA. 

 
 Most participants finished the nine-page packet of questionnaires in 20 to 40 minutes. Participants were not compensated financially or otherwise for their time, but were given the opportunity to write their e-mail address on a sheet of paper if they wanted to be notified of the study’s results. They were also given debrief forms, although some participants refused to take the debrief forms because they said they weren’t interested in reading them. 

Results

A one-way ANOVA found significant differences between the religious housing co-operative and secular housing co-operative groups on all of the five standardized questionnaires except the Measure of Individualism and Collectivism. 

 
Religious housing co-operative residents (M = 3.66, SD = 0.32) scored significantly lower than secular housing co-operative residents (M = 4.09, SD = 0.36) on the Faith Development Scale, F (1, 28) = 9.69, p = .004. 


The Religious Orientation Scale was scored on two subscales, intrinsic and extrinsic. Religious housing co-operative residents (M = 3.94, SD = 0.38) scored significantly higher than secular housing co-operative residents (M = 2.84, SD = 0.65) on the intrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation Scale, F (1, 29) = 34.62, p < .001. Religious housing co-operative residents (M = 2.08, SD = 0.48) scored significantly lower than secular housing co-operative residents (M = 2.77, SD = 0.53) on the extrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation Scale, F (1, 29) = 11.87, p = .002. 


Religious housing co-operative residents (M = 0.99, SD = 0.89) scored significantly lower than secular housing co-operative residents (M = 2.43, SD = 1.14) on the Religious Doubt Scale, F (1, 29) = 13.26, p = .001. 


Religious housing co-operative residents (M = 3.06, SD = 0.45) had scores significantly more indicative of Right Wing Authoritarianism than secular housing co-operative residents (M = 3.91, SD = 0.33), F (1, 28) = 24.03, p < .001. 

The degrees of freedom figures on the ANOVA results aren’t all the same because one participant at the Baptist religious housing co-operative chose to leave the Faith Development Scale entirely blank, and another participant at the Baptist religious housing co-operative chose to leave the Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale entirely blank.


There was no significant difference between residents of religious and secular housing co-operatives on the Measure of Individualism and Collectivism. 


Independent samples t-tests were run to determine whether the two religious housing co-operatives differed significantly from each other on any of the following variables: age, year in college, terms in present arrangement, current frequency attending church services, past frequency attending church services, frequency of prayer, frequency of reading religious texts, Faith Development Scale, extrinsic religious orientation, intrinsic religious orientation, religious doubt, collectivism and Right-Wing Authoritarianism. 

The Foursquare co-op (M = 2.33, SD = 0.44) scored significantly higher than the Baptist men’s co-op (M = 1.85, SD = 0.40) on extrinsic religious orientation, t (21) = -2.78, p = .011, equal variances assumed. Other than that, there were no significant differences between the two religious housing co-operatives. 


With the thought that some variables related to religious maturity could be influenced by age, a bivariate correlation was run for age and the Faith Development Scale. No significant correlation was found, r (31) = .206, p = .274. Openness to doubt is one of the constructs measured in many religious maturity models, so a bivariate correlation was also run for age and the Religious Doubt Scale and a significant relationship was found, r (31) = .464, p = .008. 
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Fig. 1


To make sure it was simply chronological age and not length of time in college involved with this relationship, bivariate correlations were run for year in college and Faith Development Scale and for year in college and religious doubt, but neither of those relationships was significant.  


A general linear model with age as a covariate still found that residents of religious housing co-operatives differed significantly from residents of secular housing co-operatives on religious doubt, F (2, 28) = 10.33, p < .001, R2  = .424. 


The residents of the secular housing co-operative had a higher mean age, mean number of years in college and mean number of terms in present housing arrangement than the religious housing co-operative group. In the case of year in college, the difference was significant, F (1, 29) = 5.29, p = .029. 


Of the questions related to religious behaviors on the demographic questionnaire, religious housing co-operative residents scored significantly higher than secular housing co-operative residents on all of them. The point of these statistics is to show that religious housing co-operative residents differ from their counterparts in secular housing co-operatives on behavior as well as attitudes. Religious housing co-operatives had a significantly higher current frequency of church service attendance, F (1, 28) = 52.61, p < .001. Religious housing co-operative residents had a significantly higher frequency of church attendance before graduating from high school, F (1, 29) = 9.17, p = .005. Religious housing co-operative residents reported a significantly higher frequency of prayer, F (1, 29) = 56.56, p < .001. Religious housing co-operative residents reported a significantly higher frequency of reading the Bible and other major religious texts, F (1, 29) = 71.49, p < .001.


A general linear model was run using all the behavioral variables — current attendance at church services, past attendance at church services, frequency of reading religious texts and frequency of prayer — as covariates. With all the behavioral variables covaried out, there were still significant differences for most of the attitudinal variables. In the corrected model, there were significant differences for extrinsic religious orientation, F (5, 27) = 3.22, p = .025, R2 = .422, intrinsic religious orientation, F (5, 27) = 16.25, p < .001, R2 = .787, religious doubt, F (5, 27) = 3.06, p = .030, R2 = .410, and Right-Wing Authoritarianism, F (5, 27) = 5.88, p = .001, R2 = .572. The only attitudinal variable that was no longer significant in the corrected model was the Faith Development Scale, F (5, 27) = 2.24, p = .086, R2 = .338. 


Given that there were only five female participants in the study and that were all in the religious housing co-operative group, gender is a possible confounding variable. I ran a one-way ANOVA for all of the male participants and found that the relationships that had been significant before were still significant. Religious housing co-operative residents reported significantly higher current frequency of church service attendance, F (1, 24) = 45.84, p < .001, significantly higher past frequency of church service attendance, F (1, 24) = 6.64, p = .017, significantly higher frequency of reading religious texts, F (1, 24) = 80.18, p < .001, and significantly higher frequency of prayer, F (1, 24) = 43.82, p < .001, than secular housing co-operative residents. In comparison with secular housing co-operative residents, male religious housing co-operative residents scored significantly lower on the Faith Development Scale, F (1, 23) = 8.83, p = .007, significantly lower on the extrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation Scale, F (1, 24) = 13.98, p = .001, significantly higher on the intrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation Scale, F (1, 24) = 33.20, p < .001, significantly lower on the Religious Doubts Scale, F (1, 24) = 11.65, p = .002, and significantly higher on the Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale, F (1, 23) = 27.06, p < .001. There was still no significant difference between the two groups on the Measure of Individualism versus Collectivism, F (1, 24) = 1.541, p = .227. 

Discussion

Basic Findings


The hypothesis that religious housing co-operative residents would show significantly lower levels of doubt, as delineated by the Religious Doubt Scale, than secular housing co-operative residents was supported. 


The hypotheses that, in relation to secular housing co-operative residents, religious housing co-operative residents would score significantly higher on the intrinsic subscale and significantly lower on the extrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation Scale were also supported. 


The hypothesis that religious housing co-operative residents would score significantly lower than secular housing co-operative residents on the Faith Development Scale was supported. 


The hypothesis that religious housing co-operative residents would score significantly higher than secular housing co-operative residents on the Right-Wing Authoritarianism scale was supported. 

No hypothesis was made regarding the Measure of Individualism versus Collectivism, but the result that there was no significant difference between the two groups supports the validity of comparing the two groups with each other. Right-Wing Authoritarianism, a variable on which the two groups significantly differed, has an element of collectivism to it. One reason why the collectivism of Right-Wing Authoritarianism may not have showed up on the measure of general collectivism is that the collectivism of Right-Wing Authoritarianism refers to collective adherence to certain cultural values that are not necessarily common on public university campuses. The fraternity residents who scored similarly to religious housing co-operative residents on the Measure of Individualism versus Collectivism may simply adhere just as collectively to a different set of cultural values. 


Though this was not specifically addressed with a hypothesis in the formation of the project, the finding that there was a correlation between age and religious doubt makes sense and is in line with previous findings. Allport (1950) nailed this relationship down to a specific age, writing, “Young men of twenty or under more often felt the need of a religious orientation than do their fellow students who are twenty-one or over” (p. 41). 

Limitations of the Study
The biggest limitation of this study is that of a generally small sample. Only three housing co-operatives were surveyed, and of those three, a relatively small percentage of each house’s residents chose to participate. The most common excuse I heard for not participating was that people were busy with schoolwork, but in general, there may be a self-selection bias in that people who have especially strong feelings one way or another regarding religion would probably be more likely to take a survey regarding religion. 

One major confounding variable in this study was that of gender. Many housing co-operatives, both religious and secular, are single-gender. I made attempts to contact numerous men’s and women’s housing co-operatives, but the only co-operatives that were willing to participate in the study were one men’s secular housing co-operative, one men’s religious housing co-operative and one co-ed religious housing co-operative. I was not able to find funding to compensate people for filling out the questionnaires. Financial incentives for participation may have increased response rates overall, but this does not account for why more men’s co-ops than women’s co-ops were interested. One representative of a sorority told me it was against her chapter’s policy to participate in such research. It is, however, fortunate that I got a men’s co-op from each group rather than a men’s co-op from one group and a women’s co-op from the other. How well these results generalize to young women is unknown, but we can at least say we know something about the spirituality of young men now. 

My sample, 16 percent female, has comparable gender balance to Allport’s 1950 sample of 414 male Harvard undergraduates and 86 female Radcliffe undergraduates, which works out to 17.2 percent female. Allport’s surveys of college religious belief — long enough ago that a major portion of his sample had fought in World War II — found that 82 percent of female students reported a need for religious orientation, in contrast to 76 percent of non-veteran men and 64 percent of veteran men. He writes, “It is common in all studies to find women more interested in religion however defined. They are more often the church-goers, more often devout in their personal lives, and more often the family mentors in matters of religion. But it is well to guard against exaggerating this finding, for the measured differences between the sexes seldom exceed 20 percent” (1950, p. 41). Numerous more recent studies have replicated the finding that women tend to show more religious attitudes and behavior than men do (Paloutzian, 1996). 

Another potential confound was that I left the titles on the questionnaires I administered. For instance, participants may have been influenced by seeing the title “Right Wing Authoritarianism Scale” at the top of the page and tried to adjust their answers to what they thought the survey was or was not looking for. Most people taking the survey probably weren’t familiar with Altemeyer and Hunsberger’s definition of right-wing authoritarianism as referring to something in psychology instead of as referring to a specific political party. I heard some participants whispering and giggling amongst themselves as they completed that portion of the questionnaire packet. Another portion of the questionnaire packet that provoked some open consternation was the Faith Development Scale. Some participants said that, for some pairs of statements, neither of the two options reflected their opinion accurately. I told them they could pick the statement they disagreed with the least or simply leave the question blank if they didn’t feel comfortable answering it.  

I chose to survey only people who identified themselves as Christian in order to limit the number of variables in the study. However, Christianity is a wide umbrella term including a number of different denominations and variations within denominations, so generalizing from one group of self-identified Christians to another is sometimes problematic.

In the same town where the Baptist and Foursquare co-ops I studied are, there is also a co-op owned by a Lutheran church. I was unable to survey the Lutheran co-op because I was in my third year of living there when I was in the data collection phase of my project, and the Institutional Review Board thought it would be inappropriate for me to survey my own housemates. However, if I had not lived there, the Lutheran co-op would have been a very interesting addition to the study because unlike the Baptist and Foursquare co-ops surveyed, which required their residents to be involved with Baptist and Foursquare churches respectively, the Lutheran co-op does not require its residents to be involved with the Lutheran church. They are typically supposed to identify themselves as Christian, but this umbrella term has included over the past few years groups as varied as Roman Catholics, messianic Jews, Baptists and nondenominational Christians in addition to Lutherans. 

Most of the existing questionnaires in the field of psychology of religion are designed with the Christian framework in mind, because Christianity happens to be the predominant religion in the geographic areas where these questionnaires are being created. These results are specific to the Christian context. It is not known how they would generalize to people who grew up in religious traditions other than Christianity, although I hypothesize there would be more similarity with religions that are more similar to Christianity in structure, such as Judaism, than with religions that have less in common with Christianity, such as Buddhism. I am also curious how these results would generalize to people who grow up without religious training, as many people in the Pacific Northwest do. 

People who choose to live in communal housing arrangements, be they religious housing co-operatives or secular fraternity and sorority houses, may have different priorities and attitudes toward social interaction than people who choose to live in an apartment alone or with only a roommate or two. One portion that was considered for addition to this study but later scrapped because of time constraints was to survey people who are involved with non-residential Christian campus ministry groups but do not live in large-scale communal housing arrangements. The point of this would have been to look at whether people who consider themselves Christian but do not choose to live in an explicitly religious context are less inhibited from doubting their religious beliefs than residents of Christian housing co-operatives.

University residence halls are different from the sort of communal housing arrangements in this study because universities often strongly encourage all incoming freshmen to live in residence halls, and therefore sometimes people who would otherwise not choose large-scale communal housing arrangements choose to live in residence halls. While residence halls may have some hall activities, these activities are typically optional, and there is not the amount of mandatory interaction typical of Greek houses or religious housing co-operatives. People who live in residence halls have more control over how socially active they are than people who live in housing co-operatives, so for this reason, people living in residence halls were not sought out as a control group. 

A direction for further research would be to compare scores on these measures from students at secular public universities and private Christian universities. Paloutzian (1996) notes that there are two main social influences on the molding of adolescent religion: peers and school. My study deals with the influence of different types of peers on young adult religion, but a study comparing different types of educational environments could be a useful way to look at the interaction between educational and peer influences. Paloutzian writes that though most schools are not intentionally out to debunk religion, the emphasis that schools place on scientific thinking could cause students to put less value on religious explanations of the world. It would be interesting to see how this would play out at a private religious college, as opposed to a secular state university like the one where I conducted my research.

Another direction for future research, which was considered as an addition to this project but then scrapped because I wasn’t confident in my ability to interpret clinical psychology measures, would be to survey residents of religious and secular housing co-operatives on general psychological well-being. Research has shown religious affiliation to have a generally positive effect on most aspects of psychological well being (Paloutzian, 1996). However, this research does not specify whether it is immature or mature religion that provides benefits. I would hypothesize that the disillusionment and doubting that is part of religious growth processes is, though ultimately useful, potentially a source of psychological pain in the short term. Therefore, I would hypothesize that people in religious housing co-operatives would, as a function of their lower religious doubt scores, score higher on a measure of psychological well being than controls in a secular housing co-operative. Stark and Finke (2000) write that people choose their religion rationally based on costs and benefits. People who choose a religion that discourages doubt may be forgoing some benefits in order to obtain other benefits. 

Conclusions

This study serves as a profile of people who are currently living in religious housing co-operatives. While the results of this study show residents of religious housing co-operatives scoring in ways indicative of less mature attitudes toward religion than their controls in secular housing co-operatives, these findings should not be taken to mean that religious housing co-operatives are bad and should be abolished.  It is important to note that there was no significant difference between the religious and secular housing co-operatives on the measure of individualism and collectivism. Though secular housing co-operative residents may feel perfectly comfortable doubting their religious beliefs because religion is not one of the assumptions of their arrangement, there may be other lifestyle choices not addressed in this study on which secular housing co-operative residents feel compelled to conform to the norms of their group — for instance, sexual activity, drug use or study habits. Given all the different activities and attitudes college students are influenced by their peers to adopt, which include sexual promiscuity or drug abuse in some circles, being influenced to doubt traditional religious instruction less than one might otherwise is probably not the worst possible outcome.  

That being said, religious housing co-operatives could do more to facilitate attitudes that encourage religious growth. Secular housing co-operatives ignore the issue of religion, leaving residents to figure things out for themselves. Ultimately, some amount of figuring things out for oneself is a key component of developing Individuative-Reflective faith, but completely disengaging from religion does not have to be the only alternative to uncritical acceptance of religion. 

Religious housing co-operatives do a good job in that they encourage people to be aware of the spiritual dimension in their lives. The problem with religious housing co-operatives is that they sometimes fall into the trap of Holden Caulfield in Salinger’s The Catcher in the Rye (1951), who goes to the Museum of Natural History in Central Park and admires how he can count on the exhibits being consistent from one visit to the next. He observes, “Certain things, they should stay the way they are. You ought to be able to stick them in one of those big glass cases and just leave them alone. I know that’s impossible, but it’s too bad anyway” (p. 122).  What religious housing co-operatives need to realize is that religious faith is a living organism, not a museum exhibit. A communal housing arrangement where people were encouraged to discuss religion, but not ostracized for going through periods of doubt or needing to take a few weeks off from church attendance, could preserve the parts of religious housing co-operatives that are beneficial without inhibiting necessary growth processes. 

Appendix A

You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Eva Sylwester from the University of Oregon Department of Psychology. For her undergraduate honors thesis, she hopes to learn about the effects of different types of housing arrangements on religious belief and attitudes toward collectivism in young adults. 

If you decide to participate, you will complete six paper questionnaires asking about demographic information, different aspects of your religious beliefs and attitudes toward collectivism. This will take no more than one hour. 

This study will help social scientists understand better some of the things that can influence religious belief in young adults. However, I cannot guarantee that you personally will receive any benefits from this research. 

Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. You will never be asked for your name, and your signed consent form will be kept separate from the questionnaires you complete. Information will not be released to anyone other than the researcher and her faculty advisers. 

Your participation is voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not affect your relationship with the University of Oregon. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and discontinue participation at any time without penalty.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Eva Sylwester at esylwest@uoregon.edu or her adviser Robert Gordon, Ph.D., at rcgordon@uoregon.edu. If you have questions regarding your rights as a research subject, contact the Office of Human Subjects Compliance, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403, (541) 346-2510. You will be given a copy of this form to keep.

Your signature indicates that you have read and understand the information provided above, that you willingly agree to participate, that you may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty, that you will receive a copy of this form, and that you are not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies.

Print name: _______________________________________________________

Signature __________________________________________Date ____________

Appendix B

Hi, my name is Eva Sylwester. I'm a psychology honors student at the University of Oregon and I would like help from your housing co-operative to conduct a study about the effects of different types of housing arrangements on religious beliefs in young adults. I would like to set up a time about an hour long when I could come to a gathering of residents of your housing co-operative. I would speak briefly about my research (no more than 15 minutes), and after that, any residents who are interested in participating in the research could fill out some questionnaires asking about different aspects of religious beliefs. To limit the number of variables involved in this study, I would prefer that everyone who participates in this study identifies himself or herself as belonging to the Christian religion. Please let me know what a good time to come by in the next few weeks would be.

Thank you,

Eva Sylwester
Appendix C

Please answer the following questions about yourself: 

Age ____

Is English your first language?

Yes ____

No ____
If no, how many years have you spoken English? _____

Gender: 

Male ____


Female ____

Race/ethnicity:

Asian/Pacific Islander ____

Native American ____

Black ____



White ____

Hispanic ____



Other _________________________

Year in college

Undergraduate: 

1 ____

4 ____

2 ____

5 ____

3 ____
 
6+ ____ 


Graduate student ____

What college do you presently attend?

University of Oregon ____ 

Lane Community College ____


Northwest Christian College ____ 
Currently not enrolled in school ____

Other college or university (please name) ________________________ 

Present living arrangement

• Religious housing co-operative ____  If so, which one? _________________________

• Non-religious housing co-operative (includes fraternity and sorority houses) _____

If so, which one? _____________________________ 


Other:

• Residence hall ____ 





• House/apartment with family members ___


• House/apartment with romantic partner ___ 


• House/apartment with roommates ____ 


• House/apartment alone ____ 


• Other situation not described: __________________________________________

How many academic terms (fall, winter, spring, summer) in which you were enrolled in college classes have you lived in your present living arrangement? ________

Religious affiliation

If you are affiliated with a Christian campus ministry group, which one are you affiliated with? __________________________________________________________________

Current religious affiliation: __________________________________________

Religious affiliation in which you were raised: ____________________________

 How often do you currently attend religious services?

Never ___




Three or four times a month ____

Less than once a year ___


Once or twice a week ____

Once or twice a year ___


Three to six times a week ____

Once every two to five months ____ 

Daily ___

Once or twice a month ____ 


More than once a day ___

How often did you attend religious services prior to finishing high school?

Never ___




Three or four times a month ____

Less than once a year ___


Once or twice a week ____

Once or twice a year ___


Three to six times a week ____

Once every two to five months ____ 

Daily ___

Once or twice a month ____ 


More than once a day ___

How often do you currently pray?

Never ___




Three or four times a month ____

Less than once a year ___


Once or twice a week ____

Once or twice a year ___


Three to six times a week ____

Once every two to five months ____ 

Daily ___

Once or twice a month ____ 


More than once a day ___

How often do you currently read major religious texts applicable to your faith?

Never ___




Three or four times a month ____

Less than once a year ___


Once or twice a week ____

Once or twice a year ___


Three to six times a week ____

Once every two to five months ____ 

Daily ___

Once or twice a month ____ 


More than once a day ___

Appendix D

Faith Development Scale

Please express a preference for one of the two statements on each of the nine items. 

1. A. Those who do what God wants are given special rewards.

    B. God grants comfort and strength to those who are loyal and faithful.

2. A. God can do whatever God wants without any particular reason.

    B. It is important to try to make sense out of how God acts and why.

3. A. A good way to relate to God is to do what God wants, so that God will help you in return.

   B. It is best to think of God as utterly and freely giving.

4. A. Following Christ with loving devotion is more important than having a thorough and correct understanding of true doctrine.

   B. It is important to reflect on one’s beliefs to make them reasonable and logically coherent.

5. A. True followers of Christ will often find themselves rejected by the world. 

   B. Most people in the world are doing their best to live decent lives.

6. A. God’s revealed truth is meant for all people everywhere.

   B. No set of religious beliefs is the whole and final truth for everyone.

7. A. It is important to follow the leaders to whom God has entrusted his church.

   B. Religious leaders must respect the need for reasonableness, consistency and coherence in their interpretation of doctrines.

8. A. It is often hard to understand why people are disloyal to their family and religion.

   B. People have to make their own best choices about religion, even if it means following new ways.

9. A. The moral teachings of the church are objectively valid for all people, even though many do not realize this.

   B. Love of neighbor requires being open to new ideas and values.

Appendix E

Religious Orientation Scale

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each item below by using the following rating scale:

1- strongly disagree

2- disagree

3- neutral

4- agree

5- strongly agree

1. Although I believe in my religion, I feel there are many more important things in my life. ______

2. It is important for me to spend periods of time in private religious thought and meditation. ______

3. It doesn’t matter so much what I believe so long as I lead a moral life. ______

4. If not prevented by unavoidable circumstances, I attend church.  ______

5. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain relief and protection.  ______

6. I try hard to carry my religion over into all my other dealings in life.  ______

7. The church is most important as a place to formulate good social relationships.  ______

8. The prayers I say when I am alone carry as much meaning and personal emotion as those said by me during services.   ______

9. What religion offers me most is comfort when sorrows and misfortune strike. ______

10. Quite often I have been keenly aware of the presence of God or the Divine Being. ______

11. I pray chiefly because I have been taught to pray. ______

12. I read literature about my faith (or church).  ______

13. Although I am a religious person, I refuse to let religious considerations influence my everyday affairs. ______

14. If I were to join a church group I would prefer to join a Bible study group rather than a social fellowship. ______

15. A primary reason for my interest in religion is that my church is a congenial social activity.  ______

16. My religious beliefs are really what lie behind my whole approach to life.  ______

17. Occasionally I find it necessary to compromise my religious beliefs in order to protect my social and economic well being. ______

18. Religion is especially important because it answers many questions about the meaning of life.  ______

19. One reason for my being a church member is that such membership helps to establish a person in the community. ______

20. The purpose of prayer is to secure a happy and peaceful life. ______

21. Religion helps to keep my life balanced and steady in exactly the same way as my citizenship, friendships and other memberships do. ______

Appendix F

Religious Doubts Scale

Below are listed reasons that people sometimes give for doubting traditional religious teachings. Please indicate the extent to which you have had these doubts.

0 = none at all 

1 = Only a little bit

2 = A mild amount

3 = A moderate amount

4 = Quite a bit

5 = A great deal

1. Doubts that religious writings, such as the Bible, could really be the word of God, because the writings seemed contradictory, irrational or wrong. ______

2. Doubts about the existence of a benevolent, good God, caused by the suffering of death of someone I knew. ______

3. The feeling that I had not really developed my own ideas about religion, but instead was just a copy of other people’s ideas. (Or, if you were raised in no religion, that Christians, Jews, et cetera in general do not develop their own ideas, but instead are copies of other people’s ideas.) ______

4. The feeling that religion didn’t really make people better; people who went to church were still unkind, cheated on others, et cetera but pretended they were better. ______

5. The feeling that religion exists basically because people are afraid of death and want to believe life does not end then. ______

6. The feeling that today’s religions are based on a collection of superstitions from the past developed to “explain” things primitive people did not understand. ______

7. The feeling that religion makes people narrow-minded and intolerant and causes conflict between groups who believe different things. ______

8. A feeling that the overall religious teachings are contradictory or that they don’t make very much sense.  ______

9. Resentment or rebelliousness when someone (say, a minister, priest or rabbi) tried to tell me how I should behave or what I should believe. (If you were raised in no religion, how resentful would you have been had this happened?)  ______

10. The feeling that religion makes people do stupid things and give up perfectly wholesome pleasures for no good reason. ______

Appendix G

Measure of Individualism vs. Collectivism

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each item below by circling the appropriate phrase beneath it.  

1. It is important to me to respect decisions made by the group.

Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Slightly Disagree / Slightly Agree / Agree /Strongly Agree

2. I often have the feeling that my relationships with others are more important than my own accomplishments.

Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Slightly Disagree / Slightly Agree / Agree /Strongly Agree

3. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of the group.

Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Slightly Disagree / Slightly Agree / Agree /Strongly Agree

4. I enjoy being unique and different from others in many respects.

Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Slightly Disagree / Slightly Agree / Agree /Strongly Agree

5. I prefer to be direct and forthright when dealing with people I’ve just met.

Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Slightly Disagree / Slightly Agree / Agree /Strongly Agree

6. My personal identity independent of others is very important to me.

Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Slightly Disagree / Slightly Agree / Agree /Strongly Agree

Appendix H

Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each item below by circling the appropriate phrase beneath it.

1. Our country desperately needs a mighty leader who will do what has to be done to destroy the radical new ways and sinfulness that are ruining us.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

2. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anybody else.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

3. It is always better to trust the judgment of the proper authorities in government and religion than to listen to the noisy rabble-rousers in our society who are trying to create doubt in everybody’s minds. 

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

4. Atheists and others who have rebelled against the established religions are no doubt every bit as good and virtuous as those who attend church regularly.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

5. The only way our country can get through the crisis ahead is to get back to our traditional values, put some tough leaders in power, and silence the troublemakers spreading bad ideas.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

6. There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

7.  Our country needs free thinkers who have the courage to defy traditional ways, even if this upsets many people.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

8. Our country will be destroyed someday if we do not smash the perversions eating away at our moral fiber and traditional beliefs.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

9. Everyone should have their own lifestyle, religious beliefs and sexual preferences, even if it makes them different from everyone else.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

10. The “old-fashioned ways” and the “old-fashioned values” still show the best way to live.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

11. You have to admire those who challenged the law and the majority’s view by protesting for women’s abortion rights, for animal rights, or to abolish school prayer.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

12. What our country really needs is a strong, determined leader who will crush evil and take us back to our true path.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

13. Some of the best people in our country are those who are challenging our government, criticizing religion and ignoring the “normal way things are supposed to be done.” 

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

14. God’s laws about abortion, pornography and marriage must be strictly followed before it is too late, and those who break them must be strongly punished.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

15. There are many radical, immoral people in our country today, who are trying to ruin it for their own godless purposes, whom the authorities should put out of action.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

16. A “woman’s place” should be wherever she wants to be. The days when women are submissive to their husbands and social conventions belong strictly in the past.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

17. Our country will be great if we honor the ways of our forefathers, do what the authorities tell us to do and get rid of the “rotten apples” who are ruining everything.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

18. There is no “ONE right way” to live life; everybody has to create their own way.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

19. Homosexuals and feminists should be praised for being brave enough to defy “traditional family values.” 

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

20. This country would work a lot better if certain groups of troublemakers would just shut up and accept their group’s traditional place in society.

Strongly agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree
Strongly disagree

Appendix I

Religious Housing Co-operatives: Their effects on young adults

Investigator: Eva Sylwester

 Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)

Thank you for your participation in this study!

What was the purpose of this experiment?

The purpose of this experiment was to look at how different types of housing arrangements affect religious belief in college students.  

What was the hypothesis of this experiment?

The hypothesis is that people living in an environment where their religious beliefs are reinforced and the people they live with share their religious beliefs, such as a religious housing co-operative, are going to be less likely to doubt those religious beliefs than people living in an environment where greater variety in religious belief exists. Some researchers in the field of psychology of religion have identified the young adult years as a crucial time for growth in religious belief and have identified doubt as an important contributor to growth in religious belief.  

How was this hypothesis tested?

The Faith Development Scale assesses one’s religious maturity according to a system developed by James Fowler, in which some (but not all) people in their late teens or early twenties shift from a religious belief motivated by conforming to social expectations to a religious belief shaped by individual reflection.

The Religious Orientation Scale classifies one’s style of religious belief as primarily extrinsically or intrinsically motivated.

The Religious Doubts scale measures religious doubts. Low levels of doubt on this scale have been shown in prior studies to correlate with intrinsic orientation on the Religious Orientation scale. 

What should I do if this study upset me?

There are minimal risks associated with this study.  If, however, any part of this study was upsetting, there are a number of services that you may contact.  Please note that we cannot ensure the quality of these services.

University of Oregon Counseling Center
(541) 346-3227

Center for Community Counseling

(541) 344-0620

White Bird Clinic 24-Hour Crisis Line
(541) 687-4000

Who do I contact if I have questions or comments?

If you have any questions or would like to discuss the study further, then feel free to contact the principal investigator Eva Sylwester, esylwest@uoregon.edu, or her adviser, Robert Gordon, Ph.D., rcgordon@uoregon.edu.  
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