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FRANS VAN DER SLIK 

MEASURING CHRISTIAN BELIEFS 

A review of two research lines and the introduction of a new scale 

Summary 

This article opens with a critique on the conventional scales intended to measure 
Christian beliefs. It is concluded that the implicit theological approach behind Creed- 
alike scales is one that is taken for granted (a neo-scholastic one). The Humanistic 
Religious Beliefs Scale (HUMBEL) is meant to overcome this one-sidedness. Based on 
a critical review of two research lines, it was concluded that: a) researchers inspired by 
the study of Hunt (1972) failed to unravel distinct personality-based attitudes toward one 
and the same heritage, but that their findings unintentionally point to the existence of 
different religious beliefs, and b) Felling, Peters and Schreuder (1991), developed scales 
which represented only the concepts of absolute transcendence and absolute immanence. 
The concept immanent transcendence was not included. The Humanistic Religious 
Beliefs Scale is designed to represent a Christian elaboration on the concept of immanent 
transcendence, and measures to which degree the faith is put forward that God could 
reveal Himself in the actual contact between people. Both the Humanistic Religious 
Beliefs Scale and the newly developed Individualistic Religious Belief Scale (INBEL), 
designed to represent a Christian elaboration on absolute transcendence, and intended to 
measure to which degree the conviction is expressed that God is concerned with every 
individual separately, were administered to 455 members of Roman Catholic nuclear 
families who were involved with the church. Both parents and one of their children were 
tested. Results indicate that several criteria of external validity are met. It is concluded 
that Christian religiousness, is rather severely underestimated, when making use of 
Creed-alike scales, solely. Furthermore it was concluded that the Humanistic Religious 
Beliefs Scale could neutralize the paradox, that some Christians can be in favour of 

prejudice and authoritarianism, while others are opposed to it. Some suggestions are 
made for further research. 

1. Introduction 

Within the social sciences there exists a surprising lack of interest in 

conceptualizing Christian beliefs. It is common practice to just refer to the 
Creed as being the primary, if not only, source of Christianity. Conceptualiza- 
tion remains undone and one usually starts to immediately formulate statements 
which reflect directly (Glock & Stark 1966; Batson & Ventis 1982) or more 
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indirectly (Fullerton & Hunsberger 1982), what are assumed to be the central 

tenets of Christianity. 

Although I do not claim that such a course of action cannot be fruitful to a 
certain extent, it has to be stipulated that this approach by no means guarantees 
a comprehensive covering of the wide range of religious beliefs Christians are 
committed to. The major problem is that this approach starts from a theological 
stance, which is taken for granted (the neo-scholastic stance), without even 

trying to grasp the issue from a psychological, sociological, or more updated 
theological point of view. 

Several authors have criticized the implicit and onesided theological approach 
behind Creed-alike scales. I will discuss their contributions and the critical 

remarks on their work extensively. The aim of this review is to demonstrate that 
the research lines inspired by the authors under review, have let a major issue 
slide. It concerns the conceptualization and measurement of 'humanistic 

religious beliefs'. 

This article describes the development of the 'humanistic religious beliefs scale'. 
To avoid misunderstandings, I would like to stress that the description of this 

development has to be treated as a 'logical reconstruction' (Lakatos), not as a 

chronological account of creative insights. So the narrative structure of this 

contribution has to be considered as being of hermeneutical value only. 

2. Theoretical considerations 

2.1 Different religious attitudes (Hunt) 

In the Hunt's view (1972, 42), the measuring instruments commonly used have 
a bias 'toward a literal-fundamentalistic interpretation of Protestant Christianity' 
(cf. Stark & Foster 1970 for an empirical confirmation of this statement). 

According to Hunt, most researchers fail to take into account the 'multiplicity 
of meanings which the respondent can attach to the same inventory item' and 

additionally show off a simplistic bias, in assuming that a rejection of the 

presented items implies a lack of religious commitment (see for an example in 

this respect: Zondag 1993). 

To overcome this one-sidedness, Hunt proposed three hermeneutical tools for 

the investigation of the different ways in which people interpret Biblical 

writings, i.e. a literal, an anti-literal, and a mythological-symbolic mode. 

According to Hunt, individuals who embrace a literal interpretation accept any 
religious statement without questioning, and may do so because they do not 
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reflect upon the relation of their religious commitment to other domains of their 

personal life. Those who commit themselves to an anti-literal interpretation, may 
do so, according to Hunt, on the basis of a literal, naive and unexamined 

interpretation of religion'. The mythological-symbolic commitment could be 
found among those who reinterpret 'religious statements to seek their deeper 
symbolic meanings, which lie beyond their literal wording. These persons' 
religious framework is more complex and capable of assimilating both the 
intention of religious orthodoxy and the realities of the contemporary world' 

(Hunt 1972, 43). 

Based on these three concepts, Hunt has substituted the original disagree-agree 
format of McClean's Religious World Views Scale by 3 interpretations to each 
of the 25 statements of this scale. Respondents were asked to read the 
statements and to rank each accompanying set of interpretations in degree of 

descending affirmation. For example, the following statement and response 
alternatives have been used (Hunt 1972, 50). 

God is only a symbol of man's ideas 

1. Disagree, although man's experiences may be symbolized in his image of God, the 

reality of God always transcendents man's symbols for that reality. (Mythological 
interpretation) 

2. Agree, since religious men tend to ascribe to God their own highest ideals. (Anti- 
literal interpretation) 

3. Disagree, since there is clear evidence for a real God who is much more than just 
the result of man's rational powers. (Literal interpretation) 

Hunt could identify the three hypothesized scales, which showed meritorious 
reliabilities (.87 for the L scale, .92 for the A scale, and .77 for the M scale). 

Poythress (1975), modifying Hunt's ipsative scoring method to a Likert-format 

procedure, obtained nearly identical results, while Orlowsky (1979) reported 
mediocre internal consistencies (.83 for the L scale, .71 for the A scale, and .67 
for the M scale). 

Despite these rather promising results, several authors have criticized Hunt's 

'major contribution to the study of religion' (Greeley 1972, 289). According to 

Greeley (ibidem, 287) the mythological interpretation is largely immanent in its 

orientation, because the wordings of these response alternatives are primarily 
stated in humanistic categories, which 'reduce religious symbols to general 
ethical principles and to some considerable extent 'interpret away' their 
transcendental implications'. 

The results of Poythress (1975) point to problems of validity, concerning the 
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discriminatory powers of the scales. Hunt's conceptualization of different 
attitudes towards Biblical messages, suggest that individuals sticking to a literal 

interpretation have different personality characteristics than those committed to 
a mythological way of reasoning. Poythress' results, however, do not 
corroborate these expectations. 'Mythologicals' did not differ from 'literals' with 

respect to personality characteristics like intelligence, authoritarianism, and 
racial prejudice. 

Van der Lans (1989; 1991) criticized the imprecision and ambiguity of the 

concept mythological-symbolical interpretation. Instead of the term 

'mythological mode' he prefers the term 'metaphorical mode': 'although the 
authors of the Bible undoubtedly intended their text to be taken literally, they 
did not intend to write a history or to state facts objectively. Seen from the 

perspective of the history of language, the religious language of the Bible and 
that of many other religious traditions gives expression to a collective human 

experience. Consequently, metaphor is the leading stylistic character of religious 
language' (Van der Lans 1991, 108). 

Van der Lans' approach is fairly in line with the view of Schillebeeckx (1977, 
54). However, Schillebeeckx stresses that the Biblical message is not only the 

expression of collective experience, and consequently can and has to be 
connected with contemporary experiences in order to transcend the limitations 
of a reality which is taken for granted, but also, and above all, that it has to be 

proclaimed in order to be a prerequisite for experience-ability by others. In 
Schillebeeckx's opinion, contemporary experiences alone are not a sufficient 
condition for a border-crossing between the dimensions of human existence: 'It 
is in the meeting of Christ as a human being and his fellowmen, that which man 
could not imagine, enters in our history and makes the immanent experience of 
transcendence possible. In the meeting with Christ, the authority of (Christian) 
experience, initiated by Him, coincides with the authority of the divine 
revelation' (ibidem, 54). 

Jeurissen (1993, 99), echoing Schillebeeckx's hermeneutical-theological point 
of view that religious experience of transcendence is an experience of the 
immanence of transcendence, has a consonant opinion when he states that: 'the 

(traditional metaphysical, FvdS) concept of absolute transcendence must be 
considered as a derived modus of immanent transcendence. It is a religious 
interpretation of the experience of reality, of which the interpretative moment 
has been forgotten, as in a metaphor of which the natural and social 'origin' 
('light', 'power', 'king') has worn out'. 

Summarizing, one has to conclude that besides a reified or literal interpretation 
of the Biblical heritage, the authors mentioned above, including Hunt, call the 
attention to an interpretation of Biblical messages, which leaves room for a 
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penetration of, and fusion with the 'realities of the contemporary world'. 

Based on his reconceptualization, and in order to meet the objections raised by 
Greeley and Poythress, Van der Lans (1989; 1991) and his colleagues (Van der 

Lans, Den Draak & Van den Munckhof 1989; Zondag, Derks, Janssen & Van 
der Lans 1989) have developed a strongly modified version of Hunt's LAM 
scales. Because, according to Van der Lans (1989, 183), 'Hunt's M-altematives 
do not represent the metaphorical mode [...], nearly each of the M-alternatives 
was rephrased'. Besides that, it was decided to make use of a forced-choice 

scoring method. Respondents could mark only one response alternative per 
statement. 

Despite the fact that Van der Lans et. al. offer more conceptual clarity, it has 
to be concluded that their reoperationalization and their alternative answering 
format, can scarcely be considered as improvements. They showed that 
individuals (especially those who prefer metaphoric interpretations) had great 
difficulty in making forced choices between literal and metaphorical 
interpretations, due to the fact that literally stated alternatives can be interpreted 
metaphorically, and vice versa (Van der Lans et al. 1989). Probably partly as 
a result of the previous, the discriminatory powers of the metaphorical scale 
versus the literal scale were, as in the case of Poythress, hardly encouraging. 
The differences between 'metaphoricals' and 'literals' were not related to 

personality characteristics, like motivational structures or individual stages of 

religious judgement (Oser 1980), but to various group characteristics like 
denominational preference and degree of church involvement. 

It is for this reason that Zondag et al. (1989, 365) arrive at the conclusion that: 
'the motivational structures of literally and metaphorically oriented persons are 

largely identical, and that it is only in terms of content of beliefs that these 

persons differ' (italics added). So their mutated version of the LAM scales 
seems to be unsuited for identifying divergent personality-based attitudes 
towards one and the same religious heritage. 

However, this does not implicate that their research is futile. The data of Van 
der Lans et. al. lead to the hypothesis that a distinction has to be made between 

(at least) two different sets of religious beliefs. While the literally worded 
statements could refer to an orthodoxly frame of reference, the metaphorical 
items could indicate a more liberally set of beliefs. Assuming this being the 

case, part of those embracing orthodox worded statements, as well as part of 
those committed to liberal worded statements, could underline their beliefs in 

rigid fashions, while others could handle them flexibly. 

Summarizing, it has to be concluded that the line of research inspired by Hunt 
fails to unravel distinct personality-based attitudes towards the Biblical tradition. 
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Nevertheless, as a sort of spin-off, it unintentionally points to the existence of 
at least two different sets of religious beliefs'. 

The goal of this article is to conceptualize and to operationalize these different 
beliefs. 

Prior to this task I have to elaborate upon another line of research, which has 
raised a similar question regarding the identification of different religious 
beliefs. The aim of this second review is to get a more detailed outlook on the 
theoretical issue which is beginning to emerge. 

2.2 Different religious beliefs (Felling, Peters and Schreuder) 

Felling, Peters and Schreuder (1986a), arguing that the Christian Orthodoxy 
Scale of Fullerton and Hunsberger may be quite useful for measuring religious- 
ness in relatively 'believing' North-America, but are not very appropriate for 

describing the beliefs in partly 'unbelieving' Europe (cf. Ester, Halman & De 
Moor 1993), have also developed an alternative measuring instrument. Departing 
from Geertz's observations (Geertz 1975), that religion provides answers to 

'problems of meaning, suffering and evil', Felling et. al. hypothesize five 

possible outlooks toward an ultimate reality. 

First, they assume a Christian-theistic world view held by people who accept the 
answers of Christian religion, as they are handed down from the churches. 
These people believe in a personal God who created the universe and provides 
answers to the existential problems mentioned. Second, they expect the 
existence of a transcendent-deistic philosophy of life, accepted by people who 
cannot cope with the personal God of their youths anymore. Instead of a 

personal God they believe in a depersonalized supernatural force. In their early 
writings, Felling et. al. consider this world view to be a religious, but not 

necessarily a Christian 'Weltanschauung'. This view has been adjusted in later 

writings as they argue that the transcendent-deistic world view gives expression 
to the beliefs of the liberal wing of Christianity in the Netherlands (Felling et 
al. 1991). Third, Felling et. al. hypothesize an innerwordly or immanent world 
view. People embracing such beliefs are able to place existential concerns in a 

meaningful context, but explicitly without referring to an otherworldly or 
transcendent reality. Contemporary Humanism (as opposed to classical 

Humanism) can be considered as a representative of such a philosophy of life. 

Fourth, there could be a sceptical or agnostical world view about the existence 
of an ultimate reality, the meaning of life, suffering and death. Finally, the 
authors expect a nihilistic philosophy of life. People committed to this outlook 

reject the existence of a higher reality and the idea that affairs such as life and 
death could possess any meaning. 
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Based on data from representative samples of the Dutch population in 1979, 
1985, and 1990 respectively, factor analytical results generally confirm the 
existence of these hypothesized beliefs (Felling, Peters & Schreuder 1986a; 
1986b; 1987; 1991, 1992). Others using this measuring instrument found results 

which, apart from some minor aberrations, are comparable to those of Felling 
et. al. (e.g. Van Gerwen 1990; Jeurissen 1993; Van Iersel & Spanjersberg 1993). 

For purposes relevant to our concern, the following results have to be outlined 
in more detail. Felling et al. (1991) identified a Christian-theistic world view, 
a transcendent-deistic world view, an innerworldly cosmology in which 'God 
is a symbol of human values', and an innerworldly outlook, representing 'a 

philosophy of the autonomous innerworldliness'. These beliefs were partly 
interconnected. The Christian world view correlates very strongly (r = .64) with 
the transcendent world view and the two innerworldly outlooks too reveal a 

strong relationship (r = .39). Apart from this, just one significant correlation 
between the scales mentioned, was reported. The Christian world view had a 

negative connection (r = -.31) with the innerworldly cosmology. Other relevant 
correlations, for instance between the innerworldly outlook on the one hand and 
the Christian and transcendent world views on the other, were absent. 

Reviewing the results gathered by the other researchers mentioned, one has to 
conclude that instead of the four sets of beliefs sketched above, in most 
instances they have found two or three world views: just one general Christian- 
transcendent world view and one general innerworldly philosophy of life, or the 
two which have been found by Felling et. al.. In view of the correlations 
between the four scales reported by Felling et. al., these results are hardly 
surprizing. 

Nevertheless they have provoked a theoretical dispute. Van der Ven (1992; 
1993a; 1993b) has repeatedly attacked the implicit assumption held - amongst 
others - social scientists, that within the Christian heritage, a) the image of God 
has to be described solely referring to personal attributes, b) the ecclesiastic.al 
tradition is the core of Christian faith, and c) God, c.q. transcendent reality and 
the empirical reality are completely separated. 

ad a First, besides the fact that within the Judean-Christian tradition God has 
numerous other images (whispering breeze and roaring bull, to mention only 
two), Van der Ven stipulates that even within the Scriptures the image of God 
is described with the aid of anthropomorphical (or personal) as well as 

impersonal attributes. The gnostics in the second century of Christianity, for 

example, can be seen as representatives of the latter position. Clearly Van der 
Ven's objection against a strict conceptual distinction between a Christian- 
theistic world view and a (non-Christian) transcendent-deistic world view is 

supported by the results found by Felling et. al., and others. As noted, Felling 
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et. al., and their followers found high correlations between the Christian-theistic 
world view and the transcendent-deistic world view. Apart from this, the results 
reveal that Christian laymen subscribe to a rather complex image of God. This 

complexity surely is not represented adequately by their clergy, when in public 
they emphasize almost exclusively the personal attributes of God. 

ad b Second, Van der Ven disentangles a dimension concerning the source of 
faith. In the author's view, one has to distinguish between a deductive and an 
inductive approach to religiousness. One can speak of a deductive approach if 
a fixated religious system operates as the source of belief. In this case, so to 

speak, splendid truth shines from above. An inductive approach is meant, when 
actual personal experiences are the spring of faith. In this case sparks of truth 
could twinkle when people, confronted with the contingency of human existence 
for instance, excavate traces of 'basic trust' (cf. Erikson 1959; Faber 1986; 
1989). If I understand Van der Ven correctly, the distinction between an 
inductive and a deductive approach serves only analytical purposes. A religious 
system atrophies to a mummy if it is not vitalized (or updated) through 
implementation of actual experiences (cf. Sunden 1966), and human existence 
cannot be transcended without a shared frame of reference which gives 
expression to collective experiences (cf. Schillebeeckx 1977, 54). 

It should be emphasized that the distinction proposed by Van der Ven closely 
resembles Cantwell Smith's distinction between 'belief' and 'faith' (cf. Fowler 

1981), and Sunden's (1966, 201-202) distinction between non-empathic 
'doctrine-accepting' and empathic 'role-taking'. Whereas `belief' refers to the 

acceptance or rejection of the doctrines of Christian tradition, 'faith' is a more 

comprehensive concept. It refers to 'an orientation of the personality, to oneself, 
to one's neighbor, to the universe; a total response' (Smith cited by Fowler 

1981, 11). According to Fowler, 'faith' always implicates relatedness to others 
and eventually relatedness to God. In his view, an important condition for the 

development of 'faith' is, that people undergo a cognitive process, resulting in 
an increased ability to 'take the role of others'. At first, one is only able to take 
the perspective of an actual person (for instance a parent), but later on one 
learns to reflect from a more abstract perspective (the 'he-perspective'). The 
crux is that at a certain point the 'he-perspective' is going to operate as 

'generally accepted social expectations (G.H. Mead's 'generalized other') or the 
shared understanding of God as a transcendent third person' (Fowler 1981, 74). 

ad c Besides the two described conceptual dimensions, Van der Ven (1993a) 
advocates a third dimension, which makes an analytical distinction between the 

meta-concepts of absolute transcendence, immanent transcendence, and absolute 
immanence. 

Absolute transcendence, or theism, represents the idea of an infinite distance 
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between God and man, and the omnipotence of God. 

Immanent transcendence, a term Van der Ven extracted from the labors of 
Hartshorne (1967), amongst others, and to a certain degree comparable to 

panentheism and theistic manifestations of pantheism, states 'God is all and all 
is in God' (e.g. Encyclopaedia Brittanica (Macropaedia) 1979, Vol. 13, 949- 

950), which underlines the intimate closeness and relationship of God and man, 
as it is prevalent in the works of numerous mystics, non-Christian as well as 
Christian (cf. Stace 1972). According to Van der Ven (1993b), the image of 
God's immanent transcendence implicates a non-competitive relationship be- 
tween God and man. Instead of contrasting God's grace to man's autonomy and 

experiencing the wrath of God as the inevitable outcome of man's (historical) 
sin, evil is experienced as caused by man, and only mankind, as a gift of God, 
can and has to rule out massacres like Buchenwald, Auschwitz, and Dachau. 

It is perhaps for this reason that contemporary Christian theologians like Eugen 
Drewermann and Daniel Batson are interested in Buddhism, the manifestation 
of a-cosmic pantheism 'par exellence'. Contrary to Judean-Christian ethical 

prophets like Moses, John the Baptist, and partly Jesus too (John 14: 6), who 
did not leave any misunderstanding about what had to be done to reach personal 
salvation, the exemplar-prophet Siddhartha (who became the Buddha), just 
wanted to illustrate by personal example how he taught to reach a road to 
salvation. As a consequence of this, personal conscience and man's autonomy 
get a much more dominant place. 

It should be emphasized that pantheistic and panentheistic images of God cannot 
be dismissed as the hallucinations of lost ones, tantalized by the sweet voices 
of Sirens calling from some exotic religious tradition. These images always have 

been, at least in latent form, present in Christianity too. Most predominantly 
they resurface in the so-called Nouvelle Theologie (Van der Ven 1993b), which, 

probably not coincidentally, started to flourish immediately after the end of 
World War II. 

Absolute immanence, finally, to a certain degree comparable to atheistic forms 
of pantheism (God is merged into the world), stresses the idea that God exists 

exclusively within and through human experiences like love, humanitarianism, 

justice and solidarity (Van der Ven 1993a)3. 

It should be added that absolute transcendence as well as absolute immanence 
have an uncomfortable relationship with individual freedom and creativity, since 
both are deterministic in character. Absolute transcendence stresses God is the 
first and only cause, not influenced by the world. Absolute immanence pre- 
supposes the world is ruled by the laws of nature. Immanent transcendence on 
the other hand, is voluntaristic in its nature. It emphasizes that God and the 
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world do affect each other, and that God provides a fan of possibilities, 
encouraging man to seek self-fulfilment and to co-participate in 'the world as 
creative continuation' (Munnik 1987). 

Departing from Van der Ven's threefold conceptual distinction, one has to arrive 
at the conclusion that the empirical results listed above mainly represent the 

concepts of absolute transcendence and absolute immanence. The concept of 
immanent transcendence clearly lacks an empirical confirmation. This, of 

course, is hardly surprizing, since Felling et. al. did not include the concept 
'immanent transcendence' in their conceptual scheme, and consequently did not 

develop statements for measuring this particular set of beliefs. The assumption 
that some Christian(-transcendent) items could be indicators for 'immanent 

transcendence', as well as 'absolute transcendence' (Van der Ven 1993a) cannot 
absorb this conceptual omission. 

2.2.1 Individualistic religious belief 

Leaving this abstract theoretical discussion aside for a moment, I want to pay 
some attention to the practical elaboration of scales designed to measure 
traditional religious belief. The reason for this practical approach is twofold. 

First, it will be shown that Creed-alike scales can be treated as Christian 
manifestations of the concept of 'absolute transcendence'. The second objective 
of this approach is to find some Christian clothes for dressing up the rather nude 

concept of 'immanent transcendence'. 

For example, the following Creed-based statements are being used to tap 
Christian-theistic and Christian orthodox beliefs: 'There is a God whose 

Kingdom will come', 'There is a God who wants to be our God', 'There is a 
God who cares for every individual personally', 'There is a God who revealed 
himself through Jesus Christ' (Felling, Peters & Schreuder 1991), 'I believe God 
has a plan with the universe', 'I believe in life after death', 'I believe one must 

accept Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior to be saved from sin' (Batson & Ventis 

1982), and: 'God hears all our prayers', 'God exists as: Father, Son and Holy 
Spirit', 'Christ will return to earth someday', 'Jesus Christ was [sic] the divine 
Son of God', 'Through the life, death and resurrection of Jesus, God provided 
a way for the forgiveness of people's sins (Fullerton & Hunsberger 1982). 

Which basic tenets Ge behind these statements? Admittedly not without any 
speculation at this point, there seem to be arguments that indicate that these 
items basically deal with the relationship between two objects: 1) God or 
transcendent reality, and 2) the subject him- or herself. 

First, these items reflect that transcendent reality and empirical reality are 

completely separated (i.e. absolute transcendence). It is only via Christ, who was 
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both human and divine, that these two realities are connected and reconciled (cf. 

Berger 1967). 

Second, the statements being used express the conception that a personal God 

is concerned with every single individual. So the wordings of the items seem 

to point at a direct and personal relationship to God; a relationship which in the 

end could lead to personal salvation (Rokeach 1969a). 

Summarizing, it can be stated that items tapping traditional beliefs are suited to 

indicate the conviction of people who aim at a personal relationship to God and, 
while doing this, are metaphorically speaking, focusing their view 'upwards': 
each separate individual is aiming at God or at a transcendent reality, and 

ultimately it will be God's compassion - not ours - which will relieve the 
unfortunate (Rokeach 1969b). So it hardly seems an exaggeration to state that 

such scales represent a conglomerate of rather individualistic beliefs of those 

seeking personal salvation. 

2.2.2 Humanistic religious belief 

While individualistic religious beliefs primarily stresses a direct relationship of 

every single individual to God, a social scientist can make the assumption that 
there could also be a set of religious beliefs which more emphatically underlines 

a commitment to one's neighbor. To put it in metaphorical terms: as a believer 
one is, while trying to get closer to God, not only 'reaching for the ultimate' 

(Tillich), but at the same time 'quarrying for the essence of one's fellow men'. 

So the following question emerged. Can a conglomerate of beliefs be identified, 
which expresses the faith, that one could have access to transcendent reality by 
means of meeting (Schillebeeckx 1977, 41) other human beings? Primary 
characteristic of such a humanistic religious belief would be the faith that God 

could reveal Himself in the actual contact between people (Luke 24, 13-35). As 
can be concluded from the previous, such a belief seems to correspond strongly 
with the concept 'immanent transcendence', because this belief underlines the 

intimate closeness and relationship between God and man (Van der Ven 1993a), 
and expresses that the immanent experience of transcendence could be possible 
(Schillebeeckx 1977t. 

A number of writers, both theologians and social scientists, has indicated the 

importance of humanistic religious beliefs. Batson, Beker and Clark (1973), 

referring to Mark (10: l7ff) and Matthew (25: 31-46), have stressed that the 

teachings of Christ in essence are not meant to offer 'comfort' for the individual 
who is searching for personal salvation by means of a rigid adherence to the 

Scripture, but are meant to offer a 'challenge' for those trying to meet their 
fellow men in their own reality. In this sense 'man is challenged to see his 
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world in a new way, centrifugally rather than centripetally' (Batson et al. 1973, 
45). 

Although several authors have tried to operationalize 'other-directed' Christian 

beliefs, none of these have provided a scale measuring 'humanistic religious 
beliefs'. 

Batson and his colleagues (see for example Batson & Ventis 1982; Darley & 
Batson 1973) identified three different ways of being religious, i.e. 'Religion as 

End', 'Religion as Quest' and 'Religion as Means'. Whereas all three of these 

religious orientations are represented by structural-functional (or 'content-free') 
indicators, only the first one is additionally represented by a content-loaded 

scale, namely the Doctrinal Orthodoxy scale. Although Batson and Ventis 

(1985) emphasize that it is virtually impossible to assess the way in which 

people are being religious, independent of the contents of their beliefs, they 
have never tried to develop a scale for measuring the belief corresponding with 

Religion as Quest (or with Religion as Means, by the way). 

Stark and Glock (1968, 217) have identified a 'new theology' (ethicalism), 
which is 'manifested less in what one believes about God than in what one 
believes about goodness, justice, and compassion'. Davidson (1975, 87) has 
focused on 'horizontal beliefs', indicated by items referring to helping one's 
fellow man and the need to love one's neighbor. Felling, Peters and Schreuder 

(1986a, 47) designed a 'common humanity' scale, which measures values like 

tolerance, justice, mutual understanding, and helpfulness. The main objection 
against these scales is that they, although being derived from Christian (inspired) 
ethics, do not refer explicitly to transcendent reality, so, from a conceptual point 
of view, their status is ambiguous. They could be indicaters for 'absolute 
immanence' as well as 'immanent transcendence'. 

3. Research questions 

Two research questions are dealt with. 

Research question 1: can two distinct scales be detected, which indicate 
individualistic and humanistic religious belief? 

Research question 2: assuming an affirmative answer to the first question, can 
these beliefs scales externally be validated? In order to meet this latter issue, 

hypotheses are developed with regard to relations between the religious beliefs 
scales on the one hand, and other aspects of religiosity and empathy on the 
other. These hypotheses will be tested using data from a family sample, 
containing information about fathers, mothers and one of their children. 
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3.1 Research question 1 

Based on preliminary research reported elsewhere (Van der Slik 1992, 85-90), 
statements were formulated meant to represent humanistic religious beliefs and 
individualistic religious beliefs. 

The first scale is called 'Individualistic Religious Belief Scale' (INBEL). It is 

developed to measure to which degree the conviction is expressed, that God is 
concerned with every individual personally. Most of the items reflecting 
individualistic religious belief were adopted from Fullerton and Hunsberger 
(1982), and Felling, Peters and Schreuder ( 1987). Item 6 is borrowed from the 
Dutch version of Hunt's LAM scales: 'In Heaven we meet our loved one's 

again' (see table 1). 

The second, and newly developed scale is called 'Humanistic Religious Belief 
Scale' (HUMBEL). It is designed to measure the degree to which the faith is 

put forward that God could reveal Himself in the actual contact between people. 
With the exception of statements 9 and 11, all items are new. Statement 9: 'To 
me God is what is worthwhile in people', is a modified version of an 

innerworldly item used by Felling et al. (1987; 1991). Reason for this 
modification was to ensure that in the adapted item transcendence is not lost in 
the world as, was the case in the statement used by Felling et. al. (see note 3). 
Statement 11 is derived from the Dutch version of the LAM scales: 'Heaven is 
were people realize part of God's Kingdom'. The newly developed statements 

emphasize a simultaneous orientation to both God or faith, and to a relationship 
with fellow humans based on mutual trust. 

These scales will be considered as Christian representations of the concepts of 
immanent transcendence and absolute transcendence respectively. 

Since a distinction between a personal and an impersonal image of God is not 
considered to be relevant within Christianity, neither conceptually nor 

empirically (Van der Ven 1993a), no special effort has been undertaken to 

operationalize this distinction. In developing the statements needed for 

representing these two scales, no special attention is paid to the distinction 
between inductive and deductive sources of religiousness. Despite this, one can 
conclude that the deductive source is relatively more present in the items of the 
Individualistic Religious Belief Scale, while the statements that constitute the 
Humanistic Religious Belief Scale in general are more emphatical in referring 
to an inductive spring of faith. 

3.2 Research question 2 

In order to test external validity, these two beliefs scales will be related to other 
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aspects of religiosity. These aspects are religious behavior, religious experiences 
and religious attitudes. Besides this, the beliefs scales will be related to an 
indicator of empathy. A supplementary clue for external validity will be traced 
if correlations show comparable patterns for mothers, fathers, and their children. 

3.2.1 Additional measuring instruments6 

1. Religious behavior 

Religious behavior was measured through the frequency of church attendance. 

Response alternatives ranged from (practically) never (0) to (almost) every week 

(4). 

2. Religious experiences 

Van der Slik (1992) developed modified versions of Stark's 'taxonomy of 

religious experience' (Stark 1965; Currie, Klug & McCombs 1982; Van der Slik 

1989). The first scale (6 items) was designated as 'Experience of God's 

Proximity' (EGP), and measures the degree to which respondents experience 
transcendent reality as God's proximity. A sample item from this scale is: 'A 

feeling God is guiding your life'. The second scale (4 items), was designated 
as 'Experience of Distance to God' (EDG). This scale measures the degree in 
which respondents experience transcendent reality as distance to God (e.g. 
Psalm 22). A typical item from this scale is: 'An experience of great distance 
between you and God'. The reliability of these positively correlated scales is 

satisfactory (alpha's between .70 and .80). 

3. Religious attitudes 

Founded on studies by a variety of authors (Allport 1950; Allport & Ross 1967; 
Batson 1971; Batson & Ventis 1982; Kirkpatrick 1989; Schelsky 1965; 1970), 
Van der Slik (1992) suggested three distinct modes in which people can be 
committed to transcendent reality, i.e. a God-directed orientation, an other- 
directed orientation, and an ego-directed orientation. 

The God-directed orientation is represented by the 11-item 'Intrinsic Religious 
Attitude Scale' (IRAS). This scale measures to which degree respondents are 

aiming at (the experience of) God, and, departing from this attitude, are trying 
to connect their day-to-day experiences to their religious convictions. The items 

constituting this scale are translated and modified versions of Allport's Intrinsic 

Religiosity Scale, Batson's Internal and External Scale and an item referring to 
the heuristic aspect of 'mature religion' (Allport 1950). An IRAS item is: God's 
will should shape my life'. 



19 

The other-directed orientation (analogous to the homonymous concept of 

Riesman) is represented by the 6-item 'Socially Dependent Attitude Scale' 

(SDAS). It was designed to measure the degree to which respondents are trying 
to find out the significance of their faith in all its tentativeness by means of 

contacting fellow believers. The scale contains items referring to the aspects of 

doubt and tentativeness of Batson's Interactional Scale, newly formulated items 

referring to Schelsky's concept 'permanent reflection' and statements referring 
to the importance of contacting others for finding out the significance of 

personal religious truths. A sample item from this scale is: 'Only through 
communicating with others, I will find out the significance of my personal 
faith'. 

The ego-directed orientation is represented by the 7-item 'Personal Gain At- 

titude Scale' (PGAS), and was designed to measure to which degree respondents 
are ego-involved when they are searching the significance of religion primarily 
in a form of personal consolation, support and safety that others are not able to 

give. It consists of items referring to extrinsic personal gain (cf. Kirkpatrick 
1989) and items reflecting the view that searching for the meaning of being 
Christian is a strictly personal affair. A typical item from this scale is: 'The 

main purpose of prayer is to gain support and consolation'. Internal consis- 
tencies of these uncorrelated scales were sufficient (alpha's between .63 and 91). 

4. Empathy 

A shortened version of Davis' 'Interpersonal Reactivity Index' (Davis 1980; 

1983) is used. This multi-dimensional measuring instrument has been developed 
to measure two cognitive aspects (taking a perspective with regard to fictive and 
actual persons) and two affective aspects (empathic concern and personal 
distress) of empathy. Empathy is commonly regarded as an indicator for social 
skills and pro-social behavior. 

A scale was designed, which was called `Empathy Scale'. It indicates to which 

degree respondents can put themselves in someone else's situation, affectively 
as well as cognitively. Statements representing Davis' 'personal distress scale' 

were not scalable. A sample item from this scale is: 'When I'm upset with 

someone, I usually try to 'put myself in his shoes' for a while'. The reliability 
of these scales was of a middling level (alpha's around .70). 

3.2.2 Hypotheses 

In order to test external validity, several hypotheses can be formulated with re- 

gard to the relationships between the newly developed scales for religious be- 
liefs and the additional measuring instruments, delineated in the previous 

paragraph. 



20 

ad l: Religious behavior 

It can be assumed that both the Individualistic Religious Belief Scale and the 
Humanistic Religious Belief Scale will show positive correlations with the 
behavioral indicator of ecclesiastical religiosity, i.e. the frequency of church 
attendance. These associations, however, are not presumed to be of equal 
magnitude. Because the items of the Individualistic Religious Belief Scale refer 
more emphatically to a deductive source of belief, the correlations with 
indicators referring to institutional religion are assumed to be stronger than those 
with the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale. As noted, the items of the 
Humanistic Religious Belief Scale refer more emphatically to an inductive 
source of faith (see scheme 1 for an overview of the presented hypotheses). 

ad 2: Religious experiences 

Perhaps most importantly, divergent association patterns are expected with 

religious experiences. If the Individualistic Religious Belief Scale is a valid 

representation of the concept 'absolute transcendence' (i.e. infinite distance 
between God and man) and the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale is a valid 
indicator of the concept 'immanent transcendence' (i.e. God's presence in the 

world) it would logically follow that the Individualistic Scale has a negative 
correlation with the experience of God's proximity and a positive correlation 
with the experience of distance to God, while the correlations of the Humanistic 
Scale with these experiences are in the opposite direction. 

ad j: Religious attitudes 

Different relations can be hypothesized with distinct religious attitudes in the 

Allport tradition. The following hypotheses can be formulated. 

First, it is hypothesized that the Individualistic Religious Belief Scale shows a) 
a strong positive correlation with the Intrinsic Religious Attitude Scale (IRAS), 
b) a negative correlation with the Socially Dependent Attitude Scale (SDAS), 
and c) a positive association with the Personal Gain Attitude Scale (PGAS). 

Empirical findings partly support these propositions. Strong positive correlations 
between scales measuring individualistic religious belief and intrinsic religiosity 
scales are often reported, and can, according to authors like Dittes (1969), and 
Batson and Ventis (1982) be attributed to the ecclesiastical connotations of the 
statements constituting such scales. Negative correlations between the 
Individualistic Belief Scale and the Socially Dependent Attitude Scale can be 

expected, assuming that the Individualistic Belief Scale is tapping a religious 
commitment of an individualistic nature, whereas the SDAS stresses the 

opposite: the importance of a basic alliance with fellow believers. Correlations 
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with scales such as the Personal Gain Attitude Scale, are seldom investigated 
(see Kirkpatrick 1989 for an exception) but a positive correlation can be 

expected, since both scales stress an individualistic way of believing. 
Additionally, salvation could be the ultimate personal gain. 

Second, the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale will reveal a) a positive 
correlation with the Intrinsic Religious Attitude Scale, b) a positive association 
with the Socially Dependent Attitude Scale, and c) a negative relation with the 
Personal Gain Attitude Scale. 

Because no data are available at this point with regard to humanistic religious 
beliefs, one can only try to make assumptions plausible. Assuming the 
Humanistic Religious Belief Scale basically measures a Christian orientation 

(although not necessarily a strictly ecclesiastical orientation) stressing a 
simultaneous commitment to both transcendent reality and one's neighbors, a 

positive correlation is expected as the intrinsic scale measures an experiential 
momentum connected to religious salience (cf. Allport & Ross 1967). A positive 
correlation between the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale and the Socially 
Dependent Scale can be assumed, because both scales stress the importance of 

contacting fellow humans. Finally, a negative association between the 
Humanistic Religious Belief Scale and the Personal Gain Scale can be assumed, 
since these scales at least partly refer to opposite commitments, i.e. other 

persons versus the person him- or herselves, respectively. 

FIGURE 1: Expected Correlations between Religious Beliefs on the One 

Hand, and Religious Behavior, Religious Experiences, 
Religious Attitudes and Empathy on the Other. 

Legend: FCA: Frequency of church attendance; EGP: 'Experience of God's Proximity Scale'; EDG: 
'Experience of Distance to God Scale'; IRAS: 'Intrinsic Religious Attitude Scale'; SDAS: 'Socially 
Dependent Attitude Scale';.PGAS: 'Personal Gain Attitude Scale'; Empathy: 'Empathy Scale'; 
INBEL: 'Individualistic Religious Belief Scale'; HUMBEL; 'Humanistic Religious Belief Scale' 
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ad 4: Empathy 

Considering the fact that associations between people are strongly emphasized 
in the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale, whereas the Individualistic Religious 
Belief Scale mirrors a commitment to personal salvation it can be hypothesized 
that the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale will show a positive correlation with 
a scale measuring the ability to put oneself in someone else's situation, while 
associations with the Individualistic Religious Belief Scale will be absent. 

Additionally, the assumption that the items of the Humanistic Religious Belief 
Scale refer more emphatically to the inductive (or 'faith' c.q. empathic 'role- 

taking') momentum, whereas the items of the Individualistic Religious Belief 
Scale refer more to a deductive (or 'belief' c.q. non-empathic 'doctrine- 

accepting') approach, can be considered as another argument. 

4. Method 

4.1 Data collecting design 

Within the framework of an investigation dealing with religious upbringing (see 
Van der Slik 1992, for the results of this research project), 1059 precoded 
questionnaires and the same number of postage free answering envelopes were 
sent to 353 Roman Catholic nuclear families, mainly from the southern half of 
the Netherlands, in the second quarter of 1989. Including three stamped 
addressed envelopes per household was meant to explicitly allow the family 
members to complete and return the questionnaires independently. Precoding 
allowed me to relate the responses of the individual family members. 

After sending a reminder, 455 surveys (43% response rate) were returned. Of 

those, 390 (86%) originated from families of which both the parents and a child 

responded. 146 Mothers and 138 fathers returned a questionnaire. A vast majo- 
rity of these parents (83%) visits church services at least once a month. 65% 
attends (almost) every week. 171 children returned a completed questionnaire'. 
A majority of them too attends church at least once a month (86%), but not as 

regularly as the parents. 49% visits church services (almost) every week. 

4.2 Data analysis 

All scales were developed by means of principal factor analyses (extraction 
criteria: lambda > 1 and scree test (Cattell 1966). In case of correlated factors 

.30), Oblimin rotations were performed. Factorscores are calculated by means 
of the regression method (see Van der Slik (1992), for a detailed elaboration). 
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TABLE 1: Individualistic and Humanistic Religious Beliefs. Principal 
Factor Analyses (Oblimin rotated) Conducted for Mothers, 
Fathers, and Children Separately. 

. All items are responded to on a five-point scale from completely unconvinced (I) to completely 
convinced (5). 

Factor 1: Individualistic Religious Belief Scale (INBEL) 
Factor 11: Humanistic Religious Belief Scale (HUMBEL) 
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5. Results 

5.1 Measuring individualistic and humanistic religious beliefs 

Factor analyses executed in accordance with the procedures delineated above, 
revealed the hypothesized scales for individualistic religious beliefs and 
humanistic religious beliefs'. It shows, omitting neglectible deviations, identical 
scales are found for mothers, fathers, and children (see table 1). So some clues 
for the robustness of the scales are traced9. 

The first research question, can two scales for religious beliefs be detected, is 
answered affirmatively. The reliability of the scales is more than satisfactory. 
The scales correlate relatively strongly, indicating that humanistic religious 
beliefs are part of the Christian frame of reference. 

As can be noted, both fathers, mothers and children, subscribe more to huma- 
nistic beliefs as to individualistic beliefs, and additionally demonstrate more 
consensus towards humanistic beliefs, as is reflected by lower standard devia- 
tions. It should be underlined that the degree of religiousness of these Roman 
Catholics, who are quite strongly involved with the Church, would be underesti- 
mated rather severely if one would have investigated their beliefs aided solely 
by a measure reflecting individualistic beliefs. So the newly developed scale 
'Humanistic Religious Belief Scale' is a welcome supplement to individua- 

listically oriented measuring instruments. It offers the opportunity for a more 
balanced research of Christian beliefs. 

5.2 External validation of the scales for individualistic and humanistic rel. belief 

5.2.1 Religious beliefs and frequency of church attendance 

Table 2 gives the outcomes of the correlations between the Individualistic 

Religious Belief Scale (INBEL) and the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale 

(HUMBEL) on the one hand, and attending church services on the other. 

The first hypothesis clearly gains support. In general both the Individualistic 

Religious Belief Scale and the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale show 

significant positive correlations with this behavioral indicator of ecclesiastical 

religiosity. As expected, the associations with the Humanistic Scale are of a 
lesser magnitude than the relations with the Individualistic Scale. These 
observations apply to fathers, mothers and their children. As noted, the 
differences in strength are assumed to be caused by distinct sources of faith. 
Whereas the Individualistic Religious Belief Scale refers to a deductive source 
of belief, the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale reflects an inductive leap of 
faith. Thus low correlations of the Humanistic Scale with church attendance 
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seem to indicate that a commitment to one's neighbor is not a characteristic 
limited to those who attend church meetings more often. 

TABLE 2: Correlations between Religious Beliefs and Frequency of 
Church Attendance 

note: *: p < .05; **: p < .001 (two-tailed) 
Legend: INBEL: 'Individualistic Religious Belief Scale'; HUMBEL: 'Humanistic 

Religious Belief Scale' 

5.2.2 Religious beliefs and religious experiences 

The second hypothesis, individualistic beliefs are positively related to the 

experience of distance to God and negatively associated with the experience of 
God's proximity, while humanistic beliefs show a positive correlation with the 

experience of God's proximity and a negative one with distance to God is only 
partially supported (see table 3). The hypothesis does hold up with respect to 
associations of individualistic beliefs with the experience of distance to God. All 
correlations of individualistic beliefs with the experience of distance to God 

point in the expected direction, though only one correlation reaches significance. 
As children subscribe to individualistic belief to a stronger degree, they 
experience distance to God more intensely. The correlations of humanistic belief 
with the experience of God's proximity too are in line with the expectation. 

The hypothesis is certainly not upheld with respect to the other correlations. In 
fact - contrary to the logically deduced hypothesis - correlations of the 
Individualistic Religious Belief Scale with the scale for Experience of God's 

Proximity are strongly positive instead of negative, and the correlations of the 
Humanistic Religious Belief Scale with the scale for the Experience of Distance 
to God are, though insignificant, positive instead of negative. 

Obviously we have a serious problem here. The fact that individualistic religious 
beliefs are strongly correlated with the experience of God's proximity, even 

stronger than with humanistic religious beliefs, could either indicate that the 
Individualistic Religious Belief Scale is not a valid representation of 'absolute 
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transcendence', or that high scores on the scales for religious experience point 
to rather complex relationships to God. 

TABLE 3: Correlations between Religious Beliefs and Religious Experiences 

note: *: p < .05; **: p < .001 (two-tailed) 
Legend: EGP: 'Experience of God's Proximity Scale'; EDG: 'Experience of Distance 

to God Scale'; INBEL: 'Individualistic Religious Belief Scale'; HUMBEL: 
'Humanistic Religious Belief Scale' 

On the one hand, the strong correlations between the experience of God's 

proximity and individualistic religious belief would indicate that individualistic 
beliefs are indicators of the concept 'immanent transcendence' instead of 
'absolute transcendence'. This conclusion would correspond rather closely with 
the view of Schillebeeckx (1977) and Jeurissen (1993), amongst others, who 
have questioned the validity and fruitfulness of the concept 'absolute transcen- 
dence' itself, exactly because of the fact that people have reported experiences 
of transcendence throughout Judean-Christian history. Hartshorne (1967) follows 
a parallel line of reasoning when he argues that a God who is attributed 

personal characteristics, has to be social as well, i.e. connected to and affected 

by the world. If not, in his view one is aiming at a monstrous psychopath. 

On the other hand, the Experience of God's Proximity Scale, and Distance to 
God Scale measure rather complex relationships to God. Van Ouwerkerk (1986) 
stresses that one never knows for sure that the experience of God's presence, 
is the experience if God's presence. According to Van Ouwerkerk, 
transcendence is equivalent to absence, which would mean that it is God's 
absence (and not His presence), which is experienced most predominantly, when 

experiencing God's proximity. This would mean that high scores on the scales 
for God's proximity, point to a relationship, which is described inaccurately by 
means of referring merely to God's presence (i.e. 'immanent transcendence'). 

Following this line of reasoning, the strong correlations between the experience 
of God's proximity and individualistic religious beliefs, make sense after all, 
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and are in fact, consonant to the thesis that the Individualistic Religious Belief 
Scale is a valid representation of the concept of 'absolute transcendence'. 

5.2.3 Religious beliefs and religious attitudes 

In general the correlations presented in table 4 are in line with the expectations. 
Indeed the Individualistic Religious Belief Scale and the Humanistic Religious 
Belief Scale correlate remarkably strong with the Intrinsic Religious Attitude 
Scale. This indicates that a way of being religious, stressing the importance of 

aiming at God and the significance of one's convictions for daily life, is not 

solely restricted to those who hold to individualistic religious beliefs, but can 
also be found among those believers who submit to humanistic religious beliefs. 

Again it can be noted that the correlations with individualistic religious beliefs 
are the stronger ones when compared to those with humanistic religious beliefs. 
This is consistent with the assumption that individualistic beliefs reflect a 
deductive source of belief, while humanistic beliefs represent more emphatically 
an inductive leap of faith. Again, this applies to both fathers, mothers and their 
children. 

Related to the finding that humanistic religious beliefs correlate so strongly with 
the intrinsic attitude, indicating that humanistic religious beliefs are salient for 
decisions in daily life, one may wonder to which degree actual personal 
experiences, inducing an inductive approach to faith, are leavened by two 
millennia of Christendom. To put it differently, could it be that not only the 
ecclesiastical tradition but also daily life in Western civilization operates as a 
source of Christian faith? 

TABLE 4: Correlations between Religious Beliefs and Religious Attitudes 

Note: *: p < .05; **: p < .001 (two-tailed) 
Legend: iras: 'Intrinsic Religious Attitude Scale' sdas: Socially Dependent Attitude Scale'; pgas: 

'Personal Gain Attitude Scale'; inbel: 'Individualistic Religious Belief Scale'; humbel: 
'Humanistic Religious Belief Scale' 

Indicators for the hypothesized divergent association patterns of the 
Individualistic Religious Belief Scale and the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale, 
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with respect to the Socially Dependent Attitude Scale and the Personal Gain 
Attitude Scale, are also found. Whereas the socially dependent attitude is 

positively related to humanistic religious beliefs, associations are negative with 
individualistic beliefs. Although all indications point in the predicted direction, 

just one is significant. Five out of six correlations of the personal gain attitude 
with individualistic religious beliefs and humanistic religious beliefs are in the 

predicted direction too, although just one correlation reaches significance. The 
association between fathers' scores on the Personal Gain Scale and their scores 
on the Humanistic Belief Scale, contradicts the hypothesis. Despite this it can 
be concluded that for the major part the hypotheses about the relationships 
between religious beliefs and religious attitudes are not refuted. 

5.2.4 Religious beliefs and empathy 

The fifth expectation, that empathy (commonly regarded as an indicator for 
social skills and pro-social behavior) will be positively related to humanistic 

religious beliefs, whereas an association between empathy and individualistic 
beliefs will be absent, is upheld (see table 5). As can be seen, humanistic 

religious beliefs are significantly related to empathy, for mothers, fathers, and 
children as well. Correlations of the Empathy Scale with the Individualistic 

Religious Belief Scale are, if not insignificant, only weak as in the case of the 
children. 

TABLE 5: Correlations between Religious Beliefs and Empathy 

note: *: p < .05; **: p < .001 (two-tailed) 
Legend: Empathy: 'Empathy Scale'; INBEL: 'Individualistic Religious Belief Scale'; 

HUMBEL: 'Humanistic Religious Belief Scale' 

Speculating about some implications of these results, one could argue that they 
point to a possible explanation for the incomprehensible paradox, Allport 
(1966), Rokeach (1969b), and many others have observed. Individualistic belief 
is almost without exception positively correlated with prejudice and 

authoritarianism, while at the same time Christian ethics explicitly demand 
tolerance and loving one's neighbor, as is expressed by numerous Christian 
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advocates of racial equality. Although I am certainly not pretending to offer a 
final explanation, it seems plausible those Christians fighting for equal rights 
and those who reject prejudice against minority groups, subscribe more 

emphatically to humanistic religious belief. Future research could throw more 

light on this relevant subject. 

6. Conclusion and discussion 

Starting-point of this contribution was a critique on the common practice of 

measuring Christian belief solely with the help of Creed-alike scales. It was 
concluded that this course of action by no means guarantees a comprehensive 
covering of the religious beliefs Christians are committed to. The major problem 
is that this approach starts from neo-scholastical theological stance, that is taken 
for granted without even trying to grasp the issue from a more updated 
theological point of view. Two research lines were reviewed, which were meant 
to overcome the onesidedness of the prevailing religious belief scales. 

Based on findings of Poythress, and Van der Lans and his colleagues, it was 
concluded that the LAM scales, introduced by Hunt, fail to unravel distinct 

personality-based attitudes toward one and the same Biblical heritage. 
Unintentionally, their results point to the existence of two distinct sets of 

religious beliefs. 

The research line, introduced by Felling, Peters, and Schreuder, meant to list the 

religious beliefs of relatively unbelieving Europe, revealed a distinction between 
scales representing absolute transcendence on the one hand, and scales which 

represent absolute immanence on the other. Conceptual critique of Van der Ven 
made clear that the representation of the analytical concept of immanent 
transcendence was missing. 

Based on an inventory of statements used as indicators of Creed-alike scales, it 
was concluded that these scales tap the beliefs of those who aim at a personal 
relationship to God and seek personal salvation. The conclusion was that these 
are beliefs of a rather individualistic nature. It was suggested that also a 

conglomerate of religious beliefs could exist which more emphatically 
underlines a commitment to one's neighbor. 

Two new scales were presented. The first one, called 'Individualistic Religious 
Belief Scale' (INBEL), was designed to measure to which degree the conviction 
is expressed that God is concerned with every individual separately. The second 

one, designated as 'Humanistic Religious Belief Scale' (HUMBEL), was 

designed to measure to which degree the faith is put forward that God could 
reveal Himself in the actual contact between people. 
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Data from 455 members of Roman Catholic nuclear families involved in the 

church, revealed a number of findings. Most importantly, the following results 
were observed. Factor analytical results indicated the existence of the two 

hypothesized scales. These correlated scales were identical for mothers, fathers, 
and their children. The reliability of these scales was more than satisfactory. 
Mothers, fathers, as well as children, subscribed more to humanistic beliefs than 
to individualistic beliefs. 

It was concluded that several criteria of external validity were met. Both 
individualistic beliefs and humanistic beliefs were positively correlated with 

frequency of church attendance, experiences of God's proximity, and intrinsic 

religious attitude. Differences in magnitude were expected and found. They were 
attributed to different sources of beliefs. Humanistic religious beliefs were 

positively associated with empathy, while individualistic religious beliefs were 
not. By and large correlations for mothers, fathers, and children corresponded 
to each other, which was considered as an additional clue for external validity. 

Several conclusions can be made. It is demonstrated that Christian faith cannot 
be adequately measured solely with the aid of a scale representing individualis- 
tic religious beliefs. On a conceptual level as well as on a measurement level 
one has to make a distinction between humanistic religious and individualistic 

religious beliefs. In fact, it showed that religiousness is rather severely under- 
estimated when religiosity is investigated solely with the help of scales mea- 

suring individualistic religious beliefs. This finding has to lead to the pro- 
vocative thesis that measuring Christian beliefs exclusively with Creed-alike 

scales, results in a rather severe underestimation of religiousness. The Huma- 
nistic Religious Belief Scale seems to offer a promising starting-point for mea- 

suring the religious beliefs Christians are committed to in a more balanced way. 

Yet some issues remain unresolved, asking for additional research. Peters and 
Schreuder (1987), presenting a historical analysis of cultural differences between 
Roman Catholics and Protestants in the Netherlands, arrive at the conclusion 
that Roman Catholics, as compared to Protestants, are more 'thisworldly' orien- 
tated. So the high scores on the Humanistic Belief Scale and the relatively low 
scores on the Individualistic Belief Scale could be partly explained by the 

specific composition of the family sample. Future research could resolve this 
issue. 

A second issue concerns the range of the Humanistic Belief Scale. The con- 

ceptual framework of Felling et al. (1986a; 1991) is not restricted to beliefs 

regarding the existence of an ultimate reality, but contains issues with respect 
to existential problems as well. Statements reflecting humanistic religious 
answers about the meaning of suffering, life and death, and good and evil are 
not included in the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale. So the question if the 
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Humanistic Religious Belief Scale is referring to a comprehensive Christian- 
humanistic world view, comparable to what is commonly designated as the 
Christian world view (Felling et al. 1992), is still unanswered. 

Despite these shortcomings I believe the Humanistic Religious Belief Scale, 
could be used as an additional measuring instrument for the investigation of 
Christian beliefs. Its emphasis on a simultaneous commitment to God and one's 

neighbor, could perhaps neutralize the paradox that some Christians, despite the 

teachings of Christ, can be in favor of prejudice and authoritarianism, while 
others are opposed to it and 'de facto' initiated the universal rights of man. 

NOTES 
' 

1 Zondag (1993, 30), referring to Faust ('Die Botschaft h6r ich wohl, allein mir fehlt der 
Glaube'), correctly argues that a rejection of religion based on a metaphorical interpretation 
could be possible too. 

2 It can be noted that Fowler's conceptualization of different stages of faith (Fowler 1981) is 
hindered by a similar theoretical flaw, as he argues that a particular stage of faith can be 
considered as the result of a development on the individual level as well as the hallmark of a 
specific religious group as a whole. See Van der Lans (1991, 117) for a comparable objection 
against Oser's theory with respect to individual development of religious judgement, as his 
findings 'indicate that the obtained stage scores were based (more than Oser's theory presumes) 
on content learning or cultural conditioned performance than on development of cognitive 
structure'. 

3 Some authors (Jeurissen 1993; Van der Ven 1993b) criticizing the interpretation of Felling et. 
al. that the innerworldly cosmology is a manifestation of an irreligious belief, hold the view that 
this outlook can be conceived as 'religious immanentism' (i.e. immanent transcendence). To me 
the adjective 'religious' is redundant and highly confusing, since transcendence is completely 
lost into the world in the statements representing the innerworldly cosmology, (e.g. Felling et 
al 1987, item 158: 'To me, God is nothing but the valuable in human being'). 

4 That I consider 'humanistic religious belief' to be a Christian elaboration of the metaconcept 
`immanent transcendence', does not imply that deviating elaborations of this metaconcept could 
not be possible too. In fact Van der Ven (1992) has traced such an alternative. He designated 
this as 'individualistic panentheism', and it could very well represent part of the beliefs of 
revivalism. 

5 It was decided to derive items from both research groups, since preliminary research indicated 
a very strong correlation (r = .93) between the 'Christian Orthodoxy Scale' and the 'Christian 
World View' (Van der Slik 1992, 84). 

6 Detailed infonnation can be found elsewhere (Van der Slik 1992). These measuring instruments 
(Dutch versions) will be sent on request. 

7 Children as children of their parents, since 63% of these respondents were 20 years or older. 
8 It can be mentioned that four statements reflecting 'absolute immanence' were also presented 

to the family sample. However, these items were omitted, because a reliability coefficient of 
this Immanentistic Belief Scale was unacceptable low (alpha = .37, children's data). 

9 One could argue that this could be expected because the three subsamples are not independent 
of each other. To a certain extent this could be true, as the scores of one family member could 
be influenced by other members, despite my concern trying to discourage such interferences (cf. 
data collecting design). However, additional calculations point to a relative absence of such 
mutual influences. 
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First, average scores of the children as a group on the INBEL differ significantly (p < .001) 
from those of fathers and mothers as a group, despite the fact that a socialization effect is 
traceable as scores of an individual child correlate significantly with those of his/her father (r 
= .27, p < .05) and his/her mother respectively (r = .34, p < .001). Second, mean scores of all 
children on the HUMBEL do not differ significantly from those of all fathers and mothers, but 
a socialization effect is absent as scores of a child do not correlate significantly with those of 
her/his father (r = .04, n.s.) and her/his mother respectively (r = .10, n.s.). Third, scores of all 
fathers on the INBEL and HUMBEL do not differ significantly from those of all mothers, and 

' an interactive effect is present as scores of a husband do correlate significantly with those of 
his wife, with regard to both INBEL (r = .37, p < .001) and HUMBEL (r = .28, p.:S.05). So 
parents do influence each other, but it seems very likely these figures reflect the natural 
interactive process between man and wife, and do not mirror solely a mere accidental joint 
filling-in of questionnaires. 

LITERATURE 

Allport, G.W. (1950). The Individual and his Religion. A psychological interpretation. New York: 
Macmillan. 

Allport, G.W. (1966). Traits revisited. American Psychologist, 1, 1-10. 
Allport, G.W. & J.M. Ross (1967). Personal religious orientation and prejudice. Journal of Personal 

and Social Psychology, 5, 432-443. 
Batson, C.D. (1971). Creativity and Religious Development: toward a structural-functional 

psychology of religion. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation. Princeton Theological Seminary. 
Dissertation Abstracts, 2781-A. 

Batson, C.D., J.C. Beker & W.M. Clark (1973). Commitment without Ideology. Philadelphia: Pilgrim 
Press. 

Batson, C.D. & W.L. Ventis (1982). The Religious Experience. A social-psychological perspective. 
New York: Oxford University Press. 

Batson, C.D. & W.L Ventis (1985). Misconception of Quest: A reply to Hood and Morris. Review 
of Religious Research, 26, 398-407. 

Berger, P.L. (1967). The Sacred Canopy. New York: Doubleday & Co. 
Cattell, R.B. (1966). The scree test for the number of factors. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 24, 

19-32. 
Currie, R., L.F. Klug & Ch.R. McCombs (1982). Intimacy and saliency: dimensions for ordering 

religious experiences. Review of Religious Research, 24, 19-32. 
Darley, J.M. & C.D. Batson (1973). 'From Jerusalem to Jericho': A study of situational and 

dispositional variables in helping behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 10, 
211-223. 

Davidson, J.D. (1975). Glock's model of religious commitment: assessing some different approaches 
and results. Review of Religious Research, 16, 83-93. 

Davis, M.H. (1980). A multidimensional approach to individual differences in empathy. JSAS 
Catalog of Selected Documents in Psychology, 10, 85. 

Davis, M.H. (1983). Measuring individual differences in empathy: evidence for a multidimensional 
approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44, 113-126. 

Dittes, J.E. (1969). Psychology of religion. In: G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), The Handbook of 
Social Psychology, Vol. V. Reading (Mass.): Addison-Wesley, 602-659. 

Erikson, E.H. (1959). Identity and the Life Circle. New York: Norton. 
Ester, P., L Halman & R. de Moor (1993). Individualizing Society. Value change in Europe and 

North-America. Tilburg: Tilburg University Press. 
Faber, H. (1986). De betekenis van de huidige psychoanalyse voor het inzicht in religie. In: J.A. van 

Belzen & J.M. van der Lans (Eds.), Rond Godsdienst en Psychoanalyse. Kampen: Kok, 9-22 



33 

Faber, H. (1989). Self-psychology and the structure of religious experience. In: J.M. van der Lans 
& J.A. van Belzen (Eds.), Proceedings of the Fourth Symposium on the Psychology of Religion 
in Europe. Nijmegen: Department of Cultural Psychology and Psychology of Religion, 156-163. 

Felling, A., J. Peters & O. Schreuder (1986a). Geloven en Leven. Een nationaal onderzoek naar de 
invloed van religieuze overtuigingen. Zeist: Kerckebosch. 

Felling, A., J. Peters & O. Schreuder (1986b). Religion in Dutch Society. Documentation of a 
national survey on religious and secular attitudes in 1979. Amsterdam: Steinmetz Archive. 

Felling, A., J. Peters & O. Schreuder (1987). Religion in Dutch Society 85. Documentation of a 
national survey on religious and secular attitudes in 1985. Amsterdam: Steinmetz Archive. 

Felling, A., J. Peters & O. Schreuder (1991). Dutch Religion. The consciousness of the Netherlands 
after the cultural revolution. Nijmegen: ITS. 

Felling, A., J. Peters & O. Schreuder (1992). Religion in Dutch Society 90. Documentation of a 
national survey on religious and secular attitudes in 1990. Amsterdam: Steinmetz Archive. 

Fowler, J.W. (1981). Stages of Faith and the Quest for Meaning. San Francisco: Harper & Row. 
Fullerton J. & B. Hunsberger (1982). A unidimensional measure of Christian orthodoxy. Journal 

for the Scientific Study of Religion, 21, 317-326. 
Geertz, C. (1975). The Interpretation of Cultures. London: Hutchinson. 
Gerwen, G.T. van (1990). Pastorale Begeleiding door Vrijwilligers. Serie Theologie & Empirie, 7. 

Kampen: Kok. 
Glock, Ch. & R. Stark (1966). Christian Beliefs and Antisemitism. New York: Harper & Row. 
Greeley, A.M. (1972). Comment on Hunt's 'Mythological-Symbolic religious commitment: The 

LAM scales'. Journal for the Scientic Study of Religion, 11, 287-289. 
Hartshome, C. (1967). The Divine Relativity. A social conception of God. New Haven and 
London: Yale University Press. 

Hunt, R. (1972). Mythological-symbolic religious commitment: The LAM scales. Journal for the 
Scientific Study of Religion, 11, 42-52. 

Iersel, F. van & M. Spanjersberg (1993). Vrede Leren in de Kerk. Serie Theologie & Empirie, 18. 
Kampen: Kok. 

Jeurissen, R. (1993). Peace and Religion. Serie Theologie & Empirie, 16. Kampen: Kok 
Kirkpatrick, L.A. (1989). A psychometric analysis of the Allport-Ross and Feagin measures of 

intrinsic-extrinsic religious orientation. In: D.O. Moberg & M.L Lynn (Eds.), Research in the 
Social Scientific Study of Religion, 1, JAI Press. 

Lans, J.M. van der (1989). Research into the interpretation of religious language. A Dutch 
translation and revision of the LA.M.-scale. In: J.M. van der Lans & J.A. van Belzen (Eds.), 
Proceedings of the Fourth Symposium on the Psychology of Religion in Europe. Nijmegen: 
Department of Cultural Psychology and Psychology of Religion, 181-185. 

Lans, J.M. van der (1991). Interpretation of religious language and cognitive style: a pilot study with 
the LAM scale. International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 1, 107-123. 

Lans, J. van der, Ch. den Draak & M. van den Munckhof (1989). Interpretation of religious 
language and cognitive flexibility. In: J.M. van der Lans & J.A. van Belzen (Eds.), Proceedings 
of the Fourth Symposium on the Psychology of Religion in Europe. Nijmegen: Department of 
Cultural Psychology and Psychology of Religion, 186-193. 

Munnik, R. (1987). De Wereld als Creatieve Voortgang. De ontwikkeling van een totaliteitsgedachte 
bij AN. Whitehead. Tilburg: Tilburg University Press. 

Orlowski, C. (1979). Linguistic dimension of religious measurement. Journal for the Scientific Study 
of Religion, 18, 306-311. 

Ouwerkerk, C.A.J. van (1986). In Afwezigheid van God. Voorstudies tot een psychologie van het 
geloof. 's-Gravenhage: Boekencentrum. 

Peters, J. & O. Schreuder (1987). Katholiek en Protestant. Een historisch en contemporain 
onderzoek naar confessionele culturen. Nijmegen: ITS. 

Poythress, N.G. (1975). Literal, antiliteral, and mythological religious orientations. Journal for the 
Scientific Study of Religion, 14, 271-284. 

Rokeach, M. (1969a). The H. Paul Douglass lectures for 1969. Part I. Value systems in religion. 



34 

Review of Religious Research, 11, 3-23. 
Rokeach, M. (1969b). Part II. Religious values and social compassion. Review of Religious 

Research, 11, 24-39. 
Schelsky, H. (1965). 1st die Dauerreflexion institutionalisierbar? In: H. Schelsky, Auf der Suche nach 

Wirklichkeit. Gesammelte Aufsätze. Düsseldorf-Köln: Eugen Diederichs Verlag, 250-275. 
Schelsky, H. (1970). Zur Theorie der Institution. Düsseldorf: Bertelsmann. 
Schillebeeckx, E. (1977). Gerechtigheid en Liefde. Genade en bevrijding. Bloemendaal: Nelissen 
Slik, F.W.P. van der (1989). A validated religious experience scale. In: J.M. van der Lans & J.A. 

van Belzen (Eds.), Proceedings of the Fourth Symposium on the Psychology of Religion in 
Europe. Nijmegen: Department of Cultural Psychology and Psychology of Religion, 266-271. 

Slik, F.W.P. van der (1992). Overtuigingen, Attituden, Gedrag en Ervaringen. Een onderzoek naar 
de godsdienstigheid van ouders en van hun kinderen. Nijmegen: Van der Slik. 

Stace, W.T. (1960/1972). Mysticism and Philosophy. Philadephia: Lippencott. 
Stark, R. (1965). A taxonomy of religious experience. Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, 

5,97-116. 
Stark, R & B.D. Foster (1970). In defense of orthodoxy: notes on the validity of an index. Social 

Forces, 48: 383-393. 
Stark, R. & C. Glock (1968). American Piety: The Nature of Religious Commitment. Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 
Sundén, H. (1966). Die Religion und die Rollen. Eine Psychologische Untersuchung der 

Frömmigkeit. Berlin: Töpelmann. 
Ven, J.A. van der (1992). God in Nijmegen. Een theologisch perspectief. Tijdschrift voor Theologie, 

32, 225-249. 
Ven, J.A. van der (1993a). Practical Theology. An empirical approach. Kampen: Kok Pharos 
Ven, J.A. van der (1993b). Katholieke kerk en katholicisme. In: J. Peters, J.A. van der Ven & 

L.G.M. Spruit, Kerk op de Helling. Veranderingen in katholiek Nederland en gevolgen voor de 
pastoraal. Kampen: Kok. 

Zondag, H. (1993). Een Taak met Ruimte. Onderwijsgevenden van confessionele basischolen. 
Persoonlijke levensbeschouwing, houding tegenover het godsdienstonderwijs en relatie met 
rolzenders. Nijmegen: UDN. 

Zondag, H., F. Derks, H. Geerts & J. van der Lans (1989). Interpretation of religious language as 
an indication of religious attitude: The discriminatory power of the LAM- scale. in: J.M. van 
der Lans & J.A. van Belzen (Eds.), Proceedings of the Fourth Symposium on the Psychology 
of Religion in Europe. Nijmegen: Department of Cultural Psychology and Psychology of 
Religion, 361-367. 

Dr. F.W.P. van der Slik is a social scientist, associated with the SOCON 
research program of the Department of Sociology, Catholic University of 

Nijmegen. His address is: P.O. Box 9108, 6500 HK Nijmegen, The Netherlands; 
E-mail: U211775@ VM.UCLKUN.NL 

The author expresses his appreciation to Prof. dr. J. Peters and Prof. dr. J. van 
der Ven for their helpful comments on earlier versions of the manuscript. 


