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Religion has often been a variable of interest to researchers who wish to

: 5}
describe and understand the experience of college students., In the past, most

such -research has focused on religious beliefs' and practices -(cf. review by
Parker, 1971), or has attempﬁed to describe changes in such. beliefs and

practices over the course of the college éxﬁerience (Hasting & Hoge, 1976;

Hupsberger, 1978). Recent research that looks specifigally at the religious

EE . \
- - ' - 3 N \ - . .
life of college students has been limited, however, Religious researchers seem

gz have heeded the advice of Dittes (1969), and turned their attentionato the
hémogeneoua Populations of(rspecific religious traditions, e.g., ;Cétholics
(Thompson, 1974;.Kahoe,,1§76); Protestants }ﬂOoQ,SiQTQ; Kingvl967),33aptists
(Feagin, 1964; Hood, 1971), and~others. Such studies attempted to'degine and
" measure réligioué variables using subje;;S'who-wére expected to be "religious"

S

to discover what it was that ﬁasi"teliéious“ about them. Although the resulfs

. of such studies were limited in their generalizability, they have providedirich . .

data about the religious orientation, beliefs, practices, and attitudes of

. s s . )
persons identified with institutional religion, and have suggested ways of

o
AN

understanding the religious aspects K of persondlity that exist apart from .

. . . . 0 £
institytional invalvement. .- 4 :
. _ nent )
, Other research, utilizing college studenta (e.g., Hood, 1970; Batesonm,
‘ SN ' ‘ »
Naifeh, & Pate, 1978) has tended to be limited in two ways. ‘First, it has not

;gken account of‘the dévelopmenggl issues, of the age gfoup] As a result, such
étudies have tended to £ind either éonservative beliefs or»anﬁi—religious
attitudes (Dittes, 1969). _Peény~(1970) has suggested that the beliefs angd
attitudes of college students must be considered in relation to the cognitive
development of late adolescence. Students may hold similar views, but in very

different ways,-depending on their cognitive developmgnt. Second, research on

’
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colleéa students has primarily added to the'%iterature*aboutlboliefs,defined:in

4

"orthodox conservative terms. Certainly this has been usefyl for understanding

\ M . .
the nature of inmstitutional practices and orthodox beliefs, but it has failed

to tep what many religious'leadérs would consider an important‘aspect of

religion -~ the fﬁngtion'of religion in a person's life.

Since current research on the .religious interest of college students is -

!
scprce, the present study was undertaken to describe the role of rellglon in

=2

the life of students at Sne large metropolitan: unlver31ty It seemed 1mportent

that any attempt to "understand the réligious’ attltudes of college students

. consider the manner ‘in whlch suoh,attltudes were heid ratherAthan Just the

content of rellglous bellefs and- prxctlces, and also ¢on91der the functlon of

rellglon in a person 8 llfe. The concept of rellglous orlentatlon flrat

concemVed by Allport (1963, Allport & Ross, 1967) and developed by numerous

- -

others (Feagln, 1964; Hood 1970 1971; W1lson,'1960; Klng & Hunt, 1969)

offered a relevant framework for understandlng rellglon 1n thls way.

L4

The Concept of Intr1n91c/Extr1n91c Relrgréus Orientation

Allport proposed two rellglous or1entatlons wne rntrlnsic and extrinsic (I~

E). Extrinsic religion was defined as "utilitarian exploitation of religion to

provide comfort, status, or needed ¢rutches in one's encounter with life," and

intrinsic religion was defiped as "life -wholly oriented, integrated, 4nd_.

directed by the master value of religion" (Allport, 1968:141). Although

Allport)s definitions were clearly value-laden -and reflected a conservative
i & ~ :

Christian perspective, considerable research has utilized both his concepts

and the Religious Orientation Scale (R.0.S.) that he devéloped to measure it

(cf. review by Hunt & KRing, 1971). In the*proéess,rthe'féE concepts have been

refined and redefined, evolving to a point where a person with an extrinsic

3
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" of" college students.
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orientation mey be defined as one who "subordinates and tailors religious

practices and beliefs to the satisfaction of personal wmotives," and the person
with an intrinsic religious orientation as one who “"subordinates and tailors

psrsonal motives and practices to the precepts of.religioq (Dittes, 1971:86).

'As a personality variable definedAin this way, religious origntagion should be

a useful way to undgrltagd the religious attitudes of the heterogeneous western

populatlon regardlell ‘of religious tradmtlon or afflllatlon.

From Allport'l perspective, 1ntrxntxc nnd extrinsic orientations repre-

nenced dxfferent ends of & continuum. - Subsequent research, particularly thaé

' by Feagin (1964), King (1967), Hood (1970 1971, 1978), and Thompnon (1974)

H

suggested that I~E orientations represented two separute dimensions rather
than, a continutm, and argued that four religious orientations: intrinsic,

expriﬂbic, indigcriminately pro-relfgious, and indiscriminately apti~religiods

~- would better describe’the personality variable under ezamination. The:use
' <

of four religious orientations seemed appropriate for our purposes.

Focua of the Study

v

~

’ Thit utudy considered, two hypothesea concerning the rellgious orlentatlon

. . [

f Fxrst, ve lupposed that the expanded four categories of rellgloua orien~

tation would prov;de e mﬂanlngful deuctxptlon of relxglcul motxvatlon for a2

"heteroaeneOUI lumple of college atudentl, a de3cr1ptlon*that was unrelated ta

the purochlal beliefl ‘or 1n-t1tut1qnal ptactlcea of Chrxat}anlty, i. e., re~

: gardlesl of whether students identified with Catholxcxnm, Proteatantxam,

& . . .
Judaism, some other religious tradition, or preferred no religious identifi-

cation. Although this was inconsistent with the interpretation of findings

with Buddhist (Patrick, 1979) and Unitarian (Strickland & Weddell, 1972)
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Véubjects, it was consistent with the';uggegtion that intrinsic and extrinsic
. réligiout arientutioﬁa-rﬁflected a basic pe;anali:y cpﬁstruct‘of‘ﬁhe.}ért
iiéuased by Dittes (1971) .. L . . o
8econd, we expected religious orlencatxan to be related to two aapecta of

cognitive style. opon«va. cloaed—mlndedness and tolerance vs. 1ntolarance for
.ambiguity.‘ Spec1f1ca11y, we expected to repllcate ;he rqsulta of Thompzon
(1974) who' found that adolescents with Indiacrimtnately antirreligious and '
;ptrinlic relxgioua prlqntations exhibited less’ dogmntlum, §.e., more open- .
~niinde’dneu, than other ﬁeligiﬁds ofientxtions;-ind that indi scriminately pro—
religious adolescents exhlbxted the moat dogmatism and therefore a cloaed—
minded cognrtmve ltylﬂ in relation to the world. This latter expebtation_Wpuldr
be in line vifh Allport and Rosas' (1967) finding that this group was more
Pch“dlced' Finally, since intoleruuce for' ambiguity has beeh found to
correlate with preJudzce (Mhrtln«& Westie, 1959) and with .an’ extrinsic re-
-11310UI orientation (Klng & Hunt, 1972), we expected the indiacriminately pro—
_religioul and‘the extrinsic nellgxou- orientations to exhibit less tolerance‘
for ambiguity than the otherftwo tellgxoul orientatlonl. T

-

Method

w »

A representative saﬂple;of 254 féeaﬁmen students completed an ancnymous
Quenfionnaire.ﬁg the Uni%eruity'of Marylan&, College Park. .Most atudents wur;
17 0;1}8 yéaru of age (422 and 56% re}pectivbly); 4§! vere male and 51X were
female, J'_Reported raligious prefarihce indicated ié sample that was 34%
Catholic, 25% Protestant, lelJewish,.ai "Otherﬂ"und 16X '"None,". Mﬁ;t
students preferred the religious tradition in which they were reared.

Q

&
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The questionuaire consisted of three sets of dcales: the I-E scales

factorially derived by Feag1n (1964) to assess intrinsic and axtrlnlxc br1en"
\

tntion' the Ihort—form 20—1be- vcrnion of Rokeach'gwbozmat19m Scale deveIOpad

,by Troldahl & Powell (1965),.anﬂ the Intolerance for-Ambiguity Scale developed

by Mertin and Westie (1959). The order in which the items were presented was
deternmined randomly §o‘;aducé relﬁonle set bias. To increase the generality éf
the 1tenl on the I-E acaiel And therefore thelr relevapqe to the heterogeneouul
colleze populat1on sthe wordiné of ueveral items was mod1f1ed e.g., "church"
vqg'changed_to ‘rgllglgui gtaup. Tﬁe ;:E scales were sco:ed to form%four
feligiouq oiieﬁiationé'uofng the métﬂod suggéated bf Hood .(1970). The items
for each of Fhe lqaiés are lhoﬂn.in Tables 1-4. |

The internal consistency of the four scales was measured using Chronbach's

. . oy L -
ALPHA vhich yielded reliability ‘coefficients as follows: ' E-Scale =..61, I-

- . Scale » .70, Intolerance for Anﬁiguity Scale = ,72, and the Dogmatism Scale = .-

.70. Item-to~total cwrrelationl are 8hown in Tables 1-4,
Data were ‘analyzed uaing analysxs of var1ance and Nc#m;n—leull poat hoc’
tests at the .05 level., -
| . stultn

Co-pnr1lon of Re11gtoul Preférence

SubJectl were asked to iﬂkicisf both the re11gi0n in which they were reared

‘and their raligloul prefctence now. Ho:t students (87X) reported a preference.

I

for the relxgioul truditxon in - whlch they ware rearpd Those students who

‘reported a changa geverally endorsed some "Other" preferance (4%) or no

N S

relzglogl pfeferencc (7). - Very few!(ZZ) changed to one of' thé three ma jor
rcligioui t}aditionl, Protestant, Catholic, or Jewish. Since little change in
religious affiliation was found in the sample, current religious preference was

used to compare subjects on religious orientation. '
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The five religious preferences were found to be siggificantly different on
both the intrinsic scale and the extrinsic scale. On the intrinsi¢/scale,

~
]

students electing the non-Christian options were significantly different from

» w

chose who identified with Christian traditions. Students endorsing the "Other"
. St :

(mean,= 2.697, Jeﬁiqh (mean = 2.64), or "None" (mean = 2.28) categories tended
Sl x R

to disagree with more items on the ‘intrinsic scale than students endorsing

- o

Protestantism (mean:= 3.12) or Catholism (mean = 3.22).

On the extrinsic scale, the.differences among religious. preferences were
. ‘ " : @ oo ~ T
gignificant, but not as clear. Students endorsing the 'Othexr" (mean = 2.66)

or "None" (mean = 2.72) categories also tended to disagree with items om the

»

extrinsic scale and were significantly different from Catholic or Protestant

- But not Jeﬁish students. Jewish students tended to disagree (mean = 2.9,) with

7

fewer items on this scale than on the intrinsic scale and wete not signifi-
cantly different from Catholic (mean = 3.11) or Protestant (mean = F2)
) : . B

gtudents.

. .
’

AThese results suggested that students in the non-Christian groups tended to
disagree with items on both écales, and on the in;rinsic more £han thi
extrinsgic scale. HOWe;er, there Qére problems in our sample that made
interprefation‘of fesults difficult."The category of "Other" was problematic.

In compleging\Ehe'questionnaire,.several students who checked the "Other"

category designated denominational ‘affiliations that . were subsequently coded

as Protestant. fnly two subjects in this category designated a religious .

preference (Moslem) that was cleafly mot in one of the other categories. Since
. . w

most of the stpudents in this small group (N=16) did not specify a religious

IS

preference, it is possible,chatithig was not a non~Christian category. Sindg\\

it was not clear what this category represented, subjects indicating the

""Other" religious preference were eliminated from subsequent analyses.
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‘The respouse of students in'the "Hone'' category (N-&é) may also have biased
" the relult!, since 80% of those students indicating no religious preference
were classified as indizcriminetdlyant1~religioul% Subjects in this “None
category repreoented 32% of the students categorized as indiscrﬁminately antis
religious, and 50% of the mon-Christian lub;ects in this category. Because the
response of subjects elect;ng the "None' option for rellgloua preference was 80

skeued, thefe subjects were also omitted from lubaequent analyses,

Comparison of Rellﬁlous Orientations on ngﬁitive Style

The reduced sample of 196 subjects, 61 Proteatant, 83 Ca;holic, and 52.
" Jewish students, was found to be similar to the original nampie on sex (47%
fem&le'and 53% male), and age (40% 1} years old and 58X 18 years pld).

A 4 (religivas orientation) X 3 (religious ptef;;ence) multivariate analy-"
sis of variance ‘on cognitive style ylelded significant results for rellgxout
orientation (Table 5). The four rellglous orientations were algnlflcently
differeet on dogmatism, but not significantly differemt on intolerance for
.ambiguity. 8tudents classified as fndiscriminately pro?religioeﬁ ranked
'highent on dogmutiam (mean = 2.98), fpllowed by those cleleified as ;ntrinsic_
(neen = 2.85), extrinsic (mean = 2.83), and indiscriminately anti-religious
(mean = 2.73). A Newmln-luela pairwise comparison indicated that only the
indiscriminately pro~ and anti-religious categorlel were significantly differ-
ent. Although these relults were not as ntrong as those reported by Thompson
{1974}, they vere conqlntent with his findings and wlﬂh our expectetionl.

The four religldnl orrentagionl were not lxgnlfxcantly different on in-
tolerence for nnblzuléy, e;r.were they gonsistent with prevxoul research. The
indiscriminately pro-rellgloul were hlghelt on intolerance for lmbiguity (mean
= 2.48) as expected, but the extrinsic orientation had the 1owest intolerance

Ly

;o
. for ambiguity (mean = 2,.85).
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The oVerall test of significance for religious preference on cognitive .

L
ol

style was not significant, nor was there 2 significant interaction of religious

1
%

preference and religious orientation on cognitive style.’

%‘ L4 *
Discussion

LY

The results of this study provided limited support for the ﬁuppoeitioh that -
i the four cat;gorieanof religigus orientation would provide a meaningful
description of religious motivat}on for a heterogenecus sample of college
students.
As expected, those 'students with no religious preference tended to be
clagsified as indiacriﬁﬁtely anti-religiousg While their conaiétent disa~
: greement with iteni on\the I-E scalas mzy have reflected ; response set bias or
Aﬁ adolescent rebel}ion against religious inatitutioni; the fact that 88% of
'tgoue students who indicated no religioua pre%erence also indicated that they
vere not rear;d within a particular religion suggested a consistent disavow of
religious motivation, It is worth noting that 38% of those students classifiﬁd
as anti-religious endarséd a belief in "a personal God," a&d 20X believed in a
"Supreme Being' (Knight & éealacek, 1981). Ejfu though such students tended to .>
be ummotivated to use religionﬂin their lives, they had 'fairly traditional

" L' .
beliefs about: God. Such findings seemed to support Thompson's (1974)

9

suggestion that thaindiacriminatelxdp‘nti-re1igioul may have been more dia-
éernihg than indiscriminate in their rejection of items on the intrinsic and’

extrinsic scales, , i
/

of results for the Jewish students suggested that the

&

.

< The interpretation
intrinsi¢ scale offered items thst may not have been relevant for Judaism.

Very few Jewish students were classified as intrinsic (19%), or indiscrimi-

nately pro-religious (20%), categories réflacting agreement with items on the
: i

intrinsic scale. Also, many Jewish students (44%) were classified as anti-
v N
4 / - J
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r;1i3i0u5 indicating disagreewment with items on both scaley., Jewish students
did l;em to find iCems'on the extrinsic ecale somewhat rel though,. since
27X of Jewish raspondents w;re classified as extrinsic, indicatiug\lgregm;nt on
the extrinsic lCllB: )

The results for Jewish students and those in the "None'" category lugg;lted
that religious orientation as a perlonility-ggriable may best be understood as
a learned phenomencn, This is particularl§>evident in the difficulty which
these ;on—Ch:i-tian groups had with the intrinsic scale. In this sense, the
results reflect real differences between’the religious traditions. Catholics
and Protestants were more likely to view the pietistic practices which domi-

nated the intrinsic scale as viable ways to organize experience.

Such results support the contention that at least the intrinsic concept as

it is operationalized by this scale reflects the parochial bias of Christiani-

ty. Further research is necessary to deteﬁmine whether this is an artifact of
the measurement scale or an accurate asaesﬁmenq of the intrinsic concept;

Although the non-Christian groups found less agreement with the intrinsic
scale, this difference a&bng religious traditions did uoso account for a
-ignificant-auount‘of variance in dogmatism. BReligious motivation seemed more
a reflectipn of such cognitive variables as open-minaedieal than a reflection
of institutional religious background. Such an interpretation is consistent
with the findings of Pargament, Stéele; & Tyler (1979) who found that
institutionAl religious identification of Protestant‘, Catholics and Jewish
s?bjects was not significantly rclated to paychosécial competerce, while
intrinsic religious motivation was.

Much ;f the resecarch on religious orientation assumes that reliéiousn

orientation reflects a stable personality comstruct. Such an assumption may

‘not be valid with the late adolescent population measured in this study.

1
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Recent theories of cognitive (Perry, 1970) and moxal development {Rohlberg, &
Turrel, 1Q73) suggest that religious orientaticu and ‘cognitive style relate to
. developmental stages rather than cohesive pereonalxty constructs. ‘Meyer
(1977) found that intellectual development could be measured Cros|~secti0nallyA
by an;lyzing the religious beli;;:\g?‘?tudents. Hil work was based on Perry's
assumption that similar beliefs mey be held in differeat ways at different
sLages of intellectual development. For instance, in the early stages of
dulllll, beliefs are unconsidered and dogmatic, while at the later stage of
committment belief; are; chosen after examination and the_atddent is open to
others choosing differently. The relationship between religioui otientttion
and dogmnti?m found in this study seemed consistent with this developmental
scheme. Stﬁdenb; with a pro-religious orientation were the most dogmatic and
their pro-religious orientation reflected an unconsidered endorsement or re-
ligioui precepts in spite of their contradictions. Those students with less .
dogmatic anti-religious and intrinsic religious orientations may be at a later
‘stage of. intellectual development. The need for 1ongi£hdinnl‘research is
obvious to determine if the religioua orientation of college students changes
over time. However, such longitudinal research must consider not only tne
content of religious beliefs and practices, but also the way in which such
beliefs are held and the role which religion plays in the structure of the

personality.

Y
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Table 1
Extrinsic Scale#*
(E~Scale)
, ) Item~Total
Item - ‘ Correlation

10. The pufpose'of'prayer is to secure a happy - ‘

and peaceful life, . . Jah

' 27. The primary purpose of prayer is to gain ,

) relief and protection. .36
32. What religion, offers most is comfort when.

sorrow and misfortune strike. .29
36. A religious group is most important as a
' place to formulate good social relationships.*¥* .39
43. One reason for my being a member of a religious

° group is that such membership helps to establish

a person in the community.*¥ .23
47. Religion helps to keep my life balanced and

steady in exactly the same way as my citizenship,

friendships, and other memberships do. .34
Chronbach's alpha = .61

S

* Items factorially derived by Feagin (1964)

*%* The wording of these“items was modified in order to increase
relevance of item to a non—-Christian religious group.

Items scored so that 1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree
Q

14
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Table 2
Intrinsic Scale®
(1-8cale)
. v 4 o ‘Iten—Totdl ‘ BT
Item e . ' o ' - Correlation
4. If not preveated by unavoidable eircumstances, -
I attend religious services at least once a
week or oftener, two or three times a month, .
once every month or two, rarely, never.** A6
8. I .read literature about my falth tor rellglous
group) frequen:ly, occasxona)ly, rarely, never,¥% 48
16. The prayers I sey wgen I am alone carry as much
meaning and peracnal emdtion as thqse ssid by me " o
during services. , . A7
: : A ) :
26. I try hard to carry my religion over into all ‘ :
my other dealings in life. - : ‘ .59 oA
33. My religious beliefs are what really lie behind S e
my whole approach to life, 52 S
4Q. It is important tc me to spénd periods of time in S
private thought .nd meditation. 47
Chronbach's alpha = .70 ’j . )

* "items factorially derived by 'Feagin (1964)

%% The wording of these items was modified in order to increase
the relevance of item to a non<Christian religious group. ’

rd

1y
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e . Table 3
' Intglerahce for Ambiguity Scale® S .
: : , i : . Item-Total
Item ( L . - Correlation - .
: -
15.‘Thgte is only one right way to do anything.- 45 N
23. You can classify almost all people as elther ) ]
. honest or crooked e : .32 - .
25. A person is elther a 100% Amerlcan or ‘he isn't, 41 .
30, It doesn't take very long to f1nd out if you ' :
can trust a person. ) .27
35. There aré two kinds of wémen: the pufe and‘the bad. = .50
&
39. A person either knows the answer to a question’ . . ., &’

or 'he doesn't. : . y - .40
. - Taow o « . ‘j
45, There are two klnds of people in the world: the weak
and the strbng .51

Chronbach's alpha = .72

"% Martin & Westie.(1959) -




- Item~Total

Correiation wItem #

‘ _ .29

.07
40

4h
.39

.20
.20

A4l

.30

.25

.45

.07

.32

.26

22.

2
28.

29, - Most people Just don t know what ] good for them

31

18.

34.
37,
38.

41.
42.
44,
46,

17.

19.

17

Table 4

Short Form of Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale*

In this compllcated world of ‘ours the’ only way we can know
what's going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can

~ be trusted.

- Hy blood “boils. whenever. auperson .stubbornly refuses to

admit he's wrong .
i - R L B L.

There are two klnds of people in this world: those who

are’ for the truth and those who are agalnst the truth

R R . o

1 B
[ ‘,

0f. all the dlfferent ph11080ph1es whlch exlst in thls.

world there 18 probably on1y one which is correct.

X, Sy

The hlghest form of government is a democracy and the-

highest form of democracy is a government run by those who
are most intelligent.

The mdin th1ng in'life is for a person ‘to want to do
something important. »

I'd like it if I could find someone who would tell me how
to solve my personal problems.

Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth
the paper they are printed on,

Q . N
Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.
It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or
cause that life becomes meanxngful ™

Most people just don't give a "damn" for others.

To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous
because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what'’ 8

going on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions
of those one respects. .

The present is all too often full of unhapplness It is

only the uture that counts.

The Unlted States and Russia have just about nothlng in
common.
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Table 4 - Cont'd. .
.25 21. In a dxscusslon I often find it necessary to repeat myself
.. several times to make sure I am being understood
.21 ~11. While I don' t like to admit this even to myself, my secret

ambition is to become a great man, like Einstein, or
Beet:hoven or Shakespeare ) '
27 T 12. Even though freedom of speech for all groups is
“worthwhile goal, it is_ unfortunately necessary 1:0
rest:rlct the freedom of certain pohtlcal groups

.21 14. It: is better t:o be a dead hero than to be a live’ cOward

*  Troldahl & Powell, 1965.

*% Chronbach's Alp.hal = .70




19

’ j S ¥ Table 5 - : !
] * ¥ . -
Mean Dogmatism-and Intolerance for Ambiguity Scores by Religious
Orientation of Protestant, Catholic-and Jew1sh Students

- F
.

Relkigious ‘ Dogmatism¥ Intolerance for

Orientation = ' Ambiguity
. © Mean " 8.D. Mean S.D.
. Pro-rgligious (N=64) . 2.98- . = .43 . 2.48 .68
Intrinsic (N=38) 2.85 .36 2.43 .64
Extrinsic (N=34) " 2.83 .37 2.25 .56

ok 1 .

' . Anti-religious (N=60) 2.73 .38 2.31 .55

.

*MANOVA F,6,366 = 2.50, p  .022
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