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ABHETRACT

Tais gtudy was a preliminery endeavor cencerned with an
investigation of self-estesn difference between fundamental
religlous groups asnd other religious groups in the Pittg-
burg, Zensas area for the year 1060,

Cn the basls of religlous doetrines 161 volunteer
church members were divided Into two religlous groups: fun-
damental relipgious groups and other religious groups. OF
the LGL volunteeres, 85 church mezbers were classified osg
members cf other religlous groups aad 76 church members were
clagsified as members of fundamental religiocus groups.

ATter ovumbering subjecie in ezch classification, thirty subw
Jects were chosen from each classification by the usze of a
table of randenm nuabers. The reaandomly chosen subjects wers
administered Meslow's (1952} Seouriity-Insecurity Inventory.

Self-~estesn Waé operatlonally defined by the use of
Haglow's {1952) Security-Insecurity Iaventory (SII}. Low
scores on the 8IT indicated high self-esteem. Eigh scores
on the BII indicated low gelf-esteen,

A slgnificant difference in self-esteen was found st
the .05 Level of Confidence netween the two religicus
groups. The other religious groups JII mean wes signifi-~
cantly lower than the fundsmental relliglous groups 5II mean,

thus, on the basis of BII scores, the other religious sroups



self~egleen was significantly higher than the Tundamental
religlous groups self-esteen.

Because of possible sampling blases, it was suggested
that generalizations based on the results of this study, are

severely regtricted.



CHAPTER I
THE PROZLEM AND DEFINITION OF TERMS

There are various opinions regarding smelf-esteem be-
tween different religious groups. Indications are that dif-
Terent rellglious groups may be ranked according to social
pregtige in & hisrarchy similar to the soecial gbtratification
of the genersel population. though 1t 1is generally con-
ceded thal the soclal prestige of different relliglous groups
varies within the community, litile comparison has been made
of self-esteen of individual members in different religious
ErOUPRS .

I. THE PROBLEY

Statement of the Problem. The problem was to answer

the question: 1s there any difference in sell-estear between
fundsmental religlous groups and other religlous groups?

Need for the Study. The lmportance of the selfl concent

and its centrality in theorles of psychothersny and person-
allty is legend. Of interest here, iz the evaluabive ex-
pression of the sell by members of different religious
Zroups.

Many writers indicate that religioua affiliation 1s one
of the most powerful modes of self expresslion, since some
Torm of religious activity has been found im =ll cultures.

i B
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Very little research is devotsed to an investipgation of the
"oommon bellef® of self-esieem differences between mewbers
of different religlious groupa. In thisg study an atienpt
Wwill be made to sample & limited population to tesh
self-esbeen differences between members of two relipgious
£TONDS .

Slince different religious groups smerge under condi-
tious of goelal dissonance, the efficacy of doctrines zg-~
soclated with “mutant" religions in contributing *o
self-esteem may be questioned. If the results of this study
Indicate no significant difference in self-esteem between
the fundamental religlous groups (emergent) and other reli-
glous groups, at the .05 level of confldence, religious doc-
trines may have no impact on self-esteen,

Conversely, if there i1s & significant difference in
self~esteen beltween members of differsnt religious groups,
Investigations concerning other variables thati may influencs
self-esteem are feasible, as it is concelvable that reli-
gious expression can be influenced by power relatiqns on
othier aspeets of the soecial structure, For exarple, values
assoclated with economlc institutions may influence reli-
gloug expression,

Delimitatlions, This study was confined to members of

religious groups In Pittsburg, Kensas for the year 1969,
Excluded fron this study: All persons under eighteen years

cf ege.
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bimitations. The crimary weakness of thls study 1s th

v

o

lack of & vellid measuring Insbrument. Ag with most devices
uged In measuring self-sstosm, [(Wylie, 1961} the problems of

ten appreprivteness, scoring of responses, validity of
test, and resirictions imposed by scales are present. The
device used in this study was Haslow's (1952) Becurity-In-
security Imventory (§II) which hes not besen externally veli-
dated, Several wesknesses are sssociated wlth the 5II.
Firsvly, the Indlvidual who responds to the H5II may clsarly
discern its purpose and stitenpt o present & faverable im-
pression. Secondly, the answers to the SII depend upon
gelf-knowledge (Haslow, 1952).

an additlonal wealtmess of this study is the treatment
of a complex of relationships in a2n arbitrary fashion:; that
1g, the person's response to the security-insecurllty inven-
tory is the basis for avaluating self-estesn,. The Ssourl-
ty-Ingecurity scores mey not revresent levels of self-
esteen. Other factors that are asaumed to influence self-
esteem (e.z., lncome, soslal position, plsce of residence,
marital gtatus and race), are exciuded.

A further limitation of this study iz imposed by the
cholee of subjects, ALl sublects included in this study
were volunteers. The volunteers may not have been a repre-
gentative sample of church membership in the Pittsburg,
Kensag area. All churches in the Pittsburg, Ksnsags arss

were not Ineiuded In this study.
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Hull Hypothegis. There 1s no dlfference in gelf-zstesn

belween members of fundsmental relilgious groups and other

religious groups.

IX. [DEFINITION CF TERMB

Seli-Esteem. Self-esteem refers to 2 judgmental and

evaluative process which ". . . the individual mekss end
customarily maintains with regard to himself; it exoresses
an attitude of approval or disapproval and indicates the ex-
tent to whleh the individuzl belleves himself to be capebhle,
significant, successful and worthy." In short, self-esteen
1s & personal judgement of worthiness thet is axpressed in
the attitudes the individual holds toward himself (Copper-
snlth, 1967, p. T). Operstionally, gelf-esteem iz defined
ag the score recelved on Maslow's (1952) Becurity-Insecurilty
Inventory. Belf-esteem belng inversely related to ATI
SCOres.

Fundapentel Relliglous Groups. Fundamental religious

groups vwere deslgned to inelude those religlous organiza-
tloag that subseribe primarily to doetrines that reflect a
literal interpretation of the Bible. In addition to infor-
mel religious ritusls, the docirines characteristic of fun-—
damental religilous groups were: (1) the virgin birth of
Christ, (2) the physical resurrection, (3} the inerrancy of
the seriptures in every detail, (4) the substitutionary
theory of the atomement and (5) the lmminent physical second

coming of Christ (Vergllus, 1964, p. 59).



Othisy Religious Groupz. Other religions groups are
tazen to mean all religious groups Included in this study

that are not classified as fundemental religious groups.,



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

There appears tc be no literature directly related to
sell-esteen differences between different religious Eroups.
There l1s, however, & large store of 1iteratﬁre related to
the self-concept and self-esteem,

The summary of literature encompassed by this study was
conlined to literasture concerning phenomensl self gconcepts
relevant to self-esteen assessment,

Wnile self-esteen may be reloted to the degree to which
the individual meets ethical standards (Coppersmith, 1967),
the influence of religious doctrines on self-esteem is
questlonable.

Commenting on the assumption "that religion 1z esomehow
associsted . . . with goodness," Kirkpatric (1949} sgeid
that, "no egsumption is more difficult to investigate by the
wethods of sclence." Furthermore, "It would require deczdes
of concentrated ressarch to trace the total implications of
religion asce soclal institution®™ (p. 1.

Meny theorles of personaliiy advanced within the last
two decades sssign imporitance to & phencomenal or non-phe-
nomenal self concept with cognitive and motivational abiri-
butes.

Some investigators ere called phenomenologlcal because

of thelr strese on the role of the consciouns self concept in

&
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determining a person's behavior., Other writers give atten-
tion %o non-phenomenal constructs {e.g., the unconscious) of
the self.

Wylle (1961) made a eritical survey of literature re-
lated to sell concepts and noticed thaet empiriczl workers
have clrcunvented theoreticel problems (e.g., unconscious
motivation} by correlation of behnavior in cother phenomenal
fields with inferred factors. A grest portion of the self
concept studies are concerned wiith correlatlons between itne
phenomenal self concept and theoretically relevant variahles
without specifying the direction of the hypobheslized ante-
cedent--congequent relatlionship.

Refining a model borrowed from Rogers and Dyaond, Cop-
persmith {(1967) used adaptlve behavior as a reflection of
gelf evalustlion.

The dlstinguished self concept theoriles of Fromm and
Rogers bear less directly on seif-esteem eveluatlon. Fromm
(eited Dy Coppersmith, 1967, p. 34) 1s concerned with the
possible debilitating effects of soclal isolation. Rogers
(1954) proposed that all people develop self images that
guide and malntein sdjuastment to the external world. Low
self-egteon develope oubt of the individuals Interszetions
with & pernlclious environment.

Institutional ways of influencing beliefs, values and
self~esteem has been treated by many sociocloglats. Yinger

{1861} for example, has eclassgified religlous denominations



according to the way in which they react to secular culiturs
and the values with which they disagree; that is, sctept~
ance, aggresslion or avoidance. 7To be noted here are the ap-
parent conditions under which denominatlons developed.
Krech, Crunchfield and Ballanchy (1662} emphzsized the in-
porience of the reference group in sheping the individual's
attltudse. NRon-membership may alsoc affect atiitude develop-
ment. In relating soclo-economie status and religious af-
fillation, Rerelson and Stelner (1964} found that the lower
socio-economlc groups Jjoin fundsmeuntal religlons, while the
upper soclo-economic groups Join more formelized religlons.
It can be seen that religlious denominations may funcitlon as
reference groups in ithet denominations represent group
valueg t¢ which the individual aspires.

In a study investigating the sitractive tendency of in-
dividuals toward the group, Dittes (1952} believed ", . .
the resulits clearly indicate that zttraction toward the
group functlons directiy with the level of acceptance ex-
perienced {p. 197)." XNon-accepiance experilences with sroup
atitractlion tc group is less amoug people with low gelf-
esteen than high self-esteem.

Eirkpatric (1949) studied the effects of religious doc~
trines on sttitudes of humaniteriesnism and supggested that
evidence regarding the influence of religlous institutions
and humsnitarianism is inconclusive, Since atiitudes are

not innate states ol readiness, ln as much as they are
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formed in reletion to particular objects, persons, institu-
Ylong and velue or normg, ths Individusl has first to coms
into contact with them. Coming iato contact is a perceptual
gituation. This mesns that the primary stage in the forma-
tion of an attitude 1s & perceptual stege. Festinger (L964)
has developed & perceptual theory of cognition which holds
that two things are in dissonant relation Af, considering
those two alone, the obverse of one element would follow
from the other, the theory further holds that dlssonance
beilng peycaoclogically uncomfortable, will motivate the per-
son to try to reduce dissonance.

Studying social class stetus and seli-estbeen, Copper-
smith (1967} concluded that "Phe most striking feature is
the weak, non-slgnificant relatlonship (P<.15}, between
self-esteen and soclsl class (p., 83).7

Using & reting scale not Mcompletely" validated, Home~
strom (1963) investigated self-esteem of residentially de-
segregated Negroes and concluded that desegregatlon tended
to elevate the subjects' self-esteenm.

The bulk of investigatlons siudy self-esteem ag 2 hy~
pothetiocal varisble of soclallzation. Coppersuith (1967)
studied self-esteem of children with reference to parental
values. The tendency was 8 differentiation between levels
of self-esteem of children snd parentsl values. Childs
(1946) studied children's preference of task diffieulty as a

predictor of achisvement seocializztion.
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Tne problen of measursment of self-gateem 4s prooeibly
the most vulnerable area in resards to stbstantive conclu-
slons. Cltlng Cronmbach and Meenl, Wylle (1961) regards the
gealing problem in self-ezteen to be comparable to that of
perception studies. ¥et, ¥in ihe sbesence of walidaiing eri-
teria we may examine resulis obbtained from studlies in which
responass on the Insirument In guestlon are related to other
s¥imulus and response variables®™ {p. 26).

Most of the current research emphasizes the phencmeno-
logleal self when discussing self-esteen, thus subjective
eveluation of the sgelf l1g 1ln terms of individusl percep-
ticns. Bnygg and Combs {1949} indicated s direct relation-
ship between the phenomenal self and behavior which allowe
for &n operationael definition of selif-egteom,

Osgood {195%) hag defined meaning in operastional iterms:
that 1s, mesning can be appreoached in an ssgentislly Hullian
mammer, in walch the sign of an object msy elicit responses
in the abasence of the object (Fig. 215, p. 687).

A& nunmber of studies have combined commonly accepted
oheck list, Iinventories, and guestions from persconality in-
ventories and used them in conjunction with the Usgood model
of meaning., Wylie (1961} cited Helper's (1955, 1958} use of
Torty~two palirs of sdjectives from Catitell, plus four of Os-
good's comnotation seales. Lasowick (1955) used nine bi-
polar sementic differentlal gcsles. Solley and Bitagner

(1956) found a £.87 reliabiliiy in test-retest siudies of
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self-esteen using itwenlty of Csgood's semantic differential
gscales. Fledler et al. {1950} found no relatlonshilp between
self-egteen (as metsured ou 2 twenty-iten semantic differen-
ti2l instrument) and socio-sconomic status.

This study proceeded on the assumptions subsiantiated
by Coppersmith (1967; 1¢68) that there are behavicral data
which are positively correlated with self-esteen. High
seli-ggteen 1 reflected In: setive, vxpressive and social-
1y succesaful iypes of behavior. High self-ssteem iz slso
sgaociated with eager leadershlp and low anxliety. %Wnile low
self-egteen 1is & mirror image of high self-esteen.

There ig an enormous amount of criticszl literature con-
cerning the measurement of self-esteem. Coppersamith (1867}
proceeded by dlscerning that "The messurement problem and
theoretical imsues assoclated with response seks remain, but
the findings do reveal the response style agsoclated with
gell attlitudes are valid, rellable ard theoretically con-
gistent (p. 254)}.% By utilizing the Phenomenal Self of
Snygg and Combs (1949}, the Consclilous Function of Thorne
(1961), the Security-Insecurity Imvenbory of Maslow {1952},
an abttempt will he made to deternine zeli-esteem difference
between twe religlous groups.

Briefly, the theoretical context for nmessuring self-
esteem, iﬁ this study, may be stated sg Ffollowa: all in-
dividuals have & need for geif-worth. An individual's

evaluation of himself ig in reference to his percelved
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edequacy in coping with his personal standards of conducth.
Those individuals who see themsgelves as adequate to their
personal standards {High self-esteem) have & concomitant

sense of securlty. Conversely, those individuals who see
themselves as unable to meet thelr personal standards are

insecure (Low self-esteen),



CHAPTER IIX

HESBEARCE DESIGH

Bagis for Xvgluating Self~Rgteem. HMaslow's {1052} Se-

curity~Insecurity Inventory (BII) was used 1o mengure selfl-
esteem. The BII may or may nol correlste with szelf-estesm,
since Heslow (1952} correlated the 3IT with the Social Perw
sonality Inventory {a self-esteem device constructed by iag-
Tow, 1942). MHaslow {1953) reported Ynalf & dozen separaie-
1y obtained correlations bebween the Boelal Personallty JTo-
ventory and BII test gave correlatlions bebween r = 0 apd
ol P

Selaection of the B8II was baged on two main reasons:
(1} the absence of other econcmical and consistently valid
instruments for measuring self-esteen (Wylie, 1961, p. 39},
and {2} an assumed reletionship bstween security and self-es-
teem., The maln assumpiion of this study is that self-estesm
mey be operationally defined In terms of degrees of securl-
ty. In studylng the stablliity of the self-concep?, Brown-
fain {1952} concluded that, "A major correlate of the siable
self~concept. « o 18 2 kigh level of gell~esgteen. The ln-
dividual with & stable geli-concept iz the ladlvidusl who
accepts hiuself, who values himself highly, whoe feels securs
about himself® (p, 605). Conversely, Brownfeln suggesied
that "The individual who ia deflcient in self-esteen must

7
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defend himself apgainst. . . ipnsecurlty. . .° It is as-
sumed that compeltence in the behavorial asreas zsssocliated
with gelf-estsem (Coppersmith, 1967, 1968) produces a gense
of securily, wheress incompetence produces & senge of in~
security. Those behavoriel aress with which the individusl
has to cope are: sctivity, expression, success, leadershiv
gnd anxliety. High self-esteen 1g reflected in actlve, ex-
presslive, scademlcally and soclally successiul, eager
leadership end low anxlety, types of behavior. A sense of
sscurlity is assuned to accompsny high self-asteen. In the
same behavioral aress 1isted ebove, 1t is assumed, thal low
self-esteen lg a mirror image of high self-ssteer and is,
accordingly, accompanied by & sense of Insscurity.

Cperationally then, self-ssteem ig the score recelved
on Masglow's Security-~-Insecurity Inventory (1852).

Bubjects. A& list of churches thal were merbers of the
Pittsburg, Xenses Ministeriel Alliance for the year 1968 was
secured (see Appendix I}. Belected churches were clasgified
into two religlous groups based on Vergilus's (1964) de-
sceription of religlcous dectrines. One group of churches
were clagelilied as Fundamental Heliglous groups; the remaline-
ing churches were classgified as Other Religlous groups.
Further, all churches listed as members of the Pitisburg,
XKansasg Ministsrial Alllance were not included in thias study.
Only those churches from which volunbteer subjects were ob-

talned were included in this study (see éppendix II}.
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Zecause of the laclk of census, dats concerning church
membership in the Plttshurg, Xensas arez, volunteer subjects
vere obtalned by several means: (1) efferts were nade to
contact church officlals and esitablished church membersg for
nanes of possible voluntesrs, (2} rejuest for volunteers
were mede through the Local Heed Btart Organization, (3)
appetls were made to the Cathollic dioecese of Pilttsgbursg,
¥ensas, and (4) general Psychology classem taught by
Hr, John Bateman (Kansas State College of Pittsbures, Bum-
mer 1568) were soreened for Pittsburg, Hansas residents
willing teo volunteer for this study. 4 total of 161 vol-
unteers were secured; T6 sublects were clagsified as mem—
bers of the Fundasmentsl Religlous Groups and 85 subjects
were classglifled as members of Other Religlous Groups. A
sample of thirty subjects were chosen from easch religlous
group. Uslng a rendoaization procedure described by Scoti
and Wertheluser (1362, p. 209}, names of volunteers from each
religious group were nuubered and rendomly selected for ad-
ministration of the Security-Insecurity Inventory from a
table of random numbers. Subjlects Whese name coinclided with
the occurence of a random munmber were located and recuested
to complets the BII at his convenlence.

All subjects Included in this study were 18 years of
agé or older; no othsr subject distinctlon was made,

The Becurity-Ingecurity Inventory. The Securlty-In-

security Inventory (8II) was used to measurs feelingg of



securlty (see appendix IV). A8 constructed by Maslow
{1952}, the 85I evolived out of research concerning aspects
of smotional security., 4 nuwmber of {(14) "subsyndromes" are
aggoclated with manifestations of securiiy and insecurity.
The ma jority of the “subsymdromes" associated with securi-
ty-insecurity are seen as effects of development., "ike
ontogenetic priority of safety, helongingness, and love reat
upon the fact that they are basliec needs whose gratifleation
quring the early years is the besis for adult security®
{Maslow, 1952, p. 2).

The 8I1 hes not been valldaeted with an external eri-
terion, rather procedures in tegt consiruetion were taken to
lend adequate validity.

Maglow {1652} indicated that the procedures in test
construction of the 8II were: {1) Yelinleal derivation of
terme;® thet is, a clinical criteris for defining security-
insecurity was established by studyving®. . . & large number
of individuals known to be secure or insecure.” (2} iten
analyeie of & preliminery test form, (3) split-half reli~-
ability of a second form of the SII test (r = .93%X,01},

(4} a final form consisting of seventy-five (75) cuestions
divided inte three (3) groups of twenty~Tive (25} sach.
"Each of the sub-itest. . « correlates with the total score
over ,90 {p. 4)." The BII correlated with the Thurstone
Neurotic Inventory (.68), Berareuter Neurotic Tendency (.58)

and Allport Ascendance-Submission {.53) (Maslow, 19%2).
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Procedure. Since the 51T is self-adninistering, no
lnstructions beyond those suggested by the 81T menusl wers
glven the gsubjecits. Where occasions of nigunderstanding of
instructions printed on ithe ZIT form were encountersd, =n
aitenplt was made to clarify the difficulty. The 8II was ad-
ministered both individually and in groups depending on sub-
Jeet availability. The HII hasz no time 1imit and no specisl
testing facllitles were necessary.

Modification of the SII manuel Instructions were made
in regard 4o emphasis placed on honesty and sincerity. The
subjects were told that the results of the inventory were
simply & complilation of atiiiudss of church members. Jow-
ever, il wag emphesized that thers were no right or wrong
angwers, nor were the answera glven by the subjects to be
used for ranking goodness or hadness.

Treatment of the Data. Since this study concerned zn

investigation of significant difference between two groups
and no predictlon was made regarding the direction of dAif-
ference, a two tail i test was used to determine slgnilicant
difference at the .05 level of confidence. All subjects
were placed in one of two groupe classed as fundamental or
other religlous groups. The msaen 5II score for eazch groun
wag taken 1o represent that group's zeneral level of self-
eszteem.,

Individual B8II mcores were obtained by the use of the

S5IT scoring key (Maslow, 1962},



After placing the SII scoring Xey over the answer sheet
and aligning the znswer column on each of the ihree pages
with the clreled response of the 3II key, one (1) point was
given for each answer (X) coinciding with an (0) of the key.
The Individual score was the total number of these points.
The lower the 51T score the more sesure the subjzet (Has-
low, 1952%.

Although Maslow {1952} noted that SII geores are
". . . skewed toward the security end of the contbinuum,® no
speclal gitatlistical manipulation of the SII scores wasg at—
tempted. It was assumed that group differences would de re-

Tlected in 3II scores regardless of skewnesns.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

There were a Lotal of 161 volunbeers included in this
study. OfF the totel number of subjects volunteering, &85
were classified as memberg of the other rellgious groups and
76 subjects were classified o8 members of the fundamental
religious groups. Clagsification of subjects as members of
the fundemental religlous groups or olher religious groups
w&s baged upon church npembership as classified in Appvendix
Ty |

After mumbering subjects in each clagsification {i.e.,
Ol . . . 76 for the fundamental relizious groups and O1
o+ « » 85 for the other religlous groups), thirty subjechs
vere chesen from each classification by ithe use of a table
of random mmbsers. The rendomly chosen subjects were ad-
ministered the 85IF.

Thne 311 scores of subjects claseified as members of the
Tundamental religlous groups are shown in Table I (sse
D. 20). The total BII score for the fundamental religious
groups was 684, with a mesn geore of 22.80.

The 817 scores of subjects classified ag members of
other religious groups are shown in Taﬁle II (see p. 21}.
The totel BII score for the other religious groups was 500,
with a uean score of 16.96.

Figure ¥ (see p. 22} shows the Trequency distribution
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BEOURITY~INSECURITY INVEKTORY SCORES OF RAUDOMLY SELECTED
SUBJECTE CLASSIFIED AS MEMEERS OF FUNDANENTAL
RELIGIOUS GROUPS I PITTSSURE, KANSAR 1969
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Number of Subjects

22

Other Religious Groups

_______ fundamental Religious Groups

5 10 15 20 25 30 3T 55—
SII Score

FIGURE 1

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF SECURITY-INSECURITY SCORES FOR

FUNDAMENTAL AND OTHER RELIGIOUS GROUPS IN THE

PITTSBURG, KANSAS AREA 1969



&5

of SII scorses Tor the fundamental relliglous groups and the
other religlous groups. %o be noted in Figure I 1z the
relatively hish Irequency of low BII scorss for the other
rellgious groups, as cospsred to the relatively low fre-
gueney of low BIT scores for the fundamental relligious
groups. The two religlious groups are similer in the high
51T scors freguency {8II score of 30 or azbove) but differ
markedly in the f{reguency of low SII scores; whereas, there
were no 5II scorss below seven for the fundemental religlous
groups, there were three 8II scores below seven for the
other religious groups. The mesn and mode Gf.the funde-
mental religlous groups are in close approxizmation, while
the distribution of the other relizicus appears bimodal and
slightly positively skewed,

4 gtatistical summary of the results of this study is
shown in Teblie IIT {(see p. 26).

It can be seen that the fundementel religious groups’
total SII scove {684} was higher than the other religious'
croups’ total 35II score (50%8). The standard deviation of
both groups was approximately equal (1C.45 for the funde-
mental religlous groups and 10.60 for the other reilglous
groups). Signifiecant difference {at the .05 confidence
level) betweenr the SII scores of the fundamental religilous
groups and the $II scores of the other religious groups was
estoblished by the use of & two iall L test (Van Dalen,

1966} .



The differ-

nce bebween means was 5.84, the obtalned & was 3.02. For
significant dlfference with 58 degrees of freedom at the
.G5 level requires a t value of 1.671 (i value for 60 de-
grees of freedom, Van Dalen, 1966). The obtained § velue
is significant at the .05 and 0L levels, The difference
hetween the BII seores of the two religlous proups studied
ig taxen to indlecalie significant difference in seli-esteen
between the fundamenial religious groups and the olher reo-
l1igious groups. Self-esteem of the other rellglous groups
was significantly higher than self-esteem of the fundanental
religious groups. Thus, the null hypothesls that there 1s
no éifference in self-ssteen bebween members of fundanen-
tal religlous groups and other rellglous groups was re-
jected.

"he church affiliation and number of subjecis coun-
pleting the BII is shown in Table IV (see D, 268)Y. The
greatest nuznber of subjecls {22} eglassifled 2s members of
fundemental religlous groups are Baptlst. The greatest non-
ber of sublects clagsifled as members of cther religlous
groups are Catholics (10) and Methodist {10},

By contscting church officlals, estimates of the
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mnembership of those churches llsted as nembers of the
Pittsburg, Kansag Minlgteriasl Alllance were establlished
(see &ppendix IIT). The ireatest chureh megbership for
those churches classilfied as other religlouns proups wes:
Catholie, 2,000 and Kethodist, 1,737, The greatest menber~
ship for those churches clegsified sz fundamental religlous
groups was Zaptist (937).

Zven though 2 stratified random sample was not atitemnpt-
ed in this study, it can be seen in Table IV that an approX-
imate proporiional number of subjects affilisted with sach
religious group 1ls repregented. That ils, of the toial es-
timated church membership in the Pltisburg, Kensas aresa, the
greatest church membership for the churches classilled ap
other religlous groups are Cathollic and Methpdist. Simi~-
lariy, of the total estimated church membership in the
Pittsburg, Eansas srea, the greatest church mewbsrship for
churches classified as fundamental religlous groups are

Baptist.
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TABLE IIT

A STATISTICAL SUMMARY OF THE RESULTS OF DATA COBTAINED RY THE
AIMINISTRATION OF THE SECURIPY~INSECURITY INVENTORY TO

PUNDAMENTAL RELIGCIOUS GROUPS AND OTHER RELIGIOUS CGRCUPSE I
TAZL PITTOBURG, EANDAS AREA 1969

Total | Btandard Tumber
S5IT Keanh Deviation of
Seore Subjecus
Fundamental
Religlous Groups &84 22.80 10.45 30
Other Rellglious
Groups 509 1&.96 10.60 30

*Theres was a signiflcant difference bhetween the Zecurity-
Insecurig{ Inventory scores of the two religious groups
(DE‘-:I. = 5: ‘: t " ?QOQ: &-f. L. 58: P{’-OB)‘

TABLE IV

CHURCH AFPILIATION CF SUBJECTS IW THE PITTSBUREG, MNANSAS
AREA, WHEC RESPONDED TC THE SZCURITY-~INSECURITY INVENTORY

PUNDAMENTAL RELIGIOUS GROUPS | OTHER AELIGICUS GROUPS
CHURCH KNUMEBER OF BUBJECTSE CHURCH HUMBER OF BUIJECYS

Baptist 23 Presbyterian 1
Church of God Methodist 10
and Christ 6 i ¥pigeopalian 2

African. Gatholic 10
Mahodigt 4 Chrigtian

P A

Lutheren




CHAPTER W
DISCUSSICN, SUMDIARY AND CONCLUSICN

The gpecifle concern of this study was to Anvestipsate
differenceslin self-esteen between fundsmental groups and
other rellgious groups. However, & troader lmplicaticn of
this study concerns the effect of different religious doc~
trines on self-esteem. In classifyling churches in the
Pittsburg, Kansas area lnto fundamental rellglous groups and
other religlous groups, ewphasis was placed on religious
docirines as eriteriz for classification. In effect then,
this study may be regarded ag a prelimlnary lnvestigatlion
cencerning the influence of two broad classes of religlious
doctrines on self-esteem. In spite of evidence resuliing
from fhis study indicating 2 significant difference in
self-esteen between the Tundamental religlous groups and
other religious groups, cautleon must be taken In deriving
firm conclusiong. Wo gtudles have produced substantial
evidence to collzborate the results of this study.

Because little attention is currently glven tec the
Paychology of relipgion, thils study may serve to stlmulate
interest. Many tuestiones that may have practical and theo-
retical significance ¢ould be answered 1T the problem could
be mesningfully formulated. For example: Does religion
lend gsupport to self-esteem? Are the tenets of certain re-
Lligious doctrines dysfunctional? Is religion relevant to

27
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human behavior?

One of the few giudies attempiing Lo ansver one ques-
tion concerning the effect of religious doeitrines on attl~
tude was Kirkpatric's (1949} investigation of religlion and
humanlitarianism. Iz hils concluslion Hirkpeiric sugpested
#that the tobtal evidence from verbal beshavior seems toc in-
dicste that undiscriminating support of religicus institu-
tions ss humanitarien agencies is open to question” {(p. 18).

The resulis of this study Indicalbed rejection of the
null hypothesis that there was no difference in gelf-esteem
between fundanmenisl religious denoninations and other re-
ligmious denominations. It 1s sugsested, however, that the
generalizations that can be &rawn Ifrom the resulis of this
gtudy are severely limifed.

Perhaps the most linliting infiuwence on the uilllity of
this study is the sanpled population and the adequacy of the
self-egteen evaluetive instrument.

i all gublscts included in thils study were volunteers,
no allowance was nede for the influence of non-volunteers.
That is to say, the very act of volunteering may have
ereated a biassed sample of the church population. It is
conceiveble that & replication of this study, uging & sbtré-
tified sampling technique mey reverse or ghifi the resuits
of this endeavor, Additionally, uncontrolled subjsct verl-
ableg, such as, mood labllity and pentel conditlions may have

influenced the resulis of this mitudy,
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In regards to the technical adeguacy of the evaluative
instrunent in appreising gelf-esteenm, the essentisl limita-
tions of the duesticonnalre melthod inhere in the BIL. For
exanple, the subjects' responses on the B8IT were accepled
s undlatoried {i.e. an zbsence of percepbtual defense}.
Purthermore, with the exception of Brownfain {1952) few
studies have Investigotsd subsbtantive relatlonships betwesn
gsecurlity~ingaecurity and self-esteen,

Yet, nowithstanding the limltations noted above, the
resulte of ithils study are in general agreement wiih the con-
atruct that there are general differences azssoclisled wilth
religiocus dencminetions. The nature of rellglous Aifler-
snces snd self-esteem are unclesr, It was ssen, however,
that there was 8 significant difference in self-esteem be-
tween the two religiocus groups inecluded Iin this study. The
phenomenon that appears more signiflcant in thls siudy is
the emergence of differences in seli-estesm between Two re-
ligious groups using the same evaluative instrument,

The significant difference obtalned from 5II scores In
this study may add crsdence to the genersl construct of re-
ligious difference.

4 possible explanatlon of general difference belween
religious denoninations iz suggested by Berelson and
Steilner's (1964) description of religion and class. Berel-
son and Steiner indiceted that church affillatlion and sccio-

economic clags are related, the lower goclo~economlic groups
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are affiliated with "salvationigt" or fundesmental religlons,
while the higher soclo-economic groups are more formal

(e.g. Tuthersns and Episcopallens). Berelson also called
attention to the fact that religlon, for the lower goclio=-
sconomle group, ". . . has served ss a funcilonal alterna-
tive to political extremisu® (p. 394y . ThHus, response
styles associated with different religious denoninations may
be related to self-esteen. Difference in evelustive self~
judgments between rondenental religious groups and otiher
religicus groups, 48 suppgested by this study, mey indlcote
the inefficacy of religious doctrines as a supportive de-

vice in the absence of soclo-gconomic eauality.

Summary and Conelusion. This study investligeted dif-

rerence in self-esteem between Two religious groups by the
use of Masglow's (1952) Security-Insscurity Inventory (8II).
A ligt of crurches in the Pittsburg, Kangas grea was com-
piled and classified as sither fundamental religlous groups
or other relipious groups. 4 list of wolunteers from each
religlous group was compiled. Thirity subjects from each
group were randomly selected for adminigtration of the BIIl.

nesults indicated a significant difference in self-
esteem between the two relliglous proups (t = 3.02: 4/f = 58:
p(:05}. The fundamental religlous groups seli-esteem WES
significantly lower than the otner religious groups self-
esteen.

The results of this study are not conclugive, since the
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writer found nc litersture direectly concerned with gelf-
e¢gteen and religlon to collehorate the results. This study
may De cherzclterized as a preliminary investigation. A4
great deal of programatic research is envisioned before firm
conclusions regarding self-psteen differences between dif-
Terent religions cen be esteblished. i

It was suggested that the resulis of this study are
limited in generelizibility, bubt the resulis are in agree-
ment wiith the general consitruct of differences belween re-
liglous denominations.

The general conclusion drawn from thls study is that
there wag a significant dliference in gelf-esteen betweoen
the fundamental religious groups a&nd the other religious
groups. Bub cause-~elfect gstatements concernlng the dil-
ference in self-esteem between the two religlous groups
studied seem unwarrented, as there are demographlc and me-

thodological dlfficultles present.
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APPERDIX I

CIURCHED LISTED AR ACTIVE IX
THE PIT?TSBURG, KANSLS AREA POR THE YEAR 1068

Baumgtark, P. J.

3t. ¥aryTe Catholic 916 N. Locust
Beoyte, Robert 606 ¥. Filrst
FPilyat Christian 5th & Pine
Gravens, MHeredith 216 B. Willisns
First Methodist 5th & Pine
Culley, John 112 E. Lindburg
Wesley Foundatlon 201 &, Willlams
Docherty, Robert 1708 5. Broadway
Raptiset Btudent Hovenent 1710 &. Broadway
Soott, Frank 110% H. Taylor
Church of God 1107 H. Tucker
Haven, Leon K. 407 8, Locusgt
College Helghts United iethodist Ford & Taylor
Jacobs, Ted 508 Hobson D,
First Baptlst Tith & Walnub
Keith, Homer 602 W. Euclid
First Presbylterian 6th & Pine
Knleht, LeRoy RFD #3

Central Christian 2lat & Grand
Leanann, Donald %05 H. Walnut
8t. John's Lutheran 306 W. 3rd

Lenk, Fred 807 Twin Lakes Dr.
United Presbyterian 403 ¥N. Walnut
Pember, Vyrl 6173 W. Kansas
Asgenbly of God 202 W, oth
Ranson, John 214 B, wWillisms
8%t. Peter's Episcopal 206 W. Fuelld
Schuneeberger, Charles 510 ¥. BEuclid

First Methodist 5th & Pine



B
Sehnell, Jerry
Seventh~bay Adventist

Shoesmaxer, Donald
South Broadway Baptist

Veughn, Jack T.
United Christlan Fellowship House

Wiand, Paul
Grace Methodlst

Yates, Harold
Fourgguare Gospel

Ehry, Jarl
Salvation Army

¥t. Hebron
Ir. Lerry Segal (Muasic Dept.)

Churen of Mazarene
Trinity Bouthern Baptlst

Bethmal AME
Rev. Maritin

Hew Hope Bgptlst

Church of Zod and Uhrist
Rev. Allmon

201Y 8. Englisn
21st & Grand

408 ohio
Broadway at Cerlton

305 W. Lindburg
1801 8. Joplin

1601 W. Joplin
1903 N. Elm

GL5
727

501
aLe

W

Wa
W

hsa |
<

-

-

-

3rd
ed

5th
5th {P.0. Box
62133)
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APPENDIX II

CLASSIFICATION OF CHURCHES LISTED A% ACTIVE IN THE
PITTSEURG, KAKSAS AREA FOR THE YRAR 1869, IHTC
FUNDAMENTAL RELIGIOUS GROUPS AND COUHER RELIZIOUS CGROUPSE,
BASED O VERGILUS' (1964
DESCRIPTICN OF RELIGIOUS DOCTRINEA

FUNDAMEITAL RELIGIQUS GROUPS

Churech of CGod

Firgt Baptist

South Broadway Baptlaet
Mt. Hebron Baptisi
Trinity Bouthern 3Zaptist
Bethmel AME

Hevw Hope Baptist

Ghurceh of God and Christ

OTHER RBLIGICUS GROUPS

St. Mary's Catholic
First Christian
First Wethodlal
TUnited HMethodist
College Helghts Hethodligt
Firgt Presbyterian
Central Christisn
8t. John's Lutheran
United Presbylterian
5t. Peter's Ipiscopal
Grace Methedisgt
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HPTENDIX ITX

ESTIVATED MIMTERSHIZ BEYOND EIGHTEEN YZARS
CHURCHES LISTED AS ACTIVE IN THE PITTHSHURG,
8t. Mary's Catholle (all Catholic) ~——wewme—m
Pirgt Christlan memeeme o e o e e s

Shurch of G0 —~em—m——m—m— i s s

College Helpghts United Methodisgt —m~em——m————=

Flrgt BRDELEL ——rmemmearns - L

Firet Prepbyierianl ———mrmmmm e m— e e e e o
Conbral Ohriohion e — o i o i 7 o
84, John'g LUTheran ————mm——— e s i e
United Pfesbyterian ________________________
ESEEmbDLY OF GOQ e mm oo o it oo o o o st
S5t. Poter's Episcopal —wermmmreeso—m e e -
TIL8T HEBTIOGLSE o mr o ey n cm mw rmoen ot e s s —_
Seventh-~Day Adventlst ——e—c—mmommm e ————
South Broadway Bapbist —m———eecmmmeoe——— s
Graoe MebNOALET oo o i e sm o e e e e o o

TOUrauarse GOEREl ———— e e e et e e

galvation ATMY =—ewwmeee—- et -
Mt, Hebron Baptlist ~—rmr—eeo- sk e e e . e o g

Church of Hazalene =e—mesweee———— ———

frinity Scuthern Baptisi, Rew Hope Baphblst,

Ghurch of God and Charist --- (composiite) ——-

OF AGE OF
HAUBAS AREA
2000

600

40

100

200
200
3G
100
65
ot established

50



LPPENDIX IV

THE SI INVENTORY

"A. H. MASLOW

Brandeis University
with the assistance of

E. BIRSH
1. HONIGMANN
F. McGRATH
A, PLASON
M. STEIN

NAME DATE AGE

{or prendonym)

Underline one: Single Married Divorced Separated Widowed

Education School
{highest grads reached)

Occupation

Height Weight

Undexline one: Catholic Wiiljims: Jewish; or, if other (write in)

Copyeight 1945 by A. E. Maslow
Copyright 1952 by the Board of Trusteea of the Leland Stanford Yunior University
Printed in the United Statea of America

3T



YIS |

NO

25,
26.
27,
28.
29,
30.
31,
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
31.
33.
39.
40.
41.

42
43
44,
45

46.
47.
48,
49.
50,
51,
52,
53.
4.
55.
56.
57.

- Do you feel that you are a success at your work or your job?

. Do you ordinarily let people see what you are really like?

Do you have enough faith in yourself?

Do you feel in general most people can be trusted?

Do you feel that you are useful in the world?

Do you ordinarily get on well with others?

Do you spend much thme worrying about the future?

Do you usually feel weil and strong?

Are you a good conversationalist?

Do you have the feeling of being a burden to others?

Do you have difficulty in expressing your feelings?

Do you usually rejoice in the happiness or good fortune of others?

Do you often feel left out of things?

Do you tend to be a suspicious person? __

Do you ordinarily think of the world as a nice place to live in?

Do you get upset easily?

Do you think of yourself often?

Da you feel that you are living as you please rather than as someone else pleages?

Do you feel sorrow and pity for yourself when things go wrong?

Do you feel that you are not satisfactorily adjusted to life?

- Do you ordinarily proceed on the assumption that things usually tend to turn out all

right?

Do you feel that life is a great burden?

Are you troubled with feelings of inferiority?

Do you generally feel “good™?

Do you get along well with the opposite sex?

Are yon ever troubled with an idea that people are watching you on the street?

Are you easily hurt?

Do you feel at home in the world?

Do you worry about your intelligence?

Do you generally put others at their ease?

Do you have a vague fear of the future?

Do you behave naturally?

Do you feel you are generally lucky?
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