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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the rela

tionship between a college woman's religiosity and her 

attitudes toward feminism. Specifically, this study is an 

attempt to ascertain what dimensions of religiosity (if 

any) are related to feminism. 

Sociologists study the interaction of human gr:oups.l 

This group interaction is of interest because of its 

influence on other groups, societal institutions, and on 

human behavior in general. The goal of sociology, there

fore, can be said to be twofold 

1 • 

2. 

understanding the dynamics of group life--what 
groups are, how they differ from one another, and--

understanding the influ~nce of groups on l.ndividual 
and collective behaviorL 

Religion is a group phenomenon.3 That is not to say 

that it is not also an individual matter. Johnstone 

1Ronald L. Johnstone, RelJ.:gl.on and Society in 
In~:-~t9ction: Th~_So~io.19.BY. of Relig~_!} (Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1975), p. 3, 

2Ibid. 

3 Ibicl., p. 13, 
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addresses this topic and statess 

Certainly religion is an individual matter in any 
number of ways: in that it involves personal emotions 
and thm..1ghts; or insofar as one's religion is purely a 
matter of personal beliefs; or insofar as individuals 
are free to commit themselves to whichever religious 
system they prefer ...• the current considerable 
sociological interest in the nature of religious com
mitment and in the process of religious socialization 
and internalization of religious concepts and values 
obviously necessitates careful attention to individual 
behavior. Nevertheless, the purpose of such research 
with individuals is to be able to generalize to larger 
groups and categories of people,l 

Feminism is also a group phenomenon. 2 Religious 

denominations and the feminist movement both meet the con

ditions required for a group in the sociological sense of 

the word. They: 

1. are composed of two or more people who have 
established certain patterns of interaction 

2. have group members who share common goals 

3. are guided by shared norms 

4. have a division of labor 

S. function collectively in accordance with a status 
system 

6. have group members who feel and express a sense of 
identification with the group3 

2Janet Saltzman Chafetz, Masculine/Feminine or Human? 
An Overview of the Sociology of Sex Roles (Itasca, 
Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers, 1974), p, 214. 

3Johnstone, pp. 15-16. 



-3-

Of course all feminists or all religious people do not 

interact with each other. However, people who constitute 

a group--ferninists or religious people, for example--"are 

aware of one another (perhaps even know one another) and 

have established patterns of interaction characteristic to 

·th . II 1 . eir group. Havi.n8 established the group nature of 

religion and feminism, the remainder of the chapter will 

address itself to the definitions and backgrounds of each 

phenomenon. 

The Sociology of Religion 

Religion plays an important part in the develop~ent 

of the self. In our society, religion is an important 

socializing influence, whether a child is born into a 

religious family or not,2 All people, directly or indi

rectly, are influenced by religion--through contact with 

individuals, groups, and institutions. Religion is inter

nalized in much the same way that a child internalizes his/ 

her sex role language, and life-style of his/her culture 

anct social class,3 

1Johnstone, p, 15. 

2Ibid., pp. 8, 90. 

3rbid. , p. 88. 
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"The study of religion is one of the oldest of socio-

1 . 1 111 ogica concerns. Most of the early sociologists 

included the analysis of religion as an integral part of 

their more general concerns regarding social and cultural 

life.2 This emphasis on religion is found particularly in 

the works of Durkheim and Weber during the time period 

between 1890 and 1920.3 This emphasis on religion was due, 

according to Robertson, to two closely connected reasons: 

1. There was a sociological and philosophical 
tradition of inquiry into religion as a 'main
spring' in the operation of human societies--a 
tradition which in turn rested on the basic 
cultural premises of European societies 

2. Classical sociologists wrote at a time when 
religion was still an °issue' in the societies of 
which they were members and in the societies in 
close social and cultural proximity to these4 

While it is true that Durkheim and Weber were inter

ested in religion, they were not the primary forces behind 

contemporary sociology of religion.S Like most of 

1Ronald Robertson, The Sociological Interpretation of 
Religion (Oxford: Basll Black,;,vell, 1970), p. 7. 

2 Ibid. 

3Ibid. 

t~Ibid. 

Swilliam M. Newrna.n, J.'he Social _tl~§.~i ngs of Reli.gioQ: 
An r:itegratecl Ant~_ol_ogy (Chicago: Rand McNally College 
Publishing Company, 1974), p, 5. 
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sociology, the sociology of religion. has had more recog

nition in America than in any other country. 1 Because of 

this fact, the sociology of religion was shaped by the same 

forces that shaped the growth of sociology in America, and 

one of the primary forces that propelled sociology to its 

present state was religion itself.2 

During the last part of the nineteenth century, a 

movement known as the Social Gospel swept through American 

Protestantism. This movement called for a complete recon

struction of the social order so that the '1 kingdom of God" 

would be present on earth. Social reformists looked to 

sociology as a new tool to be used as a 11 pivotal technical 

resource 11 in establishing heaven on earth.3 

Since social reformists were looking to sociology as 

the answer to their prayers, it is not surprising that many 

of the 11 founding fathers" of American sociology \•Wre either 

Protestant clergymen or sons of Protestant clergymen.4 

William Sumner, Albion Small, George E. Vincent, 

1 Ibid. 

2 Ibid. 

3 Ibid. 

L~Ibid. 
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Edward C. Hayes, James P. Lichtenberger, and many others 

e ntered sociology after beginning careers in the ministry.l 

Franklin Giddings and W. I. Thomas, two other "founding 

f athers," were the sons of Protestant clergymen.2 Not 

surprisingly, the first American sociology textbooks were 

enti.tled "Christian Sociology • .,3 

After the First World War, social optimism and the 

Social Gospel collapsed.4 People became disenchanted with 

the idea of creating a heaven on earth and went back to 

making life simply liveable. Sociologists, however, were 

anxious to establish the scientific status of the disci

pline. In order to do this, sociology not only had to 

become more empirically oriented, it had to divorce itself 

from social work. Sociologists associated social work with 
r.: 

religion and reformist doctrines.~ They called for an 

"objective," "value free" sociology, and the sociology of 

religion was considered to be neither. Because of its 

1Ibict. 

2lbid. 

3lhid. 

4rbid. 

Srbid. , p. 6. 
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supposedly value-laden nature, the s6ciology of religion 

was one of the first casualties of the new ''value free" 

sociology.I 

It was not until the late 1940s, when the classical 

European sociologists were being translated into English, 

that the sociology of religion was revived in acadernia. 2 

Journals arose which were devoted to the scientific study 

of religion, and Gerhard Lenski's paper "Social Correlates 

of Religious Interest" published in the American 

So<=:ioloeical Review in 1953 "marked the entrance of the 

sociology of rcltgion into the era of survey researcll.," 

which is the most widely used method of research in the 

social sciences today.3 

Contemporary sociology of religion is concerned, pri

marily, with "tracing the interaction of social . factors and 

religion."4 Sociology of religion does not pretend, or 

1 Ibid. 

2Ibid. 

3 Ibid., p, 9; J. Milton Yinger, The Scienttfic Stud_y 
of ReliBion (London: MacMillian, 1970), p. vii; 
Earl R. Babbie, Survey Research Methods (Belmont, 
Californias Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1973), p. i. 

4Johnstone, p. 31. 
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even hope, according to Johnstone, to discover "origins," 

only "influences on and modifiers of religion, 11 1 

The Concept of Religiosity 

Religion, for the purposes of this study, can be 

defined as "behavior that includes personal and shared 

beliefs about the supernatural, ••• a kind of group 

behavior, a basis for both social integration and social 

conflict, and a reflection of differing lifestyles. 11 2 For 

sociologists to study religion properly, they must examine 

not only the beliefs of various people, but "how they act, 

individually and collectively upon those beliefs,"3 Belief 

about the supernatural and the action upon those beliefs 

can be termed religiosity. 

Historically, sociologists have taken two basic 

approaches to researching the concept of religiosity, 

1. observing people's affiliations with various 
religious organizations and attempting to predict 
differences in their behavior and attitudes accord
ing to these affiliations 

2. assessing an individual's religious commitment on a 
multidimensional level. That is, disregarding a 

1Ibid. 

2Melvin L. De Fleur, William V. D'Antonio, and 
Lois B, De Fleur, Sociology: Man in Society (Glenvtew, 
Illinois: Scott, Foresman & Co., 1971), p. 537. 

3Ibid. 
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person's religious affiliation, except as a 
possible control variable, and focusing on such 
aspects as ideology, ritual practices, and 
"feelings of transcendence or contact with the 
supernatural, 11 1 

Contemporary sociology of religion is primarily concerned 

with the second approach. 

Dimensions of Religiosity 

With the readoption of Nietzsche's slogan "God is 

dead," by the theologians of the early 196Os, social scien

tists became concerned about the secularization of 

religion.2 Gerhard Lenski's book The Re1Jgious Factor, 

published in 1961, marked the first attempt of any social 

scientist to "systematize and utilize in empiri.cal work a 

schema of dimensions of religiosity."3 He proposed an 

initial distinction between a person's commitment to a 

socio-reli8ious group and his/her commitment to a type of 

religious orientation.4 Lenski observed that people could 

belong to a church in the same sort of way they belong to a 

1Johnstone, p. 42. and John P. Robinson and Phillip 
R. Shaver, Measures of Socia 1 Psyc!}0 log i~a LJ. tt i tu des, 
(Ann Arbor, Michigan: Survey Research Center for Social 
Research, 1969), p. 544. 

2Robert Tm•1ler, Homo Rel igQSl;~s i Sq_~_t:01_9.gical J:[s>b
lems in the Study of Religion (London: Constable, 1971-l), 
p. 128. -

3Robertson, p. 27. 

l~Towler, p. 129, 
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social club. On the other hand, they may be very devoted 

to their religious group and live strictly by all of its 

doctrines.I The first type of commitment was termed by 

Lenski as "associational commitment," and the second type 

of commitment he termed "communal commitment."2 He also 

designated two different types of religious orientation: 

doctrinal orthodoxy and devotionalisrn. Doctrinal orthodoxy 

refers to how well a person accepts the doctrines of his/ 

her church, and devotionalism refers to the frequency with 

which a person prays and asks for God's will.3 

While Lenski was the first social scientist to uti

lize dimensions of religiosity in an empirical work, he was 

not the first to propose such dimensions. Joseph Fitcher, 

in works published in 1951 and 1954, distinguished four 

different ways a person could be a Catholic.4 Not long 

after Fitcher's research was published, Charles Glock sug

gested that religion could be thought of as consisting of 

four dimensions: experiential, ritualistic, ideological, 

and consequential,5 The experiential dimension refers to 

1Ibid • 

. 2Ibid. 

3Ibid. 

4Johnstone, p. 49. 

Sibid., p. SO. 
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the degree of emotional attachment a person has toward the 

supernatural; the ritualistic dimension includes church 

attendance and prayer life; the ideological dimension 

''refers to the degree of commitment a person expresses in 

the religious beliefs of his group; and the consequential 

dimension refers to the impact of religious commitment and 

involvement on general behavior."l Glock, along with his 

colleague, Rodney Stark, has since subdivided the ritual

istic dimension into two parts: ritual and devotion.2 

Ritual refers to formal public religious activities such as 

attending religious services and taking communion, and 

devotion refers to such things as praying and studying 

religious writings.3 Glock also added a fifth dimension-

the intellectual, "which measures the degree to which a 

person is knowledgeable about formal beliefs of his 

relision. Ill~ 

Glock and Stark and their colleagues in the Program 

for the Study of Religion and Society have contributed sub

stantially to the development of "sound theory in the area 

lrbid, 

2 Ibid. 

3Ibid. 

4rbict., p. s2. 



-12-

of religious research," as well as to the empirical litera

ture.l They are perhaps the most outstanding example of 

contemporary sociologists' utilizing a multidimensional 

approach in an attempt to study religion in a scientific 

manner.2 It is for this reason that Glock and Stark's 

scale "Dimensions of Religious Commitment" was chosen as a 

measure of religiosity for this study. 

Measures of Religiosity 

Glock and Stark's scale "Dimensions of Religious Com

mitment" and Faulkner and De Jong's "Religiosity Scales" 

(an outgrowth of the former scale) "are probably the most 

sophisticated developed to date."3 "Dimensions of 

Religious Commitment" was developed through careful theo

retical analysis of "all the conceivable ways a person can 

be religious,''t~ 

As stated earlier, Glock and Stark, on theoretical 

grounds, proposed five dimensions of religiosity: belief, 

experience, knowledge, ritual, and consequences. 

"Dimensions of Religious Commitment" was designed to 

lRobinson and Shaver, p. 544. 

2Ibid. 

3rbict., p. s1.~s. 

4Ibid. 
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measure four of these dimensions, all except consequences, 

and analyses of the scale "indicate that the four measured 

dimensions are in fact essentially uncorrelated, and that 

other attitudes and behavior can be predicted from posi

tions on these dimensions. 11 1 This scale, with a slight 

modification, was used in the present research in an 

attempt to ascertain the nature and extent of the influence 

of religion on the attitudes of college women toward the 

concept of feminism. 

The Concept of Feminism 

The term feminism, as used in this study, describes 

the goals of the contemporary women's movement in the 

United States. These goals, very broadly, are to bring 

about a change in the role and status of women so that they 

will be equal in every aspect, except biologically, to 

men.2 

The women's liberation movement is "the most rapidly 

growing social movement in the United States."3 There are 

libid., p. 557. 

2Judith Ann Dempewolff, "Feminism and Its Corre
lates," (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Cincinnati, 
1972), p. 87. 

3susan Phipps Sanger and Henry A lker, "Dimensions of 
Internal-External Locus of Control and the Women's Libera
tion !-lovement," Journal of Social Issues 28 ( 1972) : 
115-129. 
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hundreds of women's liberation groups throughout the 

nation. Bookstores and magazine racks are full of litera

ture concerning feminist issues, and the movement has 

gained much exposure from television, radio, and motion 

pictures. Feminism is not new, however. The contemporary 

women's movement is an outgrowth of a movement started in 

the nineteenth century, and interestingly enough, the goals 

of the movement have not changed much. 

An Overview of the Feminist Movement 

The first feminist movement was born out of the 

industrial revolution. Until this time, women did not have 

the means to organize, nor the methods of birth control to 

free them from their child rearing responsibilities.I 

Spurred on by the "smoldering ideals" of the American Civil 

War and abolitionist cries for equality, the early femi

nists began their fight for freedom.2 This fight was for 

freedom, literally, since women during this time had no 

civil status under the law. They were pronounced civilly 

dead upon the occasion of their marriage, and should they 

not marry they remained legally minors, dependent upon some 

lshulamith Firestone, "On American Feminism," in 
Vivian Gornick and Barbara K. ~organ, eds., Woman in a 
Sexist Society: Studies in Power and Powerlessness, (New 
York: Basic Books, Inc., 1971), p. 666. 

2Ibid. 
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male relative for their well-being. The women of the nine

teenth century could neither sign a will nor have custo~y 

of their children. They were not taught to read, and they 

had no political voice whatsoever.I 

There has been a widely held misconception that the 

goal of the first women's movement was the right to vote. 

This, in fact, is not true, Feminists saw suffrage not as 

an enct, but as a means of achieving equality.2 Feminists, 

yesterday as well as today, question the fundamental 

organization of society, where men somehow have more legal 

rights and privileges than women, and the economy is struc

tured in such a way that males benefit.3 The equal rights 

awm.endment was drafted in 1923 and reads virtually the same 

today as it did at its drafting.4 

After the passage of the nineteenth ammendment, the 

feminist movement lay dormant for forty years.S 

1Ibid, 

2Judith Hole and Ellen 
in Anne Kodet, Ellen Levine, 
I_~adical Feminism, (f'icw York: 
Book Co. , 19 '13), p, 14. 

Levine, "The First Feminists, 11 

and Anita Rapone, eds,, 
Quadrangle/New York Times 

3rbid.; Janet Saltzman Chafetz, Masculine/Femine or 
Hut_!lan?, (Itasca, Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers, 
1974), p. 120. 

4 "Up Front," People, June 6, 1977, p. l'~O. 

SHole and Levine, p. S. 
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I r oni cally, it took another fight for black rights to 

rekindle the fires of femi~ism.l As the women of the 1960s 

worked against the oppression of racism, they were slapped 

in the face with the oppression they themselves faced 

daily--sexism,2 Women realized that they were socially 

deprived, in many ways just as socially deprived as the 

Blacks they were working to free from deprivation. 

Johnstone puts it very succinctly when he writes:3 

••• social deprivation refers to the relative absence 
of such societal rewards as prestige, power, social 
status, and opportunity for participation in various 
activities and organizations. This is frequently a 
concomitant of economic deprivation in the sense that 
low economic status likely means low prestige or 
respect, little power or influence over others, and 
exclusion from much of the social and organizational 
life of the community. But social deprivation is not 
necessarily strictly correlated with economic depri
vation. A person may be socially deprived yet be 
e conomically solvent, even successful. Social depri
vation is one of the main emphases of the women's 
liberation movement. 

In essence, the woman of the 1960s began to see herself as 

"nigger. ,.L~ With this realization came the establishment of 

1Firestone, p. 677. 

2Ibid. 

3Johnstone, p. 118. 

L~Jane Gal 1 ion, "You've Come a Long Way, Baby," in 
In Their Own Behalf: Voices From the Mar;:;in, eds. Charles 
H, McCaghy, Jame s K. Skipper, Jr. , and Marl<-Lefton ( New 
York: Merertith Corp., 1974), p. 221. 
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the National Organization of Women in 1965. 1 N.O.W. is the 

first of the "second-wave'' feminist organizations and is 

considered by many to be the N,A.A.C.P. of feminism.2 This 

pa rallel between N.O.W. and the N.A.A.C.P. does not quite 

fit, however, as N.O.W. is not as conservative as the 

latter.3 

The feminist movement of the 1970s has fragmented 

somewhat, but N.O.W. is still its mainstay as far as organ

ized groups are concernect.4 The 1970s, however, have seen 

feminism expand into mass society. In 1972, when Ms., the 

first major national feminist magazine, appeared on the 

newsstands, all 300,000 of the initial copies were sold in 

eight days.5 Today, the women's movement ls found: 

•.• in the myriad of new women's studies programs; 
in job actions for better pay; in child care and 
abortion projects, in the wealth of new writing--
by feminist journalists and writers; in the 
speak-outs--and teach-ins; in the legal suits 
challenging sexist laws; c1nd in the changing con
sciousness of literally millions of individual 
women.6 

'-+Firestone, p. 679. 

2 Ibid. 

3 Ibid. 

L~Ibid. 

5chafetz, p. 212. 

6Koclet, Levine, and Rapone, "Editori.a l: Notes from 
the Third Year," p. 300. 
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Religiosity and Feminism 

"For most feminists, religion has been synonymous 

with the oppression of women, and in perceiving the Church 

as irredeemably antagonistic to their goals, second wave 

feminists have remained singularly areligious, 111 A survey 

of feminist literature reveals numerous references to 

Judea-Christian "anti-woman" doctrines, 

According to Rosemary Radford Ruether, religion has 

been the "single most important shaper and enforcer of the 

image and role of women in culture and society, 11 2 She sees 

"sublimated sexual imagery" as central to religious lan

guage, and states that: 

From the earliest stages, the sexual dialectic has 
contributed to religion its chief imagery and psychic 
energy, and this in turn has had a profound effect on 
the way in which actual men and women have been able 
to experience their respective existences, Judaism 
and Christianity are no different from other religions 
in this pervasive sexual imagery, although they have 
been distinguished from most religions in their 
elevation of an exclusively male, patriarchal God, 
without female consort, as the sole ruler of the 
heavens, and a corresponding repression of female 
imagery of the divine and of feminine roles in 
worship,3 

1 The New Woman's Survival Scourcebook (New York: 
1975), p. 182. 

2Rosemary Radford Ruether, ed., Rel iy.1..ion and_Sexi.srn: 
Images of 1.✓ oman in the .Jewish and Christian Traditions 
(New York: Simon and -Schuster:·-fsf74), p, 9,--~--------

3rbid,, p, 10. 
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Davida Crabtree, in her essay "Women's Liberation and 

the Church," states that organized religion has been one of 

the chief oppressors of women since the first century. 

This has occurred, according to Crabtree, because it has 

perpetuated the social institutions, customs, and myths 

which are the foundations of sexism.l Some of the myths 

Crabtree cites are the dependency and emotionality of 

women, the nuclear family system, and the all-male 

T . . 2 r1.n1.ty. 

Crabtree states that contemporary religion views 

woman as "an esthetically-minded, child-centered individual 

who has no talent for or interest in ordained ministry, 

administration, or policy making positions."3 She states 

that religion offers models for women which were lifted out 

of the Bible and represent women who are either a temptress 

who leads man to his fall (Eve), "or the unattainable ideal 

who combines both virginity and motherhood and who 

acquiesces at every turn to the male (Mary). 11 4 

loavida Foy Crabtree, "Women's Liberation and the 
Church," in Sarah Bentley Doeley, ed., Women's Liberation 
and the Church: The New Demand for Freedom in the Life of 
~the Christian Church (New York: AssocG-i-ted Press, 1971:))-,
P. 15. 

2Ibid. 

3Ibid., pp. 19-20. 

lt-Ibid. 
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Gornick and Morgan state that woman, in the account 

of the Bible, was absent from creation.l " ••• God made 

the earth, the elements, the animals, the vegetables, and 

th.en--as the final, fulfilling justification for the entire 

creation--he made man. It was only after he made man that 

he realized he had given him nothing to reproduce himself 

with--and then he made woman."2 

Mary Daly, in her essay "The Spiritual Dimension of 

Women's Liberation," traces the oppression of women by the 

Judea-Christian tradition down through the millennia.3 She 

states that the Old Testament of the Bible fixed woman's 

place in the universe with the story of the birth of Eve. 

"The story of the Fall of Adam and Eve perpetuated the myth 

of feminine evil," and Paul, in the New Testament," put 

women in their place: veiled, silent and subor.dinate."4 

Judea-Christian tradition, according to Daly, "has func

tioned to legitimate male-dominated society. 11 5 

laornick and Morgan, p. xvi. 

2Ibid. 

3Mary Daly, "The Spiritual Diml~nsion of Women's 
Liberation," in Radical Feminism, pp. 259-267. 

t~Ibid., p. 260. 

Srbid. 
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If God in "his" heaven is a father ruling "his" 
people, then it is in the "nature" of things and 
according to divine plan and the order of the 
universe that society be male-dominated. Within 
this context a mystification of roles takes place: 
the husband dominating his wife can feel that he 
represents God himself.l 

The advent of Jesus, according to Chafetz, didn't do 

much for women either.2 Sexual intercourse, in Christi

anity, is offensive because women are somehow "dirty." 

Chafetz states that Jesus is born supposedly without bene

fit of sexual intercourse, making the Virgin Mary a token 

mother--God is his only real parent, and he, of course, is 

personified as a male.3 

Numerous Dible quotations are cited throughout the 

literature as examples of the Judea-Christian oppression of 

women. For example: 

Unto the woman He said, I will greatly multiply 
thy sorrow and thy conception; in sorrow thou shalt 
bring forth children; and thy desire shall be to 
thy husband, and he shall rule over thee.l~ 

•• , But I suffer not a woman to teach, nor to 
usurp authority over the man but to be in silence; 
for Adam was first formed, then Eve; and Adam was 

1 Ibid,, p. 261, 

2chafetz, p. 98. 

3Ibid. 

4Genesis 3: 16. 
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not deceived, but the woman being deceived, was in 
the transgression,l 

.•• The head of every man is Christ; and the head 
of every woman is man ••• ,2 

And if they will learn anything, let them ask their 
husbands at homel for it is a shame for women to 
speak in church.~ 

Likewise, ye wives, be in subjection to your own 
husbands •.•• 4 

Thus, according to many feminist writers, the male-centered 

tenets of Judaism and Christianity form the ''basis for 

female oppression in Western culture: the mind-body dual

ism (rnale=mind=reason=good; female=body=unreason=bad) and 

the view of female as 'other, 1 "5 

For the purposes of this study, any person who 

ascribes to the goals of feminism, whether actively 

involved in the movement or not, will be termed a feminist. 

If the anti-religious feelings are as widespread among 

women actively involved in the feminist movement as the 

literature seems to indicate, one wonders how non-active 

feminists feel. 

lTimothy I, 2:12-14. 

2corinthians I, 11:3. 

3corinthians I, 14,35. 

4peter I, 3:1. 

Ssurvival Sourcebook, p. 182. 
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Kirkpatrick, in his pioneer study of feminism, found 

that "students with no religious preference were more femi

nistic in their scores than those with a religious pref-

ul erence. • • In this same vein, Miller found that there 

was a significant difference among religious and non

religious students' attitudes toward feminism, and Arnott 

found that only 20 percent of the feminists in her sample 

expressed an interest in religion as compared with 52 per

cent of the non-feminists.2 Dempewolff found in her study 

that female supporters of feminism tended to have none or 

mild religious interest, while opposers were much more 

likely to have moderate or strong interest in religion.3 

The major difference between this previous research and the 

present study is that the concept of religiosity was 

measured unidimensionally in the former. 

The present research seeks to ascertain the relation

ship between religiosity and feminism when religiosity is 

measured at the multi-dimensional level. Various control 

1Clifford Kirkpatrick, Tl'!.~. Family___As Proc~s.? anq_ 
Institution (New York: Ronald Press, 1955), p. I54, 

2Ruth Elizabet:h Niemann Miller, "Attitudes Toward 
Feminism Among North Texas State University Students" (M.A. 
Thesis, Texas Woman's University, 1973), p. 53; Catherine 
Arnott, "Feminists and Anti-Feminists as True Beli2vers 11 

0._ociology and Social Research 57 (April, 1973): 303. 

3nempewolff, p. 69. 
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variables will also be examined in this investigation of 

religiosity and feminism. Specifically, the background 

variables of ethnicity, classification in school, social 

class, political affiliation, and sexual orientation will 

be controlled for in the examination of the attitudes of 

college women toward religion and equality of the sexes, 

Intervening Variables Between Religiosity and Feminism 

Ruth Elizabeth Niemann Miller, in the thesis 

"Attitudes Toward Feminism Among North Texas State 

University Students," found that: (1) there was a signifi

cant difference in the attitudes of white and non-white 

female students toward feminism, and (2) students who 

reported a liberal political viewpoint showed a more 

favorable attitude toward feminism than did students who 

reported a conservative political viewpoint.l Horton and 

Hunt state that women who are active in the feminist move

ment are usually "white, educated, middle-class, and 

relatively young. 11 2 

In their article "Is Women's Liberation a Lesbian 

Plot?" Sidney Abbott and Barbara Love state that the 

women's movement can expect lesbians to join them "in 

ed., 

lMiller, pp. 53, 54, 101. 

2Paul B. Horton and Chester L. Hunt, §ociology 3rd. 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1972), p. 506, 
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greater numbers than in other organizations and in greater 

proportion than in the general population.I Del Martin, 

founder of the Daughters of Bilitis, the oldest lesbian 

organization in the United States, gives the rationale 

behind their statement: 

By her very nature, the lesbian is cast in the role 
of breadwinner and will be a member of society's work
ing force for the rest of her life. Because of 
(women's) traditionally low-paying work, the lesbian 
is very much concerned with equal job opportunities 
and equal pay. Because of her anticipated longevity 
in the working force, she is concerned with equal 
opportunities and for professional careers for women. 
Because she is taxed as a single person at the high
est rate, re8ardless of commitments, the lesbian is 
also concerned with tax deductions for head of house
hold. Because she may be a working mother and alone, 
she has a definite stake in proposals for child-care 
centers. Because of social pressures against 
manifestations of lesbianism, she may even have need 
for birth control information, and/or abortj_on. 
Economically and family-wise, the lesbian is very 
much tied to the Women's Movement.2 

Abbott and Love state that a woman's attitude toward 

lesbians is an indicator by which one can measure a woman's 

liberation.3 This may very well be true, since Sanger and 

Alker found that feminists had a much more positive 

-------
lWoman in Sexist Society, p. 621. 

2Ibid., p. 620 

3Ibid. 
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attitude toward bisexuality than did non-fP-minists, and 

that many of the feminists had had petsonal homosexual 

relationships,l 

Summary 

This study is an attempt to ascertain the nature and 

exterrt of the influence of religion on the attitudes of 

college women toward the concept of feminism, controlling 

for such background variables as ethnicity, age, classifi

cation in school, social class, political affiliation, 

marital status, number of children, religious preference, 
'' 

religious origin, denomination, and sexual orientation; 

Both religiosity and feminism are group phenomena, and due 

to their very nature, have the potential to exert influence 

on other groups, societal institutions, and on human 

behavior in general. 

The United States is overwhelmingly a Judea-Christian 

society, and as such, has exerted tradit:ional .Judeo--

Chris t ian influences over its members, This J~deo

Christ:ian religious doctrine has been a source of much con

troversy among contemporary feminists 1 due to its pacriar

chal orientation. 

lsanger and Alker, p. 124. 
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Religion has long been a major concern of sociology, 

and in fact, many of the "founding fathers'' of American 

soc iology started their careers in the ministry. When 

"value free'' sociology came into vogue the sociology of 

religion died in academia, but with the translation of the 

classical European sociologists in the 1940s, it made a 

comeback. Contemporary sociology of religion is concerned 

primarily with ''tracing the interaction of social factors 

d 1 . · ul an re igion. Religion can be defined as ''behavior that 

includes personal and shared beliefs about the super

natural ••• a kind of group behavior, a basis for both 

social integration and social conflict, and a reflection of 

differing lifestyles.•1 2 Religiosity, however, is defined 

as belief about the supernatural and the action upon those 

beliefs, 

In researching the concept of religiosity, sociolo

gists have taken two basic approaches, 

(1) the unidimensional approach, which examines 
people's affiliations with various religious 
organizations and ties to predict differences 
in their behavior based on these affiliations; 
and 

(2) the multidimensional approact1, which observes 
such aspects of a person's religiosity as 

lJohnstone, p. 31. 

2ne Fleur, D'Antonio, and De Fleur, p. 537. 
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ideology, ritualism, and experiences, and 
disregards religious affiliation, except as 
a possible control variable. 

The most outstanding researchers utilizing the multidimen

sional approach in contemporary sociology are Charles Glock 

and Rodney Stark. Their scale ''Dimensions of Religious 

Commitment,'' is ohe of the most sophisticated scales devel

oped to date. It measures four dimensions of religiosity: 

belief, experience, knowledge, and ritual. This scale, 

with a slight modification, was used in the present 

research in an attempt to ascertain the nature and extent 

of the influence of religion on the attitudes of college 

women toward the concept of feminism. 

The term feminism refers to the goals of the contem

porary women's movement in the United States. These goals, 

very broadly, are to bring about a change in the role and 

status of women so that they will be equal in every aspect, 

except biologically, to men. 

Historically, the feminist movement has been 

influenced by black rights movements. The nineteenth 

century aboJ.itionists alerted women to their own need for 

emancipation, and the l960's civil rights movement did 

basically the same thing/ 

'fhe contemporary women's movement, in contrast with 

the earlier movement, has moved into mass society, There 
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are women's studies programs, feminist journalists and 

writers, projects aimed at attaining better pay, child 

care, abortion on demand, etc., legal suits challenging 

what feminists feel to be sexist laws, and there is a 

national feminist magazine which sold out eight days after 

its initial appearance on the newsstands. 

"Much of the current literature in the women's move

ment has been written by women who are alienated from 

religion II l 
• • • These women, and apparently most femi-

nists, feel that "religion has been synonymous with the 

oppression of women ••• "2 Feminist literature i.s full of 

enjoiners against organized religion and religion in gen

eral. Previous research indicates that women who hold 

favorable attitudes toward feminism are white, non

religious, and politically and sexually liberal. The pre

sent research does not include any hypotheses based on this 

past research, but simply attempts to answer the question: 

Among college women, what dimensions of religiosity (if 

any) are related to attitudes toward feminism? 

lReligion and Sexism, p. 9 

2~urviva1_0ourcebook, p. 182. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES 

Techniques of Investigation 

This chapter will deal with the methodological pro

cedure involved in the investigation of the relationship 

between religiosity and feminism. The selection of the 

sample is described, and the independent, dependent, and 

control variables are operationally defined. The measures 

of the dependent and independent variables are described as 

well as the techniques used in scoring them. 

The Sample 

Data for the present research were collected by means 

of a structured questionnaire (a copy of the questionnaire 

is included in appendix A). The population of the study 

consists of students at the Texas Woman's University ~tl10 

enrolled in various classes which met at 9 A,M. on Monday, 

Wednesday, and Friday in the spring of 1977. One other 

class is included in the research, a Sociology of Religion 

class which met at a different time. The sample is an 

availability sample. The time period was chosen because of 

the large rrumber of students enrolled in classes during 

those hours, The classes included in the sample were 

•~JO-
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chosen because the professor of each class consented to 

allot extra time for the administration of the question

naire during the regular class period. 

Of the 9 A.M. M.W.F. classes~ one was a senior-level 

survey-type sociology course, one was a women's studies 

course, one was a nurstng research course, one was a gov

ernment course, and one was an introductory psychology 

course. The questionnaires were adrniniGtered by the 

instructors of the classes in the senior sociology, nursing 

research, and nutri.tion science courses; all the rest of 

the questionnaires were administered by the researcher. 

Two hundred and fifteen questionnaires were administered, 

and the same number returned. 

Ooerational Definitions 

The independent variable in this study is religi

osity. Religiosity is defined as the numerical score the 

respondent receives on questions asked in section II of the 

questionnaire (see appendix A). As mentioned earlier, 

religiosity in the study is measured by Glock and Stark's 

scale "Dimensions of Religious Commitment." A total 

religiosity score is derived from a series of indices 

designed to measure four dimensions of religious commit

ment: belief, ritual, experience, and knowledge. The 

scale is divided into four sections corresponding to the 
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four dimensions of religiosity it seeks to measure. Part I 

is the belief dimension, and it is divided into three 

parts, A, B, and C. Part A is the orthodoxy index, and the 

scores on this part range from Oto 4. One point is given 

for each of the four questions on which a respondent 

expresses her certainty of the truth of the orthodox 

Christian position (la, 2a, 3d, and 4a); other answers are 

scored 0. Part Bis the particularism index, and its 

scores range from 6 to 0, 6 being the highest particularism 

and O being the lowest, For each question in the par

ticularism index (which measures the importance of holding 

one's own particular beliefs), a=l, b=2, and c=0. Part C 

of the belief dimension is the ethicalism index or concern 

for others. This part was dropped in the present research 

in the interest of saving space. It was determined that 

ethicalism is essentially covered in the particularism 

index. 

Section II of the religiosity scale measures the 

ritual dimension, It is divided into two parts, A and B. 

Part A is the ritual involvement index, The second ques

tion in this part was dropped for the purposes of this 

study, as the questionnaire is rather lengthy, and this 

researcher believes that grace before meals (which is what 

the question deals with) is not necessarily a good 
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indicator of religiosity, or the lack of it, in contempo

rary society. Also, on the question in this sections 

"How often do you attend Sunday worship services?, .. the 

word Sunday was dropped, so as not to exclude people who 

worship on other days. People who report attending church 

every or nearly every week are classified as "high" on 

ritual involvement. Part B, the devotionalism index, 

classifies respondents as "high" if they feel prayer is 

"extremely" important and they pray privately once a week 

or more. People are classified as ttmedium'' if they are 

devotional in either sense and "low" if they do not do 

either of those things. 

Section III, the experiential dimension, consists 

only of the religious experience index. Respondents are 

labelled "high" if they at least answered "Yes, I think I 

have" to all three questions, 11 mediurn" if they think they 

might have had one or two of these experiences, and "low" 

if they report having no such experience. 

Section IV, relir;ious knowledge, is divided into two 

parts, A and B, which are then combined to make a religious 

knowledge index. Part A, scripture quotations, scores high 

for people who get 4 of 5 correct answers. People who get 

3 correct answers are scored "medium," and 2 or less are 

scored "low." Part B, prophets, asks the person to choose 

Old Testament prophets from a list, People who get all 6 
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answers correct are scored "high," 4 .or 5 are scored 

"medium," and 3 or less are scored "low." A combined reli

gious knowledge index is formed by assigning a score of 2 

to "high," 1 to "medium," and Oto "low" on both parts and 

then adding the scores. The length of time required for 

completion of the "Dimensions of Religious Commitment" 

scale can be estimated at something less than a minute for 

each item. 

The dependent variable in this study is feminism. A 

score of 16P or more (as designated by Dempewolff) indi

cates a respondent's agreement with the goals of the femi

nist movement, and a score of less than that indicates an 

anti-feminist position.l The feminism scale was developed 

by Dempewolff in her dissertation, "Feminism and Its Corre

lates," through the use of factor analysis~2 Each item on 

the scale can receive a score from 1 to 4. Four is in 

strong agreement with feminism, and 1 is in strong dis

agreement with it. The scale contains 56 items, thus the 

scores can range from 56 to 224. Several questions on the 

1Juclith Ann Demoewolff, "Feminism and Its Corre
lates," (Ph.D. dj_ssertation, University of Cincinnati, 
1972), p. 56. 

2rt should be noted here that for the purposes of 
this study the responses were changed from 1) Agree very 
much, 2) Agree a little, 3) Disagree a little, and 4) Dis
agree a lot to 1) Strongly agree, 2) Agree, 3) Disagree, 
and 4) Strongly disaeree. 
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scale were reworded. Question 19 was reworded because it 

was an incomplete comparative. It originally read: 

Because of their physical limitations, women should be 

advised to choose less strenuous types of occupations; it 

was reworded to read: Because of their physical limita

tions, women should be advised to choose less strenuous 

types of occupations than those chosen by men. Question 26 

was reworded because it was double-barreled. It originally 

read: Men should usually help a woman with her coat and 

open the door for her. Question 39 was reworded for the 

same reason. It originally read: A woman should not 

expect to go the same places or to have the same freedom of 

action as a man. Question 52 was reworded because its 

meaning was unclear. It originally read: Women have equal 

intelligence with men. 

Having examined the variables religiosity and femi

nism, the question was asked: Controlling for the follow

ing variables, is there a relationship between religiosity 

and feminism? Those control variables are operationally 

defined asi 

Social Class--the stratum of society the respondent identi

fies herself as a member of when asked the question: Do 

you consider yourself a member of: 1. Working Class, 
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2. Upper Class, 3, Lower Class, 4. Middle Class, 5. I do 

not believe there are classes in America. 

Political Orientation--the political party the respondent 

identifies herself as belonging to when asked the question: 

Do you think of yourself as: 1. A liberal Democrat, 2, A 

moderate Democrat, 3. A conservative Democrat, 4. A liberal 

Republican, S. A moderate Republican, 6. A conservative 

Republican, 7. An Independent, 8. Other (please specify). 

Sexual Orientation--the sexual preference the respondent 

indicates when asked the question: What do you consider 

your primary sexual orientation: 1. I am sexually 

attracted only to members of the opposite sex; 2. I am 

sexually attracted to both men and women; 3. I am sexually 

attracted only to members of my own sex; 4. I am not sexu

ally attracted to either men or women. 

Ethnic;_.?:i_y--the ethnic category the respondent identifies 

herself as belonging to when asked the question: Ethnic 

Background: 1. Black, 2. White, 3. Mexican-American, 

4. American Indian, 5. Oriental, 6. Other (please specify). 

Ap;e--the age the respondent writes down when asked the 

questions Age (at your last birthday). 
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Classification in School--the classification the respondent 

indicates when asked the question: Education: 1. Fresh

man, 2. Sophomore, 3. Junior, 4. Senior, 5. Post

Ilaccalaureate, 6, Graduate (please specify whether Masters 

or Ph.D.) • 

Religious Preference--the religious preference the respond

ent indicates when asked the question: What is your reli

gious preference? 1. Protestant, 2. Catholic, 3. Jewish, 

4. None, 5. Other (please specify). 

Denomination--the Protestant denomination the respondent 

indicates when asked the question: If you are a Protes

tant, what specific denomination is that, if any? 

1. Baptist, 2. Methodist, 3. Lutheran, 4. Episcopalian, 

5, Not applicable, 6, Other (please specify). 

Relif?;ious Origin--the religion the respondent indicates 

when asked the questions In what religion were you raised? 

1. Protestant, 2. Catholic, 3. iewish, 4. None, S. Other 

(please specify). 

Marital Status--the status the respondent indicates when 

asked the question: Please indicate your present marital 

status: 1. married, 2. widowed, 3. divorced, 4. legally 
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separated, 5. single, 6. single, but living in a love 

relationship. 

Number of Children--the number the respondent writes down 

when asked the question: How many children do you have (if 

none, write O)? 

Summary 

The questionnaire for this study contained three main 

sections: I. feminism scale, II. indices of religiosity, 

and III. a general information section to provide the 

information necessary for consideration of variables that 

it was believed might intervene between the independent and 

dependent variables. 

This chapter has focused on the methodological pro

cedures for the study, A description of the sample will be 

presented in the following chapter. 



CHAPTER III 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE 

The purpose of the present chapter is to present a 

description of the sample. Two hundred and fifteen ques

tionnaires were distributed by the researcher and profes

sors and instructors in seven courses taught throughout the 

Texas Woman's University, and the same number were 

returned, Of these 215, 15 were discarded because the 

respondents failed to check their sex. The distribution of 

the remaining 200 female students with regard to the con

trol variables of age, ethnicity, classification in school, 

religious preference, Protestant denomination, religious 

origin, social class, marital status, number of children, 

sexual preference, and political preference are presented 

in the text below. 

Age 

Students comprising the sample were asked their age 

and then grouped into four categories: those 17 through 20 

years of age, those 21 through 29 years of age, those 30 

through 40 years of age, and those 41 and over. There were 

-39-
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110 (55.3%) 17-20 year olds, 65 (32.7%) 21-29 year olds, 

20 (10.1%) 30-L~0 year olds, and 4 (2.0%) people who were 41 

and over. One person did not indicate her age. 

Ethnicity 

\v ith regard to ethnicity, students were asked to 

indicate their ethnic background by checking the appropri

ate space provided in section III of the questionnaire. 

The answers the respondents had to choose from were Black, 

White, Mexican American, American Indian, Oriental, and 

"other." There were no Oriental respondents and three . 

respondents checked "other"; one was from India, one from 

Pakistan, and one from Iran. Of the remaining students, 45 

(23.0%) were Black, 133 (67.9%) were White, and 14 (7.1%) 

were Mexican American. Four students failed to answer this 

question. 

Classification in School 

Respondents were asked to indicate their particular 

classification in school by checking the appropriate blank 

in a list of six. The choices provided were: freshman, 

sophomore, junior, senior, post-baccalaureate, and gradu

ate. On the blank for graduate, students were asked to 

specify whether they were a Masters or a Ph.D. student; 

All percentages are adjusted to exclude missing data. 
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however, for the purpose of this research, no differentia

tion is made between the two. There were 22 (11.1%) fresh

men in this sample, 82 (41.4%) sophomores, 41 (20.7%) 

juniors, 39 (19.7%) seniors, 2 (1.0%) post-baccalaureates, 

and 12 (6.1%) graduate students. Two people failed to 

answer this question. 

Religious Preference 

Religious preference is the next control variable 

that was examined. Respondents were asked to indicate 

whether they had a religious preference of Protestant, 

Catholic, Jewish, or "other." The majority of the respond

ents, 126 (64.0%), were Protestant, 39 (19.8%) were 

Catholic, 2 (1.0%) were Jewish, and 19 (9 .. 6%) had no relig

ious preference. Eleven people stated that they had a 

religious preference other than the choices given. Among 

their preferences were Muslim, panthE~isrn, Jewish-Christtan, 

Atheist, and Mormon. Three people cli.d not answer this 

question. 

Denomination 

The people who stated that their religious preference 

was Protestant were asked to indicate what specific Protes

tant denomination they preferred. They were given a choice 

of four denominations: Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran, and 
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Episcopalian. Two other choices were also offered, "not 

applicable," and "other." Sixty respondents chose the "not 

applicable" category and 25 chose the "other" category. Of 

those who checked the "other" category, two stated that 

they preferred the Christian Church; five, the Pentecostal; 

two, the Assembly of God; one, non-denominational; six, 

Presbyterian; five, the Church of Christ; one, Unitarian; 

one, stated that she attended many churches; one preferred 

the Independent Bible Church; and one had an unintelligible 

response. Fifty-eight (31.4%) women indicated that they 

were Baptist; 26 (14.1%), Methodist; 7 (3.8%), Lutheran; 

and 9 (L~, 9%), Episcopalian. Fifteen people failed to 

respond to this question. 

Religious Origin 

Respondents were asked in what religion they were 

reared. From a list consisting of such choices as Protes

tant, Catholic, Jewish, none, and "other," 135 (68.9%) 

people indicated that they were raised as Protestants; 45 

(23a0%), Catholic; 3 (1.5%), Jewish; and 3 (1,5%) said 

"none." Ten students stated that they had other religious 

origins. Among these "otheru origins were Hinduj Islam, 

and Mormon. Four people did not indicate their religious 

origin. 
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Social Class 

The control variable of social class was examined by 

asking respondents if they considered themselves a member 

of the working class, upper class, lower class, middle 

class, or if they did not believe there are classes in 

America. Thirty-two (16.9%) indicated that they considered 

themselves to be working class; 10 (5.3%), upper class; 4 

(2.1%), lower class; and 139 (73.5%), middle class. Four 

people (2.1%) indicated that they believe that there are no 

classes in America, and eleven people failed to answer the 

question. 

Marital Status 

Six possible choices were listed in an effort to 

identify the respondents' marital status. The choices 

given were married, widowed, divorced, legally separated, 

single, and single, but living in a love relationship. 

Predictably, most of the students in this sample (134, 

68.0%) were single, Thirty-one women (15.7%) were married; 

2 (1.0%) were widowed; 9 (4.6%) were divorced; 2 (1.0%) 

\vere separated; and 19 (9.6%) were single, but living in a 

love relationship. Three people did not answer this 

question. 
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Nurnber of Children 

As far as children are concerned, 166 (RS.1%) of the 

respondents were childless, while 29 (14.9%) had from one 

to four children. Five people did not indicate whether 

they had children or not. 

Sexual Preference 

With regard to sexual preference, respondents were 

asked to indicate a preference for heterosexual, bisexual, 

homosexual, or asexual relationships. For the purposes of 

analysis, the bisexual and homosexual categories were 

collapsed into one. Of the 193 people who answered this 

question, 169 (88%) indicated that they were heterosexual, 

21 (11%) that they were bisexual or gay, and 3 (2%) people 

indicated that they were asexual, 

Political Preference 

The last control item that was examined was political 

preference. Respondents were asked to indicate their 

political preference from a list of eight choices. They 

could choose: liberal Democrat, moderate Democrat, conser

vative Democrat, liberal Republican, moderate Republican, 

conservative Republican, Independent, or other. The 

majority of the respondents were Democrats (101, 53%); 40 

(21%) were Republicans; 44 (23%) were Independents; and 
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6 (6%) stated another political preference, Of the six 

people who indicated· the "other 0 preference, four stated no 

political preference; one person stated "racial conscien

tiousness" as her political preference; and one stated 

0 whoever gives me what I want," Nine people did not answer 

this question. 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable in this research, as stated in 

Chapter II, is feminism. Ninety-six (48%) of the respond

ents scored 168 or more on the feminism scale, indicating 

that they a scribe to the ·goals of the feminist movement and 

can therefore be termed feminists, One hundred and four 

(52%) of the respondents scored less than 168 on the femi

nism scale and can therefore be termed anti-feminists. The 

highest score attained on the scale was 224 of a possible 

224. One person attained this score by agreeing strongly 

with all the feminist statements and disagreeing strongly 

with all the anti-feminist statements~ The lowest score 

was 46, attained by one respondent. 

Inq~endent Variable 

As stated in Chapter II, religiosity is the independ

ent variable in this research, A total religiosity score 

was compiled for each respondent from a series of indices 
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desiBned to measure the belief, ritual, experience, and 

knowledge dimensions of religious commitment. 

Scores on total religiosity range from 20-0. A high 

total religiosity score (14-20) was attained by 60 people 

(31%). A medium total religious score (13) was attained 

by 17 people (9%), and a low total religious score (12-0) 

was attained by 120 people (60%). Three people failed to 

receive a total religiosity score because they omitted an 

entire dimension of religiosity. 

The measurement of the belief, or ideological dimen

sion of religiosity, as proposed by Glock and Stark, is 

based on the assumption that all formal religions adhere to 

a core of beliefs which are essential to religious life. 

This dimension was measured by two indices; the orthodoxy 

index and the particularism index. The orthodoxy index was 

scored 0 high," "medium," "low," and "none." Eighty-four 

people ( L1-2%) scored "high" on this index; 36 ( 18%) scored 

umed ium" ; t~O ( 20%) scored "low"; and 40 ( 20%) scored 

"none. " 

The particularism index was scored in the same manner 

as the orthodoxy index, and 23 people (12%) received a high 

score on this index. Seventy people (34%) received a 

"medium" score; 74 (37%), a low score; and 31 (16%) 



received a score of "none." Two people did not answer the 

questions that make up the particularism index. 

Scores on the belief dimension were arrived at by 

combining the scores on the two indices. It was possible 

to attain a score of "high," "medium," "low," or "none," 

and 71 people (36%) attained a "high" score. Seventy-two 

people (36%) received a "low" score, and 2L~ (12%) received 

a score of "none." 

The ritual dimension of religiosity encompasses the 

specifically religious activities prescribed by all formal 

religions, such as prayer. It is measured by two indices: 

the ritual involvement index and the devotionalism index. 

Forty-six people (23%) scored 0 high" on the ritual dimen

sion of religiosity; L~l (21%) scored "medium"; 51 (26'¼) 

scored "low"; and 61 people (31%) scored "none. 11 One per

son failed to receive a score on this dimension because she 

did not answer the questions comprising the ritual involve

ment index, 

The ritual involvement index of the ritual dimension 

i-1ad thr e ss·ble c.-cores "h1.'crt-1," "111e-. d1.',1m," and "1.o'f•7 ," l e J po._ J.. -- · ,::> .- : ui - \ H 

"high" score was attained by 104 people (52%); a "medium'' 

score was attained by 8 people (4%); and 87 people (44%) 

received a "low" score. 

A 
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The devotionalism index of the ritual dimension of 

religiosity also was scored "high," "medium," and "low." 

A "high" score on this index was received by 60 people 

(30%); 57 people (29;~) received a "mediumu score; and 83 

(1+2%) scored "low." 

The experiential dimension of religiosity was 

designed to measure a person's spiritual experiences. It 

was designed in reference to the basic assumption that a 

religious person will at one time or another experience 

special feelings associated with "ultimate reality," such 

as a feeling of the 11 presence" or "nearness of God." The 

experiential dimension of religiosity was measured by the 

religious experience index. Respondents were labelled 

"high" if they answered "Yes, I think I have" to all three 

questions on the index; "medium" if they think they had one 

or two "religious" experiences; and "low" if they reported 

having no such experiences. A high score on the religious 

experience index was attained by 83 people (43%). Ninety 

people (45%) scored medium on the index, and 25 people 

(13%) scored "low." Two people did not answer this 

section. 

The knowledge dimension of religiosity is a reflec

tion of the expectation that a religious person will be 

knowledgeable about the tenets of his/her faith. This 
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dimension was measured by the religious knowledge index, 

and the scores ranged "high," "medium," "low," and "none." 

A "high" score was received by 32 people (16%); a "medium" 

score was received by 33 people (17%); 91 people (47%) 

attained a low score; and 39 people (20%) scored "none" on 

the religious knowledge index. Five people failed to 

answer the questions comprising this index. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented a description of the 

sample. The majority of the women in the sample are 17-20 

year olds, white, heterosexuals, single with no children, 

middle-class Protestants raised as Protestants, who politi

cally prefer the Democratic party. They scored as anti

feminists on the feminism scale, and attained low scores on 

total religiosity. However, as the next chapt~r will 

reveal, they are by no means a homogeneous group, although 

they may appear that way at first glance. 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 

This chapter will focus on the findings of the study. 

As stated earlier, the researcher has not attempted to test 

any hypotheses but rather to answer the question: Among 

college women, what dimensions of religiosity (if any) are 

related to attitudes toward feminism? The background 

variables of ethnicity, age, classification in school, 

religious preference, Protestant denomination (if any), 

religious origin, social class, mari.tal status, number of 

children, sexual preference, and political preference are 

utilized as control variables.I 

The SPSS program CROSSTABS was employed in the compu

tation of the statistics utilized in the analysis of the 

data, In computing the statistics, scores were arranged 

from high to low, with the highest scores on both variables 

appearing in the upper left-hand cell and the lowest scores 

on both variables appearing in the lower right-hand cell. 

lrt should be noted that religious preference 
(church), religious origin, and denomination can be used as 
control variables because they do not enter into the con
cept or measurement of multidimensional religiosity. 

-50-
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General Findings 

There is a strong negative relationship between 

religiosity and feminism (Gamma= -0,60), The majority of 

the respondents scored as anti-feminists (53%); however, of 

those that scored as feminists, 77 percent scored "low" on 

total religiosity, while 54 percent of the anti-feminists 

s cored "high" or "medium" on total religiosity. 

Control Variables 

After the overall relationship between religiosity 

and feminism was computed, respondents' background charac

teristics were utilized as control variables in an attempt 

to further clarify the relationship between the two varia

bles,l Controlling for social class, presence or absence 

of children, and sexual preference had no affect on the 

relationship between religiosity and feminism, All the 

other control variables, however, had a "specifi.cation" 

affect on the relationship between the two variables. That 

is, the initially observed relationship between religiosity 

and feminism was replicated among some subgroups created by 

------------,--

lwhen findings are not reported for various sub
groups of the control variables that were sc1.mpled j_n the 
ori8inal questionnai.re 1 it i.s because of the small number 
an<l/or the large number of ernpty cells g e nerated during 
computation of statistics. 
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the control variables and not among others (see tables 1 

and 2 for a representation of the findings),l 

TABLE l 

PRESENTATION OF GAMt--1AS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND TOTAL 

RELIGIOSITY SCORE CONTROLLING 
FOR BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Total Religiosity 

Controlling fori 

Age 
17-20 
21-29 

Ethnicity 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Ectuca t: ion 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Religio~ 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Other 

G= -0.60 

-0.43 
-0.60 

-0.21 
-0.71 
-0.70 

-0.80 
-0,32 
-0.80 
-0.80 

-0.ISO 
-0.30 
-0.90 

-0. L~O 
-0.54 
.. o. 60 

lEarl R, Babbie, The Practice of Social Research 
(Belmont, California, Wadsworth, 1975), p. 501, 

N==l97 

108 
61\ 

45 
130 

l L~ 

22 
RO 
41 
38 

l 2L~ 
38 
19 

58 
24 
24 
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TABLE 1--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Total Religiosity 

Controlling for: 

Origin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
Working 
Middle 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Live with Lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0.60 

-0.62 
-0.50 

-0. 6L1-
-0.60 

-0.80 
-0,50 
-0.80 

-0.60 
-0.73 

-0.60 
-0.82 

-0.60 
.. o. 70 
-0.43 

N=l97 

133 
L1-l+ 

32 
136 

31 
132 

18 

163 
29 

167 
20 

99 
L~O 
4L1-

Controlling for age resulted in a decrease in the 

strength of the relationship between religiosity and femi

nism for 17-20 year olds, while the relationship between 

the two variables was replicated for the 21-29 year old 

group. This decrease in the strength of the relationship 
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may occur because the younger age group is not yet aware of 

feminist issues and college life "raises the consciousness" 

of women after a few years. As Newcomb and Sherif and 

Sherif have noted in their separate studies, college has a 

general "liberalizing" affect on students, although there 

are some who remain impervious to the influences of college 

life.l 

Ethnicity 

Utilizing the respondents' ethnicity as a control 

variable revealed a decrease in the strength of the rela

tionship between religiosity and feminism among Blacks, As 

can be seen in table 2C, the majority of black feminists 

scored low on religiosity, and the majority of black anti

feminists also scored low on religiosity, This may be due 

to a difference in responses to various aspects of one or 

more of the dimensions of religiosity which make·up the 

total religiosity score. It is possible that Blacks do not 

emphasize the same aspects of religiosity that Whites and 

Mexican Americans do, and thus score lower on total religi

osity than do the other ethnic groups. 

lJames O, Whittaker, Introduction to Psychology 2nd. 
ed. (Philadelphia: W. ll. Saunders, 1970), p. 602, 
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TABLE 2 

FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM CROSSTABULATED BY 
TOTAL RELIGIOSITY SCORE CONTROLLING 

FOR BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Table 2A.--Ferninism/Anti-Ferninisrn Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score for Total Population 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

High 
Religiosity 

Medium 
Religiosity 

Low 
Religiosity 

23% 41% 00% 
77 59 L~O 

l 00% 100% 100°% 
Tota 1 = _1 9_7 ____ ...,__( _60_..)'----____ (..,_1_7~) _____ (..,_1_2_0__._)_ 

Gamma= -0.60 

• I 

Table 2B.--Ferninism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Age of Respondents 

Feminist 
Ant i-Femi.ni.st 

Total= 108 

Gamma= -0.43 

17-20 Years Old 
HiBh 

Religiosi.ty 

25% 
75 

100% 
~ L~O) 

Medium 
Reiigiosity 

40% 
60 

100% 
(10) 

Low 
Religiosity 

50% 
so 

100% 
(SP) 
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Table 2B.--Continued 

21-29 Years Old 
High Medium 

Religiosity Religiosity 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 64 

Gamma= -0.60 

29% 
71 

Too% 
(14) 

60% 
40 

100% 
( 5) 

Low 
Religiosity 

69% 
31 

100% 
(45) 

Table 2C.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Ethnicity 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Tota 1 == !+5 

Gamma= -0.21 

of Respondents 

Black 
High 

Religiosity 

29% 
71 

100% 
( 1 7) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

50% 
so 

160% 
u~2 

Low 
Religiosity 

l1-2% 
58 

Tffo% 
(24) 
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Table 2C.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 130 

Gamma= -0.71 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 14 

Gamma= -0.70 

White 
High 

Religiosity 

20% 
80 

ram: 
(39) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

25% 
75 

100% 
(8) 

Mexican American 
High Medium 

Religiosity Religiosity 

25% 
75 

100% 
(4) 

33% 
67 

1()0% 
(3) 

Low 
Religiosity 

64% 
36 

100% 
(83) 

Low 
Religiosity 

71% 
29 

100% 
( 7) 
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Table 2D.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Classification in School 

Freshman -------------

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 22 

Gamma= -0,80 

J 

Feminist 
Anti.-Femini.st 

Total= 80 

Gamma= -0.32 

High 
Religiosity 

14% 
R6 

roo% 
( 7) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

0% 
0 
0% 

(O) 

So homore 
High 

Religiosity 
:Medium 

Religoi.osity 

Low 
Religiosity 

60% 
40 

rom~ 
( l.5) 

Low 
Religiosity 

30% 25% 47% 
70 75 53 

Tb 6'% Tb 0% 1i515% 
___ (]:_7_ 2. ____ ~c_~s ).__ _____ ~~ s L_ 
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Table 2D.--Conintued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total== 41 

Gamma= -0.80 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 38 

Gamma= -0.80 

Junior 
High 

Religiosity 

7% 
93 

100% 
( 15) 

Senior 
High 

Religiosity 

22% 
78 

100% 
( 9) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

50% 
50 

100¾ 
(4) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

50% 
50 

100% 
(4) 

Low 
Religiosity 

55% 
45 

100% 
(22) 

Low 
Religiosity 

76% 
2L+ 

100% 
(25) 
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Table 2E.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Religious Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 124 

Gamma= -0.60 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 38 

Gamma= -0.30 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total== 19 

Gamma= -0.90 

Protestant 
High 

Religiosity 

27% 
73 

100% 
(45) 

Catholic 
H1.gh 

Religiosity 

20% 
RO 

100% 
(10) 

None 
High 

Religiosity 

0% 
100 
100% 

(1) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

29% 
71 

100% 
( 7) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

50% 
so 

TIY5% 
( 6) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

100% 
0 

100% 
(1) 

Low 
Religiosity 

60% 
40 

100% 
(72) 

Low 
Religiosity 

41% 
59 

100% 
(22) 

Low 
Religiosity 

94% 
6 

100% 
( 1 7) 
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Table 2F.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Protestant Denomination 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= SP 

Gamma== -0.40 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Ba tist 
High 

Religiosity 

23% 
77 

100% 
(22) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

L~0% 
60 

100% 
( 5) 

Methodist 
High 

Religiosity 
Medium 

Religiosity 

Low 
Religiosity 

45% 
55 

100% 
(31) 

Low 
Religiosity 

29% 0% 56% 
71 100 ,v+ 

100% 100% 100% 
__ J_otal_=_24 _____ (..__7..L.) _____ ~(1~) _____ (._1_6..,_)_ 

Gamma= -0. SL~ 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total== 25 

Gamma= -0.60 

Other 
High 

Religiosity 

38% 
62 

100% 
(13) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

0% 
100 
100% 

( 1) 

Low 
Religiosity 

73% 
27 

100% 
(11) 
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Table 2G.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Religious Origin 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total== 44 

Gamma== -0.50 

Protestant 
High 

Religiosity 

20% 
80 

100% 
(10) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

37% 
63 

Too% 
(P) 

Low 
Religiosity 

54% 
46 

100% 
( 26) 

Table 211.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Social Class 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 32 

Gamma== -0,64 

Working Class 
High Medium 

Religiosity Religiosity 

14% 
86 

100% 
( 7) 

50% 
50 

100% 
(2) 

Low 
Religiosity 

57% 
43 

TOO% 
(23) 
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Table ZH. --Continued 

Middle Class 
High Medium 

Religiosity Religiosity 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 136 

Gamma= -0,60 

25% 
75 

100% 
( L~ 7) 

2 7'/4 
73 

100% 
(11) 

Low 
Religiosity 

59% 
41 

100% 
( 78) 

Table 2I.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Marital Status 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 31 

Gamma= -0.80 

Married 
High 

Religiosity 

10% 
90 

100% 
(10) 

Medium 
Religiosi.ty 

67% 
33 

100% 
(3) 

.Low 
Relig i.osity 

61% 
39 

11rni 
(18) 



-64-

Table 21,--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 132 

Gamma= -0,50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= lR 

Gamma= -0.80 

Sin ,le 
High 

Religiosity 

25% 
75 

100% u~ 7) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

36% 
6Lt 

100% 
(11) 

Single, Live Together 
High Medium 

Religiosity Religiosity 

33% 
67 

Tif6% 
(3) 

0% 
100 
rom 

( 1) 

Low 
Religiosity 

54% 
L~6 

100% 
( 7L~) 

Low 
Religiosity 

79% 
21 

100% 
( 14) 
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Table 2J.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Possession or Non-possession of Children 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 163 

Gamma= -0.60 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 29 

Gamma= -0.73 

None 
High 

Religiosity 

20% 
7t+ 

100% 
(53) 

Children 
High 

Religiosity 

0% 
100 
iOO% 

(6) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

2 7'/4 
73 

100% 
(11) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

60% 
40 

TOO% 
(5) 

Low 
Religiosity 

61% 
39 

100% 
(99) 

Low ., 
Religiosity 

67% 
33 

100% 
( 18) 
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Table 2K.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Sexual Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 167 

Gamma= -0.60 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 20 

Gamma= -0.82 

Heterosexual 
High Medium 

Religiosity Religiosity 

21% 
79 

100% 
(56) 

Gay/Bisexual 

38% 
62 

100% 
(13) 

High Medium 
Religiosity Religiosity 

50% 
50 

100% 
(2) 

0% 
100 
100% 

( 1) 

Low 
Religiosity 

55% 
l~S 

100% 
(98) 

Low 
Religiosity 

88% 
12 

10()% 
(17) 
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Table 2L.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Religiosity Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Political Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 99 

Gamma= -0.60 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = t.,A 

Gamma= -0.43 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 40 

Gamma== -0.70 

Democrat 
High 

Religiosity 

23% 
77 

100% 
(30) 

Medium 
Religiosity 

33% 
67 

100% 
( 9) 

Independent 
High Medium 

Religiosity Religiosity 

33% 
67 

100% 
(9) 

Reoublican 

50% 
so 

Too% 
( 4) 

High Medium 
Religiosity Religiosity 

19% 
81 

Too% 
( 16) 

33% 
67 

100% 
(3) 

Low 
Religiosity 

60% 
40 

100% 
(oO) 

Low 
Religiosity 

61% 
39 

100% 
(31) 

Low 
Reli.giosity 

62% 
3R 

100% 
(21) 
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Classification in School 

Controlling for classification in school revealed a 

decrease in the strength of the relationship between 

religiosity and feminism when the sub-group sophomores was 

examined, The majority of the sophomore feminists scored 

low on religiosity, as did almost one-half of the sophomore 

anti-feminists (see table 2D). This may be due to an over

representation of this category (41% of the total sample) 

and the fact that most of the 17-20 year olds (who may be 

ignorant of feminist issues) probably fall into this 

category. 

Religious Preference 

When religious preference was utilized as a control 

variable, a decrease in the strength of the relationship 

between religiosity and feminism was discovered among 

Catholics. As is suggested in the case of ethnicity, this 

decrease may be due to differences in the emphasis of some 

aspects of religiosity for Catholics. Both feminists and 

anti-feminists who are Catholic scored low on religiosity 

(see table 2), and Catholics as a whole scored low on the 

dimensions of religious experience, knowledge, and 

particularism. 
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Denomination 

Controlling for Protestant denomination revealed a 

decrease in the strength of the relationship between 

religiosity and feminism when the sub-groups Baptists and 

Methodists were examined. The majority of both Baptist 

feminists and anti-feminists scored low on religiosity. 

This low scoring on religiosity held true for both 

Methodist feminists and anti-feminists also (see table 2). 

The explanation of this decrease in the strength of the 

relationship between religiosity and feminism is probably 

the same as it is for Blacks and Catholics. Methodists as 

a whole scored low on religious experience, and not quite 

one-half of them (42%) scored low on devotion. Baptists 

as a whole scored high on the religiosity indices, but 31 

percent scored low on the ritual dimension; 34 percent 

scored low on religious knowledge; and 47 percent scored 

medium on particularism. 

P 1 .. · 0 .. \e .1.g )_ous r1.g1.n 

Controlling for religious origin produced the same 

affect on the strength of the relationship between religi

osity and feminism as controlling for religious preference 

produced earlier, Seventy-four percent of the people who 

indicated Catholicism as their religion of origin and 

scored as feminists scored low on religiosity. Likewise, 
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48 percent of those Catholic-origin anti-feminists scored 

low$ As in the previous cases, this seems to be due to 

scoring low on the various indices measuring total religi

osity. People reared as Catholics, as a whole, scored low 

on religious experience, knowledge, and particularism, and 

almost one-half (42%) scored low on devotion. 

Marital Status 

There was a slight decrease in the strength of the 

relationship between religiosity and feminism when the sub

group of single people was examined, This decrease in the 

strength of the relation~hip is due, as can be seen in 

table 2I, to the almost equal number of single anti

feminists scoring low or high on total religiosity, while 

single feminists almost consistently scored low. 

Political Preference 

The last background characteristic utilized as a con

trol variable was political preference. When examining 

the relationship between religiosity and feminism, con

trolling for political preference, a slight decrease was 

found to occur in the strength of the relationship between 

the two variables among political independents. The reason 

for this decrease in strength is that 79 percent of the 



-71-

independent feminists scored low on religiosity and so did 

60 percent of the independent anti-feminists. 

Dimensions of Religiosity 

As stated in previous chapters, religiosity in this 

study is measured by respondents' scores on the belief, 

ritual, experiential, and knowledge dimensions of the scale 

uDimensions of Religious Commitment," Many researchers in 

the sociology of religion contend that different people are 

religious in many different ways; therefore, in addition to 

examining the relationship between total religiosity and 

feminism, controlling for respondents' background charac

teristics, each of the aforementioned dimensions was 

examined in relation to feminism utilizing the same control 

variables used earlier. When control variables had an 

affect on the strength of the relationship between feminism 

and one of the dimensions of religiosity, the affect was 

the same "specification" affect observed earlier. The 

initially observed relationship between the variables was 

replicated among some of the sub-groups created by the con

trol variables but not among others. 

Belief Dimension 

The belief dimension of religiosity is made up of the 

orthodoxy index and the particularism index, There is a 
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negative relationship between feminism and the belief 

dimension of religiosity (see table 3). 

TABLE 3 

PRESENTATION OF GAtvfr.1AS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND THE BELIEF 

DIMENSION OF RELIGIOSITY, CONTROLLING 
FOR BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Belief 
Dimension 

Controlling for: 

Age 
17-20 
21-20 

Ethnic 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Education 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Other 

Qri.gin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

G= -0.43 

-0.20 
-0,51 

-0.10 
-0.60 
-0.63 

-0.70 
-0.10 
-0.82 
-0.35 

-0.30 
-0, L~3 
-0.50 

-0.04 
-0.36 
-0.33 

-0.41 
-0.60 

N=200 

110 
65 

45 
133 

14 

22 
82 
41 
39 

126 
39 
19 

58 
26 
25 

135 
L~S 
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TABLE 3--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Belief 
Dimension 

Class 
t,Jorking 
Middle 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Live with lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0.43 N=200 

-0.44 32 
-0.50 139 

-0.70 31 
-0.20 134 
-0.71 19 

-0.40 166 
-0.70 19 

-0.40 169 
-0.80 21 

-0. 31.~ 101 
-0.60 L~O 
-0.50 44 

The orthodoxy index is the primary measure of the 

belief dimension. This index is designed to measure cen

tral religious beliefs. The particularism index is a 

secondary measure of the belief dimension, and it is 

designed to measure beliefs about what leads to salvation. 

The majority of feminists and anti-feminists scored high or 

medium on the belief dimension (see table 4A). 
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TABLE 4 

FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM CROSSTABULATED BY BELIEF 
DIMENSION CONTROLLING FOR 

BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Table 4A.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Total 
Belief Dimension Score for Total Population 

High Medium Low No 
Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 37% L~2% 55% 92% 
Anti-Feminist 63 58 L~S 8 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 200 (71) (72) (33) (24) 

Gamma= -0.43 

Table 4B.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' Age 

17-20 Year Olds 
High Medium Low No 

Belief Belj_ef Belief Belief 

Feminist 38% 36% 56% 67% 
Anti-Feminist 62 64 44 33 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 110 (45) ( L~L~) ( 18) (3) 

Gamma= -0.20 



- 75-

Table 4B.--Continued 

21-29 Year Olds 
High Medium Low No 

Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 43% 55% 64% 92% 
Anti-Feminist (" 7 .) L1S 36 7 

fITTYZ 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 65 (21) (20) (11) (13) 

Gamma- 09.51 

Table 4C,--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' Ethnicity 

White 
Hj_gh Medium Low No 

Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 33% 36% 63% 95% 
Anti-Feminist 68 f,L~ 37 5 

100% ram 1()0% 100% 
Total = 133 (39) ( 4 7) (27) (20) 

Gamma= -0.60 



Table 4C.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = t~S 

Gamma= -0.10 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total - 1 t'.~ 

Gamma= -0.63 
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Black 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

35% 
65 

100% 
( 2 fi) 

Mexican 
Hfgh 

Belief 

33% 
67 

100% 
(3) 

50% 
50 

100% 
( 1 t~) 

American 
Medium 
Belief 

t'.~{~% 
56 

Too% 
( 9) 

Low 
Belief 

0% 
100 
100% 

(4) 

Low 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 1) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
(1) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100'¼ 
UL 
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Table 4D.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Classification in School 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 22 

Gamma= -0.70 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total== 82 

Gamma= -0.10 

Freshman 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

25% 
75 

TOO% 
(P) 

29% 
71 

100% 
( 7) 

Soohomore 
High l'-!edium 

Belief Belief 

41% 
59 

100% 
(32) 

35% 
65 

100% 
(31) 

Low 
Belief 

83% 
17 

100% 
( 6) 

Low 
Belief 

4L~% 
L}o 

100% 
( 16) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
(1) 

No 
Belief 

67% 
33 

100% 
(3) 



Table 4D.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 41 

Gamma= -0.82 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 39 

Gamma= -0.35 
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Junior 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

11% 
89 

nmro 
(18) 

High 
Belief 

60% 
40 

ram 
(10) 

Senior 

44% 
56 

roo% 
( 16) 

Medi.um 
Belief 

46% 
54 

100% 
( 13) 

Low No 
Belief Belief 

67% 100% 
33 0 

Tod% 100% 
(3) (4) 

Low No 
Belief Belief 

25% 92% 
75 8 

100% 100% 
u~2 (12) 
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Table 4C.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Religious Proference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 126 

Gamma= -0.30 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 39 

Gamma= - 0. t•3 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 19 

Gamma= -0.50 

Protestant 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 54) 

39% 
61 

100% 
( t~4) 

Catholic 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

18% 45% 
R2 55 

100% 100% 
(11) (20) 

None 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

0% 100% 
100 0 
100% 100% 

(1) (2) 

Low 
Belief 

55% 
45 

100% 
(20) 

Low 
Belief 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 7) 

Low 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
(4) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 8) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 1) 

No 
Belief 

92% 
8 

100% 
(12) 
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Table 4D,--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Protestant Denomination 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = SR 

Gamma= -0,04 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 26 

Gamma= -0.36 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 2.5 

Gamma= -0.33 

Baotist 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

39% 24% 
61 76 

100% 100% 
(2R) (21) 

Methodist 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

44% 
56 

100% 
( 9) 

High 
Belief 

46% 
54 

100% 
(13) 

Other 
Medium 
Belief 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 7) 

Low 
Belief 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 7) 

Low 
Belief 

0% 
100 
100% 

(2) 

Low 
Belief 

75% 
25 

100% 
(4) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
(2) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 5) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
(1) 
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Table 4E.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Religious Origin 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total== 135 

Gamma== -0.41 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total== 45 

Gamma== -0.60 

Protestant 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

42% 
58 

100% 
(52) 

39% 
61 

100% 
(43) 

Catholic 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

18% 
82 

100% 
(11) 

Li-5% 
55 

100% 
(22) 

Low 
Belief 

59% 
41 

loo% 
(22) 

Low 
Belief 

56% 
4L1-

l 00'% 
(9) 

No 
Belief 

94% 
6 

100% 
( 18) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 3) 
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Ta ble 4F.--Ferninisrn/Anti-Ferninisrn Cr6sstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 32 

Gamma= -0,4Lt-

Femtnist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 139 

Gamma== -0,50 

Social Class 

Working 
High t-'ledium 

Belief Belief 

33% 42% 
67 58 

TITO"% 100% 
(9) (12) 

Middle 
High t-ledium 

Belief Belief 

33% 38% 
67 62 

100'% 100% 
(Lt-9) ( 50) 

Low No 
Belief Belief 

Lt-3% 100% 
57 0 

100% 100% 
( 7) (Lt-) 

Low No 
Belief Belief 

57% 9L1-% 
43 6 

100% 100% 
(23) (ll_L 
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Table 4G.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Marital Status 

Married 
High Medium Low No 

Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 11% 50% 0% 89% 
Anti-Feminist 89 50 100 11 

100% 100% TOO% 100% 
Total = 31 (9) (10) (3) ( 9) 

Gamma= -0.70 

Sin le 
High Medium Low No 

Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 40% 37% 55% 83% 
Anti-Feminist 60 63 45 17 

100% ram TOO% 100% 
Total = 134 (57) (51) (20) (6) 

Gamma= -0.20 

Single 1 Live Together 
High Medium Low No 

Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 25% 75% 71% 100% 
Anti-Feminist 75 25 29 0 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 19 ( L1.) (4) ( 7) (4) 

Gamma= -0. 71 
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Table L}H.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Possession or Non-possession of Children 

None 
High 't'-1edium Low No 

Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 39% L~1% 60% 88% 
Anti-Feminist 61 59 40 12 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total= 166 (61) (59) (30) (16) 

Gamma= -0.L}O 

Children 
High Medium Low No 

Belief Belief Belief Belief 

Feminist 14% .55% 0% 100% 
Anti-Feminist 86 45 100 0 

100% nm% 100% roo% 
Total = 29 ( 7) (11) (3) (8) 

Gamma= -0.70 
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Table 41.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 169 

Gamma= -0 .l~O 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 21 

Gamma= -0.80 

Sexual Preference 

Heterosexual 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

34% 
66 

100% 
(65) 

37% 
63 

100% 
(59) 

Gay/Bisexual 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

67% 
33 

100% 
(3) 

57% 
43 

100% 
( 7) 

Low 
Belief 

52% 
48 

100% 
(29) 

Low 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
(3) 

No 
Belief 

88% 
12 

100% 
( 16) 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100'1., 
C8L 
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Table 4J.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Belief 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Political Preference 

Fe minist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 101 

Gamma= -0.34 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = L~O 

Gamma= -0.60 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 41-1-

Gamma= -0,50 

Democrat 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

39% 
61 

100% 
u~12 

Republican 
High Medium 

Belief Belief 

25% 
75 

100% 
( 16) 

42% 
58 

100% 
(12) 

Independent 
High tv!edium 

Belief Belief 

Lf4% 
56 

100% 
(9) 

3 9"/4 
61 

100% 
( 18) 

Low 
Belief 

46% 
54 

100% 
(13) 

Low 
Belief 

56% 
44 

100% 
( 9) 

Low 
Belief 

64% 
36 

100% 
(11) 

No 
Belief 

85% 
15 

100% 
(13) 

Pio 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
(3L 

No 
Belief 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 6) 
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When controlling for background variables, religious 

preference, religious origin, social class, and political 

preference had no affect on the strength of the rela

tionship between the belief dimension and feminism. Con

trolling for age revealed a decrease in the strength of the 

relationship between feminism and the belief dimension 

among 17-20 year olds. This same affect was noted for 

Blacks, sophomores, Baptists, and single people, As indi

cated in table 4, the majority of 17-20 year old feminists 

and anti-feminists scored medium or high on the belief 

dimension, This same score was attained by the majority of 

black feminists and anti-feminists, sophomore feminists and 

anti-feminists, Baptist feminists and anti-feminists, and 

single feminists and anti-feminists. 

An increase in the strength of the relationship 

between the belief dimension and feminism was noted among 

the following sub-groups: Mexican Americans, Whites, 

freshmen, juniors, married women, women who live with their 

lovers, women with children, and gay and bisexual women. 

Ritual Dimension 

The ritual dimension of religiosity is measured by 

the ritual involvement index and the devotionalism index. 

This dimension examines the practices of public and private 

worship. There is a strong negative relationship between 
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feminism and the ritual dimension of religiosity (see 

table 5). The majority of feminists scored "none" on the 

ritual dimension, and the majority of anti-feminists scored 

medium or high (see table 6A). 

TABLE 5 

PRESENTATION OF GAMMAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND THE RITUAL 

DIMENSION OF RELIGIOSITY, CONTROLLING 
FOR BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Ritual 
Dimension 

Controlling for: 

A~ 
r,-20 
21-29 

Ethnic 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Education 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
t·1e t hocli st 
Other 

G= -0.60 

-0,50 
-0. St1-

-0.00 
-0.72 
-0.71 

-0.90 
-0.40 
-0.62 
-0.70 

-0.50 
-0. 5t1-
-0,62 

-0.50 
-0,20 
-0.40 

N=l99 

110 
6l'1-

t1-S 
133 

14 

22 
81 
l'~ 1 
39 

126 
39 
19 

58 
26 
25 
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TABLE 5--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Ritual 
Dimension 

Origin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
Working 
Middle 

Marital Status 
Married 
S i.ngle 
Live with lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0.60 N=l99 

-0.60 135 
-0.60 45 

-0.50 32 
-0.70 139 

-0.80 30 
-0.50 134 
-0.90 19 

-0.54 165 
-0.74 29 

-0,51 169 
-0.96 21 

-0.54 101 
-0.70 l\0 
-0.53 43 
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TABLE 6 

FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM CROSSTABULATED BY RITUAL 
DIMENSION SCORE CONTROLLING FOR 

BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Table 6A.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score for Total Population 

High Medium Low No 
Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 26% 32% Li5% 79% 
Anti-Feminist 74 68 55 21 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 199 (46) (Lfl) (51) (61) 

Gamma= -0.60 

Table 6B.--Ferninism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' Age 

17-20 Year Olds 
High :Medium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 23% 35% 39% 72% 
Anti-Feminist 77 65 61 28 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 110 (31) (23) (31) (25) 

Gamma= -0.50 
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Feminist 
Ant i-Feminist 

Total= 64 

Gamma== -0.54 
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21-29 Year Olds 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

42% 
58 

100% 
(12) 

30% 
70 

100% 
( 10) 

Low 
Ritual 

63% 
37 

100% 
( 16) 

No 
Ritual 

81% 
19 

100% 
(26) 

Table 6C.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Responde nts' Ethnicity 

Black 
Hish Medium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 40% 43% 28% 60% 
Anti-Feminist 60 57 72 t.~o 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 45 (15) ( 7) ( 18) (5) 

Gamma= -0.00 

White 
High ·Medium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 15% 26% 53% 80% 
Anti-Feminist ~5 7t.~ 47 20 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 133 (27) ( 2 7) (30) (49) 

Gamma= -0.70 



Table 6C.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 14 

Gamma= -0.71 
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Mexican American 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

33% 
67 

100% 
(3) 

20% 
80 

100% 
( 5) 

Low No 
Ritual Ritual 

50% 100% 
50 0 

100% 100% 
(2) (4) 

Table 6D.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Classification in School 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 22 

Gamma= -0.90 

Freshman 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

lL~% 
86 

100% 
( 7) 

0% 
100 
100% 

( 2) 

Low 
Ritual 

33o/~ 
67 

100% 
(6) 

No 
Ritual 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 7) 



Table 6D.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

' Total= 81 

Gamma= -0.40 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 41 

Gamma= -0.62 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 39 

Gamma= -0.72 
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Sophomore 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

30% 
70 

nm% 
(20) 

High 
Ritual 

lLi% 
86 

100% 
( 7) 

High 
Ritual 

20% 
80 

100% 
(10) 

Junior 

29% 
71 

100% 
(21) 

Medium 
Ritual 

25% 
75 

100% 
(12) 

Senior 
l'-'ledium 
Ritual 

60% 
40 

100% 
( 5) 

Low No 
Ritual Ritual 

44% 67% 
56 33 

100% 100% 
(25) (15) 

Low No 
Ritual Ritual 

20% 75% 
80 25 

100% 100% 
(10) (12) 

Low No 
Ritual Ritual 

71% 82% 
29 18 

100% 100% 
( 7) ( 1 7) 
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Table 6£.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Religious Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 126 

Gamma= -0.50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 39 

Gamma= - 0. 5t~ 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 19 

Gamma= -0.62 

Protestant 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

29% 
71 

100% 
(31) 

36% 
64 

100% 
(28) 

Catholic 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

22% 
78 

1.00% 
(9) 

High 
Ritual 

0% 
100 
100% 

( 1) 

None 

18% 
82 

100% 
(1 1 ) 

Medium 
Ritual 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 1) 

Low 
Ritual 

41% 
59 

· 100% 
(32) 

Low 
Ritual 

50% 
50 

100% 
(10) 

Low 
Ritual 

100% 
0 

100% 
(3) 

No 
Ritual 

77% 
23 

100% 
(35) 

No 
Ritual 

67% 
33 

100% 
( 9) 

No 
Ritual 

93% 
7 

100% 
( 1 {~) 
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Table 6F.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Protestant Denomination 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 58 

Gamma= -0.50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 26 

Gamma= -0,20 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 25 

Gamma= -0.40 

Ba tist 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

22% 30% 
78 70 

100% Toa% 
(18) ( 10) 

.Methodist 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

50% 
50 

100% u~2 

High 
Ritual 

50% 
so 

100% 
( F1) 

Other 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 7) 

Medium 
Ritual 

25% 
75 

100% 
( 8) 

Low 
Ritual 

28% 
72 

100% 
( 1 R) 

Low 
Ritual 

43% 
57 

100% 
(7) 

Low 
Ritual 

6 7'/o 
33 

100% 
(6) 

No 
Ritual 

75% 
25 

100% 
(12) 

No 
Ritual 

63% 
37 

100% 
(R) 

No 
Ritual 

80% 
20 

100% 
(5) 
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Table 6G.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Religious Origin 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 135 

Gamma= -0.60 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = l~5 

Gamma= -0.60 

Protestant 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

27% 42% 
73 58 

100% 100% 
(33) (24) 

Catholic 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

25% 
75 

Ion% 
(8) 

23% 
77 

100% 
( 13) 

Low 
Ritual 

42% 
58 

100% 
(33) 

Low 
Ritual 

50% 
50 

100% 
(12) 

No 
Ritual 

80% 
20 

100% 
(45) 

No 
Ritual 

75% 
25 

100% 
(12) 
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Table 6H.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Cr6sstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Social Class 

Workin 
High Medium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 33% 33% 57% 60% 
Anti-Feminist 67 67 43 40 

IGO% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 32 (6) ( 9) ( 7) ( 1 O) 

Gamma= -0.50 

Middle 
High Medium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 22% 25% 42% 81% 
Anti-Feminist 78 75 58 19 

nm% nm% 100% 100% 
Total = 139 (36) (24) (36) (43) 

Gamma= -0.70 
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Table 6I.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Marital Status 

Married 
High Medium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 0% 25% 43% 82% 
Anti-Feminist 100 75 57 18 

100% TTfo% 100% 100% 
Total = 30 ~42 ( 8) ( 72 (11) 

Gamma== -0.80 

Sin le 
High Medium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 29% 34% 39% 74% 
Anti-Feminist 71 66 61 26 

100% 100% roo% 100% 
Total = 134 (41) (29) (33) (31) 

Gamma= -0.50 

Single! Live Together 
High t,·Jed ium Low No 

Ritual Ritual Ritual Ritual 

Feminist 0% 0% 57% 90% 
Anti-Feminist 100 100 L~3 10 

100% , 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 19 (1) ( 1) ( 7) (10) 

Gamma= -0.90 
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Table 6J.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Possession or Non-possession of Children 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 165 

Gamma= -0.54 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 29 

Gamma= -0.74 

None 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

30% 30% 
70 70 

100% Ioo'Z 
(40) (33) 

·Children 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

0% 43% 
100 57 
100% 100% 

(4) ( 7) 

Low No 
Ritual Ritual 

45% 77% 
55 23 

100% 100% 
(40) (52) 

Low No 
Ritual Ritual 

44% 89% 
56 11 

100% 100% 
( 9) ( 9) 
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Table 6K.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 169 

Gamma= -0.51 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 21 

Gamma= -0.96 

Sexual Preference 

Heterosexual 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

27% 
73 

100% 
u~s) 

28% 
72 

100% 
(32) 

Gay/Bisexual 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

0% 
100 
100% 
(1) 

33% 
67 

100% 
( 3) 

Low 
Ritual 

39% 
61 

100% 
( 4l~) 

Low 
Ritual 

75% 
25 

100% 
(4) 

No 
Ritual 

73% 
27 

100% 
(48) 

No 
Ritual 

100% 
0 

100% 
( 13) 
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Table 6L.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Ritual 
Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Political Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 101 

Gamma= -0.54 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total.= 40 

Gamma= -0.70 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = L1-3 

Gamma= -0,53 

Democrat 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

28% 
72 

100% 
(25) 

37% 
63 

100% 
(16) 

Republican 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

15% 
85 

100% 
(13) 

25% 
75 

100% 
(~) 

Independent 
High Medium 

Ritual Ritual 

40% 
60 

100% 
(5) 

36% 
6L1-

l 00% 
( 11) 

Low 
Ritual 

36% 
64 

100% 
(2R) 

Low 
Ritual 

60% 
40 

100% 
( 5) 

Low 
Ritual 

50% 
50 

100% 
( 1 L1-) 

No 
Ritual 

78% 
22 

100% 
(32) 

No 
Ritual 

71% 
29 

100% 
(1L1-) 

No 
Ritual 

85% 
15 

100% 
(13) 
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All the background variables except religious origin 

had some affect on the strength of the relationship between 

the ritual dimension and feminism. Age had the affect of 

decreasing the strength of the relationship between the 

belief dimension and feminism for both the 17-20 year olds 

and the 21-29 year olds. Controlling for the sub-groups 

Blacks, sophomores, Protestants, Catholics, Baptists, 

Methodists, "other" denominations, working class, single 

women, childless women, heterosexuals, Democrats, and inde

pendents revealed a decrease in the strength of the rela

tionship between the belief dimension and feminism. 

Experiential Dimension 

The experiential dimension of religiosity is measured 

by the religious experience index. This index is concerned 

with the respondents' perceived contact with the super

natural, There is a negative relationship between feminism 

and the experiential dimension of religiosity (see table 

7). The majority of the feminists scored low on the reli

gious experience index, and the majority of anti-feminists 

scored high (see table 8A). 

Controlling for age had no affect on the relationship 

between feminism and the expertential dimension of religi

osity. This was also true for the control variables of 

denomination, religious origin, and social class. 
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TABLE 7 

PRESENTATION OF GAMMAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND THE 

EXPERIENTAL DIMENSION, CONTROLLING 
FOR BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Experiential Dimension 

Controlling for, 

to/e -20 
21-29 

Ethnic 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Education 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Other 

Ori.gin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
Working 
Middle 

G= -0.44 

-0.50 
-0.40 

-0.70 
-0.40 
-0.50 

-0.63 
-0.40 
-0.50 
-0.64 

-0,50 
-0,21 
-1.00 

-0.33 
-0.40 
-0.32 

-0,51 
-0.30 

-0.50 
-0,40 

N==l73 

99 
54 

39 
115 

13 

19 
73 
36 
32 

116 
33 
11 

53 
25 
24 

121 
36 

27 
120 
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TABLE 7--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Experiential Dimension 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Live with lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual , 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0.44 

-0.11 
-0.50 
-0.82 

-0.51 
-0.02 

-0.43 
-0.64 

-0. L~O 
-0.40 
-0.60 

TABLE 8 

N=l73 

22 
120 

18 

1 L~6 
23 

148 
16 

R6 
38 
35 

FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM CROSSTABULATED BY EXPERIENTIAL 
DIMENSION SCORE CONTROLLING FOR 

BACKGROUND VARIADLES 

Table RA.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score for Total Population 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 173 

Gamma= -0.44 

High 

35% 
65 

100% 
(83) 

Low 

58% 
42 

100% 
(90) 
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Table 8B.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' Age 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 99 

Gamma= -0.50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 54 

Gamma= -0.L~O 

17-20 Year Olds 
High 

31%. 
69 

100% 
( 58) 

21-29 Year Olds 
High 

50% 
so 

100% 
(20) 

Low 

56% 
44 

100% 
(41) 

Low 

68% 
32 

100% 
(34) 

Table 8C.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling 

for Respondents' Ethnicity 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 39 

Gamma= -0,70 

Black 
High 

26% 
74 

100% 
(23) 

Low 

63% 
37 

100% 
( 16) 
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8C. --Continued 

White 
High 

Feminist 35% 
Anti-Feminist 65 

100% 
Total= 115 . ( 51) 

Gamma= -0.40 

Mexican American 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 13 

Gamma= -0.50 

High 

43% 
57 

100% 
(7) 

Low 

55% 
45 

100% 
( 64) 

Low 

67% 
33 

100% 
(6) 

Table RD.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Classification in School 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 19 

Gamma= -0.63 

Freshman 
High 

27% 
73 

TITI5% 
(11) 

Low 

63% 
37 

100% 
(8) 



Table 8D.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 73 

Gamma= -0.40 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 36 

Gamma= -0.50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 32 

Gamma= -0.64 
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Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

High 

32% 
68 

100% 
(37) 

High 

20% 
80 

nm% 
(15) 

High 

47% 
53 

100% 
(17) 

Low 

50% 
so 

rom 
(36) 

Low 

43% 
57 

100% 
(21) 

Low 

80% 
20 

100% 
(15) 
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Table 8E.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Religious Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 116 

Gamma= -0.50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 33 

Gamma= -0.21 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total - 11 

Gamma= -1.00 

Protestant 
High 

34% 
66 

100% 
( 58) 

Catholic 

None 

High 

31% 
69 

100% 
( 16) 

High 

75% 
25 

100% 
(4) 

Low 

60% 
40 

100% 
(58) 

Low 

41% 
59 

100% 
( 1 7) 

Low 

100% 
0 

100% 
(7) 
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Table PF.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for 
Respondents' Protestant Denomination 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 53 

Gamma= -0.33 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 25 

Gamma= -0. l~O 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Ba tist 
High 

31% 
69 

100% 
(32) 

Low 

48% 
52 

100% 
(21) 

Methodist 

Other 

High 

36% 
64 

100% 
(11) 

High 

Low 

57% 
43 

100% 
(14) 

Low 

l~2% 58% 
58 42 

100% 100% 
_____ __;T::...;o;;....:t::..;;.a=l'---=-2_4"---------"'(_1~2 ) ____ __,_( l..;,....2_.) ___ _ 

Gamma= -0.32 
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Table P.G.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Religious Origin 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 121 

Gamma= -0.51 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 36 

Gamma= -0.30 

Protestant 
High 

38% 
62 

100% 
(61) 

Catholic 
High 

31% 
69 

100% 
( 16) 

Low 

65% 
35 

100% 
(60) 

Low 

45% 
55 

100% 
(20) 
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Table 8H.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Social Class 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 27 

Gamma= -0.50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 120 

Gamma= -0.40 

Working 

Middle 

High 

31% 
69 

IITWo 
(13) 

High 

34% 
66 

100% 
(58) 

Low 

57% 
43 

100% 
(14) 

Low 

53% 
/_~ 7 

100% 
( 62) 
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Table 81,--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Cr~sstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Marital Status 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 120 

Gamma= -0.50 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 22 

Gamma= -0.11 

Sin le 
High 

31% 
69 

100% 
(61) 

Married 
High 

37% 
63 

I1TIWo 
(8) 

Single, Live Together 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 18 

Gamma= -0,82 

High 

44% 
56 

100% 
(9) 

Low 

56% 
44 

100% 
(59) 

Low 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 14) 

Low 

89% 
11 

100% 
( 9) 
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Table 8J.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Possession or Non-possession of Children 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 146 

Gamma= -0.51 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 23 

Gamma= -0.02 

None 
High 

34% 
66 

Tao% 
(73) 

Children 
High 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 7) 

Low 

62% 
38 

100% 
(73) 

Low 

44% 
56 

100% 
( 16) 
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Table 8K.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Sexual Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 148 

Gamma= -0.43 

Heterosexual 
High 

31% 
69 

100% 
(72) 

Gay/Bisexual ____________ , 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 16 

Gamma= -0.64 

High 

67% 
33 

100% 
( 6) 

Low 

53% 
47 

100% 
(76) 

Low 

90% 
10 

rooro 
(10) 
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Table 8L,--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Experi
ential Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Political Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 86 

Gamma= -0,40 

Feminist 
Anti-Femintst 

Total= 35 -------=-~;...;;;; 
Gamma= -0,60 

Feminist 
Anti·•Feminist 

Total - 38 

Gamma= -0.40 

Democrat 
High 

38% 
62 

Too% 
u~s) 

Independent 
High 

33% 
67 

Too% 
(15) 

Republican 
High 

31% 
69 

100% 
( 16) 

Low 

56% 
44 

100% 
(41) 

Low 

65% 
35 

100% 
(20) 

Low 

50% 
so 

100% 
(22) 
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Controlling for ethnicity revealed an increase in the 

strength of the relationship between feminism and the 

experiential dimension of religiosity for Blacks. 

A decrease in the strength of the relationship 

between the variables was also noted when controlling for 

the sub-groupss Catholics, married women, and women with 

children. When controlling for the sub-groups: seniors, 

women with no religious preference, women who live with 

their lovers, gay and bisexual women, and politically inde

pendent women, an increase in the strength of the relation

ship between the experiential dimension and feminism was 

revealed. 

Knowledge Dimension· 

The last dimension of religiosity that was examined 

in this study was the knowledge dimension. This dimension 

is measured by the religious knowledge index, and is con

cerned with respondents' knowledge of the Bible. 

There is a weak negative relationship between femi

nism and the knowledge dimension of religiosity (see table 

9). This relationship remained unchanged when the back

ground variables of age, religious origin, and sexual 

preference were controlled for. 

An increase in the strength of the relationship 

between ·the knowledge dimension and feminism was noted when 
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TABLE 9 

PRESENTATION OF GAMMAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FE~INISM AND THE 

KNOWLEDGE DIMENSION, CONTROLLING 
FOR BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Knowledge Dimension 

Controlling for, 

tge 
7-20 

21-29 

Ethnic 
Black 
White 
Mexican-American 

Ectucation 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Other 

Origin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
Working 
Middle 

G= -0.20 

-0.10 
-0 .10 

-0.30 
-0.40 
-0.33 

-0.11 
-0.20 
-0.22 

-0.30 
-0.63 
-0.14 

-0.30 
-0.44 
-0.13 

-0.20 
-0 .14 

-0.30 
-0 .10 

N=l95 

107 
63 

43 
132 

lli-

22 
77 
41 

124 
39 
19 

56 
26 
25 

133 
25 

31 
137 
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TABLE 9--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Knowledge Dimension 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Live with lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0.20 

-0.32 
-0. 10 
-0.40 

-0.20 
-0.42 

-0.20 
-0.00 

-0.01 
-0 .13 
-0.40 

N=l95 

30 
130 

19 

161 
29 

165 
21 

98 
40 
42 

controlling for ethnicity. There was also an increase in 

the strength of the relationship between the variables when 

control ling for the sub-groups s seni.ors, Protestants, 

Catholics, Baptists, Methodists, working class, married 

women, women who live with their lovers, women with chil

dren, and political independents. The majority of both 

feminists and anti-feminists scored low or none on the 

knowledge dimension of religiosity (see table 10). 
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TABLE 10 

FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM CROSSTAbULATED BY KNOWLEDGE 
DIMENSION SCORE CONTROLLING FOR 

BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Table l0A.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score for Total Population 

High Medium Low None 

Feminist 37% 45% 52% 54% 
Anti-Feminist 63 55 48 46 

Too'% roIT7o 100% Ioo% 
Total= 195 (32) (33) ( 91) (39) 

Gamma= -0.20 

Table l0B.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' Age 

17-20 Year Olds 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 37% 36% L~3% 43% 
Anti-Feminist 63 64 57 57 

100% 100% Too% 100% 
Total= 107 (16) (14) (54) (23) 

Gamma= -0 .10 
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Table lOB,--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 63 

Gamma= -0.10 

21-29 Year Olds 
High Medium 

56% 
44 

100% 
( 9) 

50% 
so 

100% 
(14) 

Low 

73% 
27 

100% 
(30) 

None 

50% 
so 

100% 
(10) 

Table lOC.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Ethnicity 

Black 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 67% 33% 32% 33% 
Anti-Feminist 33 67 68 67 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 43 ( 6) (3) (22) (12) 

Gamma= -0.30 

White 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 31% 46% 53% 68% 
Anti-Feminist 69 54 47 32 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total - 132 (26) (26) ( 55) (25) 

Gamma= -0.40 
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Table lOC.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 14 

Gamma= -0.33 

Mexican American 
High Medium 

0% 
0 

75% 
(0) 

50% 
so 

100% 
(4) 

Low None 

63% 0% 
37 100 

100% 100% 
( 8) (2) 

Table 10D.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Classification in School 

Freshman 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 50% 100% 37% 44% 
Anti-Feminist so 0 63 56 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total == 22 (4) (1 ) ( 8) (9) 

Gamma= -0.11 

Soohomore 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 33% 36% 44% L~6% 
Anti-Feminist 67 64 So 54 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total - 77 (12) (11) ( L~ 1) (13) 

Gamma= -0.20 



-122-

Table 10D.--Continued 

Junior 
High Medium 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = L~l 

Gamma= -0.22 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 39· 

Gamma= -0.30 

25% 
75 

100% 
( 8) 

High 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 7) 

Senior 

33% 
67 

Too% 
(12) 

Medium 

60% 
40 

100% 
(5) 

Low 

43% 
57 

100% 
(14) 

Low 

65% 
35 

100% 
(20) 

None 

43% 
57 

100% 
( 7) 

None 

71% 
29 

f50% 
( 7) 

Table lOE.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Religious Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 121-1-

Gamma= -0.30 

Protestant 
High Medium 

35% 
65 

. 100% 
(26) 

36% 
64 

100% 
(22) 

Low 

52% 
L~8 

100% 
(SO) 

None 

58% 
42 

100% 
(26) 
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Table lOE.--Continued 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 39 

Gamma= -0.63 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total = 19 

Gamma= -0 .14 

Catholic 
High Medium 

0% 
0 
0% 

(0) 

High 

100% 
0 

100% 
(2) 

None 

80% 
20 

100% 
(5) 

Medium 

75% 
25 

100% 
(4) 

Low None 

34% 20% 
66 80 

100% 100% 
(29) (5) 

Low None 

100% 75% 
0 25 

100% 100% 
(9) (4) 

Table lOF.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Protestant Denomination 

Ba tist 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 23% 25% 42% L~4% 
Anti-Feminist 77 75 58 56 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total - 56 (13) (8) (19) ( 16) 

Gamma= -0.30 
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Table lOF.--Continued 

Methodist 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 33% 29% 60% 67% 
Anti-Feminist 67 71 40 33 

Ioo% IITTI% 100% 100% 
Total = 26 (3) ( 7) ( 1 O) (6) 

Gamma= -0.63 

Other 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 56% 75% 33% 67% 
Anti-Feminist 44 25 67 33 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 25 (9) (4) ( 9) ( 3 )_ 

Gamma= -0 .13 

Table lOG.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Religious Origin 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 133 

Gamma= -0,20 

Protestant 
High Medium 

42% 
58 

100% 
(26) 

43% 
57 

100% 
· (23) 

Low None 

55% 57% 
45 43 

100% 100% 
(56) (28) 
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Table 1 OG. - -Continued 

Catholic 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 0% 63% 41% 43% 
Anti-Feminist 100 37 59 57 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 45 ( 1) ( 8) (29) ( 7) 

Gamma= -0 .14 

Table lOH.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Social Class 

Workin 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 33% 0% 64% 50% 
Anti-Feminist 67 100 36 so 

100% TOG% 100% 100'% 
Total = 31 (3) (4) ( 1 L~) (10) 

Gamma= -0 .10 

Middle 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 41% 50% 43% 56% 
Anti-Feminist 59 so 57 L~4 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total - 137 ( 2 7) (24) (61) (25) 

Gamma= -0 .10 
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Table 101.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism C~osstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Marital Status 

Married 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 14% 71% 46% 67% 
Anti-Feminist 86 29 54 33 

100'% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 30 ( 7) ( 7) (13) (3) 

Gamma= -0.32 

Single 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 37% 30% 52% 38% 
Anti-Feminist 63 70 48 62 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 130 ( 19) (20) ( 65) (26) 

Gamma= -0.10 

S i.ngle 2 Live Together 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist 75% 50% 50% 100% 
Anti-Feminist 25 50 50 0 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 19 (4) ( 2) (8) (5) 

Gamma= -0.40 
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Table lOJ.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for Respondents' 

Possession or Non-possession of Children 

None 
High Medium Low None 

Feminist Ll2% 40% 53% 53% 
Anti-Feminist 58 60 47 47 

100% Io5% 100% 100% 
Total = 161 ( 26) (25) (80) (30) 

Gamma= -0.20 

Children 
High · Medium Low None 

Feminist 1 7°/4 71% 40% 83% 
Anti-Feminist 83 29 60 17 

100% 100% 100% 100% 
Total = 29 ( 6) ( 7) ( 10) { 6) 

Gamma= -0. L~2 
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Table l0K.--Feminism/Anti-Feminism Crosstabulated by Knowl
edge Dimension Score Controlling for 

Respondents' Sexual Preference 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 165 

Gamma= -0.20 

Feminist 
Anti-Feminist 

Total= 21 

Gamma= -0.00 

Heterosexual 
High Medium 

30% 
70 

100% 
(27) 

42% 
58 

100% 
(26) 

Gay/Bisexual 
High Medium 

100% 
0 

100% 
(3) 

50% 
50 

100% 
(4) 

Summary 

Low 

46% 
Sti-

100% 
(79) 

Low 

91% 
9 

100% 
(11) 

None 

52% 
!+8 

100% 
(33) 

None 

67% 
33 

100% 
(3) 

This chapter has focused on the findings of the 

study. Overall, it was found that a strong negative 

relationship exists between religiosity and feminism. This 

relationship was affected by the control variables of age, 

ethnicity, classification in school, religious preference, 

Protestant denomination, religious origin, marital status, 

and political preference. 
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The total religiosity score was broken down into its 

four dimensions, and when this was done it was found that a 

negative relationship exists between feminism and the 

belief dimension of religiosity; a strong negative rela

tionship exists between feminism and the ritual dimension 

of religiosity; a negative relationship exists between 

feminism and the experiential dimension of religiosity; and 

a weak negative relationship exists between feminism and 

the knowledge dimension of religiosity (see table 11). 

TABLE 11 

PRESENTATION OF GAMNAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND 

THE DIMENSIONS OF RELIGIOSITY 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Total 
Religiosity 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Belief Dimension 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Ritual Dimension 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Experience Dimension 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Knowledge Dimension 

G= -0.60 

G= -0.43 

G= -0.60 

G= -0. l~4 

G= -0.20 

N=l97 

N=200 

N=l99 

N=l73 

N=l95 

The relationship between the belief dimension of 

religiosity and feminism was affected by the control varia

bles of age, ethnicity, classification in school, Protes

tant denomination, marital status, presence or absence of 
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children, and sexual preference. The relationship between 

the ritual dimension of religiosity and feminism was 

affected by the control variables of age, ethnicity, 

classification in school, religious preference, Protestant 

denomination, social class, marital status, presence or 

absence of children, and political preference. 

The findings from this research indicate that women 

are most likely to be feminists and non-religious when they 

are seniors, have no religious preference, were raised as 

Protestants, live with their lovers, have children, and are 

either gay or bisexual. 

The following chapter is entitled "Summary and Con'

clusion." Its function is to summarize the findings of the 

present research, relate them to previous research, and 

make conclusions as to the meaning of the results. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter represents a synthesis of all that has 

come before. The purpose is to summarize the findings of 

the study so that a composite picture of the research 

undertaken becomes visible. 

As stated in Chapter I, sociology is the scientific 

study of the interaction of human groups. This interaction 

is of interest because of its potential influence on other 

groups, societal institutions, and other aspects of human 

behavior. Religiosity and feminism are group phenomena, 

and by definition, have great potential to influence human 

groups. For this reason the present research has sought to 

examine the nature and extent of the influence of religion 

on the attitudes of women toward the concept of 

feminism. 

Religion serves as an important socializing influence 

in our society. Because our society is predominantly 

Judea-Christian, the majority of the population is influ

enced by the traditional Judea-Christian religious teach

ings. This doctrine has become very controversial in 

recent years, because of its patriarchial orientation, and 
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there are many feminists who argue that a woman cannot be a 

true feminist and adhere to such sexist religious beliefs. 

The nature and extent of religiosi.ty has long been a 

major concern in sociology. Many of the "founding fathers" 

of American sociology began their careers as ministers, and 

in fact, it was the Social Gospel movement in Afuerican 

Protestantism that propelled the sociology of religion, as 

well as sociology itself, into the present. "Value free" 

sociology killed the sociology of religiQn in academia, but 

the translation of ~he European sociologists in the 1940s 

set the stage for its resurrection, The sociology of 

religion got into full swing in the early 1950s when it 

entered the world of survey research. Contemporary soci

ology of religion is concerned with "tracing the inter

action of social factors and religion,"1 Religion can be 

defined as individual or group behavior, including personal 

and shared beliefs about the supernatural, that serves as a 

basis for both social integration and social conflict, and 

as a reflection of different life styles. Religiosity is 

similar to religion, but they are not synonymous. Religi

osity is a person's or group's belief about the super

natural, and the action upon those beliefs. 

lRonald L. Johnstone, Religion and Society in Inter
action: The Sociology of Religion (Englewood Cliffs, 
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1975), p. Jl. 
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Sociologists have approached the concept of religi

osity from two different directions. The traditional 

method of researching the concept of religiosity involves 

isolating people's religious affiliations and attempting to 

predict differences in their behavior based on these 

affiliations. This approach has been termed the unidimen

sional approach. Contemporary researchers in the sociology 

of religion are leaning more and more toward the multi

dimensional _approach to studying religiosity. This 

approach is based on the tenet that people can be religious 

in many different ways that may have nothing to do with 

religious affiliation. Therefore, the multidimensional 

approach observes such aspects of religiosity as ideology, 

ritualism, and religious experiences, and disregards reli

gious affiliation, except as a possible control variable. 

One of the most sophisticated scales that has been 

devised to measure dimensions of religiosity is the scale 

"Dimensions of Religious Commitment" developed by Charles 

Glock and Rodney Stark.I This scale measures four dimen

sions of religiosity: belief, experience, knowledge, and 

ritual, and with a slight modification, this is the scale 

that was used to measure religiosity in this study. 

lJohn P. Robinson and Phillip R. Shaver, Measures of 
Social Psycholog ical Attitudes, (Ann Arbor, Michigan: 
Survey Research Center for Social Research, 1969), p. 544. 
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The scale used to measure femi~ism in this study was 

developed, through modification of Kirkpatrick's original 

scale, by Judith Dempewolff in her Ph.D. dissertation 

"Feminism and Its Correlates, 11 1 The term feminism, as used 

in this study, refers to the goals of the contemporary 

women's movement in the United States. Very broadly, these 

goals are centered around changing the role and status of 

women so that they will have equal rights and privileges 

with men. The feminist movement, throughout history, has 

been influenced greatly by the black rights movement. 

Women worked for black rights from the slave days down to 

the 1960s, and it was through this work that they became 

alerted to their own need for emancipation, 

Many contemporary ferntnists are alienated from reli

gion. The literature of the movement is a reflection of 

their alienation, with frequent enjoiners against organized 

religion and Judea-Christian beliefs. The purpose of this 

research has been to answer the question: Among college 

women, what dimensions of religiosity (if any) are related 

to attitudes toward feminism? In other words, do women who 

are not necessarily actively involved in the feminist 

movement (assuming that the total sample is not composed of 

lJuclith Ann Dempewolff, "Feminism and Its Corre
lates," (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Cincinnati, 
1972), p. 69. 
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active feminists) hold the same attitudes toward religion 

as do avowed feminists? 

In an effort to answer this question, a question

naire was administered to students at various levels of 

advancement and with various major fields of study at the 

Texas Woman's University. This questionnaire, as described 

in Chapter II, contained three main sections: (1) a femi

nism scale, (2) indices of religiosity, and (3) a general 

information section concerning the respondent's background. 

The sample, as described in Chapter III, contained 

200 women who were enrolled at the Texas Woman's University 

at the time of the survey. The majority of the respondents 

are 17-20 years old, white, single with no children, 

middle-class, Protestants--reared as Protestants, who 

prefer the Democratic political party. They scored low on 

total religiosity, and also scored as anti-feminists on the 

feminism scale, Although this sample may appear to be 

fairly homogeneous, the presentation of findings in Chapter 

IV reveals that this is not the case. 

A strong negative relationship was found to exist 

between religiosity and feminism (Gamma= -0.60), So, 

while the majority of respondents scored as anti-feminists 

and low in religiosity, 54 percent of the anti-feminists 

scored high or medium on total religiosity. Controlling 
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for age, ethnicity, classification iri school, religious 

preference, Protestant denomination, religious origin, 

marital status, and political preference had an affect on 

the strength of the relationship between the variables. 

Being black, 17-20 years old, a sophomore, Catholic, 

Baptist, r.·1ethodist, reared as a Catholic, single, and 

politically independent all had the affect of decreasing 

the strength of the relationship between religiosity and 

feminism. 

The total religiosity score was made up of the belief 

dimension, the ritual dimension, the experiential dimen

sion, and the knowledge dimension. The belief dimension 

was found to have a negative relationship with feminism 

(Gamma= -0.43). This relationship was affected by classi

fication in school, age, ethnicity, marital status, pres

ence or absence of children, and sexual preference, Among 

17-20 year olds, Blacks, and sophomores there was a 

decrease in the strength of the relationship between the 

variables, and for Mexican Americans, Whites, freshmen, 

juniors, married women, women ·who live with their lovers, 

people with children, and gays and bisexuals, there was an 

increase in the strength of the relationship. 

A strong negative relationship was found to exist 

between the ritual dimension and feminism (Gamma= -0.60). 

The strength of this relationship was affected by age, 
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ethnicity, classification in school, religious preference, 

· protestant denomination, social class, and marital status, 

The groups in which a decrease in the strength of the rela

tionship between the variables was discovered are as 

follows: 17-20 year olds, 21-29 year olds, Blacks, sopho

mores, Protestants, Catholics, Baptists, Methodists, other 

denominations, the working class, and singles. Among 

freshmen, seniors, married people, and those who live with 

their lovers, there was an increase in the strength of the 

relationship between the ritual dimension and feminism. 

The experiential dimension was negatively related to 

feminism (Gamma= -0,44). This relationship was affected by 

respondents' classification in school, ethnicity, religious 

preference, marital status, presence or absence of chil

dren, sexual preference, and political preference. Cate

gories for which there was a decrease in the strength of 

the relationship are as follows: Catholics, married women, 

and women with children, Among Blacks, seniors, gay and 

bisexual women, and politically independent women, there 

was an increase in the strength of the relationship between 

the variables. 

The final dimension of religiosity is the knowledge 

dimension. There was a weak negative relationship between 

feminism and this dimension (Gamma= -0,20). Ethnicity, 
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classification in school, religious preference, Protestant 

denomination, social class, marital status, presence or 

absence of children, and political preference affected the 

strength of the relationship between the variables. 

The research purpose was to answer the question: 

Among college women, what dimensions of religiosity (if 

any) are related to attitudes toward feminism? It was 

found that a strong negative relationship exists between 

feminism and religiosity as a whole. One possible reason 

for the finding may be suggested. Judea-Christian reli

gious doctrine emphasizes universal love and kinship, but 

social psychological research consistently discloses a 

negative relationship between religiosity and tolerance.I 

Allport and Kramer found churchgoers to be more intolerant 

than non-churchgoers, and Kirkpatrick found religious 

people to be less humanitarian than non-religious people.2 

In view of these findings, the most probable explanation 

for this strong negative relationship between religiosity 

and feminism is intolerance. Many religious fundamenta

lists and otherwise conservative people are fully against 

feminism. They see feminists as Amazon warriors, attacking 

lRobinson and Sha·, · 

2rbid. 

p • 5L~9 
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God, the home, and the American family.l These attitudes 

have become increasingly widespread in the last several 

years and may further explain why the majority of the 

respondents in the sample scored as anti-feminists. 

Looking at the dimensions of religiosity, a strong 

negative relationship was found to exist between the ritual 

dimension and feminism. A negative relationship was found 

to exist between feminism and the knowledge dimension. 

Thus, one could predict, and be right 60 percent of the 

time, that a person who scores high on the ritual dimension 

would be an anti-feminist. Likewise, one could predict, 

and be right 40 percent of the time, that people who score 

high on the belief and/or experiential dimensions of 

religiosity would score as anti-feminists. Religious 

knowledge, however, has virtually no relationship to femi

nist attitudes. Sixty-seven percent of the respondents, 

whether feminists or anti-feminists, scored "low" or 

"none" on religious knowledge. This may be explained by 

the fact that students, who comprise the population in this 

study, rarely attend church.2 Because of this, perhaps, 

they retain their religious beliefs, but they do not 

lLindsy Van Gelder, "Countdown to Houston, Memo for 
the First National Women's Convention," Ms., November, 
1977, p. 60. 

2Robinson and Shaver, p. 553. 
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participate in education regarding the tenets of their 

faiths. 

It is interesting to note that Glock and Stark and 

Faulkner and De Jong investigated these dimensions of 

religiosity and found the belief dimension to be the most 

significant component of religiosity. They also found that 

orthodoxy was the best predictor of all other aspects of 

religiosity.I However, in the present research, the ritual 

dimension was found to be the best predictor of all other 

aspects of religiosity. No explanation can be given for 

this variation. It may be due to the population of the 

study, although Faulkner and De Jong sampled college stu

dents also. It may also be due to the area of the country, 

or perhaps to a combination of the two. For whatever the 

reason, it is an interesting departure from the previous 

findings. 

In Chapter I, the findings of previous research 

regarding intervening variables were presented. It was 

noted that White and non-White students had different 

attitudes toward feminism (Miller). 2 In the present study, 

libid., p. 557. 

2Ruth Elizabeth Niemann Miller, "Attitudes Toward 
Feminism Among North Texas State University Students" 
(M.A. Thesis, Texas Woman's University, 1973), pp. 53, Sh, 
101. 
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both white and black students scored· as anti-feminists, as 

a whole, but a larger percentage (62%) of Blacks scored as 

anti-feminists than did Whites (52%). Miller also found 

that students who were liberal politically had more favora

ble attitudes toward feminism than did those who were 

politically conservative.l The present study confirms 

those findings, assuming that independent voters are 

liberal; 53 percent of Democrats and 58 percent of Republi

cans scored as anti-feminists, and 55 percent of Independ

ents scored as feminists. 

Miller, Kirkpatrick, Arnett, and Dempewolff all found 

that students with no religious preference were more femi

nistic than those with religious preferences.2 The present 

research findings are consistent with the previous findings 

in this area; 54 percent of Protestants and 63 percent of 

Catholics scored as anti-feminists, while 90 percent of the 

people who indicated no religious preference scored as 

feminists. 

libid. 

2Ibid., p. 53; Clifford Kirkpatrick. The Family as 
Process and Institution (New York: Ronald Press, 1955), 
p-. -15-4; Catherine Arnett, "Feminists and Anti-Feminists as 
True Believers," Soci~_log_y and Socia 1 Research 5 7 (April, 
1973): 303; Judith Ann Dempewolff, "Feminism and Its 
Correlates," (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of 
Cincinnati, 1972), p. 69. 
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According to Horton and Hunt, educated people, 

middle-class people, and/or those who are relatively young 

(mid 20s) are more likely to be feminists,l The present 

findings are consistent with those reported by Horton and 

Hunt with regard to age and education (59% of 21-29 year 

olds and 62% of college seniors scored as feminists), but 

deviate from their findings with regard to social class. 

Fifty-five percent of people who classified themselves as 

middle-class in the present study scored as anti-feminists. 

Sanger and Alker found that sexual preference 

affected attitudes toward feminism among their respond

ents.2 The present study supports these findings; 58 per

cent of heterosexuals scored as anti-feminists and 80 per

cent of gays and bisexuals scored as feminists. 

Limitations 

This research, like all research, has its limita

tions. The sample selection was not a random sample, but 

rather an availability sample, and because of this, statis

tical manipulation of the data is limited. Thus 

lpaul B. Horton and Chester L. Hunt, Sociology 3rd. 
ed,, (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1972), p. 506. 

2susan Phipps Sanger and Henry Alker, "Dimensions of 
Internal-External Locus of Control and the Women's Libera
tion Movement," Journal of Social Issues 28 (1972): 
115-129. 
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generalizability of the findings is not possible. These 

findings are, however, suggestive, at least, for further 

research. Also, the sample size was small. For this 

reason, many variables could not be included in the final 

analysis--their number was too small. 

Another limiting factor to this research is the 

nature of the University (predominantly female) and its 

geographical location (the South). 

Despite these possible limitations, however, the 

findings do add to present knowledge with regard to religi

osity and feminism, and it is hoped that they may provide 

impetus for further research within these two areas. 

Thus it can be seen that the findings of the present 

research are consistent with those of previous research for 

the following control variables: age, education, religious 

preference, sexual preference, and political preference 

(assuming Independents are liberal). Race and class 

deviated from the previous findings in that Whites and 

Blacks both scored as anti-feminists, as did the middle

class respondents. Perhaps these deviations are indicative 

of a trend toward anti-feminism among these groups, or per

haps they are merely a reflection of the attitudes of the 

students in this sample, Whatever the cause of the devia

tion in response patterns in this sample, as compared with 
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previous studies, the deviations are worth noting in the 

interest of further research. 
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I am ,1 eturlt'lnt nt Texnn ·A'om,tr,',1 ~nh-n·,-,ity. A:1 pa:-t:111 fulfillment 
of the requireMt'lnte for my M~etern De~ro, in S0°1alogy, I am etu1ylng 
•religiosity and fe~lniem.• Very llttll' in knD~h nbout the cornratRblllty of 
religious and feminist attitu,1.,111 ther->:.'"1,1 ", l.t in important that you 
answer each question Q& frankly no po~!~~:o. All ane~er" will ~e 
conaidered confidential information, "o p:i eaai, no NOT eign your name, 
Your h~lp ~111 be appreciated, 

Thank You. 
C ll.Ud ia Futnara 

PLEASE NOTE, There 11.re no right or wrnnp; 1J.nsw1>r11: pll!ase answor as you 
truthfully feel, If for sorie rehsun you feel unatlo to 
answer a question, pleat3e is,, on -::o 1inother questir,n, 

I, In reading the flta tement11 below, pl~ihl'!I detei.·mine to what 1n tent 
you 11.greo or disagree with the stat<1i\Htnt, If you agree strongly 
check tho box for strongly agree, if :rou aP;;re,,, Chilek the hex for 
agree, if you diaagree, check ·tho oox for di,311gr11e1 and if you 
etromgly dieagroa, check the box for "tron~ly di3agree, 
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1, lfomon should fe:>l free to compote with 1·1en in 
evory ephl!re of ~~onomi~ activity, 

2, Management of property and income, acqu.rad by 
either huobar,d or wi!a, ahould rei;t with both 
hu~band and wife, 

J, The "",r of a. tcoe or B·.1;::ervi:oior is un.!.:n,ort!lnt 
provided h~ or ohe ia ~o~potent, 

4, Tho hu~bnnd sh0uld bo f~vorod by law in the dispo~al 
of fa~ily property or incom~, provided he i~ the 
eolo wage earner, 

5, It i o bot t3c to !':ave a !l'an ao a boes or 3uperv l sor 
than a woman, 

6, Tha influx of w0~en into tho bu~icoso Wlrld, in 
direct co111petiticn with men, nho.,id be ·Hor: ouragod, 

7, Merri~d women ¥ith v~ry young children ,hould work 
outside the hono if thay wieh, 

8, A woman co1Jl11 he juot a;; compotont as a man in a 
high nolitical oific~. 

: i I 9, If a wonan with hn infdnt continues to Nork out
uide the home, .,} e is 1,q;lecting her ;:1a ternal duty, I 
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10, A wo!!el\l'I ehoul d ,alee l",ar husband'~ laEJt nan:e at 
marriage. 

11, Sex ls no i~~~c• .tion of fitnaso or la c k of fitn£nR 
to en',er any 'ty;>" of occ1ipa ·tion, 

12, In g(lneral ~,c1nen t.:hoi;l:.l stay out of political 
po11itlono. 

13. Parantal r£.:;p0n,:ioil:.ty for c;i.ra of :rr.•m,; r:hildren 
should ilsual l:: '•<> in tr,n hand,J ol the ,, i fe, 

11~. \foll!en 6 hculd ;10• ; cor.:; c:·~n in footbc.11 C't" baiioball, I 
I ,9Yllll a13:11na't -,th 'lr WOl'l~n. 

------..l.----' 
1.5, 'l'h ., intellec'.;Jr..: . lea,~eri;hip of a co,u.>1t·nity shciultl 

r1ostly l::·e in th" hanrt1< of men, 
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16, A woman ohould bo able to officially retain her own 
last namo aftttr rna.rriagi,. 

17, Women should take Moro rooponsibility fer aolving 
the intellectual i.nd soc\ul problems of the day, 

18, Both husband and wifo should be equally reaponsibln 
for the care of y(•ung chi:idran, 

19, Because of th~ir ;~yaical limitations, •omen should 
be advised to chooao leso etrenous typea of 
occupations than those chosen by men, 

20, Society should be prepared to provide day care 
cantera so any ~0~1an who ~ante to httld a Job can do 110, 

21, A woman should be allowed to play mAjor league 
baseball if nhe cr.n oorni:,ote, 

22, Socioty should not be expected to provide day caro 
centers for workir~ wo~en. 

2), Thero should be m~ny ~ortt women in graduato Nahool 
even if it ineantJ ~:eepir.;.; so111e men out. 

24, Th• uso of obac,in, .. languagul!l io mor" unb~co!lling 
foi· a woman than 1'or a man, 

25, It la only fn ir fc,r a school lfhich off"ro proteas ional 
training to li~1t tha r.u~bor of fo111alo studonte in 
favo1· of male11. 

26, Mon should uauallf oho• omall courtesios to a 
wo~an such as h~lping h"r on nith her coat and 
oponing the door for hor. 

27, Men should hav-, ar: equal chance for custody of the 
childre" in a div0rca, 

28, Husband and wifo ehould Hl,ara re!'lrion11ibllity for 
oconomic oupport cf the~o~lves and thelr children, 

29, tthon on a date, tte ~omnn should uaually opon doors 
for horue:!.f rather· than 11,tting tho !U\n do it for 
hnr, 

30. Women workars have abilities oqu~l to thooe of men 
workors tor moat ;obs, 

Jl, Objections which cn3 ~izht havo to the u3a of 
ob~cono languagne ahould bear no relation to the 
sax of the 3penko~. 

32, Women nhouJd bo hRppler in the long run if they 
could udjt;!'lt to tl:l!Jir role 11s h,:,1;H,mivos, 

33. A 110;,,.nn 11hould us1.o.lly ii ave custotly of t .1u ch lldron 
after a divorc6, 

J'• G~ncrally apa&klnp, me~ are mnre fit to run businose 
and industrial ~mt~rpri:~s thGn aro ~oAo~, 

JS ■ Women can control thetr 1rnotiori3 flnough to be 
sucessful in 3ny occupation, 

J6, Many women naad f~lfillM~~t which they dQn't obt3in 
from balng a ~ifo and z0ther, 

37, It should u:.rn:,lly be th;! cut:, of 1;hf! husband to 
support th~ family, 
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38, Every police cepe. rtmept e-hould hRve pol tcewomen with 
equal authorlTy ~nd responsibility to t~at of the men 
on the fore e. 

39, A woman should nr ,t expect to have the S"-fflO froedo111 
of act .I on as a llll'.n, 

40, Police duty l9 a job that should usually be done by men. 

41, The husband :::hou :.d uauRUy ini tla to sexual relations 
"i th his wU'~. 

42, The needs of a n1~lly should come befo1~ a woman's 
personal ambitio,rn, 

4). Many 1ton1en arl) t,,o sensitive to be goor\ at certain 
occupations. 

44, A woman ohould h -lV!I the same freedom and the sa111e 
re3trictions as~ man. 

4S, A daughtar in a family should have the same privileges 
as a son. 

46, A woman •arnlnR as much as her escort 1hould bear 
equally tho exp~nso cf common entertai,ment. 

1,7, Vfomen shoulci fl!e-1 free to enter occupations requiring 
agreasivenesc rtther ttan remaining in jobs calling 
for compliance, 

48, The initiativo ;n co~rtfihip should usually come fro~ 
the :nan. 

49, Women should accept the intellectual limitations of 
their SOX, 

50. A wor.1an should :tlmost nlways let her c'ato pny for 
-,,hatovor th"'Y ct ·, tog,.th11r, 

51, A wife ohoul ,1 take th!!' lead and ouggei,t sexul\l 
intercour81! if ,1h11 ltH<l\!S it, 

52, Womoa ar., equally as intollllctually cr.pable a,:, men, 

53. It is toolisil !,r a ·,10:un to enter certain occupations 
that detract fr•)l'll he~ femininity, 

54, Por her ovm safety, ~rents should ke~p a daughter 
under closer superviqlon than a son, 

55, It is nu tural if a won:an' s career is 'l.O important to 
her no hus~a~d and c~lldron, 

56, Womnn ~h0ul<l a~k ~e~ cut for dates if they feel like 
it. 
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II. Now I would like for you to anawnr so1u questions con,oeM\:lng religion. 
Please circle the 11tate111ent which b!et fi to your view on ·che queutlon 
asked. 

57, Which of the following 11t11te11ents col'.lee closest to o,<pre1111lne; 
what you bnlieve about O_od? {Pleasii circle only one answor.) 

a. I know God really exists end I have no doubte about it, 

b, While I have doubts, I feel that I do bcllne in O.,d, 

c, I find myself bolioving 1:-. God 110110 ot the time, b·1t not at 
other times. 

d. I don't belieTc in a personal God, but I do believ ,, in a higher 
power of some kind, 

e, I don't know whetlv.tr thert is a God and I don't believe there is 
nny 1fl1Y to !ind out, 

r. I don't beliove in God, 

g, None of the abovo represents what I bftlleve. What I believe 
nbout God ia ____ -..( _prl-ea_

88 
___ 

11
p_

8
_

0
_ 1....,11..,.... ____________ _ 

58. lfhioh of the following statements comes cloaoat to !xproseing 
what you believe about Jeeuu? {Circle only one nnswo~.) 

59. 

60. 

a, Jooua ie tho Divina Son of God and I have no doub~1 about it, 

b. While I have ooraa doubta, I fl!lal buicnlly thnt Je3us ia Divine, 

c. I feel th~t Jesus '«llB a graBt man ~nd very holy, but I don't 
toel him to be the Son of God any moro than all of us aro children 
of God. 

d. I think that Jeoua vHu1 only a :1an although an extrtiordinary on.a, 

e. Frankly, I'M not entirely s~re the.a-~ was such• a poreon as JoauB. 

r. Hone of tho above ropre~entfi what I beliove. What I bol1ove 
about Joaus is ____ _,... 

(pYe!iee _Op-?el y 

T119 Biblo tollu of tlll."\1 miraclca, somo cri,ditod to Christ 1>.nd BOIH 
to othar pTophotR and npootle3. Oanorally spanking, ~hich of tho 
follo'lflng 3tntnm•>nta comes cloE"o!lt to ,,hat you bdi1.1ve about Biblical 
lllirti.oleo? {Circle only one anm,·or.) 

a. r•~1 not aura t1hethsr th,aso miracles roa.11:, hap-pen11d or not. 

b, I beliovo miracle!! are 

c. I bdlevo tho ml:rucleo 
C!tlUS&S, 

d. I bolievo the ~iracloo 
tl\oy dld. 

The Devil actually exists, 

~. Cornpl~taly true. 

b, Prob~bly truo. 

o, Prob~bly not tru~. 

d. Definit~ly not true. 

etorios and never really happ~ned. 

ha.pp~,ned, but can bo explainod by natural 

actur.,lly h11ppon,od juat ao tho Bible s~yo 

(ClJ'clo hon corta.ln you ar!! t,ble 1:1 true,) 
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61. Do you think belief in Jeeue Christ ft~ Savior is••• 

a. abaol~tely necessary !or salvation. 

b, would probably help. 

c. probably)\aa' no influe~~e, 

62 • Do you think being a member of your particular religi,,ua ta! th ls ••• 

a. absolutely nocesaary for salvation. 

b. would probably help. 

c. probably has no intluen~e. 

63, Do you ·think being cc,mpletaly ignorant of Jesus, a.a might be the 
caee for people living in other countries, will ' ••• 1 

a. dofinltoly prevent flalvati.01,, 

b. may possibly preTnnt salvation. 

o. probably has no lnfluenc~ on salvation, 

64, How often do you attend 1TO'C3hiJ• services? (Clrolo the answer which 
comae cloeest to lescribing wh11t you do,) 

a. Every week 

b, Nearly every week 

c, Abo•Jt three times a month 

d, About twice a month 

e, About once a month 

!, About every six weeks 

g, About every three months 

h, ..\bout once or t'll'lce a year 

1, Leso than once a year 

j, Never 

65. How o!ton do you pray prlvatel~r? {C.lrcle the ana'lfl)r ~·hlch cones 
closeat to what y-ou do.) 

66, 

a, I never pray. or only do 30 ~t ohurr.h services, 

b, I pray only on vo-e-y opeoial occaolona, 

o, I pray onco in a ,:,hilo, but not u. t ::eg•.tlar intervi.ls. 

d, I pray quite oftGn, but not at regular times. 

"· I pray regularly one& n 

r. I p:-ay regularly aov~ral 

g. 1 pray reg1uarly once a 

Ho,, itlportartt ifl prayer in 

a, Extro:noly important. 

b, Fairly important, 

c, Not too l~portant. 

d. Not lmportnnt. 

day or 111oro, 

tines a . .,_,,, k, 

woo ,c. 

you,.· life? 
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67 • Listed below are a number :-f <:>.':periencee of a roligic,ul!I nature 
which poople have rl'~orted h1w ·.ng. Since you have be en an adult 
haye you ever had any of t.:, -: :.e exporioncee, and how I uro are you 
that you had it? (Pl•~ase check ; 

A feeling that you 
were somehow in the 
presence of God,,, 

A senl!le of being 
saved in Christ, •• 

A feeling of being 
punished by God for 
something you had 
done,,, 

Yes, I'1a c-, ure 
I hav~ 

Yel!I, I think 1 haYe No 

SC!HPl'ORE QUOTATIONS, P~A~:R READ I~CH OF THE FOLUl'rlING STA'rEMETS 
Am:> DO TWO THINGS, FIRST, Dl:CIDE WHETHER THE STATfMEUT IS PRGr~ 
THE BIBLE OR NOTa AND SECON!J, INDICATE WHETHER OR r!OT YOU AGREE 
WI'i'H THE STATEMENT, (please chock , and ploaeo do thia e·ren if 
you think the statement is not !rotn the Bible,) 

68, For it ls enahr for a C!l.lllel tu go through a needlo 's eye than !or 
a rich man to enter into the k :,ngdom of God, 

Frolll the Bible? Yea No 
Do you agree? Yes= No= 

69. Bl,uaed are the 11trong1 !or "thoy shall be the sword t·! God, 
From the Bible? :{its No 
Do you Agroo? Yt10= No= 

70, Thou shill t not auffflr a wi -i:ch ':o live, 
From the Bible? Yes No 
Do you agree? Yes= No= 

71, Let your women keep silence ln tho chu:t"choo, for it ls not permitted 
unto the~ to speak. 

72, 

From the Bible? Yes 110 
Do you ugreo? Yoo= No= 

For I tho Lor<l thy God 1114 a j,rnlouo God, viaiting tho iniquity of 
tho fathers uoon tho children 1mto the third and fo1.1rth generation 
of them that hate mo, 

Frol'II tho Bible? Yes No 
Do you agroe? Yoe= No-

PROPHETS, WHICH OP THE FOLLOW:cNG cma~ OLD TES'l'AMEN'l' PROPHETS? 
(Chock as many ans1Yera e.s you ·;hink are c,,rrect,) 

7J • __ Eli jah 

___ Deuteronomy 

__ Jeremiah 

__ Paul 

__ Leviticus 

__ Ezekiel 

__ tlono 01" theao 

III, .D..\CKGROUND I!IFORMA'l'!ON, PloaGe f.l:cl in or check ti'\o ap1wopriAto apace, 

74, Sex, 
1 • Malit_ : , ?emalo __ _ 

95, AgtJ (at p.,•.i.r .b\J!.~ bh-tiltlny) _______ _ 

76, Racial/Ethnic no.cxg::-01,n.~.1 
1,Blnck 
2,Whl ~a-
J, Uexic"M-A;~er.lcan_ 
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77. Education, 
l.Preshman 
2.sophlloro=
J.Junlor_ 

·•· ;"nior 
5. 1.,•>S t-Bac.3":1laurea te 
6.G ,•aduat.,. -

(please specify whether 
Mas:ters of Ph.D.) 

78. 

79. 

ao. 

81. 

82. 

What ia your religious 
l.Proteatant 
2 .catholic -
J. Jewish-= 

prefe·c-,mce? 
1~. Ni>ne 
5, 1.lther 

{ please specif;, 

If you are a Protestant, 1What 11pecif!.c denomination :.s that, i.t' 
any? 
1.Baptist 
2,b1ethodiat 
).Lutheran -
4.Epiecopa.ITan_ 

In what religion 
1.Proteetant 
2.cntholio -
J.Jewish_-

S,N~t ap~lioable 
6.0ther · --··c please specify) 

wore you ral3~d? 
1~.rhne 
.S,O thor 

{please specify 

Do you conaider yourself tt 
l.Working Class 
2.Upper Clo.as_ -

rnem:,er o.r, 
b.1!ii.ddle Clasi, 
5.1 do no~ bolTeve 

i:1 America_ ).Lower Clase_ 

Please indicate 
1. raarried 
2.widowed -
J.divorceiC._ 

your 

there nro Claeses 

present marital 9tatus1 
4.L,gally separated 
5,lingle - . 
6.sLngle:-but livin~ in 

-r,lationship_ 
a love 

BJ. How many children do you have (if none write O)? ____ _ 

84. '>fhat do you oom1lder to bo you:: pri~ar·i sexual orientation? 
1. I am aoxually attractect only to m•Hlloers of the oppoa I. te sox __ 

2. I am aaxua.lly a ttractect ·~o Joth '!l!!n and wor:ien __ 

3. I am ao.x:ually attracted onlf to ;;111.11bers of my own sex __ 

4. I a!ll not sexually attI'l'tctt><l to el-1:hor tien or wo111011 __ 

85. Do :iroa think of youroolf as1 
1, A liberal Democrat 
2, A nodorate Democrat 
3.~ A conoervativo Democrat 
4 A liberal Republican -
5. A moderatft Ropubl.lcnn 
6. A conaorvative Ropubiic~n __ 
7, An Indepond0nt 
B. Other -

(please t.lpocii'y) 

I SI!'ICER.E'LY APPRECIATE YOUR HELP IN 'l'HB ST!J!JY, Tha.nk you very Much tor 
co:aploting the qtt0fltionnairf', If you ·,nuld l Uce to ms.ko ai,y ,~ocl!lente, 
ploRno uoo the rc~t ot the r,age. If yoJ ar~ :ntereutad in th~ ronulta or 
would like to anic :110 any questiono, :;ou cfln Z"t in touch with ino through 
tho Sociology Dopartine~t hori, nt TWIJ, 
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CODING KEY 

Col, 1-3 I.D. Number 
001 - 200 

Col. 4-6 Feminism Score 
046 - 224 

Col, 7 Orthodoxy Index 
Score 

0) 0 
1) 1 
2) 2 
3) 3 
4) 4 
9) No answer 

Col. R Particularism Index 
Score 

0) 0 
1) 1 
2) 2 
3) 3 
4) 4 
5) 5 
6) 6 
9) No answer 

Col. 9 Ritual Involvement 
Index Score 

0) 0 
1) 1 
2) 2 
9) No answer 

Col. 10 Devotional ism Index 
Score 

0) 0 
1 ) 1 
2) 2 
9) No answer 

Col. 11 Religious Ex2eri-
ence Index 

0) 0 
1) 1 
2) 2 
9) No answer 

Col, 12 Religious Knowl

0) 0 
edge Score 

1) 1 
2) 2 
3) 3 
4) 4 
9) No answer 

Col. 13-14 Age 
17 - 55 

Col. 15 Ethnicity 
1) Black 
2) Whi.te 
3) Mexican American 
4) American Indian 
5) Oriental 
6) Other 
9) No answer 

Col. 16 Classification 
l) Freshman 
2) Sophomore 
3) Junior 
L~) Senior 
5) Post-Baccalaureate 
6) Masters 
7) Doctoral 
8) Post-Doctoral 
9) No answer 

Col. 17 Religious Prefer-
ence 

1) Protestant 
2) Catholic 
3) Jewish 
4) None 
5) Other 
9) No answer 
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Col. 18 Denomination 
1) Baptist 
2) Methodist 
3) Lutheran 
4) Episcopalian 
5) Not applicable 
6) Other 
9) No answer 

Col. 19 Religious Origin 
1) Protestant 
2) Catholic 
3) Jewish 
4) None 
5) Other 
9) No answer 

Col. 20 Social Class 
1) Working Class 
2) Upper Class 
3) Lower Class 
4) Middle Class 
S) No Classes in America 
9) No answer 

Col. 21 Marttal Status 
1) Married 
2) Widowed 
3) Divorced 
4) Legally separated 
5) Single 
6) Single, live with lover 
9) No answer 

Col. 22 Number of Children 
0) 0 
1) 1 
2) 2 
3) 3 
4) L~ 
9) No answer 

Col. 23 Sexual 
Orientation 

1) Heterosexual 
2) Bisexual 
3) Lesbian 
4) Asexual 
9) No answer 

Col. 24 Political 
Preference 

1) Liberal Democrat 
2) Moderate Democrat 
3) Conservative Democrat 
4) Liberal Republican 
5) Moderate Republican 
6) Conservative 

Republican 
7) Independent 
8) Other 
9) No answer 

Col. 25 Feminism/ 
Anti-Feminist 

1) 168 or more (Feminist) 
2) 167 or less 

(Anti-Feminist) 

Col, 26 Total Religiosity 
Score 

O) 12 or less (low) 
1) 13 (medium) 
2) ll~-20 (high) 
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TABLE 12 

PRESENTATION OF GAMMAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND ORTHODOXY 

INDEX SCORE CONTROLLING FOR 
BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Orthodoxy 

Controlling for: · 

Age 
rr:-20 
21-29 

Ethnicity 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Education 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
:Methodist 
Other 

Origin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
\-✓ orking 
Middle 

G= -0.50 

-0.30 
-0.50 

-0 .10 
-0.70 
-0.54 

-0.50 
-0.30 
-0.80 
-0.43 

-0.50 
-0.20 
-0.62 

-0.32 
-0.51 
-0.60 

-0.53 
-0.50 

-0.50 
-0.53 

N=200 

110 
65 

45 
133 

14 

22 
82 
41 
39 

126 
39 
19 

58 
26 
25 

135 
45 

32 
139 
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TABLE 12--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Orthodoxy G== -0.50 N=200 

Marital Status 
Married -0.80 31 
Single -0.30 134 
Live with Lover -0.70 19 

Children 
None -0. l1-l~ 166 
Children -0.71 29 

Sexual 
Heterosexual -0.50 169 
Gay/Bisexual -0.61 21 

Politics 
Democrat -0.43 101 
Republican -0.60 40 
Independent ·-o. 45 44 
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TABLE 13 

PRESENTATION OF GAMMAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
I3ETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM At'll) PARTICULARISM 

INDEX SCORE CONTROLLING FOR 
BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Particularism 

Controlling for, 

t~e 20 
21-29 

Ethnicity 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Education 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior · 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Other 

Origin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
Working 
Middle 

G= -0.40 

-0.20 
-0.50 

-0.22 
-0.50 
-0.53 

-0. 61 
-0. OL~ 
-0.70 
-0.33 

-0.30 
-0.22 
-0.50 

-0 .12 
-0.50 
-0. 20 · 

-0.42 
-0.40 

-0. 71 
-0.40 

N=l98 

109 
64 

45 
131 

14 

22 
81 
41 
38 

129 
39 
19 

58 
25 
25 

134 
45 

32 
137 
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TABLE 13--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Particularism 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Live with lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0,40 

-0.60 
-0.24 
-0,81 

-0. L~O 
-0.55 

-0.34 
-0.83 

-0.40 
-0.50 
-0.30 

N=l98 

31 
132 

19 

164 
29 

167 
21 

101 
40 
42 
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TABLE 14 

PRESENTATION OF GAMMAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND RITUAL 

INVOLVEMENT INDEX SCORE CONTROLLING 
FOR BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Ritual 
Involvement 

' 
Controlling for1 

Age 
17-20 
21-29 

Ethnicity 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Education 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Other 

Origin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
Working 
Middle 

G= -0.63 

-0.50 
-0.70 

-0 .14 
-0.80 
-1.00 

-0.95 
-0.40 
-0.80 
-0.60 

-0,50 
-0.80 
-0.90 

-0.50 
-0,30 
-0,50 

-0.60 
-0.80 

-0.50 
-0.71 

N=l99 

110 
64 

45 
133 

14 

22 
81 
41 
39 

126 
39 
19 

58 
26 
25 

135 
45 

32 
139 
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TABLE 14--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by Ritual 
Involvement 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Live with lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0.63 

-0.90 
-0.50 
-0.80 

-0.61 
-0.80 

-0,60 
-1.00 

-0.60 
-0.80 
-0,60 

N=l99 

30 
134 

29 

165 
29 

169 
21 · 

101 
40 
43 
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TABLE 15 

PRESENTATION OF GAMMAS DESCRIBING THE RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN FEMINISM/ANTI-FEMINISM AND DEVOTIONALISM 

INDEX SCORE CONTROLLING FOR 
BACKGROUND VARIABLES 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Devotional ism 

Controlling for, 

Age 
17-20 
21-29 

Ethnicity 
Black 
White 
Mexican American 

Education 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 

Religion 
Protestant 
Catholic 
None 

Church 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Other 

Origin 
Protestant 
Catholic 

Class 
Working 
Middle 

G= -0.51 

-0.44 
-0.43 

-0.10 
-0.63 
-0.60 

-0.70 
-0.30 
-0.53 
-0.80 

-0.50 
-0,30 
-0,62 

-0.44 
-0.20 
-0.33 

-0.60 
-0.33 

-0.30 
-0.60 

N=200 

110 
65 

45 
133 

14 

22 
82 
41 
39 

126 
39 
19 

58 
26 
25 

135 
25 

32 
139 
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TABLE 15--Continued 

Feminism/Anti-Feminism by 
Devotional ism 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Live with lover 

Children 
None 
Children 

Sexual 
Heterosexual 
Gay/Bisexual 

Politics 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 

G= -0,51 

-0,63 
-0.41 
-0.90 

-0.50 
-0,70 

-0.43 
-0.90 

-0,50 
-0.70 
-0.40 

N=200 

31 
134 

19 

166 
29 

169 
21 

101 
40 
44 
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-1 . 00 · -0. 60 

Strong 
Neg. . 
Ass. 

Neg. 
Ass. 
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SCALE FOR GAMMA 

-0.30 

Weak 
Neg, 
Ass. 

0 

Weak 
Pos. 
Ass. 

+0.30 

Pos, 
Ass. 

+0.60 +l .00 

Strong 
Pos. 
Ass. 
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