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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the relationship between religion and deviance. Understanding the 

dynamics of this general connection is important because religion is a dominant 

component within American society and plays a significant role in the way that people 

behave in both social and individual contexts. While the sociological community is 

making strides in the literature on religion and deviance, there is still a plethora questions 

left unanswered regarding this relationship. This study will contribute to the current body 

of research that shows religion can have a positive or negative effect on deviant behavior.  

Specifically, this study will examine the association between three components of 

religion (religiosity, Christian fundamentalism, and spirituality) and three domains of 

deviant attitudes and behaviors (approval of violence between men, physical aggression, 

and jealousy within intimate relationships). Furthermore, this research seeks to show 

whether religiosity, Christian fundamentalism, and spirituality have a negative or positive 

effect on violence between men, physical aggression, and jealousy within intimate 

relationships.  Data has been collected via survey (N=600) at a large university in the 

southwestern United States. The data was analyzed using robust regression analysis. With 

regard to religiosity, results show a positive association with approval of violence 

between men and no association with physical aggression or jealousy. With regard to 

Christian fundamentalism, results show a positive association with jealousy and no 

association with approval of violence between men or physical aggression. With regard 

to spirituality, results show a negative association with approval of violence between men 

and jealousy, and no association with physical aggression.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This research examines the relationship between religion and deviance. 

Understanding the dynamics of this general connection is important because religion is a 

dominant component within American society and plays a significant role in the way that 

people behave in both social and individual contexts. In the American context, religion 

has been a consistent carrier of public morality, and has often dictated what people 

consider to be right and wrong. Religion has been used prominently in national and state 

election campaigns and to shape public policy (Weber and Thornton 2012). Therefore, 

knowledge of religion’s association with deviance has the potential to influence how our 

society governs deviant behavior. By dissecting religion’s influence on deviance, policy 

makers may be able to use that knowledge to their advantage when it comes addressing 

deviant behavior. Knowledge of the circumstances in which religion deters or fails to 

deter deviance, amplifies deviance, or has no association with deviance would be 

incredibly beneficial for societal structure. While the sociological community has been 

making strides in the literature on religion and deviance, there is still a plethora of 

questions left unanswered regarding this relationship.  

 Hirschi and Stark (1969) pioneered the research on the relationship between 

religion and crime when they wrote “Hellfire and Delinquency,” an empirical analysis on 

4,000 California youths. In this study, there appeared to be no relationship between 

religion and crime, meaning that religious youths were equally as likely to be deviant as 

their nonreligious counterparts (Hirschi and Start 1969). However, since the publication 
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of this study, multiple researchers including Stark himself, have challenged these 

findings.  

There is a qualified consensus in the literature that suggests an inverse relationship 

between religion and deviance. This demonstrates a suppressive association between 

religion and deviant behavior predominately when the influence of religion is mediated 

by social influence; for example, moral communities, social learning, and social control 

(Adamcyzk, Freilich, and Kim 2017).  

 The moral communities hypothesis, which was originally developed by Rodney 

Stark, argues that in segments of society where group religiosity is high, there will be less 

instances of deviant behavior (Sturgis and Baller 2012). Social learning theory argues 

that all behavior is learned via imitation and reinforcement; therefore, individuals who 

are taught that deviant behavior is wrong based on the morals held in many religious 

practices will be less likely to deviate (Adamcyzk, Freilich, and Kim 2017: 212). Lastly, 

social control theory posits that the more attachments one has to others, the less likely 

they will be to deviate from the norm for fear of losing those bonds (Adamcyzk, Freilich, 

and Kim 2017: 212). These types of bonds are often formed in religious communities 

thus there is often increased social control. All three of these theories are rooted in the 

theories of Emile Durkheim and rely on religion in a social context. The aforementioned 

theories do not focus on intrinsic religiosity as a deterrent of deviance, but rather the 

social interactions and bonds that occur alongside religion-based practices; thus, religion 

creates social cohesion. Durkheim (1912) is responsible for establishing the theoretical 

basis for this argument, and it continues to permeate the field with regards to religion and 

deviance.  
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 Recent research, however, in the field of religion and deviance is coming to find 

that religion does not always have a deterrent effect on deviant attitudes and behaviors. In 

fact, studies are beginning to show that religious fundamentalism, which often promotes 

traditional gender norms and male dominance, may indicate a positive association 

between religion and deviance (Barker and Galliher 2017; Ellis 2017; Koch and Ramirez 

2010). Furthermore, as religiosity in America is becoming less about religious practice 

and more about “spirituality” (Lipka and Gecewicz 2017), the theories that rely on the 

social cohesion associated with religion may lack relevance. Jang and Franzen (2013) 

find that individuals who identify as spiritual, but not religious, are more likely to 

participate in deviant behaviors. Therefore, it is plausible that it is not religion that is 

having an effect on deviance, but instead, the social cohesion and control that comes 

along with it.  

 Religion is multifaceted and is often oversimplified in the literature. Under the 

umbrella of religion lie religiosity, fundamentalism, and spirituality, all of which likely 

have different impacts on deviant behaviors and attitudes. This work seeks to examine the 

association between these three components of religion and three domains of deviant 

attitudes and behaviors in relation to violence. The three domains to be explored are 

physical aggression, approval of violence between men, and jealousy within intimate 

relationships. Jealousy has been included because there is evidence to suggest it is linked 

with intimate partner violence (LaMotte et al. 2018; Langhinrichsen-Rohling, McCullars 

and Misra 2012; Babcock et al. 2004). Little research has been done on the relationship 

between multifaceted religion and violent attitudes and behaviors, and with the 
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developing conflict in the literature on religion and deviance, it certainly needs to be 

explored to a greater extent.
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORY 

EMILE DURKHEIM AND THE STUDY OF RELIGION IN SOCIETY 

Emile Durkheim was the first sociologist to investigate the significant influence 

that religion can have in society. He defines religion as “a unified set of beliefs and 

practices relative to sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden—beliefs 

and practices which unite into one single moral community called a Church, all those 

who adhere to them” (Durkheim 1912/1995: 44). Thus, religion is a social phenomenon 

that creates a collective consciousness and social solidarity (Durkheim 1912/2012). 

Durkheim’s theories of collective consciousness, solidarity, and anomie along with the 

subsequent theories to be presented will be used as the theoretical basis for this research.  

Collective Consciousness, Solidarity, and Anomie 

Durkheim (1912/2012: 247) argues that religious rituals have the power to create 

a “collective consciousness” and that “collective representations are the result of an 

immense co-operation.” Put simply, when individuals are participating in a ritual in 

which they all have a common focus, the individual consciousness becomes one with the 

collective. This concept is identified by Durkheim (1912/2012: 251) as “effervescence.” 

Effervescence is a collective emotional experience that bonds individuals together and 

creates a powerful form of solidarity. Durkheim’s research implies that effervescence, the 

collective consciousness, and solidarity occur through religion and religious practice. 

Individuals internalize society through social rituals, often religious in nature, and the 

creation of a collective consciousness stems as a result of said rituals (Durkheim, 
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1893/2012). Despite the fact that this collective consciousness is formed within a 

ritualistic setting, the ideologies that are formed may carry over into the daily life of the  

individual.  

With Durkheim’s development of the theories of collective consciousness and 

solidarity comes the theory of anomie. Durkheim’s theory of anomie is often described as 

a state of “normlessness.” Religion serves as a carrier of social norms and values and thus 

has the ability to mitigate anomie. Davis and Moore (1945) state, “The reason why 

religion is necessary is apparently to be found in the fact that human society achieves its 

unity primarily through the possession by its members of certain ultimate values and ends 

in common. Although these values and ends are suggestive, they influence behavior, and 

their integration enables the society to operate as a system.” This sentiment is echoed in 

more recent empirical research conducted by Sarglou, Delpierre, and Dernelle (2004) in 

which they find that religious people tend to favor values that promote the conservation 

of social and individual order. Furthermore, religion is a social norm in America in and of 

itself. In the United States, “religiosity is a substantial societal standard while atheism is 

not only a case of departure from this standard, but also a severe violation of the norm” 

(Wohlrab-Sahr and Kaden 2014: 110). Thus, religious communities are less likely to 

experience anomie.  

Anomie can be further understood through an understanding of solidarity and the 

internalization, or lack thereof, of society within individuals. Solidarity refers to the 

“strength of individual bonds to the group” (Redekop 1967: 153). In societies with 

mechanical solidarity, which are small societies with little to no division of labor, anomie 

does not exist because there is a strong collective consciousness, and therefore, a strong 
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sense of solidarity with fellow members. This is in large part due to the fact that these 

societies share a common religion, and frequently practice religious rituals as a collective 

(Durkheim 1912/2012). Religion is easily internalized within individuals in this 

circumstance because individuals are in constant, ritualistic contact with one another, and 

as a result, are highly regulated by societal, and religious, norms (Durkheim, 1893/2012: 

233). Anomie is more likely to occur when the individuals in a society feel a disconnect 

from said society due to a lack of solidarity. Hence, anomie is further inclined to occur 

within “modern industrialized societies” with a high division of labor (Willis, 1982: 109), 

and likely a high division of religion as well. Societies such as these produce a unique 

form of solidarity and are labeled by Durkheim as organic.  

Organic solidarity is sui generis, meaning unique, and must be approached in a 

different way than that of mechanical solidarity (Durkheim, 1893/2012). Durkheim 

(1893/2012: 238) states, “For organic solidarity to exist it is not enough for there to be a 

system of organs necessary to one another that feel their solidarity in a general way. The 

manner in which they should co-operate…must be predetermined.” In other words, in 

order for a society with organic solidarity not to fall into a state of anomie, there must be 

a predetermined manner of co-operation amongst the individuals. This is the case because 

individuals in organic societies are not in a perpetual state of contact like those in 

mechanical societies. Furthermore, there must be regulation in the form of societal 

internalization within the individual. If there is a lack of said societal regulation within 

the individuals existing in a society with a high division of labor, anomie persists.  

Regulation becomes increasingly more difficult under these circumstances 

because of the lack of constant interaction between individuals. The collective 
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consciousness becomes increasingly difficult to formulate. Thus, society is not inherently 

present within the individual consciousness. This sentiment is reflected in Durkheim’s 

(1893/2012: 240) writing when he argues, “…if the division of labour does not produce 

solidarity it is because the relationships between the organs are not regulated, it is 

because they are in a state of anomie.” Thus, individuals must find a way to feel 

connected to the society in which they live. This connection may be found in the form of 

different religions, and religious practices.  

Durkheim’s Influence 

 Durkheim’s study of religion and solidarity influenced further investigation into 

religion and deviant behavior which led to a multitude of subsequent theories. These 

theories include social control theory, differential association theory, reference group 

theory, and the moral communities hypothesis. 

Social Control. Durkheim laid the theoretical groundwork for Travis Hirschi’s 

(1969) theory of social control, which is often cited in the literature on religion and 

crime. Hirchi’s (1969) social control theory posits that individuals have a natural 

inclination toward criminality, but they do not act on said inclinations due to social 

control. Social control is reinforced by the social bond one has with their community. 

The social bond consists of four elements, according to Hirschi (1969): 

attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. These four elements can easily be 

fulfilled by the religious community, as religious communities bring solidarity through 

the creation of the collective consciousness (Durkheim 1893/2012). Brauer and Chaurand 

(2010:497) also made the connection between religion and social control when they 

found that “religion and degree of religious practice were reliable predictors of self-
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reported social control.” Furthermore, a study done by Evans, Cullun, Dunaway, and 

Burton (1995) supports the notion that social control created by religious practice deters 

crime. They found that consistent participation in religious activities was an inhibitor of 

adult crime (Evans, Cullun, Dunaway, and Burton 1995). Theories of social control 

account for the control of behaviors; however, it is unclear whether social control has the 

ability to impact individual attitudes. This is why it is helpful to place social control 

theories in a Durkheimian context where consciousnesses, created within the collective, 

but survived within the individual, play a vital role in the deterrence of deviant behavior.  

Differential Association and Reference Group Theories. Differential association 

and reference groups go hand-in-hand with the concept of social control. These theories 

were developed by Edwin Sutherland (1947) and Robert Merton (1969), respectively. 

Differential association theory states that individuals will be more likely to deviate when 

they associate with deviant peers (Sutherland 1947). Reference group theory is a very 

similar concept, stating that individuals look to certain groups for reference for their 

behavior (Merton 1969). Therefore, if the reference group is religious, the individual is 

more likely to be religious as well; if the reference group is deviant, the individual is 

more likely to be deviant as well. The concept of solidarity exists within both of these 

theories. Individuals seek solidarity with their peers, and as a result, their actions follow 

accordingly. Solidarity is also an essential component of the moral communities 

hypothesis.  

Moral Communities. In 1982, Rodney Stark changed his tune regarding the 

relationship between religion and deviance. In his work with Travis Hirschi in 1969, he 

posited that there was no relationship between religion and deviant behavior; however, in 
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1982 Stark, along with Kent and Doyle, proposed the moral communities hypothesis. The 

moral communities hypothesis argues that a homogenous religious environment has a 

deterrent effect on deviant behavior (Stark, Kent, and Doyle 1982). Put simply, 

individuals will be less likely to behave in a deviant manner if they are active members of 

a religious community. The concept of the moral community echoes the sentiments of 

solidarity and the collective consciousness proposed by Durkheim eighty years prior, and 

this relationship has been a recurring theme in the literature on religion and deviance ever 

since its formulation.  

Pieces of these theories can be seen throughout the current literature on religion 

and deviance, and may be applied to multiple aspects of religion including religiosity, 

spirituality, and Christian fundamentalism.  

RELIGIOSITY AND DEVIANCE  

As previously stated, the overarching theme within the religion and crime 

literature is that there is a negative correlation between the two, meaning that when 

higher rates of religion are present, there are less incidences of crime (Adamczyk, 

Freilich, and Kim 2017). This finding has been supported under a myriad of 

circumstances including location, race and ethnicity, and spirituality (Brauer, Antonaccio, 

and Tittle 2013; Jang and Franzen 2013; Ulmer and Harris 2013), and provides support 

for the Durkheimian theories previously discussed and the moral communities 

hypothesis.  

Lee (2006) investigated the ties between the religious institutional base and 

violent crime across rural communities in the United States. He found that violent crime 

rates are consistently lower in areas where there are more churches per capita, indicating 
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more religious communities (Lee 2006). Brauer, Antonaccio, and Tittle (2013) looked at 

the association between religion and deviance beyond the borders of the United States 

and studied religion’s impact on desistance from crime in Bangladesh and Ukraine. They 

found that the negative correlation between religion and crime holds for non-western 

cultures as well as western cultures, thus indicating that location is not a factor with 

regard to the association between the two (Brauer, Antonaccio, and Tittle 2013).  

Ulmer and Harris (2013) examined religion and violence in the context of 

race/ethnicity and disadvantage. They found that religious contextual measures have 

“significant crime-reducing associations with violence,” and that these “associations are 

race/ethnic specific” (Ulmer and Harris 2013:610) Furthermore, a study done by Trawick 

and Howsen (2006) investigated race and religion in relation to their effect on crime, and 

found that as homogeneity with regards to race/ethnicity and religiosity increases, crime 

decreases. These studies provide support for the social cohesion that is often produced in 

religious contexts; thus, higher religiosity enacts more social control.   

 Studies examining the association between religion and intimate partner violence 

and sexual assault have also shown support for an inverse relationship between religiosity 

and deviance. Jung and Olson (2017) examined whether religiosity influences the 

acceptability of wife-beating, and how the relationship between the two differs depending 

on the normative contexts of the country in which one lives. They found that greater 

individual-level religiosity reduces the acceptability of wife-beating, and these reductions 

are greatest in countries where there is a general lack of normative constraint (Jung and 

Olson 2017). Furthermore, Higginbothem, Ketring, Hibbert, Wright, and Guarino (2007) 
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found that couples with stronger religiosity in their relationship had lower reports of 

courtship violence than couples who had lesser religiosity or were not religious.  

With regards to sexual assault, the results of a study conducted by Harris, 

Ackerman, and Haley (2017) showed that active involvement in a church can have a 

positive impact on the social relationships of men convicted of sexual assault upon 

reentry into the community. This is not necessarily because of religion itself, but because 

of the social connectedness and emotional regulation that comes along with it (Harris, 

Ackerman, and Haley 2017). These studies all provide strong support for social 

solidarity, the collective consciousness, and religious moral communities as deterrents of 

deviance.  

CHRISTIAN FUNDAMENTALISM AND DEVIANCE  

Over the past decade, there has been an increase in research that shows a positive 

association between religion and deviant attitudes. This research often attributes this 

association to fundamentalism. Christian fundamentalism can be defined as “a system of 

beliefs and practices rooted in a literal interpretation of the Bible, the experience of being 

‘born-again,’ and the belief that adherence to strict behavioral and social norms through a 

Christian fellowship are precursors to eternal life” (Koch and Ramirez 2010:403). Certain 

Protestant denominations are highly fundamental in their beliefs, these typically include 

Baptist, Pentecostal, and Church of Christ (Smith 1990). Methodist and Lutheran are 

typically moderate, while Presbyterian, United Churches of Christ, and Episcopal are not 

likely to be fundamentalists (Smith 1990).  

The literal interpretation of the Bible rooted in fundamentalism often involves 

deeply rooted gender roles and male dominance, which may lead to attitudes and 
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behaviors deemed deviant by the secular population. For instance, 1 Timothy 2:11-14 

states: 

A woman should learn in quietness and full submission. I do not permit a woman 

to teach or to assume authority over a man; she must be quiet. For Adam was 

formed first, then Eve. And Adam was not the one who deceived; it was the 

woman who was deceived and became a sinner. (NIV) 

 

This passage from the Bible, when taken literally, promotes male authority and female 

subservience. Christian fundamentalism may be reinforced within religious communities, 

thus creating a collective consciousness that does not deter deviant behavior, but rather 

creates attitudes that perpetuate it.  

One study found that Christian fundamentalism is positively correlated with 

violence approval and use of violent behavior in intimate relationships (Koch and 

Ramirez 2010), while another found that individuals with a literal interpretation of the 

Bible were associated with increased physical abuse potential (Rodriguez and Henderson 

2010). Other studies suggest that the violence that occurs within religious contexts is 

largely attributed to the traditional gender roles that many religious denominations 

subscribe to (Barker and Galliher 2017; Levitt, Swanger, and Butler 2008).  

Barker and Galliher (2017) found that the traditional gender role adherence that 

occurs based on religious fundamentalism in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day 

Saints leads to the acceptance of rape myths for both men and women, and also leads to a 

higher occurrence of sexual assault behaviors for men. Moreover, Levitt, Swanger, and 

Butler (2008) conducted interviews with perpetrators of intimate partner violence of low 

socioeconomic status and found that men perpetrated to fulfill their masculinity. In 

certain religious fundamentalist contexts, men have a responsibility to be the head of the 
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household and provide for their families. If they cannot do so, they may fear that their 

masculinity is in jeopardy and lash out.  

A third study that supports a positive association between religion and violence is 

one conducted by Rodriguez and Henderson (2010). They found that extrinsic religiosity, 

and those who considered the Bible to be literally true, evidenced greater risk for abusive 

behaviors (Rodriguez and Henderson 2010). The findings of these studies suggest that 

perhaps religion itself is not positively associated with violent behavior, but rather certain 

ideologies that exist within fundamentalist contexts, such as traditional gender role 

adherence and violence in the name of religion. All of the aforementioned studies root the 

association between deviant behavior and fundamentalism in the traditional gender norms 

and male authority that is based on a literal interpretation of scripture.  

SPIRITUALITY AND DEVIANCE 

The literature on the relationship between spirituality and deviance is extremely 

limited; however, there is one study that explores this relationship. Jang and Franzen 

(2013) investigated the influence of “spiritual-not-religious” as compared to “religious-

and-spiritual” on crime. The researchers distinguish between the “religious dimension” 

and the “spiritual dimension” by placing religiosity in a social context and spirituality in 

an individual context. They argue that “The religious dimension concerns church-

centered beliefs and practices, faith that is oriented toward tradition, institutional and 

societal pressures, and a socially oriented and directed faith” (Jang and Franzen 

2013:598). The researchers go on to state that the “spiritual dimension…connotes an 

individual’s search for a connection with the sacred, a generalized spiritual seeking, a 

subjective religious orientation, and an emphasis on personal experiences and 
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individuality” (Jang and Frazen 2013:598). Thus, religiosity is a social phenomenon, in 

which individuals portray their religion in a social context, while spirituality is more 

contingent on individual connection with a higher power or system of beliefs.  

While Jang and Frazen’s (2013) results supported the negative association 

between religion and crime, they found that being spiritual without being religious was 

actually positively associated “with the probability of engaging in violent…crimes” (Jang 

and Franzen 2013:620). This brings the discussion to Durkheim’s theory of collective 

consciousness and Hirchi’s (1969) social control theory. Being spiritual without 

participating in religious activities could potentially be weakening the collective 

consciousness and social bonds produced by religious rituals and practice.  

Despite this research, the explanation of this relationship is still lacking. While 

one would expect crime rates to be increasing in the United States with the decrease of 

organized religion and the increase of spirituality (Voas and Chaves 2016), crime has 

been declining in the United States for the past two decades (Gramlich 2018). Therefore, 

are the collective consciousness and social solidarity being solidified in different ways or 

does individual connection with a higher power matter just as much? It is plausible that 

spirituality obviates the need for moral communities due to the internalization of morality 

that may deter deviant behaviors and attitudes.  
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CHAPTER 3 

SUMMARY AND HYPOTHESES 

Research regarding religion and deviance is mixed, with the majority focusing on 

actual crimes committed rather than attitudes and inclinations that may contribute to 

violent behaviors. Based on theories on religion and deviance, and the literature that has 

been published since, I would predict that religion only lessens violence and violence 

related attitudes when it is based on intrinsic religiosity and relies on the morals that are 

taught, rather than fundamentalist attitudes that promote gender inequality and 

stereotypes or violence in the name of religion.  Durkheim’s theory on religion and the 

collective consciousness is often discussed in terms of keeping people from deviating 

from the norm. By doing so, religion is seen as a positive social force. However, I 

propose that there are instances where the norm for some may be perceived as deviant for 

others. For instance, the norm in Christian religion for a long period of time, based on the 

Bible, a sacred text, is that men are superior to women; men are the leaders and the 

providers. This mindset is perceived as deviant by non-fundamentalist Christians, other 

progressive religions, and secular society. An explicit example of this gendered mentality 

comes directly from the Bible, specifically Ephesians 5:22-33, which states:  

Wives, submit yourselves to your own husbands as you do to the Lord. For the 

husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church…Now as the 

church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit to their husbands in 

everything. Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ loved the church and gave 

himself up for her to make her holy, cleansing her by washing with water through 

the word, and present her to himself as a radiant church, without stain or wrinkle 

or any other blemish, but holy and blameless…each one of you also must love his 

wife as he loves himself, and the wife must respect her husband. (NIV) 
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This passage, if taken literally, becomes problematic when looking at the 

language that is used toward wives, women, versus husbands, men. Women are told to 

“submit” and “respect,” while men are told to “love” and “cleanse” their wives so that 

they are without “stain or wrinkle.” While there are a multitude of individuals who do not 

take the Bible literally, there are still fundamentalists who do. Therefore, as previously 

proposed, gender role adherence stems from a collective conscious formed within 

Christian fundamentalist contexts. Thus, Durkheim’s theory of collective consciousness, 

while often portrayed as a positive social force, may have negative consequences as well 

depending on the ideologies that are formed as a result. It is also important to highlight 

that while fundamentalism may be positively associated with deviant attitudes and 

behaviors, religiosity likely will not be. When religion is taken as its own entity, without 

the traditional gender roles inherent in fundamentalist contexts, the literature suggests 

that it will be negatively associated with deviant behaviors and attitudes.  

Spirituality is more difficult to tackle with regard to its relationship with deviance 

due to the lack of literature on the subject. However, I predict that spirituality will be 

inversely associated with deviant attitudes and behaviors based on the literature that has 

been put forth.  

Based on the theoretical perspective and review of literature, nine hypotheses were 

constructed: 

H1: Religiosity will be negatively associated with approval of violence between 

men  

 

H2: Christian fundamentalism will be positively associated with approval of 

violence between men  
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H3: Spirituality will be inversely associated with approval of violence between 

men 

 

H4: Religiosity will be negatively associated with physical aggression  

 

H5: Christian fundamentalism will be positively associated with physical 

aggression  

 

H6: Spirituality will be inversely associated with physical aggression  

 

H7: Religiosity will be negatively associated with jealousy 

 

H8: Christian fundamentalism will be positively associated with jealousy 

 

H9: Spirituality will be inversely associated with jealousy 
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODS 

DATA COLLECTION 

Procedure 

 Permission to complete this study was obtained through the Texas Tech 

Institutional Review Board (IRB). The survey was created via SurveyMonkey, and 

contained 81 questions regarding demographics, religiosity, Christian fundamentalism, 

spirituality, violence approval, criminal history, physical aggression, jealousy, and 

gambling. Participants were recruited through three Introduction to Sociology courses, 

one upper-level sociology course, and one Personal Fitness and Wellness course at Texas 

Tech University. Pretesting was done by providing the survey to graduate students to 

ensure clarity of the questions being asked. After pretesting was complete, the final 

version of the survey was uploaded to SurveyMonkey. A link to the survey was generated 

to distribute to potential participants. During recruitment in classes, participants were 

given the link to the survey. Before participants could begin the survey, they were 

presented with a consent form which provided information about the study, information 

about the researchers as well as the Institutional Review Board, and all participants were 

assured anonymity and confidentiality. After the participant had given consent by 

clicking “NEXT”, they were able to proceed and answer the questions provided. 

Participants were able to skip any questions they were uncomfortable answering and were 

allowed to quit the survey at any time. Upon completion of the survey, the participant 
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was presented with a “thank you for your participation” page that again provided the 

contact information for the researchers.  

Sample 

 Table 1 provides the demographic characteristics of the sample by gender.  

The target population was young adults between the ages of 18 and 35. This population is 

appropriate because while religiosity in the United States has changed with this particular 

group (Masci 2016), it is likely still shaping attitudes. A non-probability, convenience 

sample was used. The total number of responses was 602; however, two cases were 

dropped due to a lack of responses making N=600. The sample was predominately 

female (56%). The mean age of all participants was 19, making the sample 

disproportionately young, which is accurate because this coincides with the college 

student sample. The mean age for males was 20 years old, while the mean age for 

females was 19, making males one year older than females on average. The majority of 

the sample was white (61%), with 65% of the males being white, and 59% of females 

being white. Hispanic was the second largest ethnic category with 22% of males 

identifying as Hispanic, and 25% of females identifying as Hispanic. African American 

was the smallest racial category with only 6% of males identifying as black, and 7% of 

females identifying as black. For the analysis, Hispanic and African American were 

combined to create a “Non-White” category. 

The sample was primarily comprised of underclassmen (74%). Sixty-nine percent 

of males and 77% of females were classified as freshman or sophomore. The average 

total household income was $120,000 based on the question “Please estimate your 

family’s total household income before taxes for the previous year.” Due to the wording 
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of this question and the fact that the majority of the sample are undergraduate freshmen, 

income amounts are likely based on parent’s income. Males reported a higher income 

($126,211) than females ($115,167). With regard to political affiliation, 50% of males 

identified as republican, 16% identified as democrat, 9% identified as independent, 

libertarian, or “other”, and 18% did not identify with any political affiliation. This break 

down was quite different for females, with only 40% identifying as republican, 29% 

identifying as democrat, 8% identifying as independent, libertarian, or “other”, and 15% 

not identifying with any political affiliation. The majority of participants’ parents had an 

education level of some college or more, with more mothers (35%) holding at least a 

bachelor’s degree than fathers (28%). Both males and females were primarily single, with 

65% of males and 60% of females identifying as single. Furthermore, the vast majority of 

both males and females were raised in a religious household, with 73% of males and 76% 

of females indicating that they were raised in a religious household.  
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics by Gender 

Characteristics Total Male Female 

 (N=600) (n=262) (n=336) 

 100% 43.81% 56.19% 

    

Age (mean) 19 20 19 

    

Race/ethnicity    

White 

Hispanic 

African American/Black 

61.37% 

23.75% 

6.35% 

64.5% 

21.76% 

5.73% 

58.68% 

25.45% 

6.89% 

Classification    

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

48.5% 

25.17% 

16.67% 

9.67% 

43.13% 

26.34% 

17.56% 

12.98% 

52.68% 

24.11% 

16.07% 

7.14% 

Income (mean in dollars) 120,034 126,211 115,167 

Political Affiliation    

Republican 

Democrat 

Independent/Libertarian/Other 

None 

44.43% 

23.29% 

16.3% 

15.97% 

50.38% 

15.65% 

9.16% 

17.94% 

39.88% 

29.17% 

8.04% 

14.58% 

Father’s education    

High School or Less 

Some College 

Bachelor’s Degree 

Postgraduate 

26.63% 

23.95% 

28.31% 

21.11% 

26.25% 

22.78% 

28.57% 

22.39% 

27.16% 

25.07% 

28.06% 

19.70% 

Mother’s Education    

High School or Less 

Some College 

Bachelor’s Degree 

Postgraduate 

19.33% 

24.33% 

34.83% 

21.50% 

18.77% 

24.9% 

35.63% 

20.69% 

19.94% 

23.51% 

34.23% 

22.32% 

Relationship status    

Single 

In a Relationship 

Engaged 

Married 

Divorced 

61.9% 

35.94% 

0.33% 

1.66% 

0.17% 

64.89% 

31.68% 

0.76% 

2.29% 

0.38% 

60.12% 

38.69% 

0% 

1.19% 

0% 

Raised in Religious Household    

Yes 

No 

74.5% 

23.24% 

72.52% 

24.43% 

75.75% 

22.16% 
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Religious identity of the sample, including religious affiliation and denomination  

if protestant, were also measured. Table 2 provides the breakdown of religious affiliation 

of this sample, while Table 3 provides the breakdown of Protestant denomination in this 

sample. The majority, 64%, of the sample identified as Christian with 21.67% of those 

identifying as Catholic and 42.33% identifying as protestant. Less than 2% of the sample 

identified as Jewish (0.67%) or Muslim (0.67%). Furthermore, 8.16% of respondents 

identified themselves as Agnostic (5.33%) or Atheist (2.83%). Lastly, 14.5% identified as 

some other religious affiliation, and 12% identified with no religious affiliation. 

Respondents who identified as Protestant (n=254), were then asked to identify with a 

protestant denomination. Only 190 Protestants identified with a denomination, of which 

63.87% identified with fundamentalist denominations, which include Baptist (42.41%), 

Pentecostal (3.66%), and Church of Christ (17.8%) (Smith 1990). Another 27.23% 

identified with moderate denominations, which include Methodist (19.9%) and Lutheran 

(7.33%) (Smith 1990). The remaining respondents (8.9%) identified with liberal 

denominations, which include Presbyterian (6.81%) and Episcopal (1.57%) (Smith 1990). 

United Churches of Christ was also included in the denomination measure; however, only 

one individual identified with this category and the respondent identified as agnostic 

rather than Protestant. Therefore, this case was not included in the breakdown of 

Protestant denomination. This implies that of the majority of Protestants in this sample 

who identified with a specific denomination, identified with a fundamentalist 

denomination.  
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Table 2: Religious Affiliation 

Current Religious 

Affiliation (n=600) 

Percent of 

Sample 

Catholic 21.67 

Protestant 42.33 

Jewish 0.67 

Muslim/Islamic 0.67 

Agnostic 5.33 

Atheist 2.83 

Other 14.50 

None 12.00 

 

Table 3: Protestant Denomination 

Current Religious 

Denomination (n=190) 

Percent of 

n 

Baptist 42.63 

Methodist 20.00 

Lutheran 7.37 

Presbyterian 6.84 

Pentecostal 3.68 

Church of Christ 17.89 

Episcopal 1.58 

 

DATA ANALYSIS AND MEASURES 

 Data was analyzed using STATA. First, descriptive statistics were run for all of 

the demographic variables. Next, scales were created for the dependent and independent 

variables using factor analysis. Factor analysis allows for “evaluating whether [variables] 

cluster in a theoretically expected way” (Thompson 2007). Items that had a loading of .3 

or greater on the same factor in the factor analysis were placed on the same scale. 

Following factor analysis, the scales were tested for internal reliability using Cronbach’s 

alpha. If the alpha was .70 or greater, the scale was considered reliable and used as a 

variable. After all of the scales were created, t-tests were run to determine gender 

differences. Lastly, robust regression was used to test the hypotheses. Robust regression 
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was used rather than OLS regression because of its ability to reweight outliers or 

influential observations (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group 2019).  

Independent Variables  

 Three independent variables were used for this study: religiosity, Christian 

fundamentalism, and spirituality. Scales for these variables were created using the 

procedure outlined above.   

 Religiosity. Religiosity measures how active one is with their traditional religious 

practices, such as praying and attending a place of worship, and the strength of their 

religious beliefs. The scale was built using the following questions, which were taken 

from the General Social Surveys (Davis, Smith, and Marsden 2004): 

How often, if ever, do you attend a place of worship (church, synagogue, etc.) 

now? 

Never 

Once or twice a year 

Several times a year 

About once a month 

2-3 times a month 

Weekly or more often 

 

In general, would you consider your religious faith to be? 

Non-existent 

Very weak 

Moderately weak 

Moderately strong 

Very strong  

 

About how often, if ever, do you pray? 

Never 

Less than once a week 

Once a week 

Several times a week 

Daily 

Several times a day  

 

What, if any, are your beliefs about God? 
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I don’t believe in God 

I don’t believe in a personal God, but I believe in a higher power of some 

kind 

I find myself believing in God some of the time, but not other times 

While I have some doubts, I feel that I do believe in God 

I know that God really exists, and I have no doubts about it  

 

The religiosity scale ranges from 4 to 22, with 4 being low religiosity (none at all) and 22 

being high religiosity. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is .87.  

 Christian Fundamentalism. The Christian fundamentalism scale measures 

whether or not respondents’ “beliefs and practices” were “rooted in a literal interpretation 

of the Bible” (Koch and Ramirez 2010: 403). The scale was built using the following 

statements (McFarland 1989) for which respondents were able to indicate whether they 

“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” or “strongly agree”:  

I am sure the Bible contains no errors or contradictions 

 

It is very important for true Christians to believe that the Bible is the infallible 

Word of God 

 

The Bible is the final and complete guide to morality; it contains God’s answers 

to all important questions about right and wrong 

 

Christians should not let themselves be influenced by worldly ideas 

 

Christians must try hard to know and defend the true teachings of God’s word 

The Christian fundamentalism scale ranges from 5 to 20, with 5 being not fundamentalist 

at all and 20 being highly fundamentalist. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is .87.  

 Spirituality. The spirituality scale measures one’s “connection with the 

sacred…[with] an emphasis on personal experiences and individuality” (Jang and 

Franzen 2013: 598). The scale was built using the following statements (Galanter et al. 
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2007) for which respondents were able to indicate whether they “strongly disagree,” 

“disagree,” “agree,” or “strongly agree”: 

 It is important for me to spend time in private spiritual thought and meditation 

 I try hard to live my life according to my religious beliefs 

The prayers or spiritual thoughts that I say when I’m alone are as important to me 

as those said by me during services or spiritual gatherings 

 

I enjoy reading about my spirituality and/or my religion 

Spirituality helps to keep my life balanced and steady in the same ways as my 

citizenship, friendship, and other memberships do 

 

My whole approach to life is based on my spirituality 

The spirituality scale ranges from 6 to 24, with 6 being not spiritual at all and 24 being 

highly spiritual. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is .89.  

Dependent Variables 

Three dependent variables were used for this study: approval of violent behavior 

between men (referred to as violence approval), physical aggression, and jealousy within 

intimate partner relationships (referred to as jealousy). Scales for these variables were 

created using the procedure outlined above.   

Violence Approval. The scale for approval of violent behavior between men 

measures ones’ approval of violence rooted in masculinity. The scale was built using the 

following statements (Webster et al. 2014; Straus et al. 1999) for which respondents were 

able to indicate whether they “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” or “strongly 

agree”: 

If someone hits me, I hit back 

When a boy is growing up, it is important for him to have a few fist fights 
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A man should not walk away from a fight with another man 

A boy who is hit by another boy should hit back 

The violence approval scale ranges from 4 to 16, with 4 meaning the respondent does not 

approve of violence between men at all, and 16 meaning the respondent strongly 

approves of violence between men. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is .74.  

 Physical Aggression. The scale for physical aggression measures ones’ inclination 

for violent behavior. The scale was built using the following statements (Webster et al. 

2014; Straus et al. 1999) for which respondents were able to indicate whether they 

“strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “agree,” or “strongly agree”: 

 Once in a while I can’t control the urge to strike another person 

 I get into fist fights a little more than the average person 

 There are people who pushed me so far that we came to blows 

 I have threatened people I know 

Before age 15, I physically attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting 

them 

 

 Before age 15, I hit or threatened to hit my parents 

Since age 15, I have physically attacked someone with the idea of seriously 

hurting them 

 

Since age 15, I have hit, or threatened to hit, someone who is not a member of my 

family 

The physical aggression scale ranges from 8 to 32, with 8 meaning the respondent does 

not have an inclination for violent behavior and 32 meaning the respondent has a strong 

inclination for violent behavior. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is .84.  

 Jealousy. The scale for jealousy measures ones’ inclination for jealousy in an 

intimate relationship. The scale was built using the following statements (Straus et al. 
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1999) for which respondents were able to indicate whether they “strongly disagree,” 

“disagree,” “agree,” or “strongly agree”:  

I would hate it if my partner confided in someone besides me 

 

I would hate it if my partner paid a lot of attention to someone besides me 

 

I would hate it if someone else paid a lot of attention to my partner 

 

I’d feel jealous if my partner were helpful to someone of the opposite sex 

 

I would be mad if my partner flirted with someone else 

 

I would be upset if someone hugged my partner a little too long 

 

I would be upset if my partner hugged someone a little too long 

 

I would feel betrayed if my partner was too busy to spend time with me 

The jealousy scale ranges from 8 to 32 with 8 meaning the respondent does not have an 

inclination toward jealousy in their intimate relationships and 32 meaning the respondent 

has a strong inclination toward jealousy in their intimate relationships. The Cronbach’s 

alpha for this scale is .85.  

Tests and Regressions 

 Three robust regression models were built for the analysis and testing of 

hypotheses. First, the means of the dependent variables were grouped by level of 

fundamentalism. Level of fundamentalism was based on the denomination with which the 

respondents identified. Next, t-tests were run to determine gender differences between all 

dependent and independent variables. Finally, OLS regression models were built for each 

dependent variable. The three best OLS regression models were run as robust regressions 

in order to account for outliers. This is how the final three models were developed.  
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES AND LEVEL OF FUNDAMENTALISM 

STATA was used to group the means of the dependent variables by level of 

fundamentalism. The “Fundamentalist” group includes respondents who identified as 

Baptist or Church of Christ, the “Moderate” group includes respondents who identified as 

Methodist or Lutheran, and the “Liberal” group includes respondents who identified as 

Presbyterian or Episcopal. Figure 1 shows the means of approval of violence between 

men grouped by fundamentalist, moderate, and liberal. Respondents within all three 

groups scored similarly on approval of violence between men, on average, with the mean 

of all three groups falling between 8 and 9.  

 
Figure 1: Mean of Violence Approval by Level of Fundamentalism 
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Figure 2 shows the means of physical aggression grouped by fundamentalist, 

moderate, and liberal. Respondents who identified with moderate denominations scored 

the lowest on the physical aggression scale, with a mean of 11.7, as compared to those 

who identified with fundamentalist denominations (mean=13.1) or liberal denominations 

(mean=12.7).  

 
Figure 2: Mean of Physical Aggression by Level of Fundamentalism 

 

Figure 3 shows the means of jealousy in intimate partner relationships grouped by 

fundamentalist, moderate, and liberal. Respondents who identified with fundamentalist or 

moderate denominations scored higher on jealousy in intimate partner relationships 

(meanfundamentalist=22.1; meanmoderate=22.5), as compared to those who identified with 

liberal denominations (mean=19.75).  
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Figure 3: Mean of Jealousy by Level of Fundamentalism 

 

GENDER DIFFERENCES 

STATA was used to run t-tests to determine gender differences in each of the 

independent and dependent variables.  

Independent Variable Differences 

The religiosity scale ranged from 4 to 22 with a mean of 14.13. Females scored 

significantly higher than males on religiosity with the mean for females being 14.9, and 

the mean for males being 13.2 (see Table 4, row labeled “Religiosity”). The Christian 

fundamentalism scale ranged from 4 to 20 with a mean of 13. While the difference 

between males and females was not significant, females scored higher than males on 

Christian fundamentalism, with the mean for males being 12.79 and the mean for females 

being 13.18 (see Table 4, row labeled “Christian fundamentalism”). This means that 

females were slightly more likely to interpret the Bible literally as compared to men in 
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this sample. The spirituality scale ranged from 4 to 24 with a mean of 16.28. Females 

scored significantly higher than males on spirituality with a female mean of 16.73 and a 

male mean of 15.74 (see Table 4, row labeled “Spirituality”). In sum, the sample as a 

whole had moderate religiosity, Christian fundamentalism, and spirituality. Furthermore, 

females were scored significantly higher on religiosity and spirituality than males in this 

sample.  

Table 4: Independent Variable Means by Gender 

Variable Total Male Female T-Test 

Significance 

 (N=600) (n=262) (n=336)  

     

Religiosity  

(range 4-22) 

14.13 13.2 14.9 *** 

Christian fundamentalism  

(range 4-20) 

13 12.79 13.18  

Spirituality  

(range 4-24) 

16.28 15.74 16.73 ** 

*.05; **.01; ***.001 

Dependent Variable Differences 

 The physical aggression scale ranged from 8 to 32 with a mean of 12.44. Males 

were significantly more likely to be physically aggressive than females, with males 

scoring 14.14 on average and females scoring 11.17 on average (see Table 5, row labeled 

“Physical Aggression”). The jealousy scale ranged from 8 to 32 with a mean of 21.69. 

Females were significantly more likely to be jealous in intimate partner relationships than 

males, with males scoring 20.92 on average and females scoring 22.27 on average (see 

Table 5, row labeled “Jealousy”). The violence approval scale ranged from 4 to 16 with a 

mean of 8.58. Males were significantly more likely to approve of violence between men 

as compared to females in this sample, with men scoring 9.49 on average and females 
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scoring 7.9 on average (see Table 5, row labeled “Violence Approval”). Overall, the 

sample scored low on physical aggression and violence approval, with men scoring 

higher on both as compared to females. The sample was moderately jealous, with females 

being significantly more jealous within their intimate partner relationships as compared 

to males.  

Table 5: Dependent Variable Means by Gender 

Variable Total Male Female T-Test 

Significance 

 (N=600) (n=262) (n=336)  

     

Physical Aggression 

(range 8-32) 

12.44 14.14 11.17 *** 

Jealousy  

(range 8-32) 

21.69 20.92 22.27 *** 

Violence Approval  

(range 4-16) 

8.58 9.49 7.9 *** 

*.05; **.01; ***.001 

REGRESSION MODELS AND HYPOTHESIS TESTING   

 The results of all three robust regression models are presented in Table 6. All 

three models were significant at the .001 level. 
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Table 6: Robust Regression Model Coefficients 

 Model 1: 

Violence 

Approval 

Model 2: 

Physical 

Aggression 

Model 3:  

Jealousy 

Religiosity  

(range 4-22) 

.074* .016 .06 

Christian 

Fundamentalism (range 

5-20) 

-.016 -.036 .334*** 

Spirituality  

(range 6-24) 

-.096* .01 -.296*** 

Gender  

(0=male, 1= female) 

-1.66*** -3.02*** 1.388*** 

Race/Ethnicity 

(0=White, 1=African 

American or Hispanic) 

.675** .346 .59 

Income .00000315* .0000021 .000000523 

Classification -.168 -.172 -.13 

Constant 9.986*** 14.225*** 20.496*** 

    

N 508 502 502 

Prob>F 0.0000*** 0.0000*** 0.0000*** 

*.05; **.01; ***.001 

Model 1  

The first model tested hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 regarding the approval of violence 

between men, and results can be seen in the second column of Table 6 labeled “Model 1: 

Violence Approval”. Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 are as follows:  

H1: Religiosity will be negatively associated with approval of violence between 

men  

H2: Christian fundamentalism will be positively associated with approval of 

violence between men  

H3: Spirituality will be inversely associated with approval of violence between 

men  
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Hypotheses 1 and 2 were not supported by the present analysis. With regard to hypothesis 

1, the result was the opposite of what was hypothesized, but the association was still 

significant. Religiosity is positively associated with approval of violence between men in 

this sample, when holding all other variables constant. Thus, individuals who identified 

as more religious were more likely to approve of violence between men. With regard to 

hypothesis 2, Christian fundamentalism was not significantly associated with approval of 

violence between men. Hypothesis 3 was supported by the present analysis. Spirituality is 

negatively associated with approval of violence between men in this sample, when 

holding all other variables constant. To better illustrate the association between 

spirituality and approval of violence between men, Figure 1 was created. This figure 

shows that as spirituality (x-axis) increases, violence approval between men decreases (y-

axis). This is evidenced by the negative slope in the “fitted values” line. Therefore, 

individuals who identified as more spiritual were less likely to approve of violence 

between men.  
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Figure 4: Association between Spirituality and Violence Approval 

 
Furthermore, gender, race/ethnicity, and income were all significant predictors of 

violence approval in this sample. Females were significantly less likely to approve of 

violence between men at the .001 level in this sample. Individuals in this sample who 

identified as African American or Hispanic were significantly more likely than white 

individuals to approve of violence between men at the .01 level. Finally, individuals who 

identified a larger income were significantly to approve of violence between men at the 

.05 level.  

Model 2 

The second model tested the following hypotheses 4, 5, and 6 regarding physical 

aggression, and results can be seen in the third column of Table 6 labeled “Model 2: 

Physical Aggression”. Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6, are as follows: 
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H4: Religiosity will be negatively associated with physical aggression  

H5: Christian fundamentalism will be positively associated with physical 

aggression  

H6: Spirituality will be inversely associated with physical aggression  

Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6 were not supported by the present analysis. Neither religiosity, 

Christian fundamentalism nor spirituality were significantly associated with physical 

aggression. Gender, however, was a significant predictor of physical aggression in this 

sample, with females being significantly less likely to be physically aggressive as 

compared to their counterparts.  

Model 3 

 The third model tested hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 regarding jealousy in intimate 

partner relationships, and results can be seen in the fourth column of Table 6 labeled 

“Model 3: Jealousy”. Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 are as follows: 

H7: Religiosity will be negatively associated with jealousy  

H8: Christian fundamentalism will be positively associated with jealousy  

H9: Spirituality will be inversely associated with jealousy  

Hypothesis 7 was not supported by the present analysis. Religiosity was not significantly 

associated with jealousy in intimate relationships in this sample. Hypotheses 8 and 9 were 

both supported. Christian fundamentalism is positively associated with jealousy in this 

sample, when holding all other variables constant. This association is illustrated in Figure 

2. The “fitted values” line seen in the figure has a positive slope, which indicates that as 

Christian Fundamentalism (x-axis) increases, jealousy (y-axis) also increases.  Therefore, 

individuals who identified as more fundamental in their Christian beliefs were more 
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likely to be jealous in intimate relationships. Furthermore, spirituality is negatively 

associated with jealousy in this sample, when holding all other variables constant. Thus, 

individuals who identified as more spiritual were less likely to be jealous in intimate 

relationships. 

 
Figure 5: Association between Christian Fundamentalism and Jealousy 

 

Model 3 also showed that females in this sample were significantly more likely to be 

jealous as compared to their male counterparts at the .001 level.  
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 The purpose of this research was to analyze multiple facets of religion and their 

association with violent attitudes and behaviors. Nine hypotheses regarding this 

association were proposed and tested, out of which only three were supported.  

LIMITATIONS AND BIASES 

 There are many limitations and biases to the current research to be addressed. 

First, 64.7% of respondents were 18 or 19 years old leaving the rest of the target 

population vastly underrepresented. Second, the African American population was also 

underrepresented, making up only 6.3% of the sample. These limitations were likely due 

to the use of convenience sampling, which has inherent weaknesses. Bias can be easily 

introduced using convenient sampling as a result of the use of available subjects. 

Additionally, because the sample is a specific group of people within a specific 

geographical area, the results of this study are difficult to generalize to the rest of the 

population. Third, while the research attempted to exhaustively measure religious 

affiliation and Protestant denomination, some affiliations and denominations were likely 

overlooked. Fourth, an essential component of this research is deviant behavior, which 

typically occurs in a small portion of the population and is therefore difficult to find with 

non-probability samples. Finally, another limitation of this research is the use of self-

report survey data. Due to the fact that the questions involved sensitive subjects, such as 

religion and deviant attitudes as well as behaviors, participants may have been reluctant 

to be completely honest with their responses. 
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RELIGIOSITY  

 Hypotheses 1, 4, and 7 tested the association between religiosity and deviance. 

Based on the previous literature, it was hypothesized that religiosity would be negatively 

associated with approval of violence between men, physical aggression, and jealousy 

within intimate relationships; however, none of these hypotheses were supported in this 

analysis.  

Hypothesis 1 revealed an association between religiosity and the approval of 

violence between men, however the association was positive rather than negative. While 

this finding requires further research, there are a few possible explanations. First, this 

could be due regional biases and the conservative nature of religion in West Texas that 

may place focus on traditional gender roles and masculinity. Secondly, while an 

individual may not have identified themselves as fundamentalist, it is possible that they 

are subscribing to the traditional femininity and masculinity that were hypothesized to be 

embedded within fundamentalist contexts. Furthermore, this association was only 

significant at the .05 level, and thus could be due to the nature of the sample rather than 

the relationship between religiosity and approval of violence in general.  

The absence of associations between religiosity and physical aggression 

(hypothesis 4) and religiosity and jealousy (hypothesis 7) also merits further research. 

The previous literature has shown a negative association between religiosity and deviant 

behavior, specifically crime (Adamczyk, Freilich, and Kim 2017; Brauer, Antonaccio, 

and Tittle 2013; Jang and Franzen 2013; Ulmer and Harris 2013). Thus, the lack of 

association found in this research could be due to the sample itself, or the particular 

behaviors being measured.  
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CHRISTIAN FUNDAMENTALISM 

 Hypotheses 2, 5, and 8 tested the association between Christian fundamentalism 

and deviance. It was hypothesized that Christian fundamentalism would be positively 

associated with the approval of violence between men, physical aggression, and jealousy 

within intimate relationships due to the traditional gender roles that are often present in 

this set of beliefs.  

Only hypothesis 8 was supported by the present analysis. Christian 

fundamentalism was positively associated with jealousy in intimate relationships at the 

.001 level. According to Christian scripture, faithfulness to one’s significant other is of 

utmost importance; therefore, the jealousy felt toward those who are too close to that 

significant other may be more intense as a result. Furthermore, this finding is particularly 

interesting when considering intimate partner violence. The literature shows that jealousy 

is often a key indicator of intimate partner violence (LaMotte et al. 2018; 

Langhinrichsen-Rohling, McCullars and Misra 2012; Babcock et al. 2004), and Koch and 

Ramirez (2010) found a significant association between Christian fundamentalism and 

the use of violent behavior in intimate relationships. This finding could be due to the 

gendered nature of the Bible when taken literally. For example, Genesis 3:16 states, “To 

the woman [God] said… ‘Your desire will be for your husband and he will rule over 

you’” (NIV). Thus, females who score high on Christian fundamentalism and jealousy 

may be expressing their desire in the form of jealousy. If a significant other is one’s 

primary desire, any threat to that relationship has the potential to fan the flames of jealous 

feelings. Males who score high on Christian fundamentalism and jealousy may feel 

jealous because they feel their significant other is not respecting them as they should. 
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Future research is necessary to tease out these relationships, but they certainly cannot be 

ignored.  

Christian fundamentalism was not associated with approval of violence between 

men or physical aggression in this sample. The previous literature on the relationship 

between Christian fundamentalism and deviance has been focused on violence and 

abusive behaviors within intimate partner relationships between men and women (Barker 

and Galliher 2017; Koch and Ramirez 2010; Rodriguez and Henderson 2010). The 

particular measures of approval of violence between men and physical aggression used in 

the present analysis focused on violence between men and physical aggression in general, 

rather than gendered acts of violence. Therefore, perhaps Christian fundamentalism is not 

positively associated with violence and deviant behavior in general, but rather only in 

intimate partner contexts between men and women where the man feels it necessary to 

assert his dominance. Again, further research is necessary to solidify and tease out this 

relationship.  

SPIRITUALITY 

 Hypotheses 3, 6, and 9 tested the association between spirituality and deviance, 

which has been the least explored in the previous literature. It was therefore hypothesized 

that spirituality would be inversely associated with approval of violence between men, 

physical aggression, and jealousy. Hypotheses 3 and 9 were both supported in the 

analysis. The results show a negative association between spirituality and approval of 

violence between men at the .05 level, and a negative association between spirituality and 

jealousy within intimate relationships at the .001 level. The previous literature found that 

being spiritual without being religious was positively associated with the probability of 
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violence (Jang and Franzen 2013); however, within the current study it is possible that 

individuals in the sample were both spiritual and religious. The results do suggest that 

solidarity, the collective, and social control may not be all that is important for the 

deterrence of deviant behavior; intrinsic spirituality and a strong, individual connection 

with a higher power may also be key factors as well. Future research is necessary to 

determine the extent of this relationship. 

 There was no association between spirituality and physical aggression based on 

this analysis. Therefore, it could be possible that spirituality impacts attitudes more so 

than behaviors themselves. Due to lack of previous literature and limitations within the 

present study, this relationship requires further evaluation.  

GENDER 

 While there were no hypotheses regarding the relationship between gender and 

deviant behaviors, there are strong, significant gender differences regarding approval of 

violence between men, physical aggression, and jealousy within intimate relationships. 

Females were significantly less likely to approve of violence between men or be 

physically aggressive; however, females were significantly more likely to be jealous 

within intimate relationships. The result with regard to approval of violence between men 

and physical aggression could be due to the fact that females are socialized to be gentle 

rather than violent. It is more likely that females learn to solve their problems in ways not 

involving violence, and therefore are less likely to approve of violent behaviors or exhibit 

them themselves. For males, violence is a more acceptable behavior, and can be used to 

assert their masculinity.  
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The result with regard to jealousy is likely due to the fact that the jealousy scale 

used in this study is more emotional rather than sexual in nature. Previous research has 

shown that females are more likely to experience emotional jealousy, which refers to the 

threat of their partner falling in love with someone else, rather than sexual jealousy, 

which refers to the threat of their partner having sex with someone else (Harris and 

Christenfeld 1996). While this is a highly plausible explanation for the gender difference 

in jealousy, more research is necessary to exhaustively explain these gender differences.  

INTEGRATING THEORY 

This research was theoretically driven by Emile Durkheim and theories regarding 

religion and deviance that stemmed from his work, specifically the moral communities 

hypothesis. It was proposed that moral communities and social solidarity based in 

religion will have a deterrent effect on deviant attitudes and behaviors. The results of this 

study, however, do not overtly support this theory. Religiosity, which measured how 

involved one was within their religious community based on how often they attend 

church, was not shown to be associated with deviant behavior in this sample, with the 

exception of approval of violence between men. This association, in turn, was positive 

rather than negative indicating that an increase in one’s religiosity is associated with an 

increase of approval of violence between men in this sample.  

Christian fundamentalism had no association with violence approval or physical 

aggression in this sample; however, it was positively associated with jealousy in intimate 

relationships. It was previously proposed in the literature review and theory section that 

moral communities, and the collective consciousnesses that are formed therein, may not 
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always deter deviant attitudes and behaviors but perpetuate them. The association 

between Christian fundamentalism and jealousy may be reflective of that. 

Finally, spirituality was the most strongly associated with both approval of 

violence between men and jealousy in intimate relationships. The results suggest that 

spirituality is negatively associated with both of these domains of deviance. Spirituality 

measured one’s individual connection with higher power and how much influence that 

connection has on their day-to-day life. Because this facet of religion is based in 

individuality, it is unclear how it can be tied to moral communities; however, it is 

plausible that those who are more individually spiritual interact with others who have the 

same beliefs. As a result, moral communities could be formed inadvertently rather than 

overtly in the church or religious setting. 

FUTURE RESEARCH 

This study was limited due to convenience sampling; however, findings raise 

further questions for research moving going forward. It would be helpful to understand 

the relationship between religion and violence because America, despite a slight decrease 

over recent decades, was built on an inherently religious platform. If we can determine 

the influence of religion on violence, we may be able to implement policy and changes 

within our society that have a deterrent effect on violence; whether that be implementing 

the social control and cohesion benefits of religion or continuing to advise against 

negative aspects such as traditional gender role adherence. 

 The present research raises the following questions for research moving forward: 

1) Does religiosity continue to be negatively associated with violence? If so, what are the 

circumstances that solidify that relationship? 2) Does Christian fundamentalism influence 
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violent attitudes and behaviors in general, or only in male-female intimate partner 

situations? 3) Do social solidarity and social control need to be supplemented with 

intrinsic motivations in order to decrease violent attitudes and behaviors? 4) Does the 

intrinsic nature of spirituality have more of an impact on violent attitudes and behaviors 

than previously thought, or are higher levels of spirituality simply increasing the 

likelihood of involvement in moral communities? 4) Finally, how do other religions, 

outside of Christianity, influence violent attitudes and behaviors? The present study was 

unable to capture many aspects of religion and religious identity. Therefore, this research 

is unable to definitively answer questions regarding the relationship between religion and 

deviance, specifically the multiple facets of religion and violent attitudes and behaviors; 

however, it shows that this relationship has yet to be firmly established and must continue 

to be explored.  
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APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL FORM 
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Gender 

1. Male 

2. Female 

3. Other 

4. Prefer not to answer 

 

2. Age 

1. 18 

2. 19 

3. 20 

4. 21 

5. 22 

6. 23 

7. 24 

8. 25 

9. 26 

10. 27 

11. 28 

12. 29 

13. 30 

14. 31 

15. 32 

16. 33 

17. 34 

18. 35 

19. 37 

20. 38 

21. 39 

22. 40 or older  

 

3. What is your current classification? 

1. Freshman 

2. Sophomore 

3. Junior 

4. Senior 

5. Graduate student  

 

4. Which racial/ethnic category do you most identify with? 

1. Black or African American 

2. Hispanic/Latinx 

3. Caucasian/White 
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4. Native American/Alaska Native/Pacific Islander 

5. Asian 

6. Other  

 

5. Please estimate your family’s total household income before taxes for the 

previous year.  

1. $0- $10,000 

2. $10,001- $20,000 

3. $20,001- $30,000 

4. $30,001- $40,000 

5. $40,001- $50,000 

6. $50,001- $60,000 

7. $60,001- $70,000 

8. $70,001- $80,000 

9. $80,000 - $90,000 

10. $90,001 - $100,000 

11. $100,001 - $110,000 

12. $110,001 - $120,000 

13. $120,001 - $130,000 

14. $130,001 - $140,000 

15. $140,001 - $150,000 

16. $150,001 - $160,000 

17. $160,001 - $170,000 

18. $170,001 - $180,000 

19. $180,001 - $190,000 

20. $190,001 - $200,000 

21. $200,001 - $210,000 

22. $210,001 - $220,000 

23. $220,001 - $230,000 

24. $230,001 - $240,000 

25. $240,001 - $250,000 

26. Over $250,001 

 

6. What, if any, is your political affiliation? 

1. Republican 

2. Democrat 

3. Independent 

4. Libertarian 

5. Other 

6. None 

 

7. What is the highest level of education finished by your father? 

1. Less than high school 

2. High school 

3. Some college 
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4. Associate degree 

5. Bachelor’s degree 

6. Some graduate/professional school  

7. Graduate/professional degree  

 

8. What is the highest level of education finished by your mother? 

1. Less than high school 

2. High school 

3. Some college 

4. Associate degree 

5. Bachelor’s degree 

6. Some graduate/professional school  

7. Graduate/professional degree  

 

9. What is your current relationship status? 

1. Single 

2. In a Relationship 

3. Engaged 

4. Married 

5. Divorced 

 

10. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

11. No matter who I am talking to I am always a good listener  

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

12. Were you raised in what you believe to be a religious household? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. I don’t know 

 

13. What, if any, was your religious affiliation during childhood? 

1. Catholic 

2. Protestant 

3. Jewish 

4. Muslim/Islamic 

5. Agnostic  

6. Atheist 
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7. Other 

8. None 

 

14. If protestant, what was your religious denomination during childhood? 

1. Southern Baptist 

2. Other Baptist 

3. Methodist 

4. Lutheran 

5. Presbyterian  

6. Pentecostal 

7. Church of Christ 

8. United Church of Christ 

9. Episcopal  

10. Non-denominational  

11. Other  

 

15. What, if any, is your current religious affiliation?  

1. Catholic 

2. Protestant 

3. Jewish 

4. Muslim/Islamic 

5. Agnostic  

6. Atheist 

7. Other 

8. None 

 

16. If protestant, what is your current religious denomination?  

1. Southern Baptist 

2. Other Baptist 

3. Methodist 

4. Lutheran 

5. Presbyterian  

6. Pentecostal 

7. Church of Christ 

8. United Church of Christ 

9. Episcopal  

10. Non-denominational  

11. Other  

 

17. It is sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if I am not encouraged  

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 
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18. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable  

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

19. How often, if ever, do you attend a place of worship (church, synagogue, etc.) 

now? 

1. Never 

2. Once or twice a year 

3. Several times a year 

4. About once a month 

5. 2-3 times a month 

6. Weekly or more often 

 

20. In general, would you consider your religious faith to be? 

1. Non-existent 

2. Very weak 

3. Moderately weak 

4. Moderately strong 

5. Very strong  

 

21. About how often, if ever, do you pray? 

1. Never 

2. Less than once a week 

3. Once a week 

4. Several times a week 

5. Daily 

6. Several times a day  

 

22. What, if any, are your beliefs about God? 

1. I don’t believe in God 

2. I don’t believe in a personal God, but I believe in a higher power of some 

kind 

3. I find myself believing in God some of the time, but not other times 

4. While I have some doubts, I feel that I do believe in God 

5. I know that God really exists and I have no doubts about it  

 

23. I am sure the Bible contains no errors or contradictions 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 
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24. It is very important for true Christians to believe that the Bible is the infallible 

Word of God 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

25. The Bible is the final and complete guide to morality; it contains God’s answers 

to all important questions about right and wrong 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

26. Christians should not let themselves be influenced by worldly ideas 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

27. Christians must try hard to know and defend the true teachings of God’s word 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

28. The best education for a Christian child is a Christian school with Christian 

teachers 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree  

 

29. I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

30. It is important for me to spend time in private spiritual thought and meditation  

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 
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31. I try hard to live my life according to my religious beliefs 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

32. The prayers or spiritual thoughts that I say when I am alone are as important to 

me as those said by me during services or spiritual gatherings 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

33. I enjoy reading about my spirituality and/or my religion  

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

34. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I have thought too 

little of my ability 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

35. I’m always willing to admit it when I make a mistake 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

36. Spirituality helps to keep my life balanced and steady in the same ways as my 

citizenship, friendships, and other memberships do  

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

37. My whole approach to life is based on my spirituality 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 
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38. Once in a while I can’t control the urge to strike another person 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly agree 

 

39. If someone hits me, I hit back 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly agree 

 

40. I get into fist fights a little more than the average person 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly agree 

 

41. There are people who pushed me so far that we came to blows 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly agree 

 

42. I have never deliberately said something that hurt someone’s feelings 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

43. I have threatened people I know 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly agree 

 

44. I have become so mad that I have broken things 

1. Strongly disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly agree 

 

45. It is sometimes necessary to discipline a child with a good, hard spanking 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 
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3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

46. I can think of a situation when I would approve of a wife slapping a husband’s 

face 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

47. I can think of a situation when I would approve of a husband slapping a wife’s 

face 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

48. It is sometimes necessary for parents to slap a teen who talks back or is getting 

into trouble 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

49. When a boy is growing up, it is important for him to have a few fist fights 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

50. A man should not walk away from a physical fight with another man 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

51. A boy who is hit by another boy should hit back 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

52. A woman who has been raped probably asked for it 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 
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3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

53. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different from my own 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

54. If a wife refuses to have sex, there are times when it may be okay to make her do 

it 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

55. Once sex gets past a certain point, a man can’t stop himself until he is satisfied  

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

56. I would hate it if my partner confided in someone besides me 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

57. I would hate it if my partner paid a lot of attention to someone besides me 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

58. I would hate it if someone else paid a lot of attention to my partner 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

59. I’d feel jealous if my partner were helpful to someone of the opposite sex 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 
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60. I would be mad if my partner flirted with someone else 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

61. I would be upset if someone hugged my partner a little too long 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

62. I would be upset if my partner hugged someone a little too long 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

63. I would feel betrayed if my partner was too busy to spend time with me 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

64. Before age 15, I stole or tried to steal something worth more than $50.00 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

65. Before age 15, I stole money (from anyone, including family) 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

66. Since age 15, I have stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $50.00 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

67. Since age 15, I have stolen money (from anyone, including family) 

1. Strongly Disagree 
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2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

68. Before age 15, I physically attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting 

them 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

69. Before age 15, I hit or threatened to hit my parents 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

70. Since age 15, I have physically attacked someone with the idea of seriously 

hurting them 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

71. Since age 15, I have hit, or threated to hit, someone who is not a member of my 

family 

1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 

 

72. Have you bet more than you could really afford to lose? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

73. Have you needed to gamble with larger amounts of money to get the same feeling 

of excitement? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

74. Have you gone back another day to try to win back the money you lost? 
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1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

75. Have you borrowed money or sold anything to get money to gamble? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

76. Have you felt that you might have a problem with gambling? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

77. Have you felt people criticized your betting or told you that you had a gambling 

problem; regardless of whether or not you thought it was true? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

78. Have you felt guilty about the way you gamble, or what happens when you 

gamble? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

79. Has your gambling caused you any health problems, including a feeling of stress 

or anxiety? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 

80. Has your gambling caused any financial problems for you or your household? 

1. Never 

2. Sometimes 

3. Most of the Time 

4. Almost Always 

 
81. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me 
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1. Strongly Disagree 

2. Disagree 

3. Agree 

4. Strongly Agree 
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