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CHAPTER 1: RELIGIOUS ANTI-GAY MESSAGES’ EFFECT ON ATTITUDES 
TOWARD SEXUAL AND RELIGIOUS GROUPS 

Religious texts often act as moral guides for believers (Geyer & Baumeister, 2005).  

However, not all religious texts make the same moral proclamations, and people are often 

unaware of which texts (sometimes including their own!) support or oppose various moral 

positions, and whether these proclamations match their individual religious beliefs. In some 

cases, different parts of the same holy book may seem to contradict each other (Oth, Lindner, & 

Nosek, 2010). Furthermore, other factors also influence the moral beliefs of religious people: 

personal experience, church sermons, media, and other sources of information can all contribute 

to people’s moral beliefs.  

Because of the complex sources of people’s moral beliefs and the potentially 

contradictory nature of holy texts, religious people might sometimes see congruity and 

sometimes see conflict between their own beliefs and those of a particular holy book. When 

religious people learn or realize that passages from their own religion’s holy book contradict 

their beliefs, or that passages from an opposing religion’s holy book support their beliefs, they 

may feel conflicted; this conflict can lead to changes in attitudes and behavior aimed at resolving 

the conflict (e.g., Festinger, 1957). Conflicts between religious texts and beliefs, such as the 

Bible and feminism (e.g., Denova, 2008; Schlueter, 1997) or the Bible and homosexuality (e.g., 

Barton, 2010; Frontain, 1997), are commonly seen in case studies or qualitative studies. 

However, research using experimental manipulation and observation of this conflict, as well as 

the resultant changes in attitude, is uncommon. 

Although few experiments have addressed this line of inquiry, a notable exception is a 

recent paper by Oth, Lindner, and Nosek (2010). They investigated how people responded to a 
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common moral principle (i.e., the “Golden Rule”—treat other individuals as you would like to be 

treated by them) when it was attributed to their own or another group’s religious text.  In their 

study, Oth and colleagues (2010) presented Buddhist and Christian participants with one of three 

priming conditions—the Golden Rule attributed to Buddha, the Golden Rule attributed to Jesus, 

and no Golden Rule (control). Priming involves the activation of ideas, concepts, or goals 

without a participant’s awareness of this activation; priming can lead to changes in attitudes, 

behaviors, and feelings (Bargh & Chartrand, 2000). The Christian sample reported more negative 

attitudes toward gay people when the Golden Rule was attributed to Buddha than when the 

Golden Rule was attributed to Jesus. Oth and colleagues explained this finding as an example of 

reactance to an outgroup member’s perceived imposition of moral principles or criticism of the 

participant’s current moral standards (Gómez, Dovidio, Huici, Gaertner, & Cuadrado, 2008; 

Hornsey, 2005). That is, when a Christian participant read that Buddha wanted him or her to act 

a certain way (becoming less prejudiced), the participant reacted in the opposite way (becoming 

more prejudiced).  

In the present study, we hoped to extend the findings of Oth and colleagues by priming a 

prejudicial (rather than prosocial) religious principle. We presented participants with a priming 

task designed to associate a religion (Christianity or Islam) with anti-gay doctrines. We also 

included measures of Christian orthodoxy and religious fundamentalism as potential moderators 

of the relationship between the message prime and reported attitudes toward gay people. 

Additionally, we measured participants’ attitudes toward members of the ingroup and outgroup 

religions (in this case, Christians and Muslims). Finally, we used unipolar measures of attitude 

designed to differentiate between positive and negative shifts in attitude. Our predictions in this 

study are founded on balance theory, which we will briefly review. 
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Balance Theory 

Heider’s (1958) balance theory holds that a triad of three associated elements, such as the 

self, the other, and a stimulus, can be either balanced or imbalanced, depending on the valence of 

relations between each pair of elements. If the product of multiplying the three relation values 

together is positive, then the triad is balanced; if the product is negative, then the triad is 

imbalanced. This theory helps account for a great deal of common experiences, such as our 

tendency to like people who we meet through friends (I like my friend (+), they like this new 

person (+), so I should like this new person (+)  + * + * + = +) and the interaction described by 

the saying, “the enemy of my enemy is my friend” (I dislike my enemy (–), my enemy’s enemy 

dislikes my enemy (–), so I like my enemy’s enemy (+)  – * – * + = +). 

When people are faced with an imbalanced triad, they attempt to restore balance by 

changing the valence of the link between two elements in the triad. For example, Christians who 

have a negative attitude toward gay people (–) and Muslims (–), but are also told that Muslims 

have a negative attitude toward gay people (–), will adjust their attitudes toward gay people or 

Muslims to balance the triad. In this experiment, the triad consisted of the self, a religion (one’s 

own vs. another), and gay people. In this study, we primed the link between a specific religion 

and negativity toward gay people (–).  We assumed that the link between people and their own 

religion is positive, whereas the link between people and an outgroup religion is negative. 

However, attitudes toward gay people vary among Christians, and these attitudes can affect 

whether or not the triad is balanced in a given condition. This variance in attitude can be 

predicted to some extent by measuring Christian orthodoxy and religious fundamentalism. 
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Religious Measures and Prejudice 

 The relation between religion and prejudice against gay people is complex, with studies 

finding varying degrees of either positive or negative correlations between the two (Laythe, 

Finkel, Bringle, & Kirkpatrick, 2002; Ford, Brignall, VanValey, & Macaluso, 2009). Allport 

(1954) noted that “[t]he role of religion is paradoxical. It makes prejudice and it unmakes 

prejudice” (p. 444). Because religion is such a complex entity, researchers have made various 

attempts to tease apart different aspects of religiosity in order to better explain religion’s relation 

to prejudice.  

 One of the most prominent explanations of the relation between religion and prejudice 

focuses on religious fundamentalism (RF), the belief that one religion possesses the essential, 

inerrant, unchangeable truth; that this truth must be followed; and that one who follows this truth 

has a special relationship with God (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992). Research has positively 

linked RF with both racial and homosexual prejudice (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992; 

Hunsberger, 1996; Laythe et al., 2002). Researchers have put forth right-wing authoritarianism 

(RWA) as a possible explanation for the positive relation between RF and prejudice. RWA and 

RF are strongly correlated, with scores ranging from .66 to .77 (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992; 

Laythe, Finkel, & Kirkpatrick, 2001; Laythe et al., 2002). However, RF still predicts anti-gay 

prejudice, even after controlling for RWA (Jonathan, 2008; Laythe et al., 2001; 2002). Thus, RF 

should be a strong predictor of participant’s initial attitudes toward gays and lesbians. 

Christian orthodoxy (CO) is another important aspect of religiousness which has been 

studied in relation to prejudice. CO is the adherence to the central, well-defined tenets of 

Christianity (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 1982). By itself, CO is positively related to homosexual 

prejudice; however, after controlling for RF, CO has been found to be either unrelated to or 
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negatively related to homosexual prejudice (Jonathan, 2008; Kirkpatrick, 1993; Laythe et al., 

2002). 

 The relations between RF, CO, and homosexual prejudice are important to consider 

because they may explain whether the triad (self, religion, and gay people) is perceived by 

participants as balanced or imbalanced by predicting whether participants’ initial attitudes 

toward gay people are positive or negative. Because of this, RF and CO might moderate the 

relation between the priming task (Bible vs. Qur’an vs. control) and attitudes toward 

homosexuals. For example, the higher a person’s RF, the more prejudiced this person is likely to 

be toward gay people (-).  When an outgroup (Qur’an) prime creates a negative association 

between an outgroup religion and homosexuals, the higher levels of prejudice toward gay people 

among people high in RF will create an imbalanced triad, resulting in the potential need to adjust 

one’s own attitudes. 

 We made the following predictions: among participants for whom anti-gay attitudes were 

ascribed to the Bible, higher CO would result in a more imbalanced triad, resulting in more 

negative attitudes toward either gay people or Christians, whereas higher RF would result in a 

more balanced triad, resulting in no attitude change. Among participants for whom anti-gay 

attitudes were ascribed to the Qur’an, higher CO would result in a more balanced triad, resulting 

in no attitude change, whereas higher RF would result in a more imbalanced triad, resulting in 

more positive attitudes toward either gay people or Muslims. 

 These predictions do not specify to what extent participants will adjust their attitudes 

toward each group. Normally, attitudes toward gay people and religious groups are directly tied 

to each other; for example, Johnson, Rowatt, and LaBouff (2011) showed that attitudes toward 

both gay people and Muslims can be simultaneously altered by priming Christian religious 
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concepts. However, this study directly connects attitudes toward gay people and religious groups 

in a way that makes drastic attitude changes toward both groups unlikely, which leads to the 

question: will participants change their attitudes toward the religion presented, or toward gay 

people?  

Ingroups versus Outgroups 

 Depending on their group membership, people perceive other groups as either ingroups 

(groups they are a part of) or outgroups (groups they are not a part of; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, 

Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). This distinction is often based largely on context, because people 

tend to group themselves based on two criteria: a) the group identification makes them unique 

from those around them in some way, and b) the identified group is as inclusive as possible after 

filling the first requirement (Brewer, 1991). In the current study, the categorization is very 

simple because a Christian-Muslim contrast only requires people to identify with basic groups 

(in this case, Christianity); because of this, Christian participants should perceive the Bible 

message as an ingroup message and the Qur’an message as an outgroup message. This difference 

is important because people react differently to messages from ingroups and messages from 

outgroups, partially due to differences in assumed attitude similarity derived from ingroup-

outgroup identification (Chen & Kenrick, 2002). In certain cases, the ingroup and outgroup 

messages can cause people to alter their attitudes toward these groups (Chen & Kenrick, 2002). 

 Oth and colleagues (2010) measured participants’ attitudes toward gay people; however, 

they did not measure participants’ attitudes toward Christians and Buddhists. From a balance 

theory perspective, measuring the attitude changes toward both of the other groups in the triad 

(in this case, gay people and religious groups) is essential, because an imbalanced triad can be 

balanced by changes toward either group. For this reason, we measured attitudes toward 
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Christians and Muslims in addition to attitudes toward gay men and lesbians; by doing this, we 

can explore the extent to which participants adjust their attitudes toward each group (by 

condition).  

Specific Attitude Changes 

 Instead of administering bipolar measures of attitude (extremely good–extremely bad), 

we administered both positive and negative unipolar measures of attitude (not at all good–

extremely good; not at all bad–extremely bad) in order to explore participant tendencies during 

attitude reports. This is based on the notion that people’s attitudes are not always clear summary 

evaluations, and for many people represent both positive and negative reactions (e.g., Kaplan, 

1972; Larsen, Norris, McGraw, Hawkley, & Cacioppo, 2009; Petty, Briñol, & DeMarree, 2007).  

Because of this, people may adjust their summary evaluation by adjusting their negative 

attitudes, their positive attitudes, or a combination of the two. For example, a participant who 

makes a +2 positive adjustment to his or her overall attitude toward gay people may do so by 

reporting either more positivity (+2 positive), less negativity (-2 negative), or a combination of 

both (+1 positive, -1 negative); two unipolar scales capture this distinction, whereas one bipolar 

scale does not. Furthermore, the unipolar measures of attitude that we used also capture 

ambivalence (simultaneously possessing positive and negative attitudes). In addition to analyzing 

overall attitudes, we will also analyze specific positive and negative attitudes, as well as 

ambivalence.  
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CHAPTER 2: METHOD 

Participants and Design 

 One hundred and seventy-eight college students from Texas Tech University participated 

in this online study to receive half an hour of credit for their General Psychology courses. 

Seventy-nine students’ data were not used, due to either a failure to complete the instructional 

manipulation check (see Appendix A), a failure to answer the priming items correctly, or a 

failure to identify the Qur’an as the holy book of Islam at the end of the study, leaving us with 99 

participants whose data were usable (72.9% female; age range 17-30; 74.3% White, 7.1% Black, 

4.0% American Indian/Alaskan Native, 6.0% other; 27.3% Hispanic; 94.9% straight; 94.0% 

Christian). We randomly assigned the participants into one of three conditions (condemnation of 

homosexuality prime: Bible vs. Qur’an vs. control). 

Procedure 

After completing an online consent process, participants completed an instructional 

manipulation check and received information about a series of texts, some of which were related 

to the primary induction. They then completed the primary induction, a task described as test of 

knowledge concerning texts that “contain advice or guidelines for living.” We manipulated 

quotes used in this task to associate anti-gay statements with either the Qur’an or the Bible, or 

included neutral quotes in the control condition.  Following this task, participants completed 

attitude ratings of a variety of groups, followed by a series of individual difference measures 

(including demographics). Finally, participants received a suspicion probe and an online 

debriefing message. 



 

9 
 

Materials 

See Appendix A for all experiment-specific materials and Appendix B for all individual 

difference measures. 

Priming manipulation. Participants completed a priming task that consisted of five 

incomplete quotes attributed to different texts. The participant’s job was to complete the quote 

using one of three provided responses. Items 1 and 5 in this task determined the condition (these 

items were anti-gay quotes attributed to the Bible, anti-gay quotes attributed to the Qur’an, or 

neutral quotes attributed to non-religious texts), whereas items 2 through 4 contained neutral 

quotes attributed to non-religious texts. 

Attitude measures. Participants completed a set of semantic differential items presented 

in a random order, which asked participants to express their attitudes about different groups of 

people on a 7-point unidimensional Likert scale. These scales were designed to allow us to 

separately examine shifts in positive attitudes and shifts in negative attitudes. 

Individual difference measures. We included two individual difference measures to 

predict participants’ attitudes toward gay people and Muslims (enabling us to predict changes in 

attitude based on condition). One, we used the Short Christian Orthodoxy (SCO) scale, which 

consists of six questions and measures people’s adherence to the most prominent and essential 

tenets of Christianity (Hunsberger, 1989). Two, we used the Revised Religious Fundamentalism 

(RRF) scale, which consists of twelve items and measures people’s belief that one religion 

possesses the inerrant and complete truth, and that following this truth is essential and leads to a 

unique relationship with God (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004). Cronbach’s alphas (used to 

measure internal reliability of measures) for these measures can be found in Table 1. 
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We included two measures that we did not use in our analyses: the Abbreviated Santa 

Clara Strength of Religious Faith Questionnaire (ASCSRFQ; Plante, Vallaeys, Sherman, & 

Wallston, 2002) and an abbreviated Need for Cognition scale (questions taken from Cacioppo & 

Petty, 1982). 
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTS 

 Reliability ratings for and correlations among measured variables are presented in Tables 

1-3. 

Covariates 

 Because CO and RF are highly correlated (in this sample, .75, p < .001) and because they 

have opposite implications for attitudes toward gay people (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992; 

Kirkpatrick, 1993; Laythe et al., 2002), we had to carefully consider how to treat these variables. 

Specifically, we had concerns with multicollinearity, a state marked by a high correlation 

between two or more predictor variables.  Multicollinearity makes it difficult to distinguish the 

effect of a specific predictor variable on the dependent variable.  To address this concern, we 

created residuals for each variable to partial out the influence of the other variable.  This was 

accomplished by predicting one variable (e.g., RF) from the other (CO) and saving the residuals 

(RFres). These new variables (e.g., RFres) represented the unique variability in the criterion (i.e., 

RF) after controlling for its relationship with the predictor (i.e., CO).  We used these residuals in 

place of the original variables (COres instead of CO; RFres instead of RF). After creating COres 

and RFres, we calculated the correlations between these variables and the variables involved in 

the experimental triads: Attitudes Toward Gays (AT Gays), AT Lesbians, AT Gays and 

Lesbians, AT Muslims, and AT Christians. We found that RFres significantly predicted all of 

these variables: RFres was negatively related to AT Gays, AT Lesbians, AT Gays and Lesbians, 

and AT Muslims, but positively related to AT Christians. COres, on the other hand, significantly 

predicted none of these variables, indicating that RFres is fit for use as a predictor in the 

experimental triads, whereas COres is not. 

 Interestingly, RFres also correlated with ambivalent attitudes toward certain groups. We 

calculated ambivalence using the formula (P + N) / 2 - |P - N|, as suggested by Thompson, 
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Zanna, and Griffin (1995). RFres was negatively related to Ambivalent Attitudes Toward 

Lesbians (AAT Lesbians), AAT Gays and Lesbians, AAT Muslims, and AAT Christians, but 

unrelated to AAT Gays. These findings suggest that more religiously fundamental individuals 

hold less conflicting (more black-and-white) attitudes toward these different groups than 

individuals low in religious fundamentalism, consistent with previous research positively 

connecting RF with intolerance for ambiguity (.34) and negatively connecting RF with 

uncertainty tolerance (.27; values from a meta-analysis by Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 

2003). 

Overall Attitudes Toward Gays and Lesbians 

 Data reports reflect some of the recommendations of Kashy, Donnellan, Ackerman, and 

Russell (2009).  

 To adapt our three-condition design for regression analyses, we created two dummy-

coded variables to differentiate between conditions (in the initial analyses, one dummy code 

differentiated the Bible condition from control, whereas the other differentiated the Qur’an 

condition from control).  We examined the effects of predictor variables on group-directed 

attitudes using hierarchical regression analyses composed of three steps: RFres, Condition, and 

RFres ✕ Condition. We first considered overall interaction effects; if we found a significant 

overall interaction effect, we then compared condition effects at RFres levels one SD above and 

below the mean RFres (to examine any effects specific to high RF or low RF). Because the main 

effect of condition was represented by two variables as was the interaction between condition 

and RFres, we report the statistics associated with the change in R-squared when adding pairs of 

variables to the model, as this represents the overall contribution of condition and the interaction, 

respectively.   
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 Hierarchical regression analyses yielded no RFres ✕ Condition interaction effects for: AT 

Gays, ΔR2 = .02, ΔF(2, 91) = 1.13, p = .33; AT Lesbians, ΔR2 = .04, ΔF(2, 91) = 1.82, p = .17; 

and AT Gays and Lesbians, R2 = .03, F(2, 91) = 1.83, p = .17. 

Positive–Negative Attitudes Toward Gays and Lesbians 

 For these analyses, we divided all semantic differential attitude ratings into positive (1 = 

Not At All Positive, 7 = Extremely Positive) and negative (1 = Not At All Negative, 7 = 

Extremely Negative) evaluations. Hierarchical regression analyses yielded no RFres ✕ Condition 

interaction effects for Gaypos Positive AT Gays (PAT Gays), Negative AT Gays (NAT Gays), 

PAT Lesbians, NAT Lesbians, PAT Gays and Lesbians, and NAT Gays and Lesbians (all p > 

.10). 

Overall Attitudes Toward Muslims and Christians 

 Hierarchical regression analyses yielded a significant RFres ✕ Condition interaction effect 

for AT Muslims, ΔR2 = .09, ΔF(2, 91) = 4.82, p = .010 (see Figure 1). We decomposed the 

interaction on AT Muslims using a simple slopes analysis (Aiken & West, 1991).  Among people 

high in RFres (1 SD above the mean), participants in the Qur’an condition showed a significant 

increase in AT Muslims compared to participants in the Bible condition, (b = 1.03, SE = 0.43), 

t(91) = 2.42, p = .017. Among people low in RFres (1 SD below the mean), participants in the 

Qur’an condition showed a marginally significant decrease in AT Muslims compared to 

participants in the Bible condition, (b = -0.80, SE = 0.41), t(91) = -1.93, p = .057. From a balance 

theory perspective, these data suggest that high RFres individuals positively adjust their AT 

Muslims when they identify a common negative relation toward gay people; on the other hand, 

low RFres individuals might negatively adjust their AT Muslims when they identify a 

disagreement about relations toward gay people. 
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 The RFres ✕ Condition interaction for AT Christians was not significant, ΔR2 = .04, ΔF(2, 

91) = 2.15, p = .122.  

Positive–Negative Attitudes Toward Muslims and Christians 

 Hierarchical regression analyses yielded a marginally significant RFres ✕ Condition 

interaction effect for PAT Muslims, ΔR2 = .06, ΔF(2, 91) = 2.93, p = .059 (see Figure 2), and a 

significant RFres ✕ Condition interaction effect for NAT Muslims, ΔR2 = .12, ΔF(2, 91) = 6.51, p 

= .002 (see Figure 3). Simple slopes analyses showed that among people high in RFres, 

participants in the Bible condition expressed a marginally significant decrease in PAT Muslims 

compared to participants in the Qur’an and control conditions (b = -0.84, SE = 0.43), t(91) 

= -1.94, p = .056 and (b = -0.77, SE = 0.43), t(91) = -1.80, p = .075, respectively. Furthermore, 

participants in the Qur’an condition expressed a significant decrease in NAT Muslims compared 

to participants in the Bible condition, (b = -1.23, SE = 0.46), t(91) = -2.68, p = .009. Conversely, 

among people low in RFres, participants in the Qur’an condition expressed a significant increase 

in NAT Muslims compared to participants in the Bible condition, (b = 1.01, SE = 0.45), t(91), 

2.27, p = .026, and the control condition, (b = 0.87, SE = 0.460), t(91), 1.89, p = .063. The 

stronger changes in NAT Muslims suggest that participants tend to adjust their overall AT 

Muslims by adjusting their negative attitudes, rather than their positive attitudes. 

The RFres ✕ Condition interaction for PAT Christians was marginally significant, ΔR2 = 

.05, ΔF(2, 91) = 2.65, p = .076 (see Figure 4), and not significant for NAT Christians, ΔR2 = .03, 

ΔF(2, 91) = 1.44, p = .243. Simple slopes analyses showed that among people high in RFres, 

participants in the Bible condition expressed a significant increase in PAT Christians compared 

to participants in the Qur’an condition, (b = 1.21, SE = 0.43), t(91), 2.82, p = .006, and the 

control condition, (b = 1.05, SE = 0.43), t(91), 2.47, p = .015. No significant effects for PAT 
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Christians were found for participants low in RFres. These changes in PAT Christians do not fit 

our balance theory predictions. Also, these changes in PAT Christians (but not NAT Christians) 

suggest that participants tend to adjust their overall AT Christians by adjusting their positive 

attitudes, rather than their negative attitudes. 

Ambivalent Attitudes Toward Groups 

 Hierarchical regression analyses yielded no significant RFres ✕ Condition interaction 

effects for AAT Gays, Lesbians, Gays and Lesbians, Muslims, or Christians (all p > .15). 
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 

 The present research investigated the effect of a prejudicial religious message, either 

from the Bible or from the Qur’an, on Christian participants’ attitudes toward gays, lesbians, 

Muslims, and Christians. Using balance theory as a basis for our predictions, we hypothesized 

that higher CO in participants in the Bible condition would result in greater cognitive conflict (an 

imbalanced triad), and thus more negative overall attitude change toward either gay people or 

Christians. We also predicted that higher RF in participants in the Qur’an condition would result 

in greater cognitive conflict, and thus more positive overall attitude change toward either gay 

people or Muslims. 

 Our hypotheses regarding CO were not supported, as CO failed to predict attitudes 

toward any of the variables in the triad. However, our results using RF as a moderator supported 

our hypothesis: RF moderated the relation between condition and AT Muslims, such that 

participants with higher RF positively adjusted their AT Muslims. Additionally, we found that 

participants low in RF negatively adjusted their AT Muslims when presented with a Qur’an-

associated anti-gay message. This finding suggests one of three things: either that people low in 

RF hold relatively positive baseline AT Muslims (otherwise, the triad would not be imbalanced), 

that balance theory is not an adequate explanation for the observed attitude change, or that there 

are additional balance-related variables that we failed to consider. Finally, participants made no 

significant adjustments to their AT gay men and lesbians. 

 The findings in this study support the notion that religion-attributed messages can affect 

people’s attitudes, and that the perceived source of the message can significantly change the 

effect of the message on attitude change. Specifically, our findings contribute to prejudice 

reduction research by showing that a prejudicial message from a religious outgroup (i.e., 
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Muslims) can alter attitudes toward that same outgroup, and that the nature of these attitude 

changes can depend on a specific aspect of religiosity (i.e., religious fundamentalism). The 

similarity-expectancy hypothesis offers one possible explanation for this phenomenon. 

Similarity-Expectancy Hypothesis 

 The similarity-expectancy hypothesis holds that assumed attitude similarity moderates 

the relation between discovered attitude similarity and attitude change (Chen & Kenrick, 2002). 

This hypothesis predicts that if I assume that a group is dissimilar to me, and I then discover that 

we share similarities, my attitude toward that group will change positively. People high in RF 

likely perceive Muslims as dissimilar; but, when they find out that Muslims also regard gay 

relations as immoral, they might positively adjust their AT Muslims (as found in the present 

study). This hypothesis also predicts that if I assume that a group is similar to me, then discover 

that we are actually dissimilar, my attitude toward that group will change negatively. People low 

in RF might perceive more similarity between themselves and Muslims; thus, when they disagree 

with a Muslim-attributed anti-gay statement, they might negatively adjust their attitude toward 

Muslims. This explanation suggests perceived similarity to Muslims as a possible mediator of the 

relation between RF and attitude change; however, RF’s relation to perceived similarity to 

Muslims is currently untested. 

 The similarity-expectancy explanation for our findings presents the possibility that 

identifying other (possibly more prosocial!) similarities between Christianity and outgroup 

religions could lead to improvements in tolerance of other religious groups, especially among 

those high in RF. For example, emphasizing that both Christians and Muslims worship one 

Abrahamic deity and recognize Jesus as a holy figure could improve both groups’ tolerance for 

each other. 
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Differentiating between Positive and Negative Attitude Changes 

 One of features that distinguishes the present study from Oth and colleagues’ (2010) 

study is the inclusion of two unipolar scales that specifically measured positive and negative 

attitudes toward groups. This more sensitive measure of attitudes yielded interesting results: 

participants expressed a tendency to adjust their overall AT Muslims by changing their NAT 

Muslims, more than by changing their PAT Muslims. Alternatively, participants adjusted their 

PAT Christians, but did not adjust their NAT Christians. This distinction is important: 

researchers have recently supported the notion that positive and negative evaluations toward 

groups are often separable and can have different behavioral consequences; for example, positive 

attitudes may be positively related to support for prosocial policies for minorities, whereas 

negative attitudes may be positively related to support for prejudicial policies for minorities 

(Pittinsky, Rosenthal, & Montoya, 2011).  

 Also, our findings touch on the possibility that individuals are more comfortable 

adjusting their negative attitudes toward outgroups or less-liked groups (e.g., “I don’t like them, 

but maybe they’re not so bad”) and their positive attitudes toward ingroups or more-liked groups 

(e.g., “I still like them, but maybe they’re not quite as good as I thought they were”). Future 

research might further explore what variables determine whether people adjust their positive 

attitudes or their negative attitudes toward a given group. 

Limitations 

 As noted by Oth and colleagues (2010), our priming mechanism deliberately confounded 

a religious group with a moral message. Because of this design aspect, we cannot definitively 

conclude whether the presentation of the religious group or the moral message independently 

influenced our participants, instead of the combination of the two. 
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 Our study also provided a limited examination of potential moderating variables for the 

relation between religious prejudicial messages and attitude changes. For example, many other 

variables are also related to prejudice, such as right-wing authoritarianism (Kirkpatrick, 1993), 

need for cognitive closure (Roets & Hiel, 2011), and narcissism (Hodson, Hogg, & MacInnis, 

2009). 

 Another potential concern is that the high correlation between RF and CO necessitated 

the use of a residual approach. Our results reflect that the links in a balance triad can be predicted 

with some efficacy using an inference approach; however, directly measuring or manipulating 

the values of these links could allow for stronger conclusions. 

 Finally, our sample for this study consisted mostly of college-age Christians, limiting the 

generalizability of this study. Research using other religious groups and different age groups 

could provide insight into group differences in attitude adjustment. 

Conclusion 

 The present study provides evidence that prejudicial messages expressed by religious 

groups can affect peoples’ attitudes toward these religious groups; furthermore, the direction and 

extent of these changes is moderated by religious fundamentalism. Although a prejudicial 

message, at face value, should have negative effects on attitudes, such is not necessarily the case. 

People’s attitude changes in response to a message are contingent on multiple factors: what the 

message is, who the messenger is, and how the recipient perceives the message and the 

messenger. Certain combinations of factors lead to seemingly paradoxical results, as seen in this 

study: just as prosocial messages can result in more prejudicial attitudes (Oth, Lindner, & Nosek, 

2010), prejudicial messages can also result in more prosocial attitudes. 
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Table 1 

Reliability ratings for and correlations among experiment variables (overall attitude measures) 

       Variable α A B C D E F 

A Religious Fundamentalism 
(controlling for CO) 

.93       

B Christian Orthodoxy 
(controlling for RF) 

.93 n/a      

C Attitudes Toward Gays 
(ATG) 

.94 -.342** .084     

D AT Lesbians .94 -.238* -.040 .614**    

E AT Gays and Lesbians .94 -.323** .026 .904** .893**   

F AT Muslims .93 -.294** .112 .548** .577** .626**  

G AT Christians .93 .271** .156 -.156 -.332** -.268** -.163 

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01 

 
Table 2 

Reliability ratings of positive and negative attitude measures 

       Variable α for Positive Attitudes α for Negative Attitudes 

Attitudes Toward Gays (Positive and 
Negative) 

.94 .89 

AT Lesbians .94 .89 

AT Gays and Lesbians .92 .90 

AT Muslims .91 .88 

AT Christians .89 .87 
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Table 3 

Correlations between RF and ambivalent attitudes toward different groups 

       Variable Religious Fundamentalism 
(controlling for CO) 

Ambivalent attitudes Toward 
Gays (AATG) 

-.063 

AAT Lesbians -.206* 

AAT Gays and Lesbians -.203* 

AAT Muslims -.264** 

AAT Christians -.303** 

* p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01 
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Figure 1. Attitudes Toward  Muslims (AT Muslims) as a function of religious message priming 
(Bible vs. Qur’an vs. control) and religious fundamentalism (RF). Results plotted at +/- 1 SD of 
RF. 

   

Figure 2. Positive AT Muslims as a function of religious message priming and RF. 
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Figure 3.Negative AT Muslims as a function of religious message priming and RF. 

 

Figure 4. Positive AT Christians as a function of religious message priming and RF. 
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APPENDIX A: EXPERIMENT-SPECIFIC MATERIALS 

 
Consent Form 
 
We are asking you to participate in a research study called Religion and Attitudes.  
 
Here is what you need to understand about the study: 
 
1) The person in charge of this project is Neil Hester (neil.hester@ttu.edu), under the supervision 
of Dr. Kenneth DeMarree (ken.demarree@ttu.edu; 806-742-3711 x242).  Mr. Hester conducts 
research in the Department of Psychology at TTU, and Dr. DeMarree works in the Department 
of Psychology at TTU.  You can contact either of them if you have questions about the research. 
2) For this study, you will be asked to do several tasks.  For these tasks, you will be asked to 
report your religious characteristics, answer a series of questions about different quotations, and 
report your attitudes on different groups of people. 

3) Your participation is appreciated.  You will get experiment credit for your Psychology course 
(PSY 1300).  You should also learn about the research. 

4) The study should take about 20-30 minutes to complete.  You will get ½ hour experimental 
credit for every half hour (or part thereof) that you participate, so you can expect to earn one half 
hour of credit.  No one but Mr. Hester and Dr. DeMarree will see your data.  They will be kept in 
a locked research lab at TTU.  Your name will not be associated with your answers to today’s 
questions. 
5) There are no risks to completing this study. Doing this study is completely up to you.  You 
won’t lose anything if you don’t do it.  You can quit anytime for any reason or refuse to answer 
any questions that make you uncomfortable. You will still get experiment credit for the time you 
put in.  You do not give up any legal rights by signing this form. 
6) Mr. Hester or Dr. DeMarree will answer any questions you have about the study.  For 
questions about your rights as a subject or about injuries caused by this research, contact the 
Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office 
of Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  Or you can call (806) 
742-3884. 

 
By clicking “continue” below, you agree to participate in this research. 
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Instructional Manipulation Check (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009) 

 
Recent research on decision making shows that choices are affected by context. Differences in 
how people feel, their previous knowledge and experience, and their environment can affect 
choices. To help us understand how people make decisions, we are interested in information 
about you. Specifically, we are interested in whether you actually take the time to read the 
directions; if not, some results may not tell us very much about decision making in the real 
world. To show that you have read the instructions, please ignore the question below about how 
you are feeling and instead check only the "none of the above" option as your answer. Thank you 
very much. 
 
 

 



 

30 
 

Text Information 
 
Please take a minute to read the brief descriptions of the following texts, which are some of the 
highlights of the corpus from which the next task will be drawn: 
 
Aesop’s Fables- Collection of fables commonly attributed to the slave Aesop 
 
Bible- Holy Book used by Christians 
 
Qur’an- Holy Book used by Muslims 
 
Adventures of Huckleberry Finn- Novel by Mark Twain; published in 1885 
 
United States Constitution- Supreme law of the U.S.; adopted in 1787 
 
United States Declaration of Independence- Statement of independence from Great Britain; 
adopted in 1776 
 
War and Peace- Novel by Leo Tolstoy; published in 1869 
 
Upanishads- Collection of philosophical texts; early catalyst for the Hindu religion 
 
Alice in Wonderland- Novel by Lewis Carroll; published in 1865 
 
Harry Potter- Series of novels written by J.K. Rowling; first book published in 1997 
 
Sun Tzu’s Art of War- Chinese handbook on military tactics 
 
The Jungle- Book on conditions in meatpacking plants by Upton Sinclair; published in 1906 
 
Diary of Anne Frank- Diary of a Jewish teenage girl during Nazi occupation of Amsterdam; 
first English translation 1952
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Fill-in-the-blank Priming Task (based on Oth, Lindner, & Nosek, 2010) 

Both religious and nonreligious texts often contain advice or guidelines for living. Five ideas 
attributed to famous texts have been randomly selected from a diverse pool of items; please fill 
in the blank. 
 
Bible and Qur’an Conditions 
 
1. In his lust, a man should not prefer _______ to a woman. — Bible/Qur’an 

a. a man    b. the devil  c. a beast   
 

2. He who wishes to fight must first count the _______. — Sun Tzu’s Art of War 
a. odds    b. cost   c. reward   

 
3. Everything's got a _______, if only you can find it.— Alice in Wonderland 

a. moral  b. weakness  c. story   
 

4. Begin at the _______and go on till you come to the end: then stop.— Alice in Wonderland 
a. beginning b. middle  c. end   

 
5. It is _________ for a man to lie with another man. – Bible/Qur’an 
      a. sinful    b. rare  c. natural 
 
Control Condition 
 
1. All men are created _______.— U.S. Declaration of Independence 
      a. without sin b. evil   c. equal  
 
2. He who wishes to fight must first count the _______. — Sun Tzu’s Art of War 
      a.   odds    b. cost   c. reward   
 
3. Everything's got a _______, if only you can find it.— Alice in Wonderland 

a. moral  b. weakness  c. story   
 

4. Begin at the _______and go on till you come to the end: then stop.— Alice in Wonderland 
a. beginning b. middle  c. end    

 
5. Heaven helps those who help _______. —Aesop’s Fables 
      a. others  b. the gods  c. themselves 
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Semantic Differential Attitude Ratings 
 
Using the scales below, please indicate your attitudes toward the following groups of people: 
 
Gay men/Lesbians/Muslims/Christians/Black people/White people/Jews (all items given for 
each group) 
 

 



 

33 
 

Suspicion Probe 

 
1. Briefly, what do you think this study is about? 
2. Do you think your answers in the later tasks were affected by any of the earlier tasks? If 

so, how? 
3. Did you notice any patterns in the quotation completion task? If so, what? 
4. Do you think completing this task affected any of your answers on the later tasks? If so, 

how? 
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Study Information (Debriefing) 
  
Thank you for participating in this research.  We value your thoughtful responses. 
  
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of moral guidelines when they were 
attributed to one’s own or another religion’s holy book.  In this study, some of you received 
passages that were against homosexual behavior that were said to come from either the Christian 
Bible or from the Muslim Qur’an, while others of you did not receive these passages.  We then 
measured your attitudes towards homosexuals, Christians, and Muslims.  We are interested in 
seeing how being reminded of a moral code affects people’s attitudes when that moral code is 
identified with another religion. For example, if a Christian finds out Muslims condemn 
homosexuality, how will this affect whether they like or dislike homosexual people? 
  
We thank you again for your participation and ask that you do not discuss the studies with other 
students until the semester is over. Other students might participate in this study later in the 
semester, and we do not want them to be biased by any outside information about the study. 
  
If you have any questions regarding this experiment or your participation in it, please contact the 
experimenter now or feel free to contact the person in charge of this study, Dr. Kenneth 
DeMarree (ken.demarree@ttu.edu; 806-742-3711 x242) or the student whose thesis this project 
will contribute, Neil Hester (neil.hester@ttu.edu).  You can also contact the Texas Tech 
University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of Research 
Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, (806) 742-3884. 
 
To receive credit, please click continue.  This will redirect you to a separate survey so that 
we can assign credit in Sona.  
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APPENDIX B: INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE MEASURES 

 
Religious Faith Questionnaire (Storch, Roberti, Bravata, & Storch, 2004) 
 
Please answer the following questions about religious faith using the scale below. Indicate the 
level of agreement (or disagreement) for each statement. 
 
1 = strongly disagree  
2 = disagree  
3 = agree  
4 = strongly agree 
 
1. I pray daily. 
2. I look to my faith as providing meaning and purpose in my life.  
3. I consider myself active in my faith or church.  
4. I enjoy being around others who share my faith.  
5. My faith impacts many of my decisions. 
————————————————————————————— 
Note: Counterbalance order with Religious Fundamentalism and Christian Orthodoxy scales. 
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Revised Religious Fundamentalism Scale (Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 2004) 
 
This survey is part of an investigation of general public opinion concerning a variety of social 
issues. You will probably find that you agree with some of the statements, and disagree with 
others, to varying extents. 
 
Write down a  –4 in the space provided if you very strongly disagree with the statement 
  –3 in the space provided if you strongly disagree with the statement 
  –2 in the space provided if you moderately disagree with the statement 
  –1 in the space provided if you slightly disagree with the statement 
Write down a +1 in the space provided if you slightly agree with the statement 
  +2 in the space provided if you moderately agree with the statement 
  +3 in the space provided if you strongly agree with the statement 
  +4 in the space provided if you very strongly agree with the statement 
If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an item, write down a “0” in the space provided 
 
You may find that you sometimes have different reactions to different parts of a statement. For 
example, you might very strongly disagree (“–4”) with one idea in a statement, but slightly agree 
(“+1”) with another idea in the same item. When this happens, please combine your reactions, 
and write down how you feel on balance (a “–3” in this case). 
————————————————————————————— 

1. God has given humanity a complete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation, which 
must be totally followed. 

2. No single book of religious teachings contains all the intrinsic, fundamental truths about 
life.* 

3. The basic cause of evil in this world is Satan, who is still constantly and ferociously 
fighting against God. 

4. It is more important to be a good person than to believe in God and the right religion.* 
5. There is a particular set of religious teachings in this world that are so true, you can’t go 

any “deeper” because they are the basic, bedrock message that God has given humanity. 
6. When you get right down to it, there are basically only two kinds of people in the world: 

the Righteous, who will be rewarded by God; and the rest, who will not. 
7. Scriptures may contain general truths, but they should NOT be considered completely, 

literally true from beginning to end.* 
8. To lead the best, most meaningful life, one must belong to the one, fundamentally true 

religion. 
9. “Satan” is just the name people give to their own bad impulses. There really is no such 

thing as a diabolical “Prince of Darkness” who tempts us.* 
10. Whenever science and sacred scripture conflict, science is probably right.* 
11. The fundamentals of God’s religion should never be tampered with, or compromised with 

others’ beliefs. 
12. All of the religions in the world have flaws and wrong teachings. There is no perfectly 

true, right religion.* 
————————————————————————————— 
*Reverse coded items 
Note: Code on a 1 to 9 scale (–4 = 1; –3 = 2; etc.). 
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Short Christian Orthodoxy Scale (Hunsberger, 1989) 
 
This survey includes a number of statements related to specific religious beliefs. You will 
probably find that you agree with some of the statements, and disagree with others, to varying 
extents. Please mark your opinion on the line to the left of each statement, according to the 
amount of your agreement or disagreement, by using the following scale: 
 
Write down a  –3 in the space provided if you strongly disagree with the statement 
  –2 in the space provided if you moderately disagree with the statement 
  –1 in the space provided if you slightly disagree with the statement 
Write down a +1 in the space provided if you slightly agree with the statement 
  +2 in the space provided if you moderately agree with the statement 
  +3 in the space provided if you strongly agree with the statement 
If you feel exactly and precisely neutral about an item, write down a “0” in the space provided 
 
You may find that you sometimes have different reactions to different parts of a statement. For 
example, you might strongly disagree (“–3”) with one idea in a statement, but slightly agree 
(“+1”) with another idea in the same item. When this happens, please combine your reactions, 
and write down how you feel on balance (a “–2” in this case). 
————————————————————————————— 

1. Jesus Christ was the divine Son of God. 
2. The Bible may be an important book of moral teachings, but it was no more inspired by 

God than were many other such books in human history.* 
3. The concept of God is an old superstition that is no longer needed to explain things in the 

modern era.* 
4. Through the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus, God provided a way for the forgiveness 

of people’s sins. 
5. Despite what many people believe, there is no such thing as a God who is aware of our 

actions.* 
6. Jesus was crucified, died, and was buried, but on the third day He arose from the dead. 

————————————————————————————— 
*Reverse coded items 
Note: Code on a 1 to 7 scale (–3 = 1; –2 = 2; etc.). Discard responses if participant does not 
answer four or more items. Buffer items (“God exists as: Father, Son, and Holy Spirit” and 
“Those who feel that God answers prayers are just deceiving themselves)” may be used. 
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Enjoyment of Thought Inventory 

 
We are interested in how the next set of statements describes you.  Please rate how characteristic 
each statement is of you. 
 
1 = Extremely uncharacteristic 
2 = Somewhat uncharacteristic 
3 = Uncertain 
4 = Somewhat characteristic 
5 = Extremely characteristic 
 

1. I prefer complex to simple problems. 
2. I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation that requires a lot of thinking. 

 


