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1IntroductionIntroduction

Introduction

Francis-Vincent Anthony, Chris A.M. Hermans and Carl Sterkens

IndiawokeuptothenewmillenniumwithaterroristattackontheHouseof
Parliamenton13December2001.Everyyearofthefirstdecadeofthe21stcen-
turywasmarredbyviolenceinsomepartoftheIndiansubcontinent,particu-
larlyinthecosmopolitancityofMumbai.Whileinsomecasesviolencewas
clearlyeconomicallyorpoliticallymotivated,otherswereasclearlytargeting
religiousminoritiessuchastheviolenceagainstChristiansinJagatsinghpurin
February2004andtheKandhamalriotsinDecember2007andAugust2008.

Arereligionsasourceofconflictandviolence?RecentworksbyEdnaFer-
nandes(2007),MarthaNussbaum(2007)andAnganaP.Chatterji(2009)trace
thetragiceventstoHindunationalism,whileTrilokiMadan(2010)looksatthe
devastating effects of Hindu, Islamic and Sikh religious fundamentalism on
socialcohesioninIndia.PeggyFroerer(2007)focusesontheemergenceand
impactofHindunationalisminruralIndia.Althoughreligions,beingclosely
boundtopoliticsandethnicidentities,cangivewaytoviolence,theyallclaim
tofavourharmonyandhumanwellbeing.Recently,attheclosingceremonyof
the150thanniversaryofSwamiVivekanand’sbirth,DrManmohanSingh,the
thenprimeministerofIndia–recallingSwamiji’saddresstotheWorldParlia-
mentofReligionsinChicagoin1893–underscoredthattruereligioncannot
beasourceofhatredorviolence,andthatHinduismwithitssyncretic,plural-
istapproachhasinspiredmillionstoviewthehumanraceasonefamily(The 
Hindu,12January2014).ArecentdocumentoftheCatholicChurch’sInterna-
tional Theological Commission (2014) questions the generally held opinion
thatmonotheismnecessarilyimpliesviolenceandshedssomelightonChris-
tianmonotheismanditsoppositiontoviolence.Likewise,thereisnolackof
Islamicauthorswhopointoutthattheirreligionstandsforpeaceandharmo-
ny.AsgharAliEngineer(2012),forexample,isquicktocorrectthemisinterpre-
tationofIslamasacodeofregressionandviolence.

ThehistoryofreligioustraditionsinIndiaatteststhatwhiletherehavebeen
sporadicconflictsbetweenHindus,Buddhists,Jains,MuslimsandChristians,
therehasbeenanunderlyingcurrentofreligioustolerancesincethetimeof
theBuddhistemperorAshokainthe3rdcenturyBCE.However,thepolitical
processthatledtotheindependenceofIndia(1947)wasalsoaccompaniedby
thestruggleofvariousculturalandreligiousgroupstodefineIndianidentity
andheritage,sparkingoffnationalism,fundamentalismandreligiouslymoti-
vatedconflict.Thiscultureofreligioustoleranceandconflicthasmarkedthe

© Anthony,Hermans&Sterkens,2015 | doi10.1163/9789004270862_002
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2 Introduction

historyofTamilNadu,oneofthefastdevelopingstatesofcontemporaryIndia
withallitscontradictions(Drèze&Sen2013).Realisingthatreligioninacom-
plexandpluralistic societycanplayadual rolewith regard toviolenceand
peace,weembarkedonempiricalresearchintoreligionandconflictatarela-
tivelypeacefultime(2003–2004)inTamilNadu,afteranAnti-conversionBill
waspassedbythelocalgovernmentin2002.

Inchapter1weclarifythefocusandscopeofourcomparativeresearchinto
religiousconflict.Ourfocusisnotthesporadicoutbreaksofreligiousviolence
but the way Christian, Muslim and Hindu students understand conflict be-
tweenreligiousgroups.MorespecificallywestudyChristian,MuslimandHin-
du students’ perceptions of the causes of interreligious conflicts. We also
examinehowtheseperceptionsareinfluencedbyprescriptivebeliefslikereli-
giosityandmysticalexperience,anddescriptivebeliefssuchastheinterpreta-
tionofreligiouspluralityandreligiocentrism.Chapter1outlinesthecultural
andreligiouscontextofourresearchinTamilNadu.Wetracethehistoryof
Hinduism,IslamandChristianityinTamilNadu,andtheroleofreligioninthe
struggletodefineIndianidentityandheritage.Wethenpresenttheresearch
questionsofourempiricalstudyanddescribetheresearchvariables,sampling
anddatacollectionandthedesignofstatisticalanalysis.

Chapter2dealsatlengthwithadistinctivefeatureofourresearch,namely
itscross-religiouscomparativeperspective.Itdiscussesfundamentaltheoreti-
cal issues and the core empirical methodological problems associated with
cross-religiouscomparativeresearch.Wefirstclarifytherulesthatgovernsci-
entificcomparativeresearch,thengoontoexaminethevariousgoalsofcom-
parativeresearch.Inexpoundingthenotionofreligionwetacklethethorniest
issueincomparativeresearch,namelyinsider-outsiderperspectives:inwhat
termsandtowhatextentcanweunderstandandexplainthereligiousbeliefs,
practices andexperiencesofotherpersonsandcommunities?The method-
ologicalproblemisthatofestablishingsimilaritiesanddifferences.Wedistin-
guishbetweendifferentlevelsofequivalenceinmeasurementsinquantitative
comparativeresearch.Finallywelookatthenormativenessofsuchresearch.
Thechapterisadetailedexpositionofthenatureofcross-religiouscompara-
tiveresearch.Wehopeitwillshowthesignificanceofthecomplexapproach
adoptedinourstudyandthevalueofthefindings.

Afterprovidinganoverallviewoftheresearchandclarifyingthecomplex
issuesinvolvedincross-religiouscomparativeresearch,weproceedtoanalyse
religious identityusingameaningsystemapproach.Forourpurposewese-
lectedtwoprescriptiveandtwodescriptivebeliefsaspredictorsofourrespon-
dents’perceptionof thecausesof religiousconflict.Theprescriptivebeliefs
concerndimensionsofreligiosity(chapter3)andmysticalexperiences(chap-
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ter4),thedescriptivebeliefsconcerntheinterpretationofreligiousplurality
(chapter5)andreligiocentrism(chapter6).Wedescribethesebeliefswitha
viewtoexaminingtheirroleintheattributionofinterreligiousconflicttospe-
cific causes among Christian, Muslim and Hindu college students in Tamil
Nadu.Wehavechosenthesebeliefsfortheircross-religiouscomparabilityand
for their potential explanatory power of conflict attribution. Moreover, we
haveselectedscaleswhicharevalidatedinpreviousresearch.Eachchapteris
structuredasfollows:abriefintroduction,leadingtoadetaileddescriptionof
the theoretical framework, followed by the elements of empirical analysis,
namelyresearchquestions,measuringinstrumentsandempiricalresults,and
concludingwithadiscussionofsalientfindings.

Chapter3shedslightondifferentdimensionsofreligiosityinacross-reli-
giouscomparativeperspective.TheseminalworkbyRodneyStarkandCharles
Glock(1968)providesastartingpointforatheoreticalframeworkofreligiosity.
Itcomprisessixdimensionsderivingfromacross-classificationofthreecul-
turalsystems(cognitive,normativeandexpressive)andtwosocialmodes(in-
stitutional and personal). The empirical analysis provides a cross-religious
comparativemodelof institutionalreligiouspracticeandtheimpactofreli-
gioussocialisingagents,suchasthereligiousandeducationalcommunityand
gender,oninstitutionalreligiouspractice.

Chapter 4 dwells on the concept of mystical experience. The theoretical
framework of mystical experience byWalter Stace (1961) forms the basis of
Ralph Hood’s mysticism scale (1975). Our measuring instrument, based on
Hood’swork,yieldsacross-religiouscomparativemodelofverticalmysticism
withahigherreality.Italsoindicatestheusefulnessofdistinguishingbetween
verticalandhorizontalmysticisminfurthertheorybuildingandempiricalre-
search.

Chapter5examineshowfollowersofdifferentreligioustraditionsinterpret
truthinotherreligions.Basedonatheoreticalframeworkofso-calledtheolo-
giesofreligion,ourempiricalanalysisproducesthreecomparativemodelsof
interpretingreligiousplurality,namelymonism,commonalitypluralismand
differential pluralism. The model that proves to be most acceptable to the
threereligiousgroupsiscommonalitypluralism;differentialpluralismevokes
anambivalentresponse.ThemodelthatiscontestedbyMuslimsandHindus
ismonism:whereasMuslimstendtoagreewithmonism,Hindusdisagreewith
it.

Chapter 6 elaborates on the concept of religiocentrism in the context of
cross-religiouscomparativeresearch.According tosocialpsychologyreligio-
centrismisinherentinreligionbecauseitestablishestheidentityofbothindi-
vidualsandgroups.Forsomescholarsmeregroupidentificationissufficientto
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lead to in-group favouritism and out-group discrimination. Our empirical
analysisshowsthatallgroupsofrespondentstosomedegreedisplayacombi-
nationofpositivein-groupattitudesandnegativeout-groupattitudes.Besides
somepersonalcharacteristics,socialisingagentssuchasparentsandtheme-
diaarefoundtoinfluencein-groupattitudes.

Chapter7presentsthetheoreticalframeworkoffourtypesofcausesofin-
terreligious conflict: socio-economic, political, ethnic-cultural and religious
causes.Theexplanationofthefirsttwotypes,derivedfromso-calledrealistic
conflict group theory, is competition for scarce resources (economic wealth
andpoliticalpower).Theothertwocauses(ethnic-culturalandreligious)con-
sider group identification sufficient reason for conflictive relationships. Our
empirical analysis yields a cross-religious comparative scale comprising all
fourcategoriesofcausesofreligiousconflict,whichwelabelled‘force-driven
religiousconflict’.Theresultsalsopointtoasecondscale:strength-drivenreli-
giousconflict.Thefindingsareevaluatedfromtheperspectiveofthepolitical
theoryofHannaArendt(1970;1998)andPaulRicœur’snormativeperspective
onevil(1967;1995;2007).

Chapter8centresonourmainresearchquestion:howdoChristian,Muslim
andHindustudents’prescriptiveanddescriptivebeliefs influence theirper-
ceptionofinterreligiousconflict?Theattributionofreligiousconflictisunder-
stood as an outcome expectation, influenced by religion as a complex and
malleablemeaningsystemthatcanengenderbothconflictandpeace.Based
onthetheoryofcognitivedissonance,weexpectdescriptiveandprescriptive
beliefsinareligiousmeaningsystemtodisplaycognitiveconsistency.Ourfind-
ings show differences between religious group regarding beliefs that inspire
force-driven religious conflict, while the personal characteristics inducing
agreement are identical. Among Christian students institutional religious
practiceinducesattributionofreligiousconflictstoforce-drivencauses,while
differentialpluralismandpositivein-groupattitudesreduceit.AmongMuslim
studentsinstitutionalreligiouspracticeandcommonalitypluralismcontrib-
utetotheattributionofreligiousconflictstoforce-drivencauses.AmongHin-
dustudentsfivebeliefsarefoundtoinfluenceforce-drivenreligiousconflict:
institutional religious practice and negative attitudes towards Christians in-
duce attribution of conflict to force-driven causes, while vertical mysticism,
monismandpositivein-groupattitudesreduceagreementwithforce-driven
religious conflict. The findings on personal characteristics are identical for
Christian, Muslim and Hindu respondents: higher educational level of the
motherandstudyingartsorsocialsciencesrelatetogreateragreementwith
force-drivenreligiousconflict.
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Finallychapter9elaboratesontheimportanceofforce-drivenandstrength-
drivenreligiousconflict for theorydevelopmentonthecorrelationbetween
religiousmeaningsystemandreligiousconflict.Wealsoconsiderthepractical
consequencesfortheeducationalprocessofcollege/universitystudents.Three
issuesrelevanttoconflictpreventionthrougheducationemergefromourfind-
ings:theneedtofostercriticalreflectiononbeliefsthatdetermineagreement
withforce-drivenconflictinthereligiousmeaningsystemsofChristians,Mus-
limsandHindus;theneedtopromoteintegrationofreligiouseducationwith
citizenshipeducation;andtheneedtopromotesuccessfulcitizenshipeduca-
tion.Finally,wealsobrieflyconsiderthecompetencesthateducatorsrequire
tomouldthenextgenerationtoliveandactcooperativelyinapluralsociety.

Thiscross-religiousempiricalstudyisthefruitofaninternationalendeavour
thatledtocriticalcollaborationbetweentheauthors,colleaguesandresearch
studentsofRadboudUniversityNijmegen(Netherlands)andtheSalesianPon-
tificalUniversityinRome(Italy).Specialmentionmustbemadeofcolleagues,
particularlyprof.StanislausSwaminathanandprof.A.J.Christopher,andstu-
dentsoftheSocialWorkDepartmentoftheSacredHeartCollege,Tirupattur
(India),whowereinvolvedintheinitialstageofpilottestinganddataentry.
Aboveallwethankthestudentsandstaff,particularlytheprincipals,ofthe16
collegesandMadrasUniversitywhogenerouslycollaboratedintheprocessof
datacollection.Beforethepublicationofpartsofthepresentresearchinpeer-
reviewedjournalsandeditedbookseries,paperswerereadanddiscussedat
thebiannualconferencesoftheInternationalSocietyforEmpiricalResearch
inTheology(ISERT)inBielefeld(2004),Bangor(2006),Würzburg(2008),Rome
(2010)andNijmegen(2012),aswellasthebiannualconferencesoftheInterna-
tional Academy of Practical Theology (IAPT) in Berlin (2007), Amsterdam
(2011)andToronto(2013).Theseinternationalplatformsofexpertsservedasa
soundingboard for testingandrefiningour researchoutputs.We thankour
colleaguesfortheirinsightsandchallenges.Wethankthosewhorenderedex-
pertassistanceinthestatisticalanalysisofthedataatvariousstages:MsLieve
Gommers,MrsBerdienBiemansandDrWilliamvanderVeld(RadboudUni-
versityNijmegen).WealsothankstudentsoftheMAcourseinEmpiricalReli-
giousStudiesatRadboudUniversityNijmegenfortheircommentsonthedraft
manuscriptofthisbook.FinallyweareindebtedtoProf.DrRaymondWebb
(UniversityofSaintMaryoftheLake,Illinois,USA)andMsMarcelleManley
(Pretoria)forcheckingthemanuscriptminutelyandintroducinglinguisticim-
provementstomakeitmorereadable.

Earlierversionsofallbuttwochaptersinthisbookwerepublishedprevi-
ouslyasindependentarticlesinjournalsorcontributionstoeditedvolumes.
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Butmostchaptershavebeenthoroughlyrevisedandupdated,andoverlapsin
samplinganddesignofanalysiswereobviouslyremovedtopermitpublication
inasinglevolume.Chapter2wasrecentlypublishedas ‘Comparisoninreli-
gion:amethodologicalcontribution’intheJournal of Empirical Theology( JET)
27(Hermans&Sterkens2014).Partsofchapter3werepublishedas‘Religious
practice and religious socialization: comparative research among Christian,
MuslimandHindustudents inTamilNadu’ in JET 20(Anthony,Hermans&
Sterkens2007).Anearlierversionofchapter4waspresentedtoanacademic
audience as ‘A comparative study of mystical experience among Christian,
Muslim, and Hindu students in Tamil Nadu’ in the Journal for the Scientific 
Study of Religion( JSSR)49(Anthony,Hermans&Sterkens2010).Alessdetailed
versionofchapter5waspublishedas ‘Interpretingreligiouspluralism:com-
parativeresearchamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsinTamilNadu’
in JET 18(Anthony,Hermans&Sterkens2005).Anearlierdraftofchapter6
appearedas‘AcomparativestudyofreligiocentrismamongChristian,Muslim
andHindustudentsinTamilNadu,India’inJET 21(Sterkens&Anthony2008).
Partsofchapter8werepublishedafewyearsagoinavolumeeditedbyLeslie
FrancisandHans-GeorgZiebertz: The public significance of religion (Leiden:
Brill),butthisarticlecontainedresultsonChristianrespondentsonlyandwas
statistically less sophisticated (Hermans, Anthony, Sterkens & Van der Veld
2011).Weexpressourheartfeltthankstothepublishersandeditorsofthejour-
nalsandbooksinwhichearlierversionsofthechaptersinthisbookappeared,
andalsoacknowledgegratefullythecommentsofthreeanonymousreviewers
and the support and assistance offered by the publishers of the present
volume.
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Chapter1

Comparative Research into Conflict in Tamil Nadu

Introduction

InIndia 2020. A vision for the new millenniumDrA.P.J.AbdulKalam,eleventh
presidentofIndia(2002–2007)andhailingfromTamilNadu,recallsthelasting
impressionleftonhimbyMahatmaGandhi’sresolvetobewiththoseaffected
byreligio-politicalconflictonthehistoricdayofIndianindependence:“Iwas
inmyteenswhenIndiabecameindependent.Theheadmasterofmyschool
usedtotakeustohearthenewsontheonlyavailableradio.Weusedtohearof
theeventsinDelhi,andmanyspeechesandcommentaries.Iusedtodistribute
themorningnewspaperDinamanitohouseholdsinRameswaram,tohelpmy
brotherwithhiswork.WhilegoingonmydailymorningroundIalsoreadthe
newsitems.Onereportwhichparticularlystruckmeappearedintheheady
daysfollowingindependence.Itwasatimeofcelebrationandthecountry’s
leadersweregatheredinDelhi,addressingthemselvestothemomentoustasks
that faced the government. At this moment, however, far from being at the
centreofpower,thefatherofthenation,MahatmaGandhi,wasawayinNo-
akhali caring for the riot victims and trying to heal the wounds inflicted by
communalrioting.Howmanypersonswouldhavesuchcourageofconviction
asdidGandhijiatatimewhenthenationwasathiscommand?”(AbdulKalam
&Rajan1998,3–4).

Thisnarrativeinawaycapturestheoverallrationaleandcontextofourre-
search:itshowshowreligionscanmotivatepeopletogetcaughtupinthetrag-
edyofviolenceorbecomeanembodimentofcompassionamidstviolenceand
death. In another childhood memory in his recent book, My journey. Trans-
forming dreams into actions,DrAbdulKalamalsorecallshowhisfatherJainu-
labdeen, the imam of Rameswarm mosque, would meet with his two close
friends,PakshiLakshmanaSastry,thepriestoftheRamanathaswamytemple,
andfatherBodal,priestofthelonechurchinthetown.“Thememoryofthese
threelearnedmenisstilletchedinmymind.Icanstillseethem–oneinhis
turban and imam’s cloak, another in his dhoti and the third in his cassock.
TheymeteveryFridayeveningataroundfour-thirtyanddiscussedmattersof
religionandthehappeningsofthetown.Sometimespeoplecametovisitthem
at that time with specific issues to be resolved, or the three men kept each
otherapprisedofanythingthatcouldpotentiallythreatenthepeaceamong
thepeopleandtogether,theytriedtoworkoutwaysofclearing[up]miscom-

© Anthony,Hermans&Sterkens,2015 | doi10.1163/9789004270862_003
This is an open access chapter distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-
Noncommercial3.0Unported(CC-BY-NC3.0)License.
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munication or scotching rumours before they assumed dangerous propor-
tions. The fundamental requirement for peace – effective communication
amongsectionsofthepeople–wasalwayskeptalivebythesethreepatriarchs”
(AbdulKalam2013,33–34).

Thesenarrativesaboutthemeetingofreligionsandthedualroletheymay
playwithregardviolenceandpeaceinacomplexandpluralisticsocietylike
India stand out against the backdropof religious socialization in the family
andeducationalenvironment.Exploringthepotentialofreligionsinthelived
experienceofstudentsisinfactthebasicthrustofourresearch.

1.1 Focus and Scope of the Research

TheviolenceunleashedbetweenHindusandMuslimsatthetimeoftheparti-
tionbetweenIndiaandPakistanwasoneofthedarkesteventsinthehistoryof
apeoplewhogainedtheirindependencethroughsatyāgraha1(non-violentre-
sistancerelyingonthestrengthoftruth).Notthattherehavebeennoreligious
conflictsinthelonghistoryofthesubcontinent.Althoughpoliticalconflicts
betweenHindus,Buddhists,Jains,MuslimsandChristianshavemarredIndian
historytimeandagain,therehasbeenconstantandconsciousobservanceof
religioustoleranceatleastsincethetimeofAshoka,theBuddhistemperorof
the3rdcenturyBCE.

Inthecontemporaryglobalscenariotherearethosewhowarnusthatthe
21st century could be gravely tarnished by a ‘clash of civilizations’, in which
people’sculturalandreligiousidentitieswillbetheprimarysourceofconflict
(Huntington1996).Frequentoutburstsofreligiouslymotivatedviolencesug-
gestthatthepredictionsmaynotbetotallyfalse.Evenso,conflictamongfol-
lowersofdifferent religions isnothingunusual; ithas in factblemished the
historyofpeoplesallovertheworld.Whatisnewisthatinaglobalizedworld
religious tensions localized in one part of the globe can assume unforeseen
proportions.Ifthereareprophetswhowarnusofconflictstocome,thereare
otherswhodesperatelyseektocontainviolenceandcareforitsvictims.With
religiousviolencesporadicallyflaringup,specializedcentresforconflictman-
agementandconflict resolutionhavealsosprungup invariouspartsof the
world. Research to uncover the underlying causes of religious violence and

1 FortransliterationofSanskritandTamilwords,wehavefollowedthecontemporarytrendof
keepingthediacriticalmarkstotheminimum.OnthebasisoftheproposalbyJacobsen(2009)
inBrill’s encyclopedia of Hinduism,forTamiltransliterationacommonschemehasbeenused
withthepalatalsusuallyrenderedasc,andthealveolarsasṉ,ṟ,ḻ.
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effortstocontainithavetheirsignificance,butourresearchdistinguishesitself
fromsuchprojectsfortworeasons.

Inthefirstplace,ourstudyseekstoidentifythefactors–presentinordinary
day-to-daylife–thatcontributetotheattributionofreligiousconflicttoforce-
drivencauses.2Inotherwords,weseektoanalysetheattributionofreligious
conflict,andnotconflictorviolenceassuch.Arethereelementsinthenormal
lifeofpersonswhichexplaintheirattributionofconflict tospecificcauses?
Identifyingthesecouldhavesomestrategicrelevancefortheeducationofthe
young.

Thatbringsustotheothercharacteristicaspectofourresearch.Ourstudy
ofreligionandconflictwasconductedinaneducationalcontext.Thatistosay,
weseektoidentifythoseelementsinthelifeandexperienceofyoungcollege
studentsthatcanpredictablyinclinethemtoreligiousviolence.Wehopethat
thefindingsofthepresentresearchwillhelptoevolveeducationalstrategies
thatcanserveasapreventivemeasure.Knowingthetragicconsequencesof
religiousviolence,thereisnogainsayingthatpreventionisbetterthancure.If
educationisnotpreventive,perhapsitlackssomeessentialquality(Interna-
tionalCongressonPreventiveSystemandHumanRights2009).

Withthisgeneral focusandscopeinmindwesituateourresearchinthe
multireligious context ofTamil Nadu, India. Although there have been spo-
radicmomentsofreligiousconflictinthepastandrecentlyduringthelasttwo
decadesofthe20thcentury,TamilNadu–asweshallexplainbelow–byand
largeisaplacewhereHinduism,ChristianityandIslamhavecoexistedpeace-
fully,enrichingthelocalcultureandsociety.

1.2 Religious and Cultural Context of the Research

Geographicalornationalboundariesareonewayofidentifyingaculture.Thus
inreferencetoIndiaonespeaksofIndianculture.Thoughitisausefulcatego-
ry,‘Indianculture’isactuallyamosaicofcultures,acompositeculturewithan
underlyingunity.Insuchacontextitseemsmoreappropriatetodefineculture
intermsoflanguage,forlanguage“isthereservoiroftraditionandthemedium
inandthroughwhichweexistandperceivetheworld”(Gadamer2008,29).It

2 Theconceptofforce-drivenreligiousconflictwillbeexplainedinmoredetailinchapter7.It
impliescoercivepowerasameanstoachievetheeconomic,politicalorsocio-culturalgoals
ofreligiousgroups.Force-drivenreligiousconflictdoesnotrefertothepersonalwillingness
ofindividualstoengageinreligiousconflicts.Neitherdoesitmeasuretheextenttowhichvio-
lentbehaviourisacceptabletotherespondent.Itindicatestheextenttowhichtherespondent
attributesinterreligiousconflictstoforce-drivencauses.
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is through language that we grasp the time-tested experiences of people in
grapplingwithreality.Inthissense,andbyvirtueofbeingsituatedoutsidethe
sphereofnorthernIndianempiresyetonthemaritimetraderoutestoEurope
andWestAsia,TamilNadurepresentsaculturalunitwithahistoryofitsown
(More2004).OuroptionfortheTamilculturalcontextwasmotivatedparticu-
larlybythelongstandingpresenceofChristianityandIslaminacultureclose-
lyboundtoHinduism,BuddhismandJainism.However,wecannotdisregard
thewiderpanoramaofIndianhistoryandthestruggletodefineIndianiden-
tityandheritage,inwhichreligionsandcultureshaveplayedandcontinueto
playarole.Inthe2001census,outof1.028millionpeople,alittleover827mil-
lion(80,5%)identifiedthemselvesasfollowersoftheHindureligion,138mil-
lion(13,4%)asMuslimsorfollowersofIslam,24million(2,3%)asChristians,
19million(1,9%)asSikh,8million(0,8%)asBuddhistsand4million(0,4%)as
Jain.Inadditionover6millionreportedadherencetoreligionsandfaiths−in-
cluding tribal religions – other than the six main religions. In the southern
stateofTamilNadutheproportionaltersto88,1%Hindus,6,1%Christiansand
5,6% Muslims in a total population of 62.405.679 in 2001.3This is the back-
groundtoourcross-religiouscomparativestudyinTamilNadu.

1.2.1	 Tamil	Culture	and	Hindu	Religion
TamilNaduisthehomeofoneofthemostancientculturesonthesubconti-
nent,andTamilisthelongestsurviving,livingliterarylanguageofIndia.With-
out entering into a debate whether Dravidians or Tamils are indigenous to
IndiaorareofMediterranean,AfricanorFarEasternorigin,wemaysafelyaf-
firmthattheircultureispre-AryanandhasplayedakeyroleinshapingIndian
culture together with its Aryan counterpart (Oppert 1988; Slater 1987;Thani
Nayagam1970).AccordingtoPanneerselvam(2010,1),“Thename,‘Dravidian’,a
modificationof‘Tiru(v)idam’,alandofshrines,wasappliedtoTamiḻahamby
immigrantsforsomegeographicalreasonorother.Thereisatheorythatthe
Indus people were Dravidians, because the Sumerians with whom they had
suchintimaterelationsarebelievedtobelongtothesameethnicgroupasthe
Dravidians.”

3 Thelatestnationalcensuswasheldin2011(referencedate1March).Theprovisionalfigures
of2011reflectatotalpopulationofIndiaof1.210.193.422people,72.138.958peoplelivingin
TamilNadu.Thefinalpopulationstatistics(includingfiguresonreligion)ofthe2011census
arelikelytobereleasedbytheDirectorateofCensusOperationoftheMinistryofHome
Affairslater.Butwhileotherdatahavebecomeavailablerelativelyfast,dataonreligionare
notreleasedyetasofOctober2014.Thisgivesrisetospeculationsaboutthereasonswhythe
census2011remainssilentonreligiousdata.Oneamongthem,isthepoliticallyunwelcome
factthattheproportionofHinduswouldhavedeclinedinfavourofthenumberofMuslims
andpeoplewhoconsiderthemselvesasnon-religious.Seehttp://censusindia.gov.in.
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InIndia,asinotherpartsoftheworld,regionalidentitiesformedaround
agriculturalcoreareas.Thesefertilecorestowhichpeoplegravitatedbecame
centresofthegrowthofdistinctive linguisticandpoliticalregions. InSouth
IndiaaroundtheCauveryriverdeltaTamiḻahamorTamilNadudevelopedasa
distinctculturalentityoverthelasttwothousandyears.Exteriorhistoricalevi-
dencedatingbacktothe4thcenturyBCEreferstothreemajorkingdomsofthe
Tamils−theCēras(onthewestcoast),theChōlas(withtheCauverydeltaas
theirbase)andthePāṇdiyas(withMaduraiastheircentre)−andtotheirtrade
withwesternAsia,Egypt,andlaterwiththeGreekandRomanempires(Ryer-
son1988;Thapar2003).

TamilisoneofthefourliteraryDravidianlanguageswhichcomesclosestto
theparentproto-Dravidianlanguage.Ithastherichestandmostancientlitera-
ture,paralleledinIndiaonlybythatofSanskrit(Zvelebil1992).Tholkāppiyam
(circa3rdcenturyBCE)andCaṅkam literature(from2ndcenturyBCEto3rd
centuryCE)aretheearliestextantworksinTamilandundeniablyrepresent
the golden age of Tamil literature (Subrahmanian 1981; Swaminathan 1992;
Varadarajan1972).AmongtheseearlyTamilworksThirukkuṟal, composedby
Thiruvalluvar (some time in the first three centuries CE), excels as a monu-
mentalworkofloftywisdomandacompendiumofTamilculturalvalues.It
expoundsthethreebasicpurposesormeaningsoflifeasunderstoodinTamil
culture: aṟam (virtue, righteousness), porul (wealth) and iṉbam (happiness)
(Panneerselvam 2010; Thapar 2003). The Bhakti movement of the Śaivite
(Nāyaṉmārs)andVaiṣṇavite(Āḻvārs)singersfromthe6thtothe10thcentury
marksanothermajorperiodinTamilNadu’sliteraryandreligioushistory(Ry-
erson1988;Subrahmanian1981;Neill1974).

InthereligiouscoreofTamilcultureŚaivismoccupiesaprominentplace.
ThehistoryoftheTamilsisalmostidenticalwiththehistoryofŚaivism.Śaiva-
Siddhāntham(originatinginthe13thcentury)representsanapexofthephilo-
sophico-theological tradition in India (Rajasingham 1986; Dayanandan 1988;
JaswantRaj1989).OneofthefinestfeaturesofancientTamilsocietywasits
religioustoleranceandspiritoffreeenquiry.“Yām peṟṟa iṉbam peruga iv vai-
yakam”(Maytheentireworldshareinthehappinessthathasbeengrantedto
us) aptly describes the universalistic outlook of Tamil culture (Hirudayam
1977).

Language,cultureandreligionhavegrowninaninterrelatedwayinTamilto
give birth to what may be termed theTamil-Śaiva culture. In it Śiva is wor-
shipedasNatarāja(thegreatdancer)andTamiliscultivatedinitsthreefold
structure:iyal(literature),isai(music)andnādakam(drama/dance).Carnātic
musicandbharatadancehavealongstandingtraditioninTamilcountry(Ra-
jasingham1986;Perumal1982).Templeartandarchitectureintheirturnshow
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thatTamil culture has grown in harmony with the universe, nature and the
body.Ithasflourishedthroughthecenturiesincloseassociationwiththeland,
seasonsandgods,withtwocorevalues:loveandhappiness(Rajasingham1986;
Arulsamy1990).Age-olddomesticandsocialcustomstestifytothese.Howev-
er,likeothercultures,ancientTamilcultureisnotwithoutlesslaudableele-
ments(Dubois1897;Biardeau1989).

OverthecenturiesDravidian/TamilcultureandAryan/Sanskritcultureun-
derwentaprocessofmutualassimilation.InspiteofthedominanceofAryans
incertainareasoflifeasaresultofthecastesystem,theoldTamilvaluesand
practicessurvivedthroughcountryschools,whichpassedonthewisdomof
theCaṅkamage,thehymnsoftheTēvāram,theethosoftheThirukkuṟal,the
localhistoryandfolklore.Thepre-Vedictraditions,Āgamicformsofworship
andpopularreligiosityrelatingtoMurukaṉ,theforestgodofhillsandmoun-
tains (Gandhidasan 1988; Clothey 2009;Venkatesan 2009), and the Ammaṉs
(mothergoddesses)persisted in the faceof theadvanceofSanskrit religion
(Hirudayam1977;Grafe1990).Inthe20thcenturythisundauntedpersistence
blossomedintoaTamilrenaissance:thediscoveryofaTamilculturedistinct
fromIndiancultureingeneral.TheTamilrenaissancewasspearheadedbythe
Dravidian Association or Tamiḻ Caṅkam (1916), E.V. Ramasamy’s Drāvida 
Kaḻakam (1944) and later by the Drāvida Munnēṟṟa Kaḻakam (1949) of C.N.
Annadurai(Grafe1990;Ryerson1988).

ThisbringsustotheperiodofdefiningIndianidentityandheritageinthe
struggleforIndianindependenceandinthecurrentsituation(tobediscussed
below).

1.2.2	 Christianity	in	the	Tamil	Cultural	Context
ThevolumeoftrafficbetweenSocotraandMuziris(nearpresent-dayCochin
in Kerala) generated by Indo-Roman trade that brought Egyptian Jews and
GreeksfromAlexandriaandtheeasternMediterranean,musthavegivenrise
tothetraditionofStThomascomingtoMalabarinabout52CE.ASyriacman-
uscriptfrom1770reportsthatThomasfirstwenttoMylaporeinthesouthern
partofTamilNadu’scapitalcityChennai.Hethenmovedtothehillcountryof
Cherakon,whereheissaidtohaveestablishedsevenchurchesbeforeitinerat-
inginMalabarforthirtyyears.TraditionhasitthatonhisreturntoPāṇdiyan
(Tamil)countrytopreachthegospelhewaskilledbyaBrahminandburiedin
Mylapore(Neill1984).Theavailableliteraryandarchaeologicalevidencedoes
notshedmuchlightonthetraditionthatthechurchinSouthIndiawasfound-
edbytheapostleThomas.Instead,“historicallinksthatdatetothemid-first
millenniumADseemstrongerwithEdessaandthePersianChurch.Agroupof
ChristiansledbyThomasCanamigratedtoKerala,wheretheyweregivena
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grantoflandbythelocalking.ThefirstcomingofChristianitytoIndiaismore
likelylinkedtotheestablishingoftheSyrianChristianChurch”(Thapar2003,
279).

Atallevents,thereisevidenceofwell-establishedchurchesinpartsofSouth
Indianolaterthanthebeginningofthe6thcentury.It isalsoprobablethat
thesechurcheswereatleastpartlymadeupbyforeigners,andthat“apartat
leastoftheindigenouselementintheIndianChurchbelongedoriginallynot
toKeralabuttothePāṇdiyankingdom.Thecontinuanceovermanycenturies
of the tradition associating StThomas with Mylapore suggests that the first
Christianizationofthatareagoesbacktoveryearlytimes”(Neill1984,33f).

However,onthearrivalofthecolonizersandmissionariesintheearly16th
centurytherewasalmostnotraceofaChristianpresenceinTamilNadu.Itap-
pearsthattheChristiansfromtheCoromandelcoasthadmovedtothewest
coastonaccountofwar,inundationorpersecution.TheChristiancommunity
wasrebornwiththemassconversionoftheparavāsofthepearlfisherycoast
in 1536–1537, but the new converts were left without a shepherd until 1542
when St Francis Xavier (1506–1552) landed among them with his relentless
missionaryzeal.Thoughmassconversions,withlittlepreparationandnope-
riodofmoralprobation,continuedunderXavier,hesawtoitthathisworkwas
consolidated by his followers like Antony Criminali (1520–1549) and Henry
Henriques (1520–1600),whowere the firstmissionaries tomasterTamiland
familiarizethemselveswiththeTamilsocio-culturalcontext(Neill1984;Thek-
kedath1982;Mundadan1984).

TheMaduraimission,startedbyRobertodeNobili (1577–1656) in1606, is
anothermilestoneinthehistoryoftheTamilchurch.Itssignificanceliesinits
approachtoTamilculture,itsattentiontothehighercastes,anditslocationin
theheartofTamilcountry.ItissaidthatwithinsixmonthsDeNobilihadsuch
a command of Sen-Tamiḽ (classicalTamil) that he could engage in religious
discussionswiththelearnedmenwhovisitedhim.Optingforsannyāsidress
andpresentinghimselffirstasarājaṛṣi,andlaterasaBrahminsannyāsi,he
initiatedanewmethodofevangelizationthatwascontestedandopposedby
other missionaries of his time. Amid opposition from within and without,
wars, violence and famine the early missionaries (like Roberto de Nobili,
BalthasardaCosta,StJohndeBritto,CostanzoGiuseppeBeschi)andcatechists
(likeMuthudaiyan,YesuAdiyanandSavarirayan)extendedtheMaduraimis-
sion to other parts of Tamil Nadu: Tiruchirappalli, Salem, the kingdoms of
ThanjavurandGingee,theprovincesofSatyamangalamandDharmapuri,the
territoryof theMaravasand thesouthernpartsofTamilNadu(Thekkedath
1982).
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TheimpactofthesemissionariesonTamilculturecanbegaugedbytheir
contributiontoTamilliterature.HenryHenriques,‘fatheroftheTamilpress’,is
knownforhisTamilgrammar,Tamil-Portuguesedictionary,aTamilversionof
Flos Sanctorumandcatechismbooks.DeNobili,consideredthe‘fatherofTam-
ilprose’,authored20works,thebestbeingÑanopadēsam(catechism)infive
parts(Thekkedath1982).ThenwehavethegreatestinnovatorofTamillitera-
ture, Giuseppe Beschi (1680–1747), whose Tēmbāvani, an epic on St Joseph,
ranksamongthemostcherishedclassicsofTamilliterature.Adaptationorthe
beginningsofinculturationoftheChristianfaithintheTamilculturalcontext
canbetracedbacktothese fertile timesofculturalmissionary involvement
(Subrahmanian1981;Rajamanickam1971,1972a,1972b).

The intense missionary activity of the 16th and 17th centuries reached a
pointofstagnationanddeclineinTamilNaduatthedawnofthe19thcentury.
ButthespiritualrenewalintheWestreinvigoratedtheChristiancommunities
in India,Tamil Nadu being a special focus of their missionary concern.The
revivalandexpansionmovementspromotedbytheForeignMissionsSociety
inParisandtheJesuitprovinceofToulouseduringthelasttwocenturieswas
followedbythearduoustaskofcreatingaTamilChristiancommunitywithits
rootsinthelocalsoil.ItbeganwiththeprogressiveIndianizationoftheleader-
shipandtheformationoflocalchurchstructures.TheeffortsoftheChristian
communitiestostrikedeeperrootsintheirnativeculturecoincidedwiththe
Tamilrenaissance.WhilecontributingtotheTamilrenaissance,Catholicsand
Protestants,missionariesandnativeChristiansalsosoughttorootthechurch
moredeeplyinTamilculture.ThetranslationoftheBibleintoTamil,theuseof
Tamilastheliturgicalandtheologicallanguage,productionofdevotionallit-
erature,poetry,hymnsandlyrics,experimentswithDravidianartandarchitec-
ture were all efforts to integrate the local culture with Christian life and
expression.AtpresentthesituationoftheTamilcommunitiesischaracterized
byadrivetoupliftmarginalizedandoppresseddalit Christians,apreoccupa-
tionwithexpressingtheirChristianfaithinharmonywiththeirculture,anda
needtoidentifythecloseaffinitybetweenthetwo,goingbeyondthelinguistic
andpoliticalaspectsofculturetoreachitsreligiouscore(Grafe1990).Thisat-
teststheChristiancommunity’seagernesstoparticipateintheprocessofde-
finingIndianidentityandheritage.

Intheattempttorestrict‘Indianness’toHinduismthereisapervasiveten-
dencytoaccusetheChristiantraditionofhavinganalienoriginandofbeinga
prolongationofWesternculturalcolonialism.Sarkar(2007,360)explains:“The
chargepersists,despitethefactthattheoriginsofChristianityinonepartof
India(KeralaandTamilNadu)gobacktotheearlycenturiesoftheCommon
Era, preceding, incidentally, the conversion of England to Christianity and
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indeedtheformationofmostlivingformsofHindutradition.”Whatisresent-
edmostistheChristiancommunity’scondescendingattitudetowardsHindu
cultureandreligion,despite‘accommodation’attemptsbyJesuitmissionaries
likeRobertodeNobili intheearly17thcenturyand ‘inculturation’effortsby
Indian Christian communities since independence and the Second Vatican
Council(inthecaseofCatholics).Notwithstandingtheculturalandlinguistic
contributionofmissionaryandnativescholarsthroughthecenturies,rooting
Christianfaith intheIndianculturalcontextandtransformingunjustsocial
structureslikethecastesystem–towhichinsomewaysChristiancommuni-
tieshavesuccumbed–remainachallengetobeconfrontedsquarely.

1.2.3	 Islam	in	the	Tamil	Cultural	Context
LikeChristianity,IslamseemstohavereachedSouthIndiaataveryearlystage,
thatis,withinagenerationoftheprophet’sdeath.Itisbelievedthataperson
namedCheramenPerumal,onhisreturnfromArabiawherehewasconverted
toIslambytheprophethimself,builtamosqueinhishometownCranganur
nearCochin(Sherwani1977,141).DuringthenextfewcenturiesArabsettler-
tradersweretobefoundinmostoftheportsontheeastandwestcoastsof
SouthIndia.WiththeRomantradedeclining,theArabtraderstookoverthe
supplyofpepperandspicestothemarketsofByzantium.“Unlikeearliertrad-
ers linkedto theRomantrade, theArabssettledpermanently in thecoastal
regionsofthewestandthesouthfromabouttheeighthandninthcenturies.
Theywerewelcomed,givenlandfortradingstationsandleftfreetopractice
theirreligion,ashadbeentheconventionwithChristiansearlierinSouthIn-
dia”(Thapar2003,332).

Longbeforethemilitaryconquests,bythe10thcenturyMuslimmerchants
hadreachedthemajorcitiesoftheDeccanandNorthIndia.Thisisalsotrueof
the spread of Islam in the Ganges valley and in Gujarat in the 11th century
throughtheworkofwanderingsufi,MuslimmysticsfromYemen.Theappeal
ofsufi masterswastheofferofdirectexperienceofGod,likethatpropounded
by the devotional Hindu bhakti traditions. “Their dialogue with the bhakti 
movementwastotheadvantageofboth,astheyquestionedorthodoxyintheir
explorationsofthemeaningofreligionandofthehumancondition”(Thapar
2003,488;cf.Torri2004,180f).

TheVenetiantravellerMarcoPolo(1254–1324)notesthatthe‘Saracens’of
TamilcountryusedtogoonpilgrimagestogetherwithlocalChristianstoalit-
tletownintheprovinceofMaabarwherethebodyofStThomastheApostle
waslaidtorest(MarcoPolo1997,232ff).Thename‘Saracens’mostprobably
refers to Tamil-speaking Muslims of Arab-Tamil descent, who believed that
St Thomas was a Muslim and a great prophet (More 2004, 7). Marco Polo
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describedtheseindigenousTamilMuslimcommunitiesinthe13thcenturyin
ageneralway.SincetheArabs,PersiansandlatertheTurkswerenotsomuch
interestedintheTamillanguageanditsliterature,itwasthroughtheliterature
oftheseSaracensthatIslamdirectlyinfluencedTamilculture.Inhisanalysisof
TamilMuslimliteraturebefore1835(whenprintingwasintroducedinTamil
Nadu)More(2004,58)notes:“thoughtheliteratureproducedbyTamilMuslim
Sufisare[sic]notabundant,yetthebiographiesoftheSufis,writteninTamil
or Arabic-Tamil, has [sic] a certain importance.” AmongTamil Muslims sufi 
dargahsaresopopularthattheyhavealifeoftheirownindependentofthe
mosque-basedtraditions.

InthestruggleforIndianindependence,whenthesocialactivistErodeVen-
kataRamasamy(1879–1973),bornofawealthymerchantfamilyinTamilNadu,
partedwayswiththeIndianNationalCongressbyfoundingtheSelf-Respect
Movement in 1925, Tamil Muslims were welcomed as part of the Dravidian
fold.TogetherwiththeTanjoreSchoolofIslamicThought,spearheadedbyB.
Dawood Shah (1885–1969), this offered an opportunity for reforming Tamil
Muslimsocietyandparticipateinthestruggleforindependenceandforthe
configurationofIndianidentityandheritage(More2004,141;Torri2004,180ff).

1.2.4	 Religion	and	Culture	in	the	Struggle	to	Define	Indian	Identity	and	
Heritage

Indian heritage is logically linked to the Indian nation. India as a sovereign
countryrecognizedbyothercountrieshasabriefhistoryoflittlemorethan
sixtyyears.ItgainedindependencefromtheUnitedKingdomin1947andbe-
camearepublicin1950.Whatistheheritageofthisyoungstate?Andisitatall
possibleforsuchavastcountrytospeakofapartialoverlaporevencoinci-
denceofgeopoliticalandculturalentities?Aloysius(1997)aptlysumsuphis
interpretationofthelongstrugglethatledtotheindependenceofIndiainthe
titleofhisbookNationalism without a nation in India.Thisauthorshowshow
inthestruggleagainstthecolonialBritishrulerslocalforceswerevyingwith
eachothertodefineIndiannessorIndianheritage.Asmallelitewhoformed
theIndianNationalCongressin1885triedtoimposetheBrahminic(ascriptive
andhierarchical)traditionasthebasisofnationhoodanditsidentity.Thevast
majorityofthelowercastes,outcastes,tribalpopulation,andreligiousminori-
tieslikeMuslims,SikhsandChristianssawthismovebytheeliteuppercastes
asacleverploytore-establishtheirtraditionalhegemony,somuchsothatthe
majorityoftheunderprivilegedwouldhavepreferredthecontinuationofco-
lonial rule rather than succumb again to the oppressive caste system with
Brahminsincommand.ThusthestruggleforfreedomimplieddefiningIndian-
nessinoppositiontothecolonizers,andforthelowerstrataofsocietyandthe



17ComparativeResearchIntoConflictInTamilNadu

minoritiesalsoinoppositiontointernaloppressors.Infact,thepre-indepen-
denceperiodsawtheemergenceofotherleadersbesidesMahatmaK.Gandhi:
theclaimsofMuslimschampionedbyS.A.Khan,IqbalandM.A.Jinnah,and
thoseoflowercastesandtribalpopulationschampionedbyJ.PhuleandB.R.
Ambedkar.Regionalleadersfocusingonlinguisticandethnicdifferencesalso
launched theirowncritiqueofBrahminicnationalism.Theaforementioned
E.V.Ramasamy(calledPeriyār, ‘respectedone’or‘elder’inTamilbyhisfollow-
ers)propoundedhisrationalistcritiqueofBrahminichegemony,takinghiscue
fromtheEuropeanEnlightenmentandBuddhistrationalisttradition.Among
thesesubalternleaderstherewas“asearchforanon-hierarchicalreligio-cul-
tural framework either through a rediscovery of the different forms of non-
BrahminicalHinduism,orbyforsakingthewholeofHinduismitselforrarely,
bytakingtoatheistic,rationalistideologies”(Aloysius1997,77).Astheauthor
underscores:“ThepoliticalawakeningofthelowercastegroupsoftheIndian
subcontinentunderthecolonialrulewaspremisedbyanimplicit(oftenalso
madeexplicitinthesayingsandwritingsoftheprominentleaders)visionofa
newnation,ofanewformofcongruencebetweencultureandpower,anda
newwayofrelatingtheselfwiththeother”(Aloysius1997,83).

Paradoxically,thereformssetinmotionbytheBritishtobringtraditional
society into some congruence with the requirements of a modern political
structure were seen by the elite group as “interfering with national religion
withintentionsofdestroyingnationalculturallegacy,traditionsandciviliza-
tion”(Aloysius1997,100).SuchanattempttoidentifyIndiannesswithHindu
(hereBrahminic)hegemonyultimatelyalsoledtothecreationofPakistanasa
separatenation-stateforMuslimsunderBritishIndia.Sikhsputupasimilar
struggleforanindependentnation,Khalistan,evenaftertheindependenceof
India.The initial stage of this prolonged struggle can be traced back to the
polemicalworkbyKahnSinghNabha,Hum Hindu Nahin (WearenotHindus) 
in1898,anditstragicstageinthebrutalassassinationofprimeministerIndira
GandhibyherSikhbodyguardson31October1984andthekillingofthousands
ofinnocentSikhsintheriotsthatfollowed.Inanin-depthstudyoftheSikh
struggle Judge (2005, 72) affirms: “The trajectory of the Khalistan/militant
movementfollowedthepathofterrorismanditsrootscouldbelocatedinthe
waytheSikhidentityhasbeenpoliticizedtocontrolthereligiousaffairsofthe
community.”Politicizationofreligiousidentityleadingtoreligiouslymotivat-
edviolenceisundeniablytheunderlyingthrustofHindunationalism,namely
Hindutvaideology,whichseekstoidentifyIndianheritagewithHindu(Brah-
minic) hegemony, thus branding other religious minorities like Muslims,
Christians and Sikhs anti-nationals, communalists, sectarians or ‘foreigners’
(Panikkar2001).
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Itmaybeopportunetorecallthatinitiallythename‘Hindu’denotedageo-
graphicalratherthanareligiousidentity.BeforethearrivalofMuslimsthelo-
cal religious communities referred to themselves as Vaiṣṇavites, Śaivites,
Lingayats,etcetera.“Communitiesofthesubcontinenthaveinthepastbeen
diverse,withmultipleidentities,andtheattempttoforcethemintounchang-
ing,staticentitieswouldseemtocontradictthehistoricalevidence”(Thapar
2001,3).EvenIslamdoesnotpresentitselfinamonolithicmanner.Thereare
strongculturalandsectariandifferencesthatcanbetracedbacktotheirvary-
ingpre-Islamicpast(cf.Thapar2003;cf.Thapar2014).

Inhisanalysisoftheoriginsanddevelopmentofsecularismandfundamen-
talism in India Cherian (2007) offers a panoramic view of these ideologies,
whichinfluenceeachothertoacertaindegree.Althoughtheconceptofsecu-
larismhasitsoriginsintheWest,ithasacquiredaspecificmeaninginIndia
becauseofthesecularfabricthatdatesbacktothetime-honouredtolerance
amongtheisticandatheisticcurrentsofthoughtandcommunities.Thereli-
gioustolerancethatexistedatthetimeofthetwogreatrulers,theBuddhist
Ashoka (3rd century BCE) and the Islamic Akbar (16th century), epitomises
suchamind-set.AsAshoka’snumerousedictstestify,heaimedatconsolidat-
ingtheempireonthesolidgroundofsocialethics: “Ofthebasicprinciples,
Ashokaemphasizedtolerance.This,accordingtohim,extendedtotolerance
towardspeopleandtowardstheirbeliefsandideas”(Thapar2003,202).Inone
ofhisedictsAshokaaffirms:“Oneachoccasiononeshouldhonourthesectof
another,forbydoingsooneincreasestheinfluenceofone’sownsectandben-
efitsthatoftheother,while,bydoingotherwise,onediminishestheinfluence
ofone’sownsectandharmstheother”(MajorRockEdictXII, tr.R.Thapar,
citedinThapar2003,202).

ThemodernWesternviewofsecularisminspiredbyscientifichumanism
thatadvocatestheseparationofstateandreligionfounditswayintoIndiavia
educationalandjuridicalsystemsunderBritishrule.However,itmustbenot-
edthattherewasabasicdifferencebetweentheIndianandtheEuropeansitu-
ation:“TheIndianStatedidnothavetostruggletofreeitselffromthepowerof
theChurchbutonlytolocateitselfinrelationtocitizenswhobelongedtodif-
ferentreligiousdenominations.Inthiscontext,theIndianState,rightfromthe
[sic] medieval times inherited, despite tensions and deviations, a political
practicewhichrespectedthemulti-religiouscharacterof Indiansociety.For
instance,theadministrationsofbothHinduandMuslimrulershadafairshare
ofrepresentativesfrombothreligions”(Panikkar2002,53).

Duringthestruggleforindependence,inthefaceoftheHindufundamen-
talistslantofsomefactions,othernationalistslikeMahatmaK.Gandhi(1869–
1948)andJawaharlalNehru(1889–1964)labouredtocreateaseculardemocratic
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stateinIndia.Gandhi,adeeplyspiritualperson,proposedaspiritualsecular-
ismbasedonSarva dharma samabhāva (goodwilltowardsallreligions).This
conceptdidguaranteeequalityand tolerance forall religions.Nehru,a self-
declaredagnostic,advocatedanonreligiousperspectivebasedonscienceand
socialism,guaranteeingequalrightsandopportunitiesforall.Inhisviewsecu-
larism was to be based on the social and political equality of every person.
Henceacaste-ridden,genderdiscriminatorysocietywasnotreallysecular.In
relationtoreligionsecularismimpliestheequalityofallreligionsandatheistic
oragnosticworldviews.Allreligionsaretoberespectedandnoreligionistobe
favoured. Secularism as enshrined in the Indian constitution (articles 15, 16,
25–28)entailsthestate’sneutralityandimpartialitytowardsallreligions,dis-
tancingitselffromallreligionswhilstrecognizingthevalueofreligioninsoci-
ety.HencesecularisminIndiadoesnotimplyanirreligiousoranti-religious
stand.Onthecontrary,asSen(2005,294–316)underscores,‘symmetrictreat-
ment’ofreligionscanbethehallmarkofatrulysecularstateinareligiously
pluralworld.Butsuchasecularstand,paradoxically,canalsogiverisetoreli-
giousclaimsandclashes.

Religiousconflictsaresometimessaidtohavetheirrootsinmodernsecular-
ismandtraditionalHindutolerance,sincetheyfacilitateconversionorcross-
ing over to other religions. In India religious conversion may have political
consequencesandhasactuallyledtosocialunrestinthepast,somuchsothat
somestateshaverecently introducedlawstorestrictreligiousconversionor
havewrittengovernmentcommitteereportsonthetopic.Amongthesestates
are Madhya Pradesh, Orissa, Chattisgarh, Gujarat, Rajasthan and Himachal
Pradesh. Potential lawsareunderdiscussion in Jharkhand andUttarakhand
(cf.Jenkins2008).On5October2002theTamilNadugovernorpromulgatedan
ordinanceprohibitingforcedconversion.Article3reads:“Nopersonshallcon-
vertorattempttoconvert,eitherdirectlyorotherwise,anypersonfromone
religiontoanotherbytheuseofforceorbyallurementorbyanyfraudulent
meansnorshallanypersonabetanysuchconversion”(TamilNaduOrdinance
no.9of2002,art.3).4MassconversionsofHindustoeitherIslam,Christianity

4 Anexplanatorystatementontheordinancebyorderofthegovernorstates:“Reportshave
beenreceivedbytheGovernmentthatconversionsfromonereligiontoanotheraremadeby
useofforceorallurementorbyfraudulentmeans.Bringinginalegislationtoprohibitsuch
conversionswillactasadeterrentagainsttheanti-socialandvestedinterestgroupsexploiting
theinnocentpeoplebelongingtodepressedclasses.Itmayalsobeusefultonipinthebud
theattemptsbycertainreligiousfundamentalistsandsubversiveforcestocreatecommunal
tensionunderthegarbofreligiousconversion.TheGovernmenthas,therefore,decidedto
enactalawtopreventconversionbyuseofforceorallurementorbyfraudulentmeans.”On
theotherhandgovernmentregulationslikethesecouldbeseenasconservativeintervention
tomaintainthestatusquoofsocio-economicstrata(cf.Fernandes1999;Harriss2002).
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orBuddhismarecertainlynotarecentphenomenon.Mathew(1982)givesa
brief historical account of conversions in medieval times and in the period
priortoindependence.Butmorerecentlydalitsinparticularhavebecomein-
creasingly vocal about systematic maltreatment at the hands of high-caste
Hindusandhopetoovercomediscriminationthroughconversion.Masscon-
version,then,hasbecomeaformofcollectiveprotestagainstoppressivehier-
archical social systems. In November 2001 50.000 dalits renounced their
low-castestatusinHinduismandbecameBuddhists.Alsofamousarethecon-
troversialconversionceremoniesorganizedbythedalitactivistandpolitician
UditRajon22October2002and6December2002(thelatterinChennai),in
whichthousandsofdalitsconvertedtoBuddhism,IslamorChristianity.

IntheviewofnationalistHindusconversionisproblematicandahindrance
tointegration,denouncedbythemasindiscriminateandperfidiousprosely-
tism.Kim(2003,191)illustrates:“thedebatesassociatedwiththeConstituent
Assembly, theNiyogi Report, theHindupersonal lawsandthe legislationon
conversioninpost-IndependenceIndiashowthattherewasacumulativeand
conscious attempt by nationalist Hindus to identify Indianness and Hindu-
ness.ThenationalistHinduargumentsthattheassertionofChristianidentity
throughconversionwasadisturbingfactorinformingawiderIndianidentity
assumedthatIndianidentitywasastaticandunifiedconcept,andmoreover
somewhat ‘neutral’,sothatallIndianscouldshareit,regardlessoftheirreli-
giousorientation.TheyarguedthatcommonidentityasIndiansmustbebased
ontheHinduheritage,andinthatthereligiousdimensionwasvital.”

TheunderlyingnotionisthatthegrowthofChristiancommunitiesthrough
denationalizingconversionscanalterthebedrockofIndianheritageandun-
derminethefutureofthenation.TheaccusationisthatChristiancommuni-
tiestakeundueadvantageofthenon-proselytizingnatureofHindureligion,
itsspiritoftoleranceandthenationalchoiceofsecularism.Theintricatena-
tureoftheseallegationsneedstobeconsideredbriefly.

TheHindurightwinghasbecomeincreasinglywaryofconversion,seeing
itscallforequalityasapowerfulattractionforthelowercastes.Smallwonder
thattheissueofreligiousconversionisnotonlyassociatedwithsocialemanci-
pation,butalsoeasilybecomesintertwinedwithpoliticalinterests,especially
amongmovementsadvocatingHindunationalism(cf.Harris2002).Kim(2003,
187–190)evenpositsthattraditionalHindutoleranceismoreoperationalinits
ownsphereofinfluencethaninreligionslikeChristianityandIslamthatdo
notshareitsoverallvisionandperspectiveonlifeandreality.Butthismight
applyequallytootherreligiousappealsfortolerance.Thelimitationoftradi-
tionalreligioustoleranceexposestheneedforasecularstatethattakesequal
distance from all religions. At the same time the emergence of religious
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nationalism(e.g.inHindutvaideology)atteststhatsecularisminitselfcannot
guarantee neutrality towards religions. Because India is a deeply religious
countrywherereligionhasgreatplausibilityandsocialsignificance,someare
convinced that secularismneeds tobecomplementedwith renewedunder-
standingofthetraditionallyacclaimedvirtueofreligioustoleranceasrespect
andrecognitionoftheotheralongwithcommitmenttoone’sownbeliefsand
values.Religioustraditionscanindeedbeapowertopromotesocialharmony,
certainlywhentheyarewillingtoexploretherichsourcematerialintheirre-
spectivetraditionsthatadvocatestoleranceandsolidarityamongallhuman
beings(cf.Balasubramanian1992;Casanova1994;Herbert2003,86ff;Kim2003,
189;Sterkens&Hadiwitanto2009,80f;Fernandes1999).Whatiscalledforis
notjusttolerancebutrespectandrecognitionofallreligioustraditions.“Awill-
ingnesstoreceivefromeachotherpresupposesmutualrespectandapprecia-
tion.The cultural inter-penetration witnessed during the last two thousand
yearswasinfluencedbysuchaperspective.Evenifthisinter-penetrationdid
not lead to an ideal synthesis, a cultural transformation imbibing elements
fromdifferentstreamsdidmaterialize.Inalmostallrealmsofculturalproduc-
tion, this inter-penetration occurred. In some, transformation is visible in
form,inotherscontentisenrichedandinyetothers,bothformandcontent
haveundergonechange”(Panikkar2002,57).

Atthesametimeindiscriminatefusionofreligioustraditionsmayalsogive
risetoconflictivesituationsasexemplifiedbythespontaneoussyncretismof
Islamic and Hindu traditions (Roy & Rizvi 2003) among the Mehrat, Kathat
andCheetacommunitiesofRajasthan(reportedbyJyotsnaSinghontheBBC
Newswebsite,11July2008).TheirmixedHindu-Muslimidentity,whichpermit-
ted individuals to freely celebrate Hindu and Muslim festivals and worship
both localgodsandAllah,hasbeencalled intoquestionbysomeorganized
Hindugroups(likeViswaHinduParishad)andIslamicgroups(likeJamaat-e-
Islami),whofeelthatthisconfusionofreligiousidentitymustberectifiedbya
returnor‘homecoming’(ghar wapsi)totheHindufold(accordingtothefor-
mergroup)orbypropereducationintheirIslamictradition(accordingtothe
latter).

Thestruggletobuildanation,toconstructIndianness,toensureunityin
diversitycontinues.InthissenseIndianheritagedoesnotrefermerelytothe
diversifiedethnic, religious,culturaland linguistic traditionsof thepastbut
also to theprojectof integrating thebestof these traditions throughpublic
reasoningandcritique,avoidinghomogenizationofheritage inoneformor
another(cf.Sen2005;2006).



22 Chapter1

1.2.5	 Nationalism,	Fundamentalism	and	Religiously	Motivated	Conflict	
TheemergenceofnationalisminIndiadatestothecolonialperiod.Nationalist
movementsandrevoltschallengedBritishrulewiththeiraspirationstoinde-
pendence.Inthe19thcenturytherewereanumberofrevoltsagainstBritish
rule,buttheywerelocalized.Thischangedaftertherevoltof1857,afterwhich
thenumberofnationalistmovementsgrew.ThefirstofthesewastheWahhabi
movementinthefirsthalfofthe19thcentury,begunundertheinfluenceof
ShaikMuhammedibn-AbdulWahhadofNajd(Devasahayam2007,103ff).Hin-
dunationalismforitspartbegantoemergeinthelate19thcentury,inspiredby
Hindu reform movements like Arya Samaj founded by Swami Dayananda
Saraswati(1824–1883)andthephilosophyofBalGangadharTilak(1856–1920),
whichemphasizedtheneedforareformedHinduismwhileatthesametime
strengtheningthecommonidentityofitsmembers(Berglund2000,178;Kuru-
vachira2006,7–44,66–112).

AsSmith(2003)sumsup,thefirstcoherentpresentationofHindunational-
ismisfoundintheworksofVinayakDamodarSavarkar(1883–1966).Savarkar’s
writings are strongly anti-liberalism and aim at establishing Hinduism as a
typeofculturalnationalism.InhistreatiseHindutva: who is a Hindu?(1923)he
writes:“AHindumeansapersonwhoregardsthislandofBharatvarsha,from
theIndustotheSeasashisFather-LandaswellashisHolyLand,thatisthe
cradlelandofhisreligion”(Savarkar2003,Frontispiece).HisdefinitionofHin-
dutvaor‘Hinduness’furtherclarifiestheideologyofHindunationalism:“Hin-
dutvaembracesalldepartmentsofthoughtandactivityofthewholebeingof
ourHindurace”(Savarkar2003,4).AccordinglyHindutvastandsforapeople
unitedbyacommoncountry,blood,history,religion,cultureandlanguage.In
otherwords,Hindusaremorethanareligiouscommunity:theyareanation.
TheideasofSavarkarweredevelopedfurtherbyMadhavSadashivGolwalkar
(1906–1973),especially inhisWe or our nationhood defined (1939).Golwalkar
wasthesecondsarsanghchālak(supremeleader)oftheHindunationalistcul-
tural organisation RSS (Rashtriya Swayamsēvak Sangh), founded by Keshav
BaliramHedgewar(1889–1940) inNagpur in1925.5Sincethe1980sIndiahas
seenaresurgenceofHinduculturalnationalismwithstrongpoliticalsupport
andHindumiddleclassbacking,alsoinruralIndia(Froerer2007).Essentially

5 InthecurrentpoliticalscenariotheBJP(Bhāratiya Janata Party)comesclosetothenational-
ismdevelopedbySavarkarandGolwalkar.ThepoliticalsuccessoftheBJPdependsheavilyon
itsalliancewithtwoHindunationalistmovements:thesocialorganizationVHP(Vishva Hindu 
Parishād or ‘All Hindu Council’) and the militant youth organization RSS (Rashtriya 
Swayamsēvak Sanghor‘NationalCorpsofVolunteers’)(cf.VanderVeer1994;Nussbaum2007;
Fernandes2007).
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Hindutvastandsforareligio-politicalformulaforHinduculturalnationalism
(Kuruvachira2005;2006).Therearevarioustheoriestoexplaintheriseofna-
tionalismontheIndiansubcontinent.Smith(2003,182)summarizesthecauses
ofnationalismasfollows:ethnicunitycomestorealizeitsgeographicaland
historicalunityandwakesuptonationalconsciousness;modernizationcauses
the nation to emerge; economic developments (industrialization) cause the
emergenceofthenation-state;andcolonialismcreatedthenation.

Mostauthorsseemtoconcurthattheforegoingexplanationsdonotfitthe
specifichistoricalandreligioussituationofIndia.AccordingtoVanderVeer
(1994,x)leadingtheoriesofnationalismtendtoignoretheimportanceofco-
lonialismandorientalisminthespreadofnationalism.Tounderstandnation-
alism in India we need an analysis of tradition (or religion) that is not
prejudiced by the discourse of modernity. Most theories of nationalism are
basedonthedistinctionbetweenmodernsocietyandtraditionalsociety.Na-
tionalismisassumedtobelongtothe‘modern’sideofthisdistinction(Vander
Veer1994,17).Religionbelongstothe‘traditional’side.Theideaunderlyingthe
distinction is that religious nationalism will disappear as soon as society is
trulymodern.InthecaseofIndiatheimpactofmodernityisdifferentbecause
ofthecolonialcontextinwhichitappeared.Forexample,Westerndiscourse
onindividualism,equalityandsecularismcombineswiththeinfluenceofreli-
gionintheformationofthenation.Thereisalsoanorientalistimpactonthe
way Indians perceive themselves. “The orientalists saw India as an ancient
Hinducivilization,inwhichBrahmanicalauthoritywasparamount”(Vander
Veer1994,20).TheyemphasizedthedeclineofHinducivilizationunderMus-
limrule.Thisdiscoursewastakenupbyreligiousreformers(likeVivekanan-
da),whocalledforarevitalizationofancientreligion.Or,toputitdifferently:
Hindureformcontinuesadiscoursethathasapre-colonialtradition.

Following Van der Veer, we see an important role for nationalism in the
transformationofreligiousidentityinthecolonialandpost-colonialperiod.
VanderVeer(1994,ix-x)arguesthat“religiousidentityisconstructedinritual
discourseandpractice;thattheseidentitiesarenotprimordialattachments,
inculcatedbyunchangingtraditions,butspecificproductsofchangingforms
of religious organization and communication; that religious nationalism ar-
ticulatesdiscourseonthereligiouscommunityanddiscourseonthenation;
andthatHinduandMuslimnationalismsdevelopalongsimilarlinesandthat
theoneneedstheother”.

Rajamohan(2005)mentionstheexistenceofrevivalistandfundamentalist
movementsamongHindusandMuslimsthattriedtosafeguardtheirreligious
practicesagainsteachotherandfromChristianmissionarieslongbeforethe
independence of India (1947). Paradoxically, the first illustrious victim of
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Hindufundamentalismwasthefatherofthenation,MahatmaGandhihimself
(1948).InrecenttimesthecommunalconflictandviolencebetweenMuslims
and Hindus reached a pinnacle all over India with the demolition of Babri
MasjidatAyodhyainUttarPradeshon6December1992.Sincethentherehave
beenbombblastsandassassinationslinkedtofundamentalistgroupsonboth
sides (Smith 2003). In 2002 the state of Gujarat witnessed one of the worst
clashesbetweennationalistHindusandMuslims,leavingover3.000dead.

Sarkar(2001)providesasynthesisofthecampaignconductedagainstChris-
tians by Hindu fundamentalists.A tragic incident of violence against Chris-
tianstookplaceatMonoharpurinthestateofOrissaduringthelastweekof
January1999:anAustralianmissionaryGrahamStainesandhistwochildren
wereburnttodeathintheirvehiclebyamobledbyDaraSingh,whowascon-
victedin2003.DuringthefollowingyearsviolenceagainstChristianswasper-
petratedbyHindufundamentalistgroupsinGoa(2006),Rajastan,Himachal
PradeshandOrissa(2007).AnotherwaveofviolenceagainstChristiancom-
munitiesbeganintheKandhamaldistrictofOrissawiththeassassinationof
SwamiLaxmanandndaSaraswatiandfourofhisclosecollaboratorsbytribal
revolutionaryMaoistson23August2008.SouthIndiaisgenerallyconsidered
fairlypeacefulforChristiancommunities.Yetin2010,86ofthe152attackswere
inSouthIndia.In2011therewereatleast175attacksonChristianminoritiesin
thefollowingstates:45inKarnataka,25inOrissa,15inMadhyaPradesh,10in
Kerala,andsixcaseseachinChattisgarh,UttarPradesh,AndhraPradesh,Ma-
harashtra and Tamil Nadu. Panikkar (2001, xix) concludes: “The Christians
havebeenforegroundedasanotherenemy,anewsymbol, todemarcatethe
nationasHindu.”

Withoutgoingintodetail,religiouslymotivatedviolencebetweenHindus
andMuslims–intheanalysisofRajamohan(2005)–canbetracedtothefol-
lowingcauses:actualorperceivedfailureofmainstreampoliticalformationto
reflectMuslimaspirations;frustrationamongtheyouthduetounemployment
andlackofopportunitiesforhighereducation;poorlivingconditions;organi-
zation of trade and commerce on communal lines; financial incentives and
indoctrinationbyradicalreligiousorganizations.Similarly,intheconflictbe-
tweenHinduandChristiancommunitiesthecauseseemstobetheconversion
ofdalitsandtribalpersonsthattransformstheiroppressedsocialstatus–de-
terminedbythecastesystem–andempowersthemtostandupfortheirrights
andhaveaccesstoeducationanddevelopment.

Atthetimeofoursurvey(2004)thesituationinIndiawasquitepeaceful,
particularlyinTamilNadu.However,asdescribedabove,conflictamongreli-
giouscommunitiesexistedbeforeandcontinuestoeruptinvariousstates,par-
ticularlyinthenorthofthesubcontinent.Theabsenceofreligiousconflictand
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violencedoesnotmeanthatithasbeencompletelyeradicated.Ifthesubtle
factorsinpeacefulsituationsthatbeartheseedsofconflictarenotidentified
anddealtwithappropriately,thereisnoguaranteethatthisdormantstatemay
notsuddenlyexplode.AccordingtoPanikkar(2002)theeducationalenviron-
mentcanplayan importantrole innurturingeitherconflictorharmonious
interpenetration. In his aptly titled book on communalism, Before the night 
falls,Panikkarunderscorestheurgentneedtoexaminethisfield.Notsurpris-
ingly,therefore,thisresearchfocusesonstudentsinhighereducation.

1.3 Research Problem: Religion and Conflict

1.3.1	 Causes	of	Interreligious	Conflict
Theword‘conflict’initselfdoesnotrefertoanegativesituation,forconflicts
can be constructive or destructive (Varshney 2003, 282). Conflicts can be a
powerfulsourceofsocio-culturalinnovationorturnintoanescalatingforceof
violenceandannihilation.Alongsideprogressinknowledge,scienceandtech-
nology,violentconflictshavefrequentlymarkedandmarredhumanhistory.
Thereisnogainsayingthattheworldreligionshaveplayedtheirconstructive
anddestructiveroleinaconflict-riddenworld.Inthissectionwefocusonthe
underlying correlation between religion and conflict, both constructive and
destructive(cf.Kurtz2007).

ForthesakeofclarityweusethedefinitionofconflictbyLincoln(2003,74):
conflictrefersto“[...]thesituationthatariseswhenrivalinterestscannolon-
gerbecontainedbythestructuresandprocessesordinarilycompetenttodo
so”. This definition clearly distinguishes situations of conflict and violence,
whileatthesametimeclaimingthatsituationsofconflicthavethepotentialof
becomingmoreovert,confrontationalandviolent.Rivalinterestsbetweenre-
ligious groups or communities can refer to material resources like territory,
wealth, education, positions of power and socio-economic advantages, but
alsotononmaterialresourceslikedignity,prestigeandallformsofsymbolic
capital.Rivalinterestsareconsideredtobethecauseofconflictbetweenreli-
gious groups: they ‘fuel’ religious conflicts. In our research we distinguish
between four causes of religious conflict: socio-economic, political, ethnic-
cultural and religious. Each cause represents an interest of religious groups,
that is something valued by the group. In the case of socio-economic and
political causes this interest concerns scarce material and non-material re-
sources.Inthecaseofethnic-culturalandreligiouscausesitconcernsgroup
identification(alsoseechapter7).
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To obviate the potential threat of outbreaks of violence we need conflict
management. In religious conflict transformation we distinguish between
threedimensions:conflictmanagement,conflictresolutionandpost-conflict
structuralreform(Appleby2000,210).Conflictmanagementaimsatprevent-
ingtheconflictfrombecomingviolent.Conflictmanagementtypicallyfocuses
onraisingawarenessofthecausesofconflictinordertoeliminateoramelio-
ratethem(Appleby2000,214).Forexample,religiousleaderscanplaytherole
ofadvocatesfortheoppressedorcriticizecertainstructuresinsocietywhich
areunjusttospecificethnic-religiousgroups.Orreligiouscommunitiescanact
assafehavensfordialoguebetweendifferentgroupsinsociety.Conflictresolu-
tionaimsatremovingtheinequalitiesorsourcesofconflictbetweenreligious
groupsorcommunitiesasfaraspossible.Therearevariousnonviolentmeans
toremovethesourcesofconflict,suchasmediation,negotiationand/oradvo-
cacyonbehalfofoneormorepartiestoaconflict.Finallythereisthedimen-
sionofpost-conflictstructuralreformaimedattherestorationofproductive
social relationsandpoliticalstability(Appleby2000,220). Inordertotrans-
formaconflictintoapeacefulsituationitisnotenoughtoeliminatethecause
ofconflict.Besidesthis,weneedtocreateasituationofcooperation,trustand
stabilitybetweendifferentgroupsinsociety.

We focus on interreligious conflicts, that is conflicts between religious
groupsthataretoacertaindegreeencouragedbyareligiouscommunityor
inspiredbyareligion.FollowingMaxWeber,wethinkthatreligionbelongsto
theorderofcommunalactions(Kippenberg2008,23).Religiousconflictsare
alwaystheactsofindividualpersons,asinthecaseofreligiousterrorism.But
weregardtheseactsasembeddedinasharedconceptoftheselfandtheworld
andgroundedinasocialreality.

Finally,interreligiousconflictscanbeanactualoralatentrealityinthelives
ofpeople.Tostudypeoplewhoareinactualconflictisverycomplicated,not
onlypracticallybutalsoethically.Ontheotherhand,thestudyoflatentreli-
giousconflictsmayraisetheobjectionthatitneednotleadtoactualconflictin
asocio-historicalcontext.Takingupthelatterperspective,westudytheper-
ceptionsofmembersof religiouscommunities regarding thecausesofcon-
flicts. What makes it scientifically and practically interesting to understand
religiouspeople’sperceptionsofinterreligiousconflicts?Latentreligiouscon-
flictsrefertothemeaningmembersofareligiouscommunityattachtocertain
statesofaffairsoractionsinthesocio-culturalfabric.Whichstateofaffairsor
actionspotentiallylead–intheirperception–toconflict?Whatmaytrigger
anxiety,disintegration,evenviolencebetweenreligiousgroupsinsociety?Per-
ceptionsaresubjective,thatisrelatedtothemeaningsystemofreligions(or
religiouscommunities).Andthatispreciselywhatmakesastudyoftheideas
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that members of religious communities have about causes of religious con-
flictssointeresting(Kippenberg2008,13).Itaffordsinsightintothewayreli-
giouspeoplelookatacertainstateofaffairsinsociety,andthepotentialhazard
itposesofconflictbetweenreligiousgroups.Religiousconflictsarenotobjec-
tive descriptions of situations but are influenced by people’s perceptions
groundedincommunalideasofreligions.Asstatedabove,attheheartofreli-
gious conflicts are rival interests between groups in society.What may be a
stronginterestforonegroupinaspecificsocio-culturalsituationmaynotbeso
foranotherreligiousgroup.Andthisispreciselywhatmakesthestudyofla-
tentreligiousconflictsscientificallyinterestingandpracticallyrelevant.

1.3.2	 Predictors	of	Perceived	Causes	of	Interreligious	Conflict
Whatinfluencestheperceptionofreligiousconflictsofmembersofreligious
communities?Weassumethatperceptionsare influencedby the(re)defini-
tionofthesocialidentityofthereligiouspersonsaswellasthe(re)articulation
oftheirreligion’sclaimstoauthorityinasituation.Toputitbluntly:whatisat
stakeinareligiousconflictistheirverysocialidentityasreligiouspersonsand
thevalueoftheirreligion.Thisassumptionisnotsharedbyallscholarsinthe
so-called ‘religious violence debate’. Many scholars focus on the following
characteristicsofreligiousconflicts(cf.Sidel2007,7–13).Inthefirstplace,reli-
giousconflictsareactsofdirectphysicalviolenceagainstmoresubtlebutno
less powerful forms of coercion and structural violence. Secondly, certain
formsorinstancesofviolenceareattributabletospecificreligionswhileothers
pertaintoreligioningeneral.Thirdly,theysuggestthatthe‘religious’character
ofconflictsisbasedonsomede-contextualisedpre-understandingofspecific
religions;thatis,religionisoftenpresentedasadisembodiedsystemofbelief.
Suchanunderstandingofreligiousconflictsseemstoignoreorexcludesome
importantaspectsrelatingtotheidentityofthereligiousactorsinvolved.Not
onlyreligiousinstitutionsbutalsoreligiousidentitiesplayaroleintheconflict
thatensues.Andreligiousidentitynotonlyinformsthe(perceptionof)reli-
giousconflicts;theeffectofaconflict(withorwithoutactsofviolence)isto
createreligiousidentitiesandboundaries,whetherbetweenbodiesofbeliev-
ers,betweenrecognizedreligiousfaithsorbetweenanorthodoxdefinitionof
faithanda‘heresy’.Fourthly,religiousconflictsneedtobecomparedwithoth-
erformsofsocietalconflict(e.g.ethnicconflict)soastounderstandtheirspe-
cificallyreligiouscharacter.

Incontrasttothe(dominant)positionformulatedabove,weassumethat
the(re)definitionofsocialidentityand(re)articulationofclaimstoauthority
by(one’sown)religionarethemainsourcesoftheperceptionofreligiouscon-
flictsinheightenedstatesofuncertaintyandanxiety(Sidel2007,16ff).Inbrief,
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weassumethatareligiousconflictisnotjustareflectionofthestrengthofre-
ligiousidentity.Itisnotthedifferencebetweenpeoplebutthelossofdiffer-
encethatgivesrisetoviolence(Girard2007).ThesociologistTilly(2003,77)
drawsthesameconclusioninhissurveyofcollectiveviolenceinmodernhis-
tory:“Violencegenerallyincreasesandbecomesmoresalientinsituationsof
risinguncertaintyacrosstheboundary.”Incontextsofuncertaintyandanxiety
about religious identities and their boundaries conflicts between religious
groupscanerupt.Inacontextofuncertaintythe(re)definitionoftheselfand
claimstoauthorityareachievedthroughviolentoppositiontoanantagonistic
otherandthroughrecognitioninthesymbolicorderofsociety.Peopleneed
recognitionbyothersinsocietyinordertofindtheirownidentity(cf.Taylor
1994).Identityisnotafixedandstablesetofcharacteristicsofgroupsorindi-
viduals,butanunstableandinteractivecomplexrelatedtootheridentitiesin
asocio-culturalcontext.Religiousconflictsneedtobeunderstoodnotonlyas
(re)actionsbyindividualsorgroupstowardsaperceivedthreattosomemate-
rialornonmaterialinterest,butalsoimpliesananticipatedresponsebyaudi-
encesinvolvedinthisconflict.Conflictsneedtobeviewedinabroaderprocess
ofdiscursiveandsocial formation, inwhichreligionplaysaprominentrole.
Conflictmustnotonlybeunderstoodintermsofitsdestructiveconsequences,
butalsoinlightofitsconstructiveeffects.Religiousconflictsreflecttheemer-
genceofnewkindsofthreatstoreligiousidentitiesaswellasshiftingcircum-
stancesinwhichsuchidentitiescouldbereconstitutedandreasserted.

Inourresearchweviewreligiousidentitythroughthelensofthereligious
meaningsystem.Areligiousmeaningsystemoperatesinmuchthesameway
asanyothermeaningsystem.Itis“similartoothersystemsinstructure,malle-
abilityandfunctioning,yetisuniqueincenteringonwhatisperceivedtobe
thesacred,andinthecomprehensiveandspecialwayinwhichitcanserveto
fulfill the quest for meaning” (Silberman, Higgins & Dweck 2005, 764). In a
meaningsystemwecandistinguishbetweentwodomains,eachwiththreeele-
ments:thedomainofdescriptivebeliefs,whichincludeatheoryoftheself;a
theoryoftheworld,contingenciesandexpectations;andthedomainofpre-
scriptivebeliefs,whichincludebeliefsabout(life)goals,actionsandemotions.
Or,putinquestionform,meaningsystemsprovideanswerstothefollowingsix
questions:WhoamI?Whatisthenatureoftheworld?WhatcanIexpectfrom
my relatedness to others and to the world? What should I strive for? What
shouldIdo?WhatshouldIfeel?Thisideaofareligiousmeaningsystemcom-
prisingdescriptiveandprescriptivebeliefsiscomparabletoCliffordGeertz’s
(1973)distinctionbetween‘models ofreality’and‘models forreality’inreligion
asaculturalsystem.ReadersfamiliarwiththetheoryofGeertzcankeepthisin
mindwhenwerefertothereligiousmeaningsystem.Religionfunctionsasa
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modelof realitywhen ithelpspeople toapprehendthenatureof realityby
providingconceptionsoftheworld,theself,andtherelationsbetweenthem.
Inmodelsforreality,religiondeterminespeople’sactionsbyprovidingmental
dispositionswhichestablishpowerful,pervasiveandlong-lastingmoodsand
motivations (Geertz 1973, 123).Yet, theconceptof religiousmeaningsystem
avoidssomeofthecritiqueonGeertz’sconceptofcultureasabstractandanti-
psychological(Pyysiainen2001,44–53).

1.4 Research Questions

Ourcross-religiouscomparativestudyseekstoidentifypredictorsoftheideas
ofcollegestudentsinTamilNaduaboutcausesofreligiousconflict.Indescrib-
ing these predictors we make a distinction between Christian, Muslim and
Hindu college students.We selected four religious variables as predictors of
causesofreligiousconflicts:religiouspractices,mysticalexperiences,attitudes
towardsreligiouspluralityandreligiocentrism.Thefourreligiousvariableswill
beanalysedinchapters3–6.Foreachreligiousvariableweformulatedthefol-
lowingquestions:

(1) Whatcomparativeunderstandingofthereligiousvariableconcerned
emergesamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsoncegroup-
specificdifferenceshavebeenascertained?

(2) Aretheresignificantdifferencesinlevelsofagreementwiththereli-
giousvariableconcernedbetweenChristian,MuslimandHindu
students?

(3) Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristicsofChristian,MuslimandHinducollegestudentsrelateto
thereligiousvariables?

(4) WhichpersonalcharacteristicsofChristian,MuslimandHindustu-
dentsmaybeconsideredpredictorsofthereligiousvariable?

Wemakeacross-religiouscomparisonofthescoresonreligiousvariablesinso-
far as the constructed scales allow. We check (by means of a Scheffé test)
whether the cross-religious differences, if any, between Christians, Muslims
andHindusaresignificant.Doourreligiousgroupsdifferintheirlevelofagree-
mentwiththeattitudesor ideaswhichwethinkarepredictorsofcausesof
religiousconflicts?Nextwestudytheassociationbetweenthelevelofagree-
ment with these attitudes/ideas and background characteristics of religious
students.What is the social location of the ideas/attitudes of the students?
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Thisaffordsinsightintotheinfluenceofcontextonstudents’agreementwith
thecausesofreligiousconflicts.Finally,wewanttoknowwhichcharacteristic
isdecisiveinexplainingthelevelofstudents’agreementwiththeideas/atti-
tudes.WemakeseparateanalysesofChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsto
establishwhethertherearedifferencesincontextualinfluencesbetweenthe
threegroups.

Theresearchquestionswithregardtothedependentvariable(i.e.causesof
latentreligiousconflicts)arethefollowing:

(1) Whichcomparativemodelsofcausesoflatentreligiousconflictare
discernibleintheperceptionsofChristian,MuslimandHindustu-
dents?

(2) Aretheresignificantdifferencesinagreementwithcausesoflatent
religiousconflictsamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

(3) Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristicsandreligiousideasrelatetocausesoflatentreligious
conflictsamongChristian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

(4) Towhatextentcanagreementwithcausesofreligiousconflictsamong
Christian,HinduandMuslimstudentsinTamilNadubeexplainedby
descriptivebeliefsabouttherelationshipbetweenselfandothersand
prescriptivebeliefsaboutreligiousactionswhilecontrollingforstu-
dents’personal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristics?

Thefirstthreequestionsaredescriptiveandwillbeexaminedinchapter7.The
fourthquestionisexplanatory(seechapter8).

1.5 Research Variables

Whatattitudesandconvictionsareinvolvedinourresearchintocausesofla-
tentreligiousconflicts?Westartwiththedependentvariableandtheinterme-
diatevariables.Nextwedescribe the independentvariables.Thedependent
andintermediatevariableswillnotbeprobedindepth,astheyaredealtwith
inseparatechapters.Weonlygiveadescriptionoftheindependentvariables.
Theycanhaveadirectoranindirecteffectonthedependentvariable(alsosee
section8.3.4).Theindependentvariablesmapthepersonalcircumstancesin
whichpeoplemay(ormaynot)experiencehigher levelsofuncertaintyand
anxiety(seesection1.3.2).
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1.5.1	 Causes	of	Religious	Conflicts
Thedependentvariableinourcross-religiouscomparativeresearcharecauses
of religious conflicts. We distinguish four causes: socio-economic, political,
ethnic-cultural and religious. Each cause expresses an interest of religious
groups. Inthecaseofsocio-economicandpoliticalcausesthis interestcon-
cernsmaterialandnon-materialscarceresources.Inthecaseofethnic-cultur-
alandreligiouscausesitconcernsgroupidentification(alsoseechapter7).

1.5.2	 Religious	Meaning	System
Theintermediatevariablesarebeliefsinthereligiousmeaningsystem.Wese-
lectedtwodescriptiveandtwoprescriptivebeliefswhicharepredictedtoin-
fluenceourreligiousrespondents’ ideasoncausesofreligiousconflicts.The
two descriptive beliefs reflect religious notions about the relationship with
otherreligiousgroups.Thefirstistheinterpretationofreligiousplurality(see
chapter5).Howdoreligiousstudentsseetheexistenceofotherreligions in
society?Dotheywantdialoguewithpersonsofotherreligionsinordertobe
enrichedbytheirideasaboutGod?Ordotheyregardtheexistenceofother
religionsasirrelevantbecauseabsolutetruthcanbefoundonlyintheirown
religions?Thesecondbeliefiscalledreligiocentrism(seechapter6).Whatis
theattitudeofreligiousstudentsinTamilNadutowardsmembersoftheirown
religiousgroupandtowardsmembersofotherreligiousgroups?Dotheyre-
gardmembersoftheirowngrouppositively(positivein-groupattitudes)?And
hownegativeare they towardsmembersofother religiousgroups (negative
out-group attitudes)? Religiocentrism is strong when a person has a highly
positivein-groupattitudecombinedwithahighlynegativeout-groupattitude.
Onecanexpectthatreligiouspersonswhostronglyagreewithreligiocentrism
willhaveahigher levelofagreementwithcausesof religiousconflicts than
thosewhoarelessreligiocentric,becausetheformerregardthereligiousiden-
tityofmembersofotherreligiousgroupsashighlynegative.

Wedistinguishbetweentwoprescriptivebeliefs.The first isbeliefsabout
religiouspracticesthatpersonsshouldengageinaccordingtotheirownreli-
gion(chapter3).Weexpectreligiouspersonswhoaremoreinvolvedwiththe
prescribedpracticesoftheirownreligiontobemorecommittedtothatreli-
gion.Whentheirreligiousidentity(asexpressedinparticipationinreligious
practices)isstrong,theywillbemoreinclinedtodefendtheinterestsoftheir
ownreligiousgroup.Hencetherewillbegreateragreementoncausesofreli-
giousconflicts.Thesecondprescriptivebelief ismysticalexperienceofGod
that is highly valued in a person’s life (chapter 4). Mystical experiences are
consideredauniversalhumanpossibilityinallreligions.Wepredictthatreli-
giouspersonswhoagreestronglywithmysticismwillagreelessaboutcauses
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of religious conflict.This is because members of other religious groups can
have the same (highly valued) experience of God as their co-religionists. In
thatcasetheywillbelessinclinedtoseetheirownidentityasconflictingwith
theidentityofmembersofotherreligiousgroups.

1.5.3	 Socio-cultural	Characteristics
Socio-culturalcharacteristicsthatmightinfluence‘force-drivenreligiouscon-
flict’directlyorindirectlyareage,gender,language,urbanizationandfieldof
specialization.

Age is measured in three categories: 17–19 years; 20–22 years; and 23–26
years.We asked about age because religious opinions change over different
generationsandevenagegroups.Asinmanyothercountries, inIndiaolder
peoplearemorereligiousthanyoungerones.Evenintheyouthfulgroupone
couldexpectopinionsoninterreligiousrelationstochangeasaresultofper-
sonalexperiences.

Gendersimplyindicateswhetherthestudentisfemaleormale.Paststudies
haveconsistentlyshownthattherearedifferencesinthereligiosityofwomen
andmen.Notonlydowomengenerallytendtobemorereligiousandmore
religiously committed than men, but substantive differences have been ob-
servedaswell(e.g.Nelsenetal.1985).Possibleexplanationsforthesegender
differencesarecommonintheliterature.Socializationtheoriesandstructural
locationtheoriesconcentrateonsocialandcontextualinfluences,whichshape
the different responses to religion among women and men. Other theories
concentrateonpersonalorindividualpsychologicalcharacteristicswhichdif-
ferentiatebetweenwomenandmen,likedepthpsychologytheories,personal-
itytheoriesandgenderorientationtheories(Francis1997).Whileattemptsto
isolate socialization effects on gender differences in religiosity have largely
failed, ‘genderorientationtheories’ortheoriesbasedonphysiologicaldiffer-
encesbetweenwomenandmenaregainingsupport(cf.Stark2002;Roth&
Krol 2007). Although we do not dwell on explanatory discussions of gender
differences,itobviouslymakessensetocontrolfordifferencesbetweenwom-
enandmen.This isall themore important inastudy focusingonrelations
between different religious traditions. When it comes to interpersonal rela-
tionsthereisgrowingevidencethatwomenaremoreopento‘theother’than
men (Markus & Oyserman 1989). Differences between men and women are
alsolikelytobeinfluencedbythesurroundingculturalatmosphere:thegender
statusgapisexceptionallybiginIndia.Indiaisinfamouslysecondonthelistof
countriesdisadvantageoustowomen.Indiahasshockingstatisticsonsexra-
tioswithadisproportionatelyhighernumberofbirthsofboyssincetheearly
1980s.These figures illustrate the enormous gender status gap in India.The
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increasingproportionofmalesisattributedtoseveralfactors,themajorones
beinggeographicalpatterningofdifferences,religionandsocioeconomicsta-
tus.Preponderantmalebirthratesareashighas136boysto100girlsincertain
districts,particularlyinthewestofthecountryfromPunjabtoMaharashtra.
The2011censusbirthsexratioinIndiawas109.1boysto100girls(i.e.917girls
for1000boys).Surprisingly,sexratioimbalanceofbirthsalsocorrelateswith
religious background, the biggest excess of male birth being among Sikhs
(129.8boysagainst100girls)andJains(118.0),followedbyHindus(110.9),Mus-
lims(107.4)andChristians(103.8)in2001(Guilmoto2007,8;Hvistendahl2011,
5ff). And once life has begun, India shows excessive female child mortality,
whereas excessive male mortality is the biological norm and characterizes
mostdevelopedandunderdevelopedcountries(Lopez&Ruzicka1983;Kishor
1993).Inthe2011censusthechildsexratio(group0–6yearsold)inIndiawas
919femalesper1000males(i.e.109.4boysagainst100girls,topermitcompari-
sonwiththefiguresabove),whichisthelowestsexratiosince1961andacon-
siderablefallofthenumberofgirlscomparedto2001(sexratioof927for0–6
years old in 2001).6Tamil Nadu shows more balanced statistics with 946 fe-
malesper1000boysinthe0–6yearsoldcategory(Gopalakrishnan2011).Nev-
ertheless,thesehardfiguresaresufficientreasontomakegenderavariablein
dealingwithourTamilNaduresearchpopulation,andtoexpectgenderdiffer-
ences in regard to religious practice, mysticism, models of interpreting reli-
gious plurality and religiocentrism.When it comes to explaining agreement
withforce-drivenconflict,thereareadditionalreasonswhywecontrolforgen-
der.Menshowhigherlevelsofsocialdominanceorientationthanwomen(Si-
daniusetal.1994),andthisgenderdifferencedoesnotvarywiththesizeofthe
perceivedstatusgapbetweenmenandwomen(Levin2004).Moreover,some
authorsindicatethatwomenandmentendtodealdifferentlywithethnicand
religiousconflicts(cf.Butalia2001;Skjelsbæk&Smith2001).

Sincelanguage“isthereservoiroftraditionandthemediuminandthrough
whichweexistandperceivetheworld”(Gadamar2008,29),weaskedourre-
spondentstostatetheirmothertongue.Thequestionnaireofferedthefollow-
ingresponseoptions:Tamil;Telugu;Malayalam;Kannada;Urdu;or“anyother
…”, with the possibility of filling in a language of their choice. However, we
endedupbydividingourrespondentsintotwogroups:thosewhogiveTamilas
theirmothertongueandthosewhodon’t.SpeakingTamilcanbeconsidered
anindicatorofknowledgeofandintegrationwiththelocalTamilculture.Tam-
ilisoneoftheDravidianlanguagesbelongingtothe‘Southerngroup’and,like
allDravidianlanguages, isrichinkinshiporganization.Studies likethoseof

6 Seehttp://www.censusindia.gov.in.

http://www.censusindia.gov.in
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Ramaswamy(1997)andKrishnamurti(2003)illustratethebigimpactoflan-
guageuseonbothsocialorganizationandreligioussentimentsinTamilNadu.
Henceweexpecteditcouldberelevanttothereligiouselementsdescribedin
chapters3–6.Whetherthiswasprovedempiricallyinoursurveywillbedis-
cussedlater.

Urbanizationismeasuredinthreecategoriesandindicateswhetherrespon-
dentsspentatleastthreequartersoftheirlifeinavillage,townorcity.Thiswas
computedasfollows.Studentswereaskedtospecifyhowmanyyearsoftheir
liveswerespentinvillages,townsandcities.Incombinationwiththeirage,we
computedwheretheylivedlongest(e.g.¾oftheirlives).Thesmallnumberof
studentswholivedforlongerperiodsindifferentplaceswithdifferentdegrees
ofurbanization(anddidnotreach¾oftheirlivesinanyofthesecategories)
wereassigneda‘missingvalue’onthisvariable.Wethoughtthissocio-cultural
characteristicimportant,sincedegreeofurbanizationisanindicatornotonly
ofmodernizationandeconomicdevelopmentthat influencesreligiositybut
also of the likelihood of contact with people belonging to other religious
groups.Moreover,urbanizationhasbeenassociatedwiththeconsolidationof
communitiesalongreligiouslines(SinghSandu2003;Jha2011,18).

Fieldofspecializationismeasuredintwobroadcategories:artsandsocial
sciences(=1)andnaturalsciences(=2).Frompreviousresearch(Guimond&
Palmer1996;Sterkensetal.2010)itisknownthatchoiceofafieldofstudyisa
significantfactorinthesociallocationoftypesofreligiousidentification,reli-
gious convictions (e.g. radicalism), religiocentrism and political convictions
aboutintergrouprelations.Facultiesofdisciplinesinwhichreligionislikelyto
bestudied(e.g.artsandsocialsciences)havebeenfoundtobelessreligious
thanfacultiesofdisciplinesinwhichreligionisnotstudied(e.g.naturaland
lifesciences)(Lehman1974).Hencewetookthisintoaccountaswell.

1.5.4	 Socio-economic	Characteristics
Asecondsetofstudentcharacteristicsconcernstheirsocio-economicstatus.
ForastudyconductedinIndia,itissurelynotsurprisingthatweincludethe
respondent’scasteasan importantsocio-economiccharacteristic.Belowwe
explainexactlywhatismeasuredby‘caste’inthisresearchandhowtointer-
pretit.Wealsoaskedforthehighesteducationallevelattainedbybothparents
oftherespondent.

Whatdowemeanbycaste inthisresearch?Andhowdowe legitimately
measureit?Obviouslyourstudyistoolimitedtoreflectthecomplexityofthe
thousands of existing traditional jātis or even the more limited system of
varṇas inIndiansociety.Besides,foraquantitativesurveyofthiskinditwould
beinappropriate,ifnotillegaltoaskaboutthistypeofcasteasabackground
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characteristic.AsearlyastheLex Loci Act of1845andtheCaste Disabilities Re-
moval Act of 1850, restrictions with regard to occupation and other types of
discriminationresultingfromthetraditionalcastesystemweredeclaredillegal
(cf.Rodrigues2006,60–65).TheclassicaldivisionsofHindusocietythatcanbe
tracedback to theṚg-Veda(x,90)comprise fourcastes (varṇas): Brāhmaṇa 
(priestly caste), kṣatriya or rājanya (military caste), vaiśya (landowners and
merchants),andśūdra (cultivatorsandmenials).Althoughitsoriginalinten-
tionwastoensureharmonyinthecomplexsocialfabric,thecastesystemgrad-
ually degenerated into a divisive and discriminatory force. Based on the
division of labour, castes later comprised groups engaged in various profes-
sions,whichgraduallybecamehereditary. In timethegreatvarietyofoccu-
pations gave rise to numerous subcastes (jātis), which were not strictly
hierarchical.Thesystemsofvarṇas andjātis stillcoexistandoverlaptoacer-
taindegree,butitshouldbenotedthattheconnectionbetweenthejāti system
and Hinduism is complicated, certainly not a one-to-one relationship (Du-
mont1980;Quigley2005).Wedonotdwellonthedetailsofthiscomplexphe-
nomenon.

In the contemporary context, although the Indian constitution formally
condemnsthecastesystemasuntenable,thegovernmentrecognizesthatso-
cialinequalitiesarepartiallyattributabletothehegemonyofthecastesystem.
Withaviewtorectifyingthesocio-economicimbalancethegovernmenthas
introducedthestrategyof‘reservations’.Thispolicyfacilitatesentryofgrossly
underrepresented groups into the educational and professional fields. Para-
doxically,amongothercriteriasuchasreligionandgender,casteservesasa
basiccriterionfortheidentificationofunderprivilegedclasses(Hasan2009).
TheIndianconstitution(articles341,342)identifies’scheduledtribes’compris-
ingover24%oftheIndianpopulation,and‘scheduledcastes’asgroupswho
havehistoricallysufferedoppressionanddenialofequalopportunity.Thegov-
ernmentproposestoreserveacertainpercentageofjobsinthepublicsector
for ‘scheduledtribes’ (7,5%)and ‘scheduledcastes’ (15%).Laterreservations
wereintroducedfor‘otherbackwardcastes’(Constitutionarticle340).Thede-
taileddivisionofcastesandthepercentageofjobreservationsvaryfromstate
tostate.InTamilNaduafurtherdistinctionhasbeenmadesince1971between
‘mostbackwardcastes’and ‘backwardcastes’.CurrentlyTamilNadureserves
69%ofpostsforabout87%ofthepopulation.Paradoxically,this‘positivedis-
crimination’revivestheillegalcastesysteminanewform.Becauseofitswide-
spreaduse ingovernmentpoliciespeoplegenerallyknowtowhichof these
categoriestheybelong.

In our research we followed the classification used by the Tamil Nadu
government: ‘scheduled tribes’ (ST) are traditionally identified with adivasi 
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(originalindigenes);‘scheduledcastes’(SC)areidentifiedwithdalit (untouch-
ablesandoutcasts).‘Mostbackwardcastes’(MBC)and‘backwardcastes’(BC)
areconsequentlythebetterendofthedisadvantagedgroups.Thosewhodo
notbelongtothesecategoriesandcannotclaimreservationsaresaidtobelong
tothe‘forwardcastes’(FC).Wealsoincludedthecategory‘othercastes’(OC),
sincetheremayberespondentswhodonotassociatethemselveswiththese
categories.The lattercategorywaschosenbyvery fewrespondentsandwas
eventuallycodedasamissingvalue.Wealso foundvery littledifferencebe-
tweenthegeneralcharacteristicsofpeoplewhoclassifiedthemselvesunder
‘scheduledtribes’andthosewhosaidtheybelongedto‘scheduledcastes’.Con-
sequentlywerecodedthesetwocategoriesasasinglecategory.Weendedup
withfourcategoriesonthesocio-economicladder.Fromlowtohightheyare:
‘scheduledtribesandscheduledcastes’(ST+SC);‘mostbackwardcastes(MBC);
‘backwardcastes’(BC);and‘forwardcastes’(FC).

Father’sandmother’seducationallevelismeasuredinthreecategories:no
formaleducationorprimaryeducation;middleorhighschool;andsecondary
school,undergraduateorhigherleveleducation.

1.5.5	 Socio-religious	Characteristics
Socio-religious characteristics concern our respondents’ religious socializa-
tion.Socializationcanbedescribedfromtwoperspectives:thatofthesociety
actingupontheindividual(objectively),andthatoftheindividualresponding
tothesociety(subjectively).Ontheobjectiveplanesocializationis“thepro-
cessbywhichthesocietytransmitsitsculturefromonegenerationtothenext
andadaptstheindividualtotheacceptedandapprovedwaysoforganizedso-
ciallife”(Fichter1973,29).Theaccenthereisonindividuals,groupsandinsti-
tutionsthattransmitsystemsofmeaning,values,symbols,roles,etcetera.On
thesubjectiveplanesocializationis“aprocessoflearningwhichgoesoninthe
individualwhileheisadaptingtothepeoplearoundhim”(Fichter1973,30).
Theemphasishereisonindividuals’sociallearningandtheirconstructionof
religiosityinaprocessofadaptationtotheenvironment.

Withoutlosingsightofthesetwofoldperspectives,webrieflyexaminethe
roleofprincipalagentsofreligioussocialization:family;peers;religiouscom-
munity;educationalcommunity;andmedia(Berns2003;cf.Bajzek&Milanesi
2006,72–83;Cornwall1989).

Thefamilyistheplaceofprimarysocialization.Parentsplayakeyroleas
identification models. However, the family’s role in religious socialization is
determinedbythesignificanceofreligioninsociety.Inatraditionalcontext
wherereligionhasacentralplaceandwherethefamilyitselfiswellintegrated
withthereligiousstructurereligioussocializationistoagreatextentdelegated
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tothefamily.Butinasecularizedcontextwherereligionlosesitscentralplace
in society religious socialization in the family might become ineffective. In
suchcontextsreligioussocializationinfamiliesisstilla(quite)necessarybut
certainlynotsufficientconditionforreligiosity.Theattempts(ifany)madeby
thefamilyareeasilyneutralizedbyothersocializingagents(cf.Vermeer2010;
Sterkens&Vermeer2012).

Thepeergroup−whichallowsformoreegalitarian,reciprocalinteraction
−hasemergedasanimportantsocializingagentamongcontemporaryyouth.
Itprovidesaplaceoftransitionfromthefamilynucleustotoday’scomplex,
competitivesociety.Asaspontaneousgroupitcanplayapositiveroleinreli-
gioussocialization,yetinaculturalcontextoffragmentationandseculariza-
tionthepeergroupcandistanceitselffrominstitutionalizedreligion,preferring
moreindividualizedformsofreligiosity.

Thereligiouscommunitybecomesmoreimportantforreligioussocializa-
tionwhenfamilyandpeershardlyfeatureinreligioussocialization.Religious
socializationbyreligiouscommunitiesentailsnurturingthepersonalcommit-
mentoftheyoungthroughreligiousinitiationandeducation.Inminorityreli-
giouscommunities−asisthecasewithChristiansandMuslimsinTamilNadu
andinIndiaasawhole−suchreligioussocializationriskscreatingaghetto
mentalitythatcutsofftheyoungfromotherreligioustraditionsinthewider
society.

Youngpeopletodayspendagooddealoftheirtimeineducationalinstitu-
tions:schools,collegesanduniversities.Thesocializationthattakesplacein
dealings with other students, teachers, professors, associations, et cetera al-
lowsthemtotranscendtheiremotionaltieswiththefamily.Religioussocial-
izationinformaleducationdependsonthecentralityormarginalityofreligion
insocietyatlargeand–morespecifically–ontheplaceofreligioninthecur-
riculum. In multi-religious contexts state schools tend to accommodate the
dominant religious tradition, whereas in secularized societies they may ex-
cludereligiouseducationaltogether(Fox2008,158,198f,207;Ziebertz&Riegel
2009).Insuchcontextsreligiouslyaffiliatedschoolswhichexplicitlyaimatre-
ligious socialization run the risk of – unintentionally − promoting religious
segregation.Especiallyinminoritycontextsreligiouslyaffiliatedschoolsexpe-
rienceadoublechallenge: tocontributeto the flourishingof theirownreli-
gioustradition,andtostimulateinteractionwithandfullparticipationinthe
surroundingsociety(Yusuf&Sterkens2014).

Thegrowingimportanceofthemassmediainsocializationisevidentfrom
the signs of crisis in other agents of socialization. In a way the mass media
modifytheauthorityofotheragentsofreligioussocialization.Thecontribu-
tion of the mass media to religious socialization, too, is determined by the
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place of religion in society. In a secularized society the mass media tend to
marginalizereligiousinformation.Inademocraticandreligiouslypluralcoun-
trylikeIndiatheypayparticularattentiontothedominantreligion,allowing
someroomforminorityreligionsaswell.Minorityreligionsintheirturnseek
tousethemassmediatocaterforreligioussocializationoftheirownfollowers
andtoexpandtheirsphereofinfluenceinsociety.Themassmediaalsoenable
religiousminoritygroupstobepartoftheirworldwidecommunities.Hence
theyplayanambivalentroleinreligioussocialization.Theycanmoderatethe
role of traditional agents of religious socialization by either diminishing or
strengtheningthem.Theycanalsoputreligioussocializationinaglobalper-
spective.

The theory of Schlenker (1985; 1986) on the public and private self sheds
furtherlightonhowtheseagentsofreligioussocializationinfluencetheyoung,
particularlytheirsubjectivelearningorthewaytheyconstructtheirowniden-
tity.AccordingtoSchlenker(1986,22)theprivateandpublicselvesarecomple-
mentaryfacetsofanindividual’sidentity.Hedefinesidentityas“atheoryof
selfthatisformedandmaintainedthroughactualorimaginedinterpersonal
agreement about what the self is like” (Schlenker 1986, 23). “People’s ideas
aboutthemselvesareexpressedandtestedinsociallifethroughtheiractions.
Inturn,theoutcomesofthese‘tests’provideabasisforcrystallizing,refining,
ormodifyingidentitybasedinpartonhowbelievableordefensibletheseiden-
tityimagesappeartobe”(Schlenker1986,24).Individualsconstructtheiriden-
tity through repeated interaction with the same people over a considerable
lengthoftime.Basedonthisinteractiontheyconstructtheir“desirableiden-
tityimages”,which“representwhatpeoplebelievetheycan be andshould be in
particularcontexts,andareinfluencedbypersonalityfactors,situationalfac-
tors,andaudiencefactors”(Schlenker1986,25).Speakingofaudience,Schlen-
ker distinguishes between three types.The first is the inner self, that is the
internalizedvalues,standardsandknowledgewhichprovideabasis forself-
evaluation.Thesecondtypeofaudienceconsistsofpeoplewithwhomone
interactsdirectly.Thethirdtypeistheso-called ‘referenceothers’.Theseare
peoplewhoseopinionsandstandardsaresufficientlyrespectedtofunctionas
exemplarsandevaluatorsacrossawidevarietyofsituationsindependentlyof
directinteraction.Parents,closefriends,admiredmentorsandthelikecanall
functionasreferenceothers.

The instrumentformeasuringthe impactofagentsofreligioussocializa-
tionas‘referenceothers’isbasedonthedistinctionbetweentheagentsofreli-
gious socialization: family (mother, father, close relatives), peer group (close
friends), religious community (religious leaders, religious groups or associa-
tionsoutsideeducationalinstitutions),educational community (schoolteach-
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ersandcollegeprofessorswhoprovidereligiousormoraleducation,religious
groups or associations within the school and college setting), and the mass 
media (religiousfiguresappearingonTVorradioprogrammes).Therespon-
dents were asked to indicate whether these agents of religious socialization
hadplayedanunfavourableora favourable role in theirunderstandingand
practiceofreligiononafour-pointLikertscalerangingfromveryunfavourable
(1)toveryfavourable(4).AcompletelistofitemsappearsinappendixB.

1.6 Sampling and Data Collection

Forthepurposeofourresearchwesawfittofocusoncollegestudents,since
theyhavetoplayaleadingroleinsocietyasawholeandintheirowncultural
and religious communities. In due course they should join the ranks of the
eliteinallspheresofsociety:science,thearts,publicmedia,theeconomy,gov-
ernment,etcetera.Henceknowinghowtheyinteractwithpeersinotherreli-
gioustraditionscantellussomethingaboutthedynamicsofthecorrelation
betweenreligionandconflictinpresent-daysocietyandprovidesomecluesto
itsdevelopmentinthenearfuture.

AccordingtothecurrentStatistical handbook(2011)7oftheTamilNadugov-
ernmentthisstatehasatotalof587collegesforgeneralhighereducation(arts
andsciences)attendedbyover700.000students.Ofthese,62aregovernment
collegesand9areuniversityconstituentcolleges; 133aresubsidised(aided)
collegesrunbyChristians,Muslimsandotherminoritycommunities;and383
areself-financing.8Ourresearchpopulationconsistedofallstudentsattending
colleges for general education in the federal state of Tamil Nadu, India. As
clarifiedbelow,aselectivestratifiedsample,takingintoaccountgender,reli-
giousaffiliation,areaofresidenceandeducational level,wasdrawnfrom16
collegesandtheUniversityofMadras.

Giventherelevanceofgenderdifferencetoourtheme,eightwomen’scol-
legeswereselected, theremainingeightbeingprincipally formen(someof
whichhaveadmittedsmallnumbersofwomeninrecentyears).TheUniversity
ofMadras,bycontrast,hasafullyfledgedcoeducationalsystem.

7 Seehttp://www.tn.gov.in/deptst/Education.pdf(28April2014).
8 Atthetimeoftheresearchtherewere441collegesforgeneralhighereducation(artsandsci-

ences)attendedbyover459.000students.Ofthese,60arerunbythestate,134aresubsidised
colleges run by Christians, Muslims and other minority communities, and 247 are
self-financing.
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Fromtheperspectiveofthereligiousaffiliationofeducationalinstitutions,
theUniversityofMadrasandtwogovernmentcollegeswerechosentorepre-
sentthecategoryofsecularhighereducationalinstitutions,althoughthegreat
majorityofstudentsareHindus.Sinceonlya few(six)oftheaidedcolleges
haveanexplicitIslamicaffiliation,wechosetwoofthem.Muslimstudentsare
generally concentrated inMuslimcolleges.Among the32colleges explicitly
affiliatedtoChristiancommunities,eightCatholicandtwoProtestantcolleges
werechosen.Thiswasbecausewecanexpectnomorethananaverageof25%
ofstudentsatCatholiccollegestobeCatholics,whereasProtestantstudents
tendtobeconcentratedindenominationalcolleges.Amongtheaidedcolleges
at least42hadanexplicitHinduorientation.WechoseonlytwoHinducol-
leges, since Hindu students constitute a great majority in both public and
Catholic colleges. We did not include self-financing colleges in our sample,
sinceaidedcollegesrepresentthereligiousthrustandgovernmentcollegesthe
secularthrustineducationmoreadequately.Besides,someoftheaidedcol-
legesalsohaveself-financingdepartments.

Sincecollegesaregenerallyconcentratedinurbanareasandparticularlyin
the state capital, we selected ten colleges and the University of Madras in
Chennai, and three colleges in the other three major cities, Coimbatore,Ti-
ruchy and Madurai. To complete the picture we included three colleges in
semi-urbanareas:Tirupattur,CuddaloreandVellore.Thelocationsofthecol-
legesincludedinthesampleareindicatedinFigure1.1.

Aquestionnairewasadministeredtostudentsatthe16collegesandtheUni-
versityofMadrasbetweenOctober2003andJanuary2004.Exceptinthecase
ofthreewomen’scolleges(wherethecollegeadministrationpreferredtodo
it),thequestionnairewasadministeredpersonallybyoneoftheresearchersto
groups of selected students or to the gathering of all selected students of a
specificcollegewiththehelpofthecollegeauthorities.About130question-
nairesweredistributedateachofthecentresofhighereducationselectedfor
our research. Between 40 and 50 students belonging to the three religions
amonggraduateandpostgraduatestudents,givingprioritytotheformer,were
selectedrandomlywiththehelpofcollegeauthorities. Incaseswherethere
werefewerthan40studentstorepresentaparticularreligionstudentsofthe
othertworeligionswerechosenatrandomtomakeupatotalofabout130re-
spondentspercollege.Ofthe2.180questionnairesthusdistributedtocollege
students,2.012werereturned,ofwhich1.920werefoundtobevalid.Alistof
theparticipatingcollegeswithexactnumbersofrespondentsappearsinap-
pendixA.

Thedemographiccharacteristicsofour(valid)respondentsareasfollows.
Amongourrespondents55.6%arewomenandtheremaining44.4%men.As
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forreligiousaffiliation,41.1%areHindus,45.3%areChristians(28.1%Catho-
lics,12.8%Protestantsand4.4%fromotherChristiandenominations);13.3%
areMuslimsandahandful (0.4%)are JainsandBuddhists.As thestudy fo-
cused on Christians, Hindus and Muslims, students belonging to other reli-
gionswerenotincludedinouranalysis.Thepercentagesofstudentsaccording
toreligiousaffiliationdonotreflecttheratiointheTamilNaducollegestudent
population.TherelativelyhigherproportionsofMuslimsandChristiansinour

Figure1.1 Map showing the location of colleges in Tamil Nadu included in the sample.
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samplearenecessarytopermitstatisticallymeaningfulanalysisandcross-reli-
giouscomparison.ThattherearefewerMuslimsthanChristiansinoursample
resultsfromthefactthatMuslimsrarelyattendcollegesotherthantheirown,
whicharealsofewerinnumber.ThehighnumberofChristiansfollowsfrom
ourneedtohavesufficientrepresentationofCatholics,Protestantsandadher-
entsofotherChristiandenominationswithaviewtocomparingtheChristian
groupsaspartofafurtherstudy.Almostallrespondents(98.4%)areinthe17
to25agegroup,whichqualifiesthemasyouths.Thevastmajority(86%)are
undergraduates,65.6%oftheseinthefinalorthirdyearoftheirstudies.Our
study focused on third or final year undergraduates, since not all of them
wouldcontinuewithpostgraduatestudies.Only13.7%ofourrespondentsare
postgraduatestudentsandatinygroup(0.3%)isengagedinadvancedstudies
(MPhil.andPhD).

1.7 Design of Analysis

Inthissectionwefirstdescribethedesignofanalysisofthefourresearchques-
tionsregardingtheintermediatevariables(seechapters3–6).Nextwedescribe
thedesignofanalysisoftheresearchquestionsregardingourdependentvari-
able(seechapters7–8).

Toanswerourfirstresearchquestionconcerningtheconstructionofcross-
religiouscomparativemodelsofreligiousvariableswefollowtwoprocedures.
Inthefirstprocedureweassessthedimensionalityofthemeasurementscale
viafactoranalysis.Inthesecondprocedurewetestwhetherthescalecanbe
used to compare the ideas, experiences or attitudes of different religious
groupsbymeansofameasurementinvariancetest.

Theassessmentofcomparabledimensionalityinvolvesathreestepfactor
analysis.(a)Toachievethiswefirstconstructacategoryfortheadherentsofall
threereligionsbyconductingafactoranalysisofthescaleforallrespondents
(Christians,HindusandMuslims)together.Inincludingallrespondentsinthe
same analysis we assume that the models of religiously inspired conflict in
thesegroupshavethesamestructure.Thecriteriausedinthefactoranalysis
are: eigenvalue >1; commonality >.20; factor loadings >.30, and if items load
high on two factors, the difference in factor loading should be >.15. (b)The
secondstepistoexaminethethreereligiousgroupsseparately.Theseseparate
analysesshouldshowwhethertheoverallstructureofthefirststepholdsgood
foreachgroupindividually.Inotherwords,wewanttofindoutifthemodels
ofreligiouslyinspiredconflictestablishedintheoverallanalysisrecurinthe
analysesrelatingtoparticulargroupsinthecaseofallorofonlysomeitems.
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Thepurposeofthisstepistouncoverintergroupdifferences.(c)Thesediffer-
encesareeliminatedinthethirdstep,wherewedeterminethecommensura-
ble concept after checking for structural differences between the models
specifictoeachreligiousgroup.Sincewecanonlycomparecommensurable
factors,wehavetoapplythe filterofcommonality:what isdistinctive is fil-
teredout.Thedifferences(inmeasurement)betweenthegroupsaretherefore
eliminatedinthisfinalstep.Onlyinthislaststepcanwespeakofacross-reli-
giouscomparativemodel(i.e.comparabledimensionsforallreligiousgroups).
Intheensuingchaptersweonlyreporttheresultsofthethirdstepoffactor
analysis(forthesakeofsimplicity).

Inthesecondprocedureweassessthescalarinvarianceofthefactorsyield-
edbythefactoranalysis.Thereisalongstandingdebateincrossculturalmea-
surementonwhethermeasurescanbeusedindifferentculturalcontexts(e.g.
Kumata&Schram1956).Aformaltestofcrossculturalcomparability,using
structural equation modelling, has been suggested by Meredith (1993). This
procedurestartswiththesimplestformofinvariance−factorialinvariance−
andendswiththestrictestform,scalarinvariance.Inthisprocedureonefirst
testswhetherthemeasurementmodelsarethesameforallgroups;ifso,there
isfactorialinvariance.Nextonetestsformetricinvariance,thatiswhetherthe
factor loadings are the same across groups. If so, it becomes meaningful to
comparetherelationshipsofthis factorwithotherfactors(thatalsoexhibit
metricinvariance).Thelasttestisthatofscalarinvariance.Thistestimplies
thatfactorstructure,factorloadingsanditeminterceptsareequalacrossthe
groups.Ifthattestholdsgood,itbecomesmeaningfultocomparethemeansof
thefactors(orthecompositescores)acrossthegroups.Thefactormodelswere
allestimatedwiththeMLprocedureavailableinLisrel8.8(Jöreskog&Sörbom,
1996).ThemodelswereevaluatedbymeansofJRule(Saris,Satorra&Vander
Veld2009),acomputerprogramthatusestheoutputofLisrelandevaluates
whetherornotconstrainedparametersaremisspecified,takingintoaccount
thepoweroftheMItest.Theanalyticstrategythatweusestartswiththeleast
restrictedmodel(seeVanderVeld&Saris2011).Totestformisspecifications
weusethesamevaluesfordeltaasonewouldliketodetectwithhighpower
tests.Inthetestforconfiguralinvarianceweuseadeltaof0.25forcross-load-
ingsandadeltaof0.10forcorrelatederrors.Inthetestformetricinvariancewe
usethesamedeltas,plusadeltaof0.15forequalityconstraintsonfactorload-
ings.Inthetestforscalarinvarianceweusethesamedeltas,plusadeltaof0.07
for item intercepts. For tests of the equality of factor means we also used a
deltaof0.07.Weshouldpointoutthatitisnotabsolutelynecessarytosolveall
misspecifications,becauseonecanalwaysexpectsomemisspecificationsre-
sultingfromchancealone.Wecanalsoacceptpartialscalarinvariance(Byrne,
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Shavelson&Muthén,1989)incaseswherethereareatleasttwoinvariantindi-
catorspergroup.Thisisunproblematicaslongastheanalysisiscontinuousin
theframeworkofSEM.Therearenorulesormeasurestodecidewhatconsti-
tutesaseriousdeviation.However,weacceptdeviationsasharmlessforour
conclusionswhentheyareonlyslightlylargerthanthemisspecifications.

Thesecondresearchquestionaimsatdifferences inagreementwithreli-
giousvariables,herereligiousconvictionsandattitudes.Inouranalysiswecal-
culatethegroupmeanandstandarddeviationforthethreegroupsofstudents
(Christians, Muslims and Hindus). We check whether cross-religious differ-
encesaresignificantbymeansofaScheffétestor,inthecaseofcomparison
betweenthemeansoftwogroups,bymeansofaT-test(chapter6).

Thethirdresearchquestionisansweredbymeansofassociations(rho)be-
tweenthepersonalcharacteristicsofstudents(socio-cultural,socio-economic
andsocio-religious)andreligiousattitudes/ideas.Fornominalvariableswith
twoanswercategories(herethevariablesgender,languageandfieldofspecial-
ization),wepresentthemeansofeachreligiousgrouponavariableinorderto
interpretthedirectionofthecorrelation.Wementionallsignificantassocia-
tions,butfocusonthosewhicharerelevantenoughtociteintheoryformation,
in our case associations that are moderately strong (.15< r <.30) or strong
(r≥.30).

The fourth question is answered by means of a linear regression analysis
(method:Enter)inwhichwedefinetheaforementionedstudentcharacteris-
ticsasindependentvariablesandtheissuesdiscussedintheseparatechapters
asdependentvariables.Inotherwords,weexplaindifferencesinthedepen-
dentvariableintermsofthevarietyofsomestudentcharacteristics.Wedis-
cussonlythosevariablesthatyieldedrelevant(r≥.20)andsignificant(p.<.000)
correlationswiththedependentvariableconcernedinatleastoneofthereli-
giousgroups.Wedonotdemandthislevelofassociationforeachgroup,be-
causeweexpectdifferentpredictorsindistinctreligiousgroups.However,to
guaranteecomparisonoftheanalysesweincludethestudentcharacteristicin
the regression analysis of each group of respondents (Christians, Muslims,
Hindus)assoonasitprovestoberelevantforoneofthesegroups.Theregres-
sionanalysisresultsinanexplainedvariance(coefficientofdeterminationR2)
inwhichtheindependentvariablesassumecertainsignificantweightings,ex-
pressedbythestandardizedregressioncoefficientβ.Thestandardizedregres-
sioncoefficient(β)expressestherelativeweightofthevariableconcernedin
the total explained variance. Since we inserted personal characteristics that
yieldedrelevantandsignificantcorrelationswithpositivein-groupattitudesin
any of the religious groups, it is not surprising that some independent vari-
ablesareneithersignificantnorrelevantforcertainreligiousgroups.However,
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toguaranteecomparisonwedidincludethesamedependentvariablesinthe
regressionanalysisforallreligiousgroups.

Thedesignofanalysisoftheresearchquestionsregardingourdependent
variable(seechapters7–8)islargelythesameasthatforreligiousattitudes/
ideas.Onlythefourthquestionhasadifferentanalyticdesign.Toanalysethe
predictors of the causes of religious conflicts we used Structural Equation
Modelling(SEMtechnique)(cf.Kline2005).Wewanttoknowwhichvariables
predictthelevelofagreementwiththecausesofreligiousconflicts.Or,toput
itdifferently,whatideasinthemindsofreligiouspeoplepredicttheirinterpre-
tationofthecausesofreligiousconflicts?Ourresearchiscomparative.Wenot
onlywanttoknowwhichpredictorscanbefoundineachgroupofstudents
(Christian,MuslimandHindu),butalsowanttotestwhetherpredictorsare
thesameforallgroups.DoChristians,MuslimsandHindusagreeontheinflu-
enceofinterreligiousvariablesoncausesofreligiousconflicts?Withthehelp
ofStructuralEquationModelling(SEM)wecantestwhetherpredictorsaresig-
nificantly different for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students.We applied a
model generating analyses of the data using the AMOS program. Structural
Equation Modelling presupposes well developed theoretical expectations
abouttherelationbetweenthevariables.Ourmodelreferstotheinfluenceof
beliefsoncausesofforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Themodelspecifiesourhy-
potheseswithregard to thedirect influenceofbeliefsonreligiousconflicts.
Twotypesofdescriptivebeliefsinthereligiousmeaningsystemareincluded
inthemodel:religiocentrismandmodelsofinterpretingreligiousplurality.For
religiocentrismtwovariablesareincluded:apositivein-groupattitude(i.e.to-
wardsone’sownreligion)andnegativeout-groupattitudes(i.e.towardsothers’
religions).Fortherespondent’sconvictionsaboutreligiouspluralitythreevari-
ables are included: monism, commonality pluralism and differential plural-
ism.Twoprescriptivebeliefsareincludedinthemodel:experienceofmystical
unionwithanultimaterealityandparticipationininstitutionalreligiousprac-
tices.Thedescriptiveandprescriptivebeliefsareso-called‘endogenousvari-
ables’,becausetheybelongtothecoreofthecausalmodelandtheirvalueis
determinedbythestateofothervaluesinthesystem.Thestudent’scharacter-
istics are so-called ‘exogenous variables’ (x-variables) because their value is
determinedoutsidethemodelinwhichitisused.Thefollowingpersonalchar-
acteristics are included: socio-cultural background, socio-economic back-
ground and socio-religious background. In our model these background
characteristicscaninfluencereligiousbeliefs(cf.Durkheim1915).Inthecate-
goryofsocio-culturalvariablesweincludedage,gender,mothertongue,caste,
urbanizationandfieldofeducationalspecialization.Associo-economicvari-
ablesthefollowingwereincludedinouranalysis:mother’soccupation,father’s
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occupation,mother’seducation,father’seducation.Inthecategoryofsocio-
religiousvariablesweincludedyearsattendingreligiousschools(ofone’sown
religion) and socializing agents in the religious domain (parents, relatives,
friends,religiouscommunity,teachers/professorsandmedia).
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Chapter2

Cross-religious Comparative Research

Introduction

Comparative study of religion not merely researches various religious tradi-
tionsingeneral,butfocusesondifferencesandsimilaritiesbetweenreligions.
Inthischapterwelookatsomefundamentaltheoretical issuesincross-reli-
gious comparative research and some of the core empirical methodological
problemsinvolved.Thefirstissueis:whatmakescomparisonacontestedissue
inresearchintoreligion,specificallyindisciplineslikereligiousstudies,history
of religion and theology? We discuss the rules which comparative research
intoreligionneedstoobservetomeritaplaceinthescientificstudyofreligion
(2.1).Secondly,weexaminethegoalsofcross-religiouscomparativeresearch.
Whyshouldonedistinguishbetweendifferentgoalsofcomparativeresearch?
Docomparisonsnotallhavethesamegoal?Andifnot,whatarethecriteriafor
distinguishing between the different goals (2.2)? Thirdly, we consider ques-
tionsrelatingtotheobjectofourcomparativeresearch:religion.Whatdefini-
tion of religion should we use (2.3)? Fourthly, we deal with the thorniest
questionincomparativeresearch:inwhatterms(categories,concepts,ideas)
canweunderstandandexplainthereligiouspractices,beliefs,experiences,et
ceteraofotherpersonsandcommunities,andtowhatextentisitpossibleto
understandandexplaintheother(2.4)?Thenextissueistheselectionofdata.
On what kind of knowledge do we want to build our research? How do we
choosegroupstocompare?Areourfindingsgeneralizabletoagivenpopula-
tion(2.5)?Thenwelookattheproblemofsimilaritiesanddifferencesincom-
parative research. In order to compare religious traditions they should be
neither totally different nor completely identical.We examine this problem
fromtheperspectiveofaquantitativemethodologybymeansofstatisticalsur-
veys (2.6). Finally we look at the issue of normativeness in comparative re-
search(2.7).

2.1 Comparison as a Contested Field in Research into Religion

Comparisonhasbecomeacontestedfieldinscientificresearchintoreligion
overthepastfourdecades,specificallyindisciplineslikereligiousstudiesand
historyofreligion.AsPattonandRay(2000,3)pointout,thisappliestothe
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extentthat“withafewoutstandingexceptions,comparativestudieshavevir-
tually disappeared in graduate studies in favor of increasingly narrow ‘area
studies’researchintospecificreligioustextsandcommunities.”Alandmarkin
thisdevelopmentistheseminalpaperbyJonathanZ.Smith(1982,19–35),In 
comparison a magic dwells.Mostdiscussionsaboutcomparisoninthestudyof
religionarepremisedonthispaper.Itissometimesinterpretedasacritiqueof
cross-religiouscomparativeresearchassuch.Butthisinterpretationisincor-
rect: thecritiqueapplies to thewaycomparisonhasoftenbeendone inthe
traditionofthehistoryofreligion.In2004Smithoutlinedhisowncareerasa
scholarofreligionfromthelate1960swhenhemovedtoChicagoandcame
undertheinfluenceofMirceaÉliade.Wedonotgiveachronologicalaccount
ofhisdevelopment,butusehisandotherpublicationswhichcanbeconsid-
eredaresponsetothisinitialpapertodiscussthedisputeaboutcomparisonin
religiousstudies(cf.Patton&Ray2000;twospecialissuesofMethod and theo-
ry in the study of religion in 1996 (8–1) and 2004 (16–1)).The discussion will
culminateinsomegeneralprinciplesandguidelinestofollowincross-religious
comparativeresearch.

BysettlingonIn comparison a magic dwells(Smith1982)wealsoexplicitly
locateourdiscussionofcross-religiouscomparativeresearchinthestudyof
religion(orreligiousstudies).Thealternativewouldbetolocateitinthesocial
sciences.Thereisa long-standingtraditionofcross-culturalcomparativere-
search in anthropology, psychology and sociology with specialized journals
like the Journal of cross-cultural psychology (Sage), Cross-cultural research 
(Sage)andComparative sociology(Brill)representingthesetraditions.Publica-
tionsregularlyfocusonmethodologicalissues(e.g.Harkness,VandeVijver&
Mohler2003;Liamputtong2010)andmostlyusefunctionaldefinitionsofreli-
gionwhenstudyingreligiousthemes(e.g.Roccas2005).Manyscholarswork-
inginthehumanities(German:‘Geisteswissenschaft’)orculturalstudieswould
notrecognizetheconcerns,researchagendaandtheorybuildingintheseso-
cio-scientific traditions. Our own research is an empirical study of religion,
henceourpointofreferenceisthestateoftheartinthisfield.1

According to Smith (1982) comparison as practised is the result of magic
ratherthanofascientificmethod.SmithisreferringtoJ.G.Frazer’snotionof
magic.Themagician’slogicisbasedonaconfusionofasubjective(i.e.psycho-
logical)relationshipwithanobjective(i.e.historicalormaterial)relationship.

1 Wegobeyondthisstateoftheart,asreaderswillseeintherestofthischapter.Obviously
empiricalresearchintoreligioncanalsolearnalotfromsocio-scientificcross-culturalre-
search.Seee.g.thestrictmethodologicalrulesforestablishingdifferentlevelsofequivalence
discussedlaterinthischapter.
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Justlikeamagician,thescholarofreligiontoooftenmakesassociationsbased
onsimilarityor,moreparticularly,onarecollectionofsimilarity.“The chief ex-
planation for the significance of comparison has been contiguity.Theprocedure
iscontagion”(Smith1982,21;italicsinoriginal).Thesubjectiveideaofsimilar-
itybetweentwothingsisprojectedontoanobjectiveconnectionbyinvokinga
theoryofinfluence,diffusion,borrowingandthelike.Mostcomparisonsare
nottheresultofsystematicdiscovery,butarebasedonimpressionisticsimilar-
ity.Withsomeexaggerationonecouldsaythatthedevelopmentofscientific
theoryisnotbasedonamethodwithstrictguidelinesfortheresearcher,but
on the rich imagination of the scholar. Reacting to this critique, we should
stressthatcomparativeresearchneedsstrictmethodologicalruleswhichare
meticulouslyfollowedbytheresearcher.Validtheorycanonlybetheresultof
correctapplicationoftheserules.

Asecondcardinalcriticismregards the“tensionbetweenaconcessionto
the centrality of historical processes over against a-historical constructs”
(Smith2000,26).Smith’scritiqueismadeintheframeworkofadiscussionof
fourbasicmodesofcomparison:ethnographic,encyclopaedic,morphological
andevolutionary.Ofthedifferentapproaches,Smithconsidersthemorpho-
logicalmethodinthehistoryofthestudyofreligionthemostadequatemode
ofcomparison.“Fundamentally,morphologyallowsthearrangementofindi-
vidualitemsinahierarchicalseriesofincreasedorganizationandcomplexity.
Itisalogical,formalprogressionwhichignorescategoriesofspace(habitat)
andtime”(Smith2000,23).Anexampleofthislogicisthedyad‘original/cor-
rupt’,inwhichagenerativeoriginalelement(thearchetype)iscomparedwith
anindividualmanifestationofthiselement.Forexample,thepan-Babylonian
school(e.g.Jeremias)considerstheBabylonianreligioussystem‘original’and
theCanaanitesystemsecondaryor‘corrupt’.“Hereaseasonal,naturalisticin-
terpretationhasbeengiventothe ‘Babylonian’cosmiccycle: thegodofsun
andspringwho,afterhisvictoryoverwinter,built(orrebuilt)theworldand
tookchargeofitsdestiny”(Smith1982,29).Historiansofreligionhavefollowed
twomaintrendsinthismorphologicalresearchmode.Eithertheystudyhis-
tory thoroughlyandcontinue itsdiffusionistprogrammestrippedof its sys-
tematicandtheoreticaldepth(e.g.thepan-Babylonianschool)ortheysever
thepatternanditssystematicsfromhistory(e.g.Éliade)(Smith1982,29).

Whatcanwelearnfromthisanalysisabouttheprinciplesofcomparative
research?Wewillredefinetherelationshipbetweenhistoryandpatterns(or
systematics) in cross-religious empirical research as a relationship between
theoryanddata.Smith’spointisthatthestudyofreligionlacksaclearfocuson
the reason for comparison.This reason should be explicated and related to
specific research of empirical data. The only possible reason for academic



50 Chapter2

empirical research is theory building. According to Smith this is manifestly
missing in the fieldofhistoryof religion.Asecondrule forcomparative re-
searchwhichwecanformulateagainstthebackgroundofthisdiscussionisthe
needforacleartheoreticalagendaincomparativeresearchandaclearfocus
ontheorybuilding.Thereshouldbeclaritynotonlyaboutthe‘how’(method)
butalsoaboutthe ‘why’(theorybuilding)ofcomparativeresearchintoreli-
gion.

AthirdcriticismwhichSmithraisesistheexclusivestressonsimilarityin
comparison while ignoring difference. Smith (1982, 35) quotesWittgenstein:
“Butisn’tthe sameatleastthesame?Weseemtohaveaninfallibleparadigmof
identityintheidentityofathingwithitself…Thenaretwothingsthesame
whentheyarewhatonethingis?AndhowamItoapplywhattheonething
showstometothecaseoftwothings?”Incomparisonwearealwaysdealing
withdifferenceandsimilarity. If thingsarecompletely identical, there isno
need for comparison. “Comparison requires the postulation of difference as
thegroundofbeinginteresting(ratherthantautological)andamethodologi-
calmanipulationofdifference,aplayingacrossthe‘gap’intheserviceofsome
usefulend”(Smith1982,35).LaterSmith(1987,14)reformulatesthislastsen-
tencebychanging“inserviceofsomeusefulend”to“toachievesomestated
cognitiveend”.Themanipulationofdifferenceinresearchservesthepurpose
oftheorybuilding.Differencegivesrisetothought,inthesensethatwetest
whetherourtheoryholdsgoodin(historically,culturally,etc.)differentsitua-
tions.Differenceshouldnotbeoverlooked,butneedstoberegardedaspro-
ductivewithaviewtoatheoreticalagenda(cf.Smith2004,17).Onthebasisof
these insights we can formulate a third rule for cross-religious comparative
research: comparison needs careful manipulation of difference(s) between
things(situations,beliefs,practices,feelings)whilekeepingotheraspectscon-
stant(thesame).Absolutedifferenceistheendofcomparison.Thatiswhywe
definethecarefulmanipulationofdifference,sothatweknowinwhatrespect
acomparisonismade.Ifourtheoryholdsgoodunderdifferentconditions,we
regarditasmorerobust(inthePopperiansense).Butitistheoreticallyequally
interestingifweneedtoadjustourtheoryinordertofitdifferentsituations.

Inthe1990sthedebateoncomparisonledSmithtoreflectonitsaspectual
characteristic.SmithwaschallengedtoreflectonthisissuebyFitzJ.P.Poole’s
reactiontohis1982paper.Poole(1986,55)pointedoutthatcomparisondoes
notconcernphenomenain totobutonlyaspectsofthem.Inhistoryofreligion
comparisonbasedonaholisticassumptionwastraditionallymadeintermsof
essenceandsingularity.Thisholisticassumption isassociatedwith the idea
thattheessenceis‘given’inthedata,whichispresumedinthephenomeno-
logical approach to comparison (Allen 2005). But comparison deals with
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aspectsratherthancomprehensiverealities.Comparison“givesthescholara
shiftingsetofcharacteristicswithwhichtonegotiatetherelationsbetweenhis
orhertheoreticalinterestanddatastipulatedasexemplary”(Smith1990,51).
Smith also stresses that comparing aspects of phenomena is the result of a
theoreticalfocus:“We‘re-vision’dataasourdatainordertosolveourtheoreti-
calproblems”(Smith1990;italicsinoriginal).Theselectionofaspectsofcom-
parison is based on our theoretical agenda (i.e. theory building). Smith
expresses this idea differently, saying that a comparative statement is never
dyadicbuttriadic.Thelogicbehindcomparisonisnever“xresemblesy”but“x
resemblesymorethanz inrespectto…”(Smith2004,23).Theobjectsofre-
search(x, y, z)arecomparedinrespectoftheirspecificcharacteristics.Acom-
mon criticism of comparative empirical research is the limitation of the
observationstocertainaspects.Whileobservationscanbemoreopenwhen
usingqualitativeinadditiontoquantitativemethods,intheendallcompari-
sonisconfinedtoalimitednumberofaspectsoftheresearchobjects.Hence
comparativeresearchisdonewithregardtosomeaspectsoftheresearchob-
jectsthatareconsideredrelevantfromaspecifictheoreticalperspective.This
theoreticalperspectiveisthethirdelementofthecomparison.

Afourthelementtobeaddedtothisstateoftheartisawarenessthatcom-
parisonisnotanendinitself.InhisessayThe “end” of comparisonSmith(2000)
pointsoutthatcomparisonisaroutetoare-descriptionoftheresearchobject
andareformulationoftheacademiccategoriesusedinresearch.Thegoalof
comparison inempirical research is to testourdescriptionof realityand to
falsifyouracademiccategoriesor,onahigherlevel,ourtheories.Comparison
hasdifferentphases:before,duringandaftercomparison.2Itstartswithde-
scriptionofagivenexampleinarichtexture(social,historicalandcultural)
andsecond-ordercategories.Thesecondphaseiscomparisonbetweendiffer-
ent exempla from the perspective of a certain category or theory.The third
phase is re-description of the exempla in light of each other and (possible)
rectificationofthecategoriesusedinthecomparison.Soifcomparisonisnot
the‘end’,whatisit?Theansweris:generalization.“Aswithcomparison,gener-
alization brings disparate phenomena together in the space of the scholar’s
intellect”(Smith2004,31).Comparisonoftenevokessurprise,whichcallsfor
correctionofourdescriptionandourcategories.Hencewewanttoformulate

2 Smithspeaksaboutfourmoments(Smith2000,p239).Thefirst(description)includessecond-
ordercategories,whichhebreaksupintotwodifferentmomentsafterthecomparison.We
thinkitislogicallymorecorrecttokeepdataandcategoriestogetherbothbeforeandafter
theempiricalcomparativeresearch.Hencewespeakaboutthreephases:before,duringand
aftercomparison.



52 Chapter2

afourthruleforcross-religiouscomparativeresearch:comparisonaimsatgen-
eralizationofoursecond-ordercategories,thatistheconceptsweasresearch-
ersconstructintermsofatheoreticalframeofreference.

Thefinalpointconcernstheinclusionofnormativequestionsincross-reli-
giouscomparativeresearch.Smithissometimescriticizedbyscholarsworking
inapostmodernparadigmfornotpayingenoughattentiontonormativeis-
sues.Forexample,Urban(2004)citesthepoliticaldimensionofcomparison
andthedangerofabusingorprivilegingsomeinterestsattheexpenseofoth-
ers.TheobjectiontoSmith isnotthatheneglectsnormative issues incom-
parative research. Smith repeatedly insists that the study of religion always
involvesaninterestedperspectiverelatingtosomeintellectualagenda(Smith
2000,239).Ontheotherhandhealsoinsiststhatreligiousresearchis‘value-
free’, that is scholarsof religionhaveno fixednormative,politicalorethical
positioninrelationtotheirdata.Thiscouldbeinterpretedasimplyingthatthe
scholar of religion has no normative stance. According to Urban this is not
whatSmithissuggesting.TimeandagainSmithpointsoutthatreligionisan
imaginedcategory,theconstructionofacademicscholars.“Hencewemustre-
mainrelentlesslyself-consciousandself-criticalabouthowwegoaboutimag-
ining and deploying the particular, highly charged, and volatile academic
construction” (Urban 2004, 32).3This leads us to infer a final rule from this
debate:comparativeresearchintoreligionshouldincludecriticalnormative
discussionoftheacademiccategoriesandtheoriesinthecontextofaspecific
society.

2.2 Goals of Cross-religious Comparison

Whatcouldbethegoalofcross-religiouscomparativeresearch?Accordingto
Smiththegeneralgoalofallcomparisonshouldbethegeneralizationofsec-
ond-ordercategories.Smithstressesthisgoal,becauseinthestudyofreligion
thereseemstobeastrongpreferenceforonetypeofresearch(especiallyde-
scriptive research) at the expense of other types (especially explanatory re-
search) (Jensen 2004). This almost exclusive preference for descriptive
comparative research is hampering theory building in the study of religion,
andthereforeneedstobecorrected.4AlthoughweagreewithSmithaboutthe

3 Thisappliesafortioritoresearchonreligionandviolence.Chapter8dealsspecificallywith
normativeissuesandthesocio-politicalcontextofourresearch.

4 Thisexclusivismisoftenbasedonasui generisapproachwhichseparates‘religiousthings’
(practices,experiences,feelings)fromnonreligiousthings(Taves2009).Basedonthedistinc-
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importanceofgeneralization,wedistinguishbetweenfourgoalsofcross-reli-
giouscomparativeresearch.Allfourareequallyvalidandnoneshouldbeex-
cluded.WebaseourdistinctionoffourresearchgoalsontheworkoftheDutch
philosopherofscienceKuipers(2001;2005;2007),whocanbecharacterizedas
aneo-classicalscholarinthelineofKuhnandLakatos.Beforeidentifyingthe
differentgoals,wewillarguethatitisnotpossibletoavoidcomparisoninre-
search.

Asmentionedalready,tomanyscholarsJ.Z.Smith’scriticalanalysesofcom-
parativeresearchinhispaperIn comparison a magic dwells(Smith1982;2000)
wasreasonenoughtoabandoncross-religiouscomparisonaltogether.Butthis
wasonlyonereaction.At thesametimemany forumsandcongresseswere
organizedonthetopictotrytorecapturethepossibilities,goalsandmethods
of comparative research (cf. Patton & Ray 2000; Gothóni 2005). Many tried
anew to legitimize comparative approaches to the study of religion.What’s
more,theyclaimedthatitisimpossibletoavoidcomparisonforatleastthree
reasons(Jensen2004,50–51).

Thefirstreasonrelatestothewaythehumanmindworks.Accordingtocog-
nitive scientists the information processing in our minds relies on complex
ways of categorization. Everything is stored in memory via processes which
presupposesomeoperationofcomparison.“Comparisonisthebasicmethod
underlyingcategorization,andcategorizationisthepathwayforcognitionor
informationprocessing”(Carter2004,7).Thereisnowaytoavoidcomparison,
becauseitisthewayourmindswork.Inotherwords,therearenocategories
inherentinthephenomenawhichwestudy.Categorizationbycomparisonis
impliedinthewaythehumanmind(includingthescientist’smind)works.

Thesecondreasonrelatestothesocio-culturalprocessofcomparisonbe-
tweengroupsandcultures.Wecannotthinkaboutothergroupsandcultures
withoutmakingdistinctionsbetweenthemandus.Wecannotbutmakecom-
parisonsinourdailydealingwithotherindividualsandgroups.Thisisnota
deliberateact:wedoitintuitively.

Thirdly, comparison is an essential rationale implied in all scientific re-
search. This was stressed by Smith when he said that comparison is never
betweentwothingsbutbetweentwothings“withrespecttosomethingelse”
(Smith2004, 17;cf.VanderVen2010, 117).Everyactofcategorizationusesa
conceptuallensbymeansofwhichtwothingsareseenassimilarordissimilar.
Asstatedabove,therearenodistinctions,characteristicsoraspectspertaining
tophenomenaassuch.Thereareonlycategoriesrelevantfromatheoretical

tivenessof‘religiousthings’sometypesofempiricalcomparativeresearchareexcluded(no-
tablyexplanatoryresearch).
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perspective.Henceweconcludethatnoscientificthinkingispossiblewithout
comparison.

Research is fundamentally an interested enterprise, that is it serves the
agendaofaresearchprogramme.Thisideawasintroducedintothephilosophy
ofsciencebyKuhnandLakatos,andsincethe1980sithasbecomemoreorless
accepted that science develops in encompassing units called research pro-
grammes(Kuipers2007,2).Scientificdevelopmentdoesnotproceedthrough
thedevelopmentofspecifichypothesesandtheories,butinmoreencompass-
ingterms.Structuralfeaturesofresearchprogrammesare:

(1) adomainofexistingornotyetexistingphenomena;
(2) thegoalsofsolvingsomeproblemassociatedwithit,beitfindingits

truedescriptionoritstruetheory,ortheconstructionofanintended
productorconcept,

(3) a core idea,orasetofcoherentideascouchedinacertainvocabulary,
abouthowtosolvetheproblem,and

(4) additionalideas,heuristics,suggestinghowtosafeguardthecoreidea
againstprimafacie failurestosolvetheproblem(Kuipers2005,31;2007,
63–64).

Wewanttoemphasizethattheterm‘researchprogramme’doesnotimplya
‘strong’rationalistconceptofscientificresearch.Astrongrationalistapproach
presupposes “universal, hard and fast premises, clear-cut concepts, straight
andnarrowtheoriesanduniversal,irrefutabletestresults”(VanderVen2010,
95).Theepistemologicalpositionofstrongrationalityimpliesthatourscien-
tificclaimsabout religioncanonlybeaccepted fromapositionbeyondthe
originsofourknowledge.Putdifferently,theprincipleoffallibilismdemands
thatweneedtogroundascientifictheoryaboutreligion(s)notintheorigins
ofourknowledge(contextofdiscovery)butintherulesandnormsofinquiry
(contextofjustification).“Ourclaimstoknowledgearelegitimizednotbytheir
origins–fortheoriginsofknowledgearediverseandfallible–butratherby
thenormsandrulesof inquiry itself” (Bernstein1971, 175).Wecannotclaim
absoluteknowledge;wehaveonlyfallibleknowledge,thatisknowledgewhich
canstandthetestoffalsification.Althoughwewanttoagreewiththisprinci-
pleoffallibalism,wethinkitisimpossibletoexcludeone’sepistemiccommu-
nities from scientific research into religion. “We begin our conversations by
bringingourfallibleviewsandjudgmentstothosewhotraditionallymakeup
our epistemic communities” (Van Huyssteen 1999, 265). Each judgment is
madeinthecontextofaspecificcommunity,andisbasedonargumentsand
ideas which are accepted in that community. We cannot abstract from a
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conversational contextwhenjustifyingconcepts,ideasandviewpoints.‘Weak’
rationalismdemandsthatweshouldextendourindividualevaluationtocom-
munalevaluation,andfurthertotrans-communalevaluation(VanHuyssteen
1999,265).Thisdoesnotimplyademandtoincludeallpossiblerationalagents
inourjustification,regardlessoftimeandplace.Ifweweretostipulatethat,it
wouldbeimpossibletodeterminethevalidityofourjustifications.Scientific
truthissomethingthatisestablishedovertimebythecommunityofinquiry,
includingfuturegenerationsanddifferentcontexts.

FollowingKuipers(2001;2005;2007)wedistinguishbetweenfourtypesof
research programmes based on their different cognitive results, namely de-
scriptions,explanations,productsandconcepts.Connectedwiththesediffer-
entresultsaredifferentproducers,namelyscholarsconductingfieldworkor
(quasi-)experimentalresearch,theorists,designersorengineers,andphiloso-
phers.Clearlythisdistinctionisideal-typicalandmostacademicresearchisa
mixtureoftwoormoretypes,inwhichonetypeappearstodominate.

Descriptiveprogrammesarethefirsttypeofresearch.Theyaremeant“to
describe a certain domain of phenomena, primarily in terms of individual
facts(individualprogrammes)orprimarilyintermsofgeneralobservablefac-
tors(generalorinductiveprogrammes)”(Kuipers2001,6;2007,59).Withre-
gard to individual facts, one thinks of rituals of different ethno-religious
groups.Generalobservablefactorsreferto,forexample,“the(quasi-)lawthat
whenpeoplehavemadeadecisionthereisactiveseekingoutofinformation
whichisconsistentwiththeactiontaken”(Kuipers2007,7;seealsochapter8
of this book). Descriptive programmes are also known as observation pro-
grammes:theresearchtakestheformofmoreorlessselectiveobservations,
andtheresultingfactsarecouchedinso-calledobservationalterms.Ifthese
observationsarefundamentallybasedon(quasi-)experiments,onespeaksof
experimentalprogrammes.Weliketostress(again)thatobservationalterms
arenotgivenbythenaturalworldbutformthespecificglassesthroughwhich
researcherslookattheirresearchobject.Inthefieldofcomparativereligion
the phenomenological approach (associated with scholars like Rudolf Otto,
GerardusvanderLeeuwandMirceaÉliade)iscloselyconnectedwiththistype
ofresearchprogramme,buttheapproachisnotrestrictedtophenomenology
ofreligion.Thegoalofdescribingacertaindomainofphenomenaisalsochar-
acteristic of ethnological, linguistic, sociological, anthropological and other
scholarlyapproachestoreligion.Butinhistoryofreligionthephenomenologi-
calapproachisdominant.Itseesitselfasadescriptiveapproachallowingfor
directintuitinganddescriptionofphenomenaastheyappeartousinimmedi-
ateexperience(Allen2005,7).Aphenomenologicalapproachpresumesthat
we “experience a real, objective, given world of religious phenomena and



56 Chapter2

meaning;thegivenreligiousworldoftheother,alinguisticallyandculturally
andhistoricallystructuredworldofmeaningfulreligiousphenomena,aworld
ofreligioustexts,contextsandinterpretationsnotofmycreation”(Allen2005,
23).

Explanatoryresearchprogrammeshaveadifferentaim.“Theyaredirected
at the explanation and further prediction of the observable individual and
general facts inacertaindomainofphenomena” (Kuipers2005,29).Anex-
planatoryprogrammeis(quasi-)deductive,whileadescriptiveprogrammeis
dominatedbyinductivereasoning.Explanatoryprogrammesarealwaysbuilt
on underlying descriptive programmes. For this reason explanatory pro-
grammesareoftendevelopedalongwithunderlyingdescriptiveprogrammes.
Festinger’stheoryofcognitivedissonance,forexample,formsthetheoretical
groundofanexplanatoryprogrammelinkedtoaprogrammethatdescribes
how“whenpeoplehavemadeadecisionthereisactiveseekingoutofinforma-
tionwhichisconsistentwiththeactiontaken”(Kuipers2007,7).Thetheoryof
cognitivedissonanceexplains theobservationas follows: “beingpsychologi-
callyuncomfortable,[it]givesrisetopressurestoreducethedissonanceandto
achieveconsonance.Thestrengthofthepressureisafunctionofthemagni-
tudeoftheexistingdissonance”(Kuipers2007,6).Kuipersstressesthatseveral
explanatoryprogrammescanarisefromthesamedescriptiveprogramme.The
observations of religious rituals, practices, beliefs and emotions can be ex-
plainedbydifferenttheories.Forexample,secularizationtheory(e.g.Wilson,
Bruce)andreligiousmarkettheory(e.g.FinkeandStark)bothprofesstoex-
plainreligiousdeclineandrevival.Next,onecouldcriticallyevaluatetowhat
extentthesetheoriesindeedenvisageelementsofreligiousdeclineand/orre-
vival(Aartsetal.2008;Aarts2010;Sterkens&Vermeer2011).Thislastexample
illustratesthatsomeexplanatoryprogrammesaremoresuccessfulatexplain-
ingcertainobservationsbutlesssuccessfulatexplainingothers.Theprincipal
tools in explanatory programmes are so-called “theoretical terms, denoting
fundamentallynewconcepts,whichhavenotyetbeenfirmlyestablishedas
observationterms”(Kuipers2005,30).Anexampleistheritualformhypothe-
sis,whichpositsthatparticipantslookforsignsofGod’sactivityintheformof
aritual(Lawson&McCauley1990;McCauley&Lawson2002).Therearetwo
decisiveprinciples.Thefirstistheprincipleofsuperhumanagency(PSA).The
corequestionhereiswhichritualelementprimarilylinksGodwiththeritual.
It could be a ritual actor (e.g. the priest) fulfilling an intermediary function
betweentheparticipantsandGod,oraritualelementsuchasholywateror
holyscripture.Thesecondprincipleisthatofsuperhumanimmediacy(PSI).
ThisreferstoGod’sprimarymanifestationintheformoftheritual.Ritualsare
persuasivebecausetheformoftheritualactivitygivesparticipantsanexperi-
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enceofGod’sactivity.Theintensityofaritualexperiencerelatestotheinten-
sity of concomitant emotions. The ritual form hypothesis introduces new
theoreticaltermsandprinciplesintothestudyofreligion,buttheseneedtobe
connectedwithobservationaltermsinordertoresearchthepredictionsim-
pliedinthistheoryempirically(cf.Hermans2009b).

Designresearchprogrammesinvolvethedesignandconstructionofprod-
ucts(Kuipers2005,30).Theterm‘product’shouldbetakenbroadly:theresults
ofdesignprogrammesneednotbeproductsinastrictsensebutmayalsobe
processes or their improvement. This type of research is often neglected in
academia in favourofdescription,explanationandprediction.However, re-
searchinthefieldoforganizationsandpolicyismainlydesignresearch(Van
Aken et al. 2008) or policy research (Verschuren 2009). Since design pro-
grammesoftenuseknowledgeobtained indescriptiveandexplanatorypro-
grammes,thedesignprocesswillonlybeconsideredscientificifitisnotfully
basedonexistingknowledgeandtechniques.Thatis,newtheorieshavetobe
developedornewexperimentshavetobeperformedifadesignprogrammeis
tobescientific(Kuipers2005,30).Thereisalongtraditionofdesignresearch
ineducation(McKenny&Reeves2012).Wehavenoknowledgeofdesignre-
searchprogrammesincross-religiouscomparativeresearch,butthatdoesn’t
meantheydon’texistorwouldn’tbepossible.Onecanimagineresearchinto
religious organizations which have developed a programme for religious re-
vival.Howdolocalcommunitiesindifferentcontexts(regions,countries)pro-
cessthisprogramme?Whatfactorsareconducivetosuccessfulimplementation
inlocalreligiousorganizations?Oronecanimaginedesignresearchintoprod-
ucts(instruments,tools,models)whichhelppeopletoprocesstheirspiritual
biography.Thisresearchprogrammecouldincludethedevelopmentandtest-
ingofaprotocolofpastoralcounsellingofpeople indifferentcontexts(e.g.
hospitalsettingsandreligiousinstitutions)anddifferentreligiousgroups(e.g.
Christians,Muslims,Hindus).Itcouldincluderesearchintothedevelopment
andimplementationofaprogrammeformatfortelevision(orinternet)struc-
tured according to core aspects of a spiritual biography.The knowledge ac-
quiredinsuchresearchshouldsolvethequestion:underwhichconditionsin
termsoftime,spaceandbudget,communicativeskillsneededbypresenters,
sequence,interviewingstyleandtheologicalcontentcantheproductachieve
specific goals of creating understanding in the spiritual biography of other
peopleandintheirownbiography?

Finally, explicative research programmes are directed to concept explica-
tion,thatistheformalconstructionofsimple,preciseandusefulconceptsthat
are,moreover,similartogiveninformalconcepts(Kuipers2007,62).Thestrat-
egyofconceptexplicationstartsbyderivingconditionsofadequacyfromthe
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intuitive concept to be explicated and, if relevant, from empirical findings,
whichtheexplicatedconceptwillhavetosatisfy,andevidentexamplesand
counter-examplesthattheexplicatedconcepthastoincludeorexclude.Expli-
cationmaygobeyondwhattheexplicatedconcepthastoincludeorexclude
andbeyondtheexplicationofintuitiveconcepts.Itmayalsoaimattheexpli-
cationof intuitive judgments, that is intuitions, includingtheir justification,
demystificationorevenundermining.Anexampleofconceptexplicationin
comparativereligionisJ.Z.Smith’sstudyoftheconceptsofsimilarityanddif-
ferenceincomparison,andtheirrelationship.Butonecanalsothinkofcritical
approachesincomparativereligiondirectedtotheentanglementofreligion
withsocialandculturalpowerstructures(Urban2004;Sakaranaho2005).Ex-
plicativeresearchfocusedonthecriticalstudyofconceptsshouldbestrongly
encouragedincomparativeresearchbecauseoftheperennialdangerofusing
theintuitiveideasofaspecificreligionasa(implicit)criterionofcomparative
conceptsofreligioningeneral.

2.3 Object of Cross-religious Comparison

Whatistheobjectofcross-religiouscomparativeresearchintoreligion?The
obviousanswerisreligion,orthereligiosityofpersonswhobelongtoapar-
ticularreligioustradition.Butinthestudyofreligionthisanswerislessself-
evidentthanitseems.Scholarsofreligionstronglydisagreeaboutthedefinition
ofreligion.Thisposesamajorproblemforallresearchersofcomparativereli-
gionwhenitcomestotheirresearchobject.Inthissectionweexaminetwo
majorquestions.Thefirstisthequestionwhetherreligion,andmorespecifi-
callyreligiousexperience,issomethingunique(orsui generis).Putdifferently,
shouldourdefinitionsetreligionapartfromeverythingelseinlife,bothinhu-
manexperienceandinhumanculture?Thesecondproblemregardsthekind
ofdefinitionofreligionweshouldoptfor.Thisisrelatedtothequestionofthe
distinctivenessofreligion.Isthisdistinctivenessinherentinreligion,afunc-
tionofreligion,orisitlocatedinsomethingoutsidereligion?

Isreligionuniqueorsui generis?Theanswertothisquestionsplitsthefield
ofresearchintodifferentcamps:scientificstudyofreligionandtheology.The
arguments pro and con in the different disciplines are basically the same,
hence we see this as one debate. In historical perspective a sui generis ap-
proachtoreligionwasdominantuntilfourdecadesago:forMirceaÉliadethe
essence of religion or religious experience was the sacred;5 for Rudolf Otto

5 Cf.Éliade(1958,xiii):“areligiousphenomenonwillonlyberecognizedassuchifitisgrasped
atitsownlevel,thatistosay,ifitisstudiedassomethingreligious.Totrytograsptheessence
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(2004/1917)itwasthenuminous;andforGerardusvanderLeeuw(1963)itwas
divine power. For Schleiermacher (1799/2008, 46) it was the experience of
somethinggreatwhichmakesapersonfeelcompletelydependent(German:
schlechthinniges Abhängigkeitsgefühl). This preference for a sui generis ap-
proachhasshifteddramaticallyinrecenttimesinfavourofcounterarguments.
Thetwomainargumentsinfavourofsuchanapproachare:(1)acommoncore
modelofreligiousexperience,and(2)theneedtobaseourknowledgeofreli-
giousexperienceonlyondataprovidedbyreligioussubjects(Taves2009,20).
Thecommoncoremodel refers tocommonfeaturesof religiousexperience
relatingtothetranscendent.Thesecommonfeaturesareoftenconnectedwith
mysticism(seechapter4ofthisbook).Argumentssupportingthisclaimare
thatthistypeofexperiencesisdifficulttoexplaininnaturalisticterms(Davis
1989);strongempiricalevidenceofmysticalexperienceinresearch(cf.Hood
2006); and reports of mystical experience that is not the subject of cultural
transmissionofanyreligion(cf.Hoodetal.2009,375ff).Thesecondargument
stresses that religious experiences are reported by subjects and need to be
treatedasdataforscientificresearch.Thisisthewayreligioussubjectsinter-
pret their experiences and one cannot override their understanding.Wayne
Proudfoot,aphilosopherofreligion,haslabelledthistendencytooverridethe
understandingofthesubjectsthemselvesasdescriptivereductionism.“Sub-
jects’ experiences, that which the researcher seeks to explain, must be de-
scribedinawaythatthesubjectswouldrecognize”(Taves2009,89).

Whataretheargumentsagainstasui generisapproach?Inthefirstplace,
researchbasedonasui generisapproachtakesforgrantedwhatneedstobe
‘proven’.Fromtheoutsettheresearchertakesitforgrantedthattheexperience
isreligious(Taves2009,22).Thereisnowaytofalsifythisclaim.Bythevery
choiceofcertainsubjects(notablytheirspecificexperiences,practices, feel-
ings)theresearchresultisalreadyknown:thisisareligiousexperiencewith
commoncorecharacteristics.Thisputsthestudyofreligionoutsidethescien-
tificcommunity,whichpresupposespossiblefalsificationofanyclaiminem-
pirical research.6 Secondly, a sui generis approach restricts comparison to
similarityandoverlooksdifference.Thishasgiventhewholefieldofcompara-
tivereligionabadname(seecritiquebySmithin2.1above).Religiousexperi-
enceisnottobecomparedwithanythingelseinpersonalorcollectivelife.It

ofsuchaphenomenonbymeansofphysiology,psychology,sociology,economics,linguistics,
artoranyother[discipline]isfalse.”

6 Wedonotunderstandtheprincipleoffalsificationina‘strong’rationalisticway(seeabove).
Ascientificclaimneedstobeputtothetestbyepistemiccommunitiesotherthanourown
andbyresearchingsubjectswhocanpossiblyfalsifythisclaim.
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canonlybe‘compared’withthesame(ifonecouldcallthiscomparisonatall!).
Asui generis approach“setsthestudyofreligionapartandprotectsitwithta-
boosagainstcomparingitwithnonreligiousthings”(Schüssler-Fiorenza2000;
Taves2009,14).Thisimpliesthatcomparativeresearchintoreligiondoesnot
includenonreligiousexperiences,becausethereisnogroundforcomparison.
Religiousexperiencescanonlybecomparedwithreligiousexperiences.Third-
ly,asui generisapproachobscuressomethingthatscholarsofreligionshould
study,namelytheprocesswherebypeopleconstitutethingsasreligiousornot
(Taves2009,21).They‘essentialize’thebondbetweenanexperienceandthe
ascriptionofreligiousmeaningtotheexperience.Howandwhysubjectsas-
cribeaspecificmeaningtothisexperienceisbeyondquestioning.Onesimply
assumesthatthismeaningisconnectedwiththisexperience.Fourthly,asui 
generisapproachtakesthesubjects’claimsabouttheirexperience(ofthetran-
scendent,sacred,divinepower)tobetrueina‘strong’sense(Taves2009,89).
It seeks to base scientific knowledge of religious experiences on the truth
claims of subjects. In doing so, it overlooks the difference between the way
subjects describe their experiences and the way researchers describe them.
Onecanalsobetruetotheclaimsofreligioussubjects“inaweakersenseifwe
takesubjects’accountsoftheirexperienceasadescriptionofwhatneedstobe
explained,withoutassumingthatweneedtoexplainitintheirterms”(Taves
2009,89).Afinalcritiqueofasui generisapproachisthatreligiousexperience
isa typeofexperience ‘before’beliefsandattitudesare linked to it.Theas-
sumption is that there is an immediate apprehension of the absolute or an
immediateexperienceofmysticalunion,whichisonlylaterinterpretedbythe
subjectsintermsofcertainbeliefsorattitudes.Cognitivelyonecannotthinkof
humanexperiencesunconnectedwiththesymbolicmeaningsystemofsub-
jectsortheiremotions.Thiscritiquedoesnothavetobetakentothepointthat
werecognizeonlyculture-sensitiveprocessingofexperiences(Taves2009,93).
There is also culture-insensitive (bottom up) processing of religious experi-
ences,forexamplethosestudiedbyresearchprogrammesbasedoncognitive
scienceofreligion.

Inlinewiththeforegoingcritiquewerejectasui generisapproachtocross-
religiouscomparativeresearch.Wedonotregardreligion(especiallyreligious
experience)assomethingcompletelydifferentfromeverythingelseinperson-
al and societal life. Still, we need to define our research object (religion) as
distinctfrom(althoughnotincomparablewith)otherculturalphenomena.If
wewereunabletodistinguishreligionfromotherpersonalandsocietalphe-
nomena,thestudyofreligioncouldjustaswellbeculturalstudies.Sohowdo
wedefineanddemarcatereligion?Thereare threepossibleways to identify
thisdistinctiveness:bylocatingitinthesubstanceofreligion,inthefunction
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ofreligionorinsomethingbeyondthereligious.Weoutlineeachoftheseap-
proachesandevaluatetheirstrengthsandweaknesses.

Inasubstantivedefinitionthedistinctivenessofreligionisassociatedwith
some key internal features (experiences, practices, beliefs, emotions) which
are considered religious by a specific epistemic community. “These features
maybethenecessaryandsufficientqualitiesfordesignatingagivenphenom-
enonas‘religious’,ortheymayconstituteelementsofasystemof‘familyre-
semblances’wherebynosingle featureisabsolutelyrequiredforaphenomenon
tobe–moreorless–religious”(Arnal2006,26).Thefeaturemostlyassociated
withsubstantivedefinitionsofreligionisreferencetoasupernaturalorextra-
mundane reality, for example supernatural agents like gods, ghosts, spirits,
buddhasorancestors(Pyysiäinen2009).Thesesupernaturalrealitiesarenot
necessarilyessentializedorreified;theycanalsobeidentifiedasculturalpos-
tulates.Some‘things’inaculture(e.g.practicesorinstitutions)orinindividual
orcollectiveexperiences(beliefs,emotions,desires,intentionality)areseenas
religiousiftheyputsubjectsintouchwiththesupernatural.Thiscanbedone
in two ways: such ‘things’ are either manifestations of the supernatural, or
subjectscanrelatetothesupernaturalviathese‘things’(e.g.inprayer,contem-
plation,offerings).Inthefirstcase,humansubjectsarethepatientsofsuper-
natural agents; in the second case supernatural realities are the patients of
human actions (McCauley & Lawson 2002). Which features are considered
religiousdependsontheresearcher’sepistemiccommunity(embeddedina
specificresearchprogramme)andtheobjects(religiousindividualsandcom-
munities)underinvestigation.Inacomparativeresearchprogrammestudying
differentChristiantraditionsasubstantivedefinitionwillhavemorespecifi-
callyChristianfeatures.Inacomparativeresearchprogrammestudyingdiffer-
ent religions a substantive definition will have features shared by all the
religionsinvolved.

Characteristicofafunctionalistdefinitionisthatthecontentof‘religion’is
arbitrary(Arnal2006,27).Whatis ‘sacred’foronepersonis ‘profane’foran-
other:thedistinctionispurelyformal.Itisnotcontentthatdefinesreligion,
butsomefixedcultural,societal,politicalorpsychologicalrole(cf.Arnal2006;
Platvoet1999).7Afunctionalapproachtoreligionfocusesontheroleandef-

7 Cobb(1990),forinstance,hasaclearpreferenceforafunctionaldefinitionincomparative
researchintoreligion;atthesametimehestressestheneedtodescribereligiousphenomena
intheculturalcontextinwhichtheyneedtobecomprehended.“Thereisnosuchthingas
religion.Thereareonlytraditions,movements,communities,people,beliefsandpractices
thathavefeaturesthatareassociatedbymanypeoplewithwhattheymeanbyreligion”(Cobb
1990,82).Also:“Iseenoa priorireasontoassumethatreligionhasanessenceorthatthegreat



62 Chapter2

fectsofreligioninpersonalandsocietalaspectsthatcannot(inasubstantive
sense) be called religious. Put differently, religion is defined exclusively in
termsofitspracticalroleorfunction.Awell-knownexampleinthestudyof
religionisDurkheim’sdistinctionbetweensacredandprofane.ForDurkheim
thesacredrefersto“thefeelingofeffervescence”thataccompaniesoccasions
ofcommunalsolidarity.Religionisthusdefinedbyitssocialfunctionrather
thanbyanydistinctivelyreligiouscontent(cf.Arnal2006,25).Accordingto
this definition the flag of a country can be a religious object. On the other
hand,magic isexcluded fromthecategoryof religionbecauseof itsprivate
character:itcannotfulfilthesocialfunctionswhichDurkheimhasinmindin
hisdefinitionofreligion.

Athirdtypeisareductionistdefinition.Itisnotalwaysrecognized,inthatit
is seen as a variant of the functional definition (Arnal 2006, 27). What we
definedasfunctionalistcanalsoberegardedasanon-reductivetypeoffunc-
tionalistdefinition.Scholarsusinga‘commoncoremodel’(notablyphenom-
enologists of religion) sometimes speak about a reductionist definition of
religionifreligiousexperienceisstrippedofitsuniqueattributeofreferringto
asupernaturalreality.Thisisnotthesameaswhatwecallareductionistdefini-
tionofreligion.Adefinitionofreligionisreductionistifreligionisnothingbut
asocialfactoronasocietallevelorapsychologicalfactoronapersonallevel
(VanderVen2010,97),ortheresultofaneurologicalprocess.Herereligionis
reducedtosomethingwhichisnotreligion.Forexample,Marxdefinedreli-
gionintermsofitsfunctionofofferingconsolationfortheafflictionsofthis
world.Freudidentifiedreligionintermsofitsroleasaneuroticoutletforthe
socialneedtorepressanti-socialdrives(Arnal2006,25).Someexplainreligion
exclusivelyintermsofneurologicalbrainprocesses.

Howdoweevaluatethedifferentdefinitions’usefulnessforcross-religious
comparativeresearch.Bothsubstantialandfunctionaldefinitionsaresuitable
forcomparativeresearch.Areductionistapproachislesssuitable,becausethe
distinctivenessofreligionevaporatesintosomethingnonreligious.Theweak-
nessofa functionalistapproachisthatthere isnocleardemarcationofthe
object of comparative research. Its criteria of what makes phenomena reli-
giousaretoobroad.Theresearchobjectisclearonthebasisofthesecriteria,
butitisunclearwhattoexclude(Arnal2006,28).Forthisreasonweprefera

religioustraditionsarewellunderstoodasreligions,thatis,astraditionsforwhichbeingre-
ligiousisthecentralgoal.Icertainlyseenoempiricalevidenceinfavourofthisview.Isee
onlyscholarlyhabitandthepoweroflanguagetomislead.Icallforapluralismthatallows
eachreligioustraditiontodefineitsownnatureandpurposesandtheroleofreligiousele-
mentsinit”(Cobb1990,84).
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substantivedefinitionincomparativeresearchintoreligion.Thereisasecond
reason.Howeverprovisionalandinneedofjustificationbyresearchandcriti-
caldebateineverwideningepistemiccommunities,asubstantivedefinition
triestocapturereligionbymeansofsomefeaturesofthephenomenonthat
presentsitselfinhumanlifeasreligionorthereligious.Thistypeofdefinition
alsoincludes(orisintheprocessofincluding)themeaningofreligious‘things’.

Fromacognitiveperspectiveonecandistinguishbetweendifferentaspects
ordimensionsonwhichthedescriptionandexplanationofthereligiouscan
bebased,namelyform,function,structureandmeaning(Jensen2004,53).For
example,a(religious)ritualhasacertain form, liketheuseofofferings, the
presenceofspecialritualagentsortheritualelementwhichlinksGodwiththe
ritual(cf.McCauley&Lawson2002).Thesameritualalsohasafunction,like
establishingcommunicationwithasupernaturalagentorestablishingacom-
munityofbelievers.Thestructureoftheritualreferstothearrangementun-
derlyingtheform(e.g.thestructureofariteofpassageinVanGennep’ssense).
Meaningsareimpliedintheintentionalityoftheactors,thatiswhattheyhave
inmindwhenperformingaritual.Substantivedefinitions(can) includethe
(religious)meaningfortheactors,whichisexcludedinfunctionalandreduc-
tivedefinitions.Wethereforeoptforasubstantivedefinitioninourresearch,
inwhichweconsiderdifferences inthereligiousmeaningsystemtopredict
differences regarding religion and conflict. The religious meaning system
containsdescriptivebeliefsabout theself, theworldandcontingenciesand
expectations,aswellasprescriptivebeliefsaboutgoals,actionsandfeelings
connectedwithsupernaturalagents(Silberman2005a;2005b;seechapter8of
thisbook).Thecontentofthisbeliefsystemtellsuswhichbeliefs,feelingsand
expectationsinthemindsofreligiousbelieversareassociatedwithreligious
violence.Weneedtoknowthecontentofthismeaningsystem,becausethe
samereligioncanbeasourceofpeaceandhumanfulfilmentandasourceof
themostextremeformsofviolence(Juergensmeyer2003).Wecannotrestrict
ourselvestotheperson’sreligiousself-categorization(Christian,Muslim,Hin-
du,etc.),becauseonecannotbrandcertainreligioustraditionsasviolentand
othersasnonviolentwithoutfurtherqualifications.Believersofthesamereli-
gioncanhavebothideaswhichsupportviolenceandideaswhichengender
nonviolentattitudes.Henceweneedasubstantivedefinitionofreligion(with
specificattentiontothemeaningsinthemindsofadherentsofdifferentreli-
gions) to define our object of cross-religious comparative research into reli-
giouslyinspiredconflicts.

Thatdoesnotmeanthatasubstantivedefinition isproblemfree.Onthe
contrary:whyshouldweassumethatcertainfeaturesareimportanttodemar-
catea‘thing’asreligious?Onecanhardlydeterminewhatreligioniswithout
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explaininghowitworksandwhereitsoriginlies.Conceptsorphenomenacan-
notbecharacterizedasreligiousintheirownright:theyderivethisqualifica-
tionfromanoverallframeworkofconceptsandcodes,intermsofwhichthey
areinterpretedasreligious.Detaileddescriptionofthemeaningofreligious
conceptsisvirtuallyimpossibleifitexcludestheirfunction.Butitisequally
difficulttopindownreligioninpurelyfunctionalterms,thatisinamanner
totallydivorcedfromwhateverconcreteformthatreligionassumes.Weneed
to be aware of these questions in order to open our categories to debate in
widerepistemiccommunitiesthanourown.

2.4 Insider and Outsider Perspective

In what terms (categories, concepts, ideas) is it possible to understand and
explainthereligious(practices,beliefs,experiences,etc.),andtowhatextent
canweunderstandandexplainthereligiosityofotherpersons,communities
and traditions? This thorny question has divided comparative religious re-
searchersuptothisday.Weclassify thequestionunderthe insider-outsider
perspectiveincross-religiouscomparativeresearchintoreligion.Withduere-
gardtotheemic/etic debateinthestudyofreligion,weclarifytheinsiderand
outsiderperspectives.Wearguethatthetwoperspectivesneedtobeinterre-
lated in comparative research, and clear up some misunderstandings about
thisdistinction.

The insider-outsider distinction refers to the epistemic community from
whichcategoriesarederivedandinwhichtheresearchfindingsareformulat-
ed.Dotermsused in theresearchcomefrominsiders(e.g.participants ina
religiouspracticeor thosewithreligiousexperiences)or fromoutsiders(i.e.
academicscholarsornon-adherentsofthereligioustraditionconcerned)?Ev-
ery inquiry, both scientific and non-scientific, starts from knowledge that is
familiar. What is known to the researcher? Scientific inquiry aims at new
knowledge,butitcanonlydosobasedonexistingknowledge.Insection2.1we
touchedonthisissuewhenweformulatedthefourthruleofcomparativere-
searchintoreligion,namelythatthegoalofcomparisonisgeneralizationof
oursecond-ordercategoriesortheories.AccordingtoSmithcomparisonoften
triggerssurprise(i.e.newknowledge),leadingtocorrectionofourdescription
andcategories(i.e.existingknowledge).Smith(2004,30)citesthe following
example: “[…]thetheoreticalsecond-order languageappropriatetoonedo-
main (the known/ familiar) may translate the theoretical second-order lan-
guageappropriatetoanotherdomain(theunknown/theunfamiliar).Perhaps
thestrongestexampleofthisprocedureinthestudyofreligionisDurkheim’s
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translationinElementary Forms ofthelanguageappropriateto ‘religion’(for
him,inthiswork,theunknown)intothelanguageappropriateto‘society’(for
him,inthiswork,theknown).”

Emic and eticaretechnicaltermsthatPike(1967)originallyderivedfromthe
suffixesofthelinguisticterms‘phonemic’and‘phonetic’.Phonemicrefersto
anyunitofsignificantsoundinaparticularlanguageandphoneticreferstothe
systemofcross-culturallyusefulnotationsthatrepresentthesevocalsounds.
Pike(1967)usedthesetechnicaltermstoindicatetowhatextenttheterminol-
ogyofforeignculturesisusedtodescribeagiventradition.Inreligiousstudies,
too,thisdichotomyisusedtoindicatetowhatextentthedescriptionandanal-
ysisofatraditionemploystheterminologyusedbyitsactualadherents.Inan
emicapproachatraditionisdescribedintermsoftheconceptualframework
andinterpretivereligiouscodesandsuper-codesfoundinthetraditionunder
investigation. An emic approach to religion seeks to describe religious con-
cepts and the concomitant feelings and behaviours as closely as possible in
accordancewiththeinformant’sowndescription(i.e.thebelieverorthereli-
gioustraditioninquestion).Aneticapproachseekstoorganize,systematize
andultimatelycomparethecollecteddataintheterminologyofaconceptual
frameworkdesignedbytheresearcherorhis/herresearchtradition.Theetic
tradition is detached from the religious tradition under investigation and
makesuseofextraneousconcepts,intermsofwhichthedataarereinterpreted
or defined. It can therefore treat several cultures at one time.The emic ap-
proachisculture-specificandisappliedtoonecultureatatime(Pike1999,28).

Insiderperspectivereferstothereligiousperson,communityortraditionin
termsoftheknowledgeofthatepistemiccommunity.Thisisnotthesameas
informationpresentedbythatperson,communityortradition.Theresearcher
canbeseenassomeonewhoislearningtounderstandtheknowledgeofthe
other.Theoutsiderperspectivetakesasitsknowledgebasesecond-ordercat-
egoriesfromscientifictheoriesandusesthatknowledgetounderstandareli-
gious person, phenomenon or tradition. In both cases the researcher is an
outsider(i.e.belongingto theacademicepistemiccommunity),whoadopts
eitheraninsideroranoutsiderperspective.Thestudyofreligionisnottobe
confusedwiththeproductionofreligion(or‘religion-in-the-making’),justas
academiclinguisticsisnotabouttheproductionoflanguage(i.e.asauserof
language).Theresearcherbelongstotheacademiccommunityandadoptsan
insider or an outsider perspective. If one adopts an insider perspective, the
knowledgeonebuildsasaresearcherisinformedbyandformulatedinterms
oftheknowledgeofaparticularreligiousperson,communityortradition.8We

8 Aresearchernevercopiestheresearchobject:“atheory,amodel,aconceptualcategorycannot
besimplythedatawritlarge”(Smith2004,31).Theresearcher’sterms(theoreticalnotions)
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suppose as researchers that we have access to this insider knowledge. If we
werecompletelyignorantofthisknowledgebase,wecouldnotadoptanin-
sider perspective. We would stray into unknown territory without any clue
aboutwhatweareseeing.Thecategoriesweusefromanoutsiderperspective
aregeneral,transcendingthespecificresearchobject(i.e.thereligionsorthe
religious people that we are studying). As researchers we must have some
knowledge (the known/familiar) on which to base our research.We are not
alienscomingfromanalienplanet!Wearealwaysin medias res,thatis,inthe
midstofunderstandingtheresearchobjectbasedonwhatisknownaboutit
(McCutcheon1999,10).Inacognitiveparadigmallknowledgereflectsanepis-
temiccommunity.Theinsiderperspectivereflectstheepistemiccommunityof
ourresearchobject(i.e.thereligionunderinvestigation);anoutsiderperspec-
tivereflectsanobject-invariantpositionbeyondaspecificreligiouscommu-
nity,traditionorphenomenon.Everyresearchobjectcanbestudiedfromboth
aninsiderandanoutsiderperspective.Forexample,wecanresearchtheexpe-
riencesofGod’spresenceintheCatholicritualoftheEucharist.Fromanin-
siderperspectivehispresenceiscloselyconnectedwiththebreadandwine
blessedbytheofficiantintheliturgy(e.g.thepriest)andsharedbyallthecom-
municants. From the insider perspective the bread and wine are the ‘real’
presence of Jesus Christ. Based on the knowledge of the Catholic epistemic
community,theexperiencesofparticipantsinaconcreteritual(suchasthe
pope’sopenairEucharistonWorldYouthDays)areresearched.Thisknowl-
edgeisbasedonsecond-orderratherthanfirst-orderterms.Forexample,the
researcherusesthephrase‘holybread/theconsecratedhostastherealpres-
enceofGod’,whiletheparticipantsexpressthemselvesinsentenceslike:“It
tastesabitlikeheaven”or“WhenIreceivedthebreadatthecommunionIfelt
God’spresence”(cf.Hermans2009b).Thesameritualcanalsoberesearchedin
anoutsiderperspective,suchastheritualformhypothesis(McCauley&Law-
son2002).Thistheorydevelopedfromacognitiveparadigm,thatistheper-
spectiveofcognitiveconstraintsplacedonritualparticipantsbytheformof
the ritual.The epistemic community comprises academic scholars studying
religionfromtheperspectiveofcognitivescienceofreligion.Theassumption
isthatpeopleintuitivelysearchforagencyintheritual,especiallyforacultur-
ally postulated supernatural agent (God). Two core principles of the ritual
formhypothesisaresuperhumanagency(PSA)andsuperhumanimmediacy
(PSI)(seeabove).TheritualformhypothesisclassifiestheEucharistasaspe-
cialagentritual,inwhichtheordainedpriestmediatesGod’sagencyandbread

arealwayssecond-order;nottobeconfusedwithfirst-ordertermsofthereligiouspersons
whoarebeingstudied.
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andwineareconsideredtobearitualelemententailingthedirectpresenceof
asupernaturalagent.Itisthesameritual,butexpressedintermsofanother
knowledgebase.Incognitivescienceofreligionscholarsclaimtohaveknowl-
edgeaboutthecognitiveconstraintswhichtheyapplytothefieldofreligionin
ordertobuildnewknowledge.

The next question is which perspective is preferable in comparative re-
searchintoreligion.Logicallytherearethreepositions,whichcanallbetraced
inthestudyofreligion(McCutcheon1999).9Somescholarsclaimthatitisonly
possibletostudyourresearchobjectfromaninsiderperspective.Inthestudy
ofreligionthispositionispre-eminentlyassociatedwiththephenomenology
of religion(Allen2005).Otherscholarsclaimthereverse: it is impossible to
studyreligiousexperience,ideas,feelings,practices,etceterafromaninsider
perspective,becausethesephenomenaareopaquetotheresearcher.Theonly
possiblepositionfortheresearcherofreligionisanoutsiderperspective(Mc-
Cutcheon1999,4).Thethirdpositionrejectsthisdichotomy,andacceptsthat
ispossibletounderstandourresearchobject(theother)frombothaninsider
andanoutsiderperspective.Wewillcallthisthirdapproachthereflectivepo-
sition(McCutcheon1999,8;VanderVen2010,116).Theideologicalbattlebe-
tweenthesedifferentpositionscanbereducedtoonebasicquestion: is the
knowledgebaseofonespecificepistemiccommunitytheonlypossiblewayof
studyingreligion,oriseveryknowledgebaserelative,thatisdependentonthe
epistemiccommunitywhichformulatestheresearchobjectintermsofwhat
theyprofesstoknow?Followinga‘weak’rationality,werejectanyclaimthat
someepistemiccommunitieshavegreaterknowledgeofaresearchobject(the
other)thanotherepistemiccommunities.Aninsiderperspectiveisnobetter
qualifiedtounderstandtheotherthananoutsiderperspective.Andanout-
siderperspectiveisnolesscapableofunderstandingtheotherthantheinsider
perspective.Inbothcasestheresearcheradoptsaperspective,andindoingso,
adoptsaspecificknowledgebasefromwhichreligiousphenomenaarestud-
ied.Fromareflectivepositiontheinsiderandoutsiderpositionsarenotmutu-
allyexclusive.Intermsofa ‘weak’rationality it isnotonlypossiblebutalso
necessarytoexposetheknowledgeofourepistemiccommunitytoevaluation
bywiderepistemiccommunities.Thewholeacademiccommunityisultimate-
lytheforumwhereweshouldofferourknowledgeforcriticalevaluation,not

9 McCutcheondistinguishesbetweenfourpositions.Hedefinesonepositionasneutraltothe
truthclaimsoftheresearchsubjects(McCutcheon1999,6–7).McCutcheonintroducesanew
dimensiontodistinguishthispositionfromtheotherpositions.Logicallyonecanonlydistin-
guishbetweentypesonthebasisofthesamedimension(hereeitherinsideroroutsider
perspective).
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justhereandnowbuttoall futureresearchers.Atthesametimeweshould
bearitinmindthatresearchersandresearchprogrammeshavealimitedca-
pacity to evaluate their findings in ever expanding epistemic communities.
Thislimitationisnotproblematicaslongaswerememberthattheultimate
forumforevaluationofallknowledge is thecommunityof inquiry ‘without
limits’.

Inthisprocessofexpandingevaluationandreflectionanoutsiderperspec-
tivehassomebenefitscomparedtoaninsiderperspective.FollowingVander
Ven(2010,112–113)weformulatethreeadvantagesintermsofthediachronic
(length), synchronic (breadth) and abstraction (height) levels of academic
knowledgeofreligion.Anoutsiderperspectivehasadvantagesoveraninsider
perspectiveinthatitcanincludereligiousphenomenaindifferenttimesand
places.Thisisillustratedbythedifferencebetweenaninsiderperspectiveon
theCatholicEucharistandtheritualformhypothesisasanoutsiderperspec-
tive.Theritual formhypothesisenablesonetostudyrituals indifferenthis-
toricalperiodsandplacesbeyondtheinstitutionoftheEucharistinthe2nd
centuryChristiancommunityandthedoctrineofthe‘realpresence’afterthe
12thcentury.ThisdiachronicperspectivecanbeextendedbeyondtheChris-
tianeraandtoothergeographicregions(Egypt,theFarEast).Thesameapplies
toasynchronicdimensionofknowledge:anoutsiderperspectiveisbetterable
toincludedifferentkindsofreligiousphenomena(e.g.differentritualsordif-
ferentreligiousexperiences)intheknowledgebaseofaresearchprogramme.
Forexample,theritualformhypothesisenablesonetostudydifferenttypesof
ritualsofdifferentreligionsandnotjustthespecifictypeofonereligion(e.g.
theEucharist).Finally,itiseasiertoreachahigherlevelofabstractionfroman
outsiderperspective.Forexample,withthehelpoftheritualformhypothesis
onecanstudyritualsonahigherlevelofabstraction,whichtheconceptofthe
Eucharist does not permit.The two principles of superhuman agency (PSA)
andsuperhumanimmediacy(PSI)areformulatedmoreabstractlythantheEu-
charisticideaoftransformationofthebreadandwineintothebodyandblood
ofJesusChrist.

Thefactthatanoutsiderperspectivehasadvantagesincross-religiouscom-
parativeresearchintoreligiondoesnotmeanitissuperiortoaninsiderper-
spective.Areflectiveapproachincomparativeresearchpresupposesmutually
critical interaction between different perspectives.This also implies that an
insiderperspectivecanunderstandorexplainaspecificphenomenonwhich
anoutsiderperspectivecannot.Forexample,inastudyofanopenairEucha-
rist researchers registered that the fellowship between participants was ex-
perienced by participants as moments of God’s presence. The ritual form
hypothesis cannot explain these experiences, because it connects cognitive
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constraintswiththeformofrituals.Fromaninsiderperspective(e.g.Catholic
sacramentaltheology)theideaofacommunityofbelieversiscrucialforthe
ritual practice of the Eucharist (Hermans 2009b).This challenges the ritual
formhypothesistobroadenitsknowledgebaseinordertobeabletocompre-
hendtheexperienceoftheseparticipants.

The decisive distinction between the insider and outsider perspectives is
thusnotthesourceoftheknowledgebuttheaim.Intheoutsiderperspective
categories(beliefs,practices,feelings,organizationsetc.)ofreligiouspersons
andcommunitiesaretranslatedintoscientificcategoriesthatpermitinterreli-
giouscomparison(VanderVen2010,112).Intheinsiderperspectiveresearch-
erstrytoformulatetheirresearchfindingsintermsofthecategoriesusedby
thereligiouspersonsorcommunitiesthemselves.Theaimofthestudyisto
deepenunderstandingofthecategoriesfromtheperspectiveofthatreligion.
Bearing this distinction in mind, we will clear up some misunderstandings
aboutthedistinctionbetweeninsiderandoutsiderperspective−whatitdoes
notmean.

Thefirstmisconceptionconnectstheterms‘insider’and‘outsider’withdif-
ferentresearchgoals.Researchfroman insiderperspective isdefinedasde-
scriptiveresearch,andresearchfromanoutsiderperspectiveisidentifiedwith
explanatoryresearch(VanderVen2010,108).Harris(1979),forexample,argues
thatthegoalofcomparativeresearchintoreligionisnottodescribewhatin-
sidersmightmeanbytheirbeliefsorpractices,butrathertofindexplanations
ofwhytheydowhattheydoorthinkwhattheythink.Thequestionofthere-
searchgoalisnottobeconfusedwiththequestionofthepossibilityandextent
ofknowingtheother.Itispossibletododescriptiveresearchfromtheperspec-
tiveofbothinsidersandoutsiders;andonecandoexplanatoryresearchfrom
bothanoutsiderandaninsiderperspective.Forexample,onecandescribea
ritual(aCatholicEucharistorHinduofferingoffire)fromtheperspectiveof
theinsider(participant)butalsofromtheperspectiveoftheoutsider(scholars
usingtheritualformhypothesis)asaspecialritualagent.

Secondly,itisamisconceptiontoidentifytheinsider/outsiderdistinction
with‘experience-near’and‘experience-distant’(Geertz1999,51).“Experience-
nearis,roughly,onethatsomeone–apatient,asubject,inourcaseaninfor-
mant might himself naturally and effortlessly use to define what he or his
fellowssee,feel,think,imagine,andsoon,andwhichhewouldreadilyunder-
standwhensimilarlyappliedtoothers.Anexperiencedistantconceptisone
thatspecialistsofonesortoranother–ananalyst,anexperimenter,aneth-
nographer,evenapriestoranideologist–employtoforwardtheirscientific,
philosophical,orpracticalaims”(Geertz1999,51).Thedistinctionbetweenin-
siderandoutsiderisnotadifferenceinclosenesstoexperienceoraboutthe
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wayindividualsexpressthemselvesaboutthisexperience.Howcanonedistin-
guishbetweenwordsthatareexperience-nearandexperience-distant?Geertz
isawarethatthisisamatterofdegree,butatthesametimegivesasanexam-
ple‘fear’asmoreexperience-nearthan‘phobia’.Butthisisnotnecessarilythe
case:‘fear’canbeaconceptinanoutsiderperspective,and‘phobia’canbea
word used by interviewees to describe themselves. The decisive question is
this:towhichknowledgebaseorwhichepistemiccommunitydoesacategory
(term,concept,idea)belong?Thiscanbetheepistemiccommunity(religion,
religiouscommunity)thatistheobjectofourresearch.Butinthiscase,too,
ourknowledgeisnotthesameas‘thedatawritlarge’(Smith).Thecategories
usedinaninsiderperspectiveareagainsecond-ordercategories(see2.1).The
labelsorwordsmaybethesameastheonesusedbyourresearchsubjects,but
theyarecouchedintermsofourinsiderknowledgeassecond-ordercatego-
ries.

Athirdmisconceptionistoequatetheinsiderperspectivewithbeliefand
theoutsiderperspectivewithunbelief(VanderVen2010,109).Thedistinction
insiderversusoutsiderperspectivereferstothefaithofthebelieverswhoare
ourresearchsubjects.TheheartofreligionisbeliefinGod(orgenerally,asu-
pernaturalagent).Canscientificresearchersfromanoutsiderperspective(i.e.
anonbeliever’sperspective)understandtheobjectoftheirfaith,thatisGod?
Thisquestioncanalsobeformulatedtheotherwayround:canreligion(from
anoutsiderperspective)beunderstoodifonebelievesinGod(i.e.aninsider
perspective)(McIntyre1999)?Eachperspectivespeaksitsownlanguage,but
theycannotunderstandeachother!However,theinsiderversusoutsiderdis-
tinctionisnotbetweenbeliefandunbelief.Inprinciple,ouracademictheories
areneveraboutreligioustruthclaimsaboutGod.Truthclaimsfeatureinour
theoriesonlyindirectlyifwebaseourresearchonasubstantivedefinitionof
religion,thatisourresearchsubjectsstatethattheyhaveexperiences‘coram 
Deo’(beforeGod).Ourknowledge,alsofromaninsiderperspective,isabout
subjects who claim to experience some supernatural agent (God). Our aca-
demicknowledgeisabouthumansubjects,humanpractices,humanexperi-
ences−period!Thisalso impliesthattheresearcherdoesnothavetobean
adherentofthereligionunderinvestigation.Aswesaidbefore,oneadoptsan
insiderperspective.Idonotneedtobelieveindharma,karmaormokshain
ordertounderstandfromaninsiderperspectivewhatHindusmeanbythese
concepts. Ifyoucannotadoptan insiderperspective,don’tstudyareligious
phenomenonorreligionfromaninsiderperspective.

Afourthmisconceptionistoequatetheinsiderperspectivewithnormative
claimsandtheoutsiderperspectivewithneutralityormethodologicalagnosti-
cism(VanderVen2010, 109–110).The idea is that researcherswhoadoptan
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insider perspective immerse themselves in their research subjects and take
over the latter’s normative claims. Researchers with an outsider perspective
distancethemselvesfromtheirresearchobjectandarethereforeneutraland
objective.Thisdistinctionisnonsense,becausethereisnoresearchwithout
normativeclaims−neitherfromaninsiderperspectivenorfromanoutsider
perspective.Everyresearcherneedstoexplicatethenormativeimplicationsof
theresearch.Thisiscertainlytrueofcomparativeresearchintoreligion,which
hasoftenneglected itsnormative (andpolitical) implications (Urban2004).
Even simple categorizations like native versus non-native religions have an
enormousimpactonsociety,ascanbeseeninIndiawhereChristianityisde-
finedasnon-native(i.e.foreign)byHindunationalists.Thisdefinitionmaybe-
comeagroundforlegitimatingviolenceagainstChristians.Everyresearcher
hasanormativestancewhichhaspoliticalimplicationsoutsidetheacademic
community.Researchershaveanobligationtoexplicatethisnormativestance.
Thisisdifferentfromimpartialityandobjectivity.Impartialitymeansthatthe
researchobjectshouldbestudiedindependentlyofourown(non-)beliefand
ourowninterests.VanderVen(2010,110)remarksthatthisisaregulativeidea
(inaKantiansense)asopposedtoadescriptiveidea.Researchersshouldstrive
tobeimpartial,althoughtheymustrealizethattheywillneverbecompletely
impartial.VanderVen(2010,110)quotesRawls’sideaofarationalandsympa-
theticspectator:“Hisowninterestdoesnotthwarthisnaturalsympathyforthe
aspirationofothersandhehasaperfectknowledgeoftheseendeavorsand
whattheymeanforthosewhohavethem.”Ifweapplythistoourstudyofla-
tentreligiousconflictsinTamilNadu,India,weneedtobeawarethatallthe
researchershaveaChristianbackground.Wearenotmoresympathetictothe
ChristianstudentsinourstudythantoHinduorMuslimstudents.Infact,we
arecriticalofallthreereligiousgroups,inthesensethatwepresumethatall
religionscontainideaswhicharesupportiveofviolencealongsideideaswhich
support a non-violent attitude towards other religious groups. We adopt a
normativestancewithregardtotheroleofwomenstudents inTamilNadu,
becauseinallthedifferentreligiouscommunitieswomenhavefeweropportu-
nitiesthanmen.Butweareimpartial(orstrivetobe)towardsthefactthata
specific religion (notably Christianity) has a better track record in treating
womenthesamewayasmen.Finally,somecommentsonobjectivity.Objectiv-
itycanbeused toqualifyour researchmethod in thesense that the results
(description,explanationordesign)dependontheresearchmethodandon
nothingelse.Butobjectivitydoesnotapplytothewholeofourresearch,espe-
ciallynottotheknowledgeclaimsofourepistemiccommunity.Thereasonis
thattheseclaimsareconnectedwithaspecificepistemiccommunity;theycan
neverprofesstobeobjective.
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Finally,researchprogrammescanadopteitheraninsiderperspectiveoran
outsiderperspective,butalsoamixofthetwoliketheresearchreportedinthis
book.Forexample,dimensionsofreligiosityinthisstudyarestructuredfrom
anoutsiderperspective(cf.chapter3).Wedosobyplacingtheminasystem-
aticframeworkusingaculturaltheoryofreligion(Ladrière1988)incombina-
tion with the distinction between institutional and personal modes of
religiosity(Drisbey1994).Fromaculturalperspectivewedistinguishbetween
cognitive,normativeandexpressivesystemsofreligiosity.Thecognitive system 
referstothewholesetofrepresentations(i.e.conceptsandnotions)usedto
interpretandunderstandreality.Thenormative system isthewholesetofval-
uesandnormsthatdirectsactionsandaccordingtowhichactionsarejudged.
Theexpressive system consistsofallthemediationsthatmakethecirculation
ofmeaningsandvaluespossible.Wefurtherdistinguishbetweeninstitutional
modesofreligiositywhicharesharedbymembersofacommunity,andper-
sonal modes of religiosity which are individual expressions of the religious
cognitivesystem,thereligiousnormativesystemandthereligiousexpressive
system.

Ourconceptofmysticismoriginatesfromaninsiderperspectivepropound-
edbyStace(1961)inhisseminalworkonmysticalexperience(cf.chapter4).
Hisconceptualizationofmysticismisbasedoncross-culturalcomparisonof
what religious persons in different contexts claim to have experienced. His
conceptualframeworkcomprisesthreeconstructs:(a)adistinctionbetween
mysticalconsciousnessanditsinterpretation;(b)adistinctionbetweenextro-
vertedandintrovertedmysticismandtheircorecharacteristics;and(c)identi-
fication of universal common characteristics. This is an insider perspective
becauseittakestheknowledgeofpersonsclaimingtohavehadamysticalex-
perience (collectively forming an ‘imaginative’ epistemic community) as a
frameofreferenceforresearch.TheHoodscaleofmysticism(Hoodetal.1996;
Hoodetal.2001)isasecond-ordercategorization(byanacademicresearcher)
oftheknowledgeofthisepistemiccommunity.

Finally, our categorization of models for interpreting religious plurality
stemsfromaninsiderperspective(cf.chapter5).Thesearetakenfromconcep-
tualizations of Christian theologians reflecting on different positions in the
relationshipbetweenChristianityandotherreligions.Attitudestowardsreli-
gious plurality are formulated in light of the problem of how to reconcile
claims touniversalitywith religiousdiversity (Knitter2002).Theknowledge
claimofthisconceptistheassumptionthatallworldreligionshaveauniversal
perspectiveandintheirparticularityoruniquenessgiverisetoreligiousdiver-
sity.Althoughtheconceptderivesfromaninsiderperspective,itisformulated
onahigherlevelofabstractionreferringtodifferentpositions(ormodels)in
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theChristiancommunity regardinguniversalityclaimsof theChristianreli-
gionandreligiousdiversity.Thedifferentpositionsormodelsaresecond-order
categorizations.Hereourknowledgebasecomesfromtheepistemiccommu-
nityofChristiantheologiansreflectingonreligiousdiversity.

2.5 Selection of Data in Comparative Research

Empiricalcross-religiouscomparativeresearchconnectsdatawithideas.More
specifically,data(orobservations)areregardedeitherasevidenceofideasor
asprooftothecontrary(Ragin1994;Hermans2009a).Dataareeverything‘out
there’inreality,butnoteverythingisrelevanttotheideasthatwewanttore-
searchthroughcomparison.Thisquestionofdataselectioninrelationtosci-
entificideasisthetopicofthissection.Whichcultures,personsorphenomena
doesoneselectforcomparison?Whichtopicsandreligiouscharacteristicsare
the focus of our comparison? And what criteria do we apply to make these
decisions?The firstandparamount issue indataselection is theknowledge
aimofourresearch.Allotherquestionsinthissectionrelatetothismajoris-
sue.

Ourtheoreticalnotionsinthissectionderivefromsocio-scientificliterature
on survey research (Van deVijver & Leung 1997: Harkness,Van deVijver &
Mohler2003).Thisis,firstly,becausethesocialscienceshaveastrongmethod-
ological tradition incross-culturalcomparativeresearch incontrast tocom-
parativeresearchinreligiousstudiesorhistoryofreligion,whichoftenlacks
sound methodology (see 2.1). Secondly, we are interested in building theory
aboutspecificresearchpopulations(i.e.religiousgroups,localreligiouscom-
munities,religiousinstitutions,etc.).Aresearchpopulationisacollectionof
individualsorsubjectswithatleastonecharacteristicincommon,whoform
theresearchobject.Researchpopulationscanbeofanysize(smallorlarge),be
localorglobalandcanspananyperiodoftime(e.g.fromnewtocenturies-old
traditions).Togivesomeexamples:apopulationcanconsistofadherentsofa
religioustradition,visitorsatameditationcentre,devoteesperformingaspe-
cificreligiousritualorpeoplevisitingapilgrimagesite.Inthescientificstudy
ofreligionwewanttomakeclaimsaboutreligioustraditionsasshared,cul-
turalandcollectiverealities.Ifreligionisnotshared,itwouldbeimpossibleto
speakaboutpopulations.Therearestrictmethodologicalrulesrelatingthese-
lectionofresearchunits(sampling)tothekindofclaimsonecanmakeabout
theresearchpopulation.Wethinkthatcomparativeresearchintoreligionhas
alottogainfromthesocialsciencesinthisrespect.
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2.5.1	 Knowledge	Aims	in	Cross-religious	Comparative	Research
Our first issue is the types of knowledge aims found in cross-religious com-
parativeresearch.Wedistinguishbetweenfourtypesofknowledgeaimsbased
ontwodimensions(VandeVijver&Leung1997,20ff;cf.VandeVijver2009).
Thefirstdimensionisthedegreeofrobustnessregardingtheanticipatedsimi-
laritiesanddifferences.Iftherearenopriorideasaboutthenatureandsizeof
cross-religioussimilaritiesanddifferences,theresearchisexploratory.Butif
therearefirmideasabout(thereasonsfor)cross-religiousdifferences,specific
modelsregardingtherelationshipbetweenreligiousandpersonal/contextual
variablesmaybetestedforaccuracyinhypothesis-testingresearch.

Theseconddimensionreferstotheexclusionorinclusionofpersonaland
contextual variables to understand cross-religious similarities and/or differ-
ences.Personalvariablesincludeparticipants’characteristicsthatcouldinflu-
ence the cross-religious differences observed, like age, gender, language or
educational level as well as personal beliefs, values, emotions and strivings.
Contextualvariablesare those factors in the respondents’environment that
mightinfluencethecross-religiousdifferencesfound,likedegreeofurbaniza-
tionorlevelofsocio-economicdevelopment.Ifno(orlittle)attentionispaid
topersonalandcontextualvariables,theresearchischaracterizedasdescrip-
tive.Ifthesevariablesareusedaslikelycausesofsimilaritiesanddifferences,
theresearchcanbecharacterizedasexplanatory.10Inthelattercasethefocus
ofthestudy(herethedependentvariable)isplacedinastructureofanteced-
entandconsequentvariables,whichexplainsimilaritiesanddifferencesbe-
tweenreligiousgroups.Basedonthesedimensions,fourtypesofcomparative
researchcanbedistinguished,eachwithadifferentknowledgeaim.

1. Exploratorydescriptiveresearchsimplywantstodetermineifthereare
similaritiesanddifferencesbetweenreligiousgroupsorphenomena.There-
searcherhasno(definite)expectationsaboutpossiblecross-religioussimilari-
ties or differences. No theory is available to predict the nature or level of
potentialdifferences.Forthemostpartthefocusisonaspecifictargetvari-
able,suchasaspecificritualofforgiveness,beliefsinholybooksorideasabout
asupernaturalagent.Inreflectingonthefindingstheresearchercanonlygive
posthocexplanationsofobserveddifferences.

2. Exploratoryexplanatoryresearchtriestoexplorethemeaningandcauses
of cross-religious differences with the help of personal and contextual vari-

10 VandeVijverandLeung(1997)donotlabelthepositionsintheseconddimension.The
labels‘descriptive’and‘explanatory’arebasedonSegers(2002,119).Wedonotincludethe
thirddimension(structure-orientedversuslevel-oriented)thatVandeVijver(2009)adds
inamorerecentarticle.
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ables.Usuallyalargesetofvariablesisincluded,becausetherearenospecific
hypothesesavailable fortesting.Butrelevantvariablesare identifiedbefore-
handthatarelikelytobehelpfulininterpretingobserveddifferences.

3. In descriptive hypothesis-testing clear expectations based on previous
research into cross-religious similarities and differences are put to the test.
This type of comparative research tests, for instance, whether findings ob-
tainedinonereligiousgroup(inaspecificcontext),canbegeneralizedtooth-
erreligiousgroupsinsimilarordifferentcontexts.Oritvalidatescross-religious
differencesfoundinaspecificcontext(e.g.betweenMuslimsandChristiansin
Indonesia)whengeneralizedtoothercontexts(e.g.MuslimsandChristiansin
thePhilippines).However,littleattentionispaidtocharacteristicsotherthan
thetargetvariable.Personalandcontextualfactorsthatmighthelptoexplain
cross-religiousdifferencesarenottakenintoaccount.

4. Explanatoryhypothesis-testingistheorydriveninthesensethatonehas
clearexpectationsaboutcross-religioussimilaritiesand/ordifferences.Byde-
liberatelylookingforculturalvariationandtheinfluenceofantecedentvari-
ablesthisresearchaimsattestingatheoreticalmodel.Underwhichconditions
doesonefindsimilaritiesordifferencesinaspecifictargetvariable?Contex-
tualvariablesarecrucialtotestthisexternalvalidity.

Thisbookreportsonanexploratory-explanatorystudy.Wecreatecross-reli-
giouscomparativemeasuresofcharacteristics thatmight influence theper-
ceptionofreligiousconflictamongChristian,MuslimandHindurespondents,
for instance comparative measures of institutional religious practice, mysti-
cism,attitudestowardsreligiouspluralityandreligiocentrismamongourre-
spondents. We also include numerous socio-cultural, socio-economic and
socio-religious variables that might help us to interpret cross-religious simi-
laritiesanddifferences.Obviouslytheinclusionofallthesecharacteristicsis
notunfounded.Thepersonalandcontextualvariablescouldinfluencetheper-
ception of religious conflict directly, as well as indirectly via the religious
meaningsystem.Butwedonothavespecifichypothesesbasedonprevious
empiricalresearchaboutthereasonsfororthenatureandmagnitudeofcross-
religioussimilaritiesand/ordifferenceswithregardtotheperceptionoflatent
religious conflict among our Christian, Muslim and Hindu respondents in
TamilNadu.Suchhypothesessimplydonotexist.Sinceweincludepersonal
andcontextualvariablestounderstandcross-religioussimilaritiesanddiffer-
encesbutlackastronghypothesisbasedonpreviousempiricalresearch,thisis
anexploratoryexplanatorystudy.
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2.5.2	 Looking	for	Differences	or	Similarities?
A second question is how we decide what characteristics of the religious
groupswillbecompared,andinwhichcontextswearegoingtocomparedif-
ferentreligions.Apartfromtheknowledgeaimandthespecifictheoreticalori-
entation, the answer to this question depends greatly on whether one is
primarilylookingfordifferencesorforsimilaritiesbetweenreligions.(a)“Ifthe
objective is to look fordifferences, itmaybemore informative tostartwith
culturesthataresimilar”(VandeVijver&Leung1997,29).Thisisbecausecom-
parablebackgroundsreducethenumberofalternativeexplanationsofpossi-
bledifferencesbetweenreligiousgroups.Forexample,therespondentsinour
projectaresimilarinmanyrespects:theyareofthesameage,liveinthesame
geographicalregionandstudyat thesameeducational level.Cross-religious
differencesbetweenHindusinTamilNadu(India),ChristiansinRome(Italy)
andMuslimsinBerlin(Germany)wouldbefarmoredifficulttointerpret.If
respondents are dissimilar in many respects, one can only guess what the
causeofcross-religiousdifferencesmightbe.(b)Ifoneisprimarilylookingfor
universalpatterns,itisbettertochooseresearchcontextswhichareasdiffer-
entaspossible.Ifcross-religioussimilarityisobservedinthecontextofwhat
inmanyotherrespects(contextual,cultural,ethnic,gender)isverydifferent,it
islikelythatonecangeneralizeone’sfindingswithrelativeconfidence.AsVan
deVijverandLeung(1997,30)putit,cross-religious“similarityinthecontextof
drasticdifferencesinotheraspectsofculturesishighlyinformativewithre-
gardtoclaimsofuniversality”.

Wehavesaidthatwedevelopscientificknowledgeaboutpopulations.Pop-
ulations are researched by observing members of this population. In socio-
scientificmethodologythisisknownasmethodologicalindividualism(Janssen
2010).Althoughwewanttoconstructnewscientificknowledgeaboutapopu-
lation,wegatherdatafromitsindividualmembers.Inthesocialsciencesthe
studyofapopulationthroughobservationofitsmembersiscalledasurvey.
Most scholars will think of statistical research using questionnaires when
hearingthelabel‘survey’.However,weneedtodistinguishbetweenquantita-
tiveandqualitativesurveys.Thedifferencebetweenthetwotypesstemsfrom
differencesinknowledgeaim(Janssen2010).Inquantitativesurveysthepri-
maryaimistodescribethedistributionofvariablesinthepopulationbasedon
frequenciesobservedinasample.Inquantitativesurveysthestatisticalrepre-
sentativeness of the sample, data quality and precision of estimates (confi-
dencelimits)arethemainissues,becausetheaimistomakepredictionsabout
thedistributionofvariablesinapopulation.Inotherwords,theaimistomake
claimsregardingthegeneralizationoftheresearchfindingsinpopulations.“A
surveyisaqualitativesurveyifitdoesnotcountthefrequenciesofcategories
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(/values),butsearches for theempiricaldiversity in thepropertiesofmem-
bers, even if these properties are expressed in numbers” (Janssen 2010). In
short,aqualitativesurveyestablishesdiversityormeaningfulvariation(rele-
vant dimensions and values) in a population, while a quantitative survey
focusesonthedistributionofavariableinapopulation.Toobservethedistri-
bution one has to construct scales which are comparable between different
populations.Intheprocessofscaleconstructionthevariationinapopulation
isreduced,becausetomakecomparisonsoneneedstohavesimilarcategories
(see2.6:measurementequivalence).Putmoreconcisely,thereisareductionto
whatiscomparable.Andthisisinfactthestrengthofaqualitativesurvey:its
aimistocoverall(major)existingvarietiesofaphenomenoninapopulation
(e.g.aimofsaturation).Whatsaturationisdependsonthetypeanddegreeof
saturationthatisjudgedrelevantwithaviewtocomparingreligiousgroups.
Qualitativesurveyscanbeusedforexploratorydescriptivepurposesaswellas
forexploratoryexplanations.

2.5.3	 Sampling	
Thelastissueintheselectionofdataissampling.“Theidealsampleresembles
thestructureandcharacteristicsofthewholepopulation.Inotherwords,itis
a miniature of the whole” (Häder & Gabler 2003, 118).The definition of the
populationtobestudiedhastobeclearandunambiguous.Thecoreprinciple
ofsamplingisthateachpersonwhofitsthedefinitionofthepopulationshould
haveanon-zerochanceofbeingincludedinthesample(Häder&Gabler2003,
119).Thedegreeofcompliancewith thisprincipledetermines thedegreeof
generalizabilityof theresults.Thesimplest type is randomsampling,which
gives every member of a population the same chance to be included in the
sample. A more complex type is stratified sampling. “The main purpose of
stratifiedsamplingisthereductionofthesamplingvariancerelativetothat
givenbyasimplerandomsample”(Häder&Gabler2003,120).Onecanonlydo
thistypeofsamplingifapopulationlistisprovided(e.g.aregisterofallmem-
bersofachurchorganizationormeditationcentre).Athirdtypeisamulti-
stage sampling procedure. This method is frequently used when no list of
membersofthepopulationisavailable(Babbie2008,232–236).Althoughthis
typeofsamplingishighlyefficient,itismoresubjecttosamplingerrorthan
thefirsttwomethods.Inatwo-stagesamplingproceduretheresearcherwould
firstselectasampleofunitsorclustersthatrepresentsthepopulationofclus-
ters(e.g.schoolswithaspecificreligiousaffiliation).Next,aselectionismade
ofrespondentswhorepresentthepopulationofeachunitorcluster.Asone
cansee,thistypeofsamplingissubjecttotwosamplingerrors,whichmake
generalizabilitylesscertain.Thisproblemcanbereducedintwoways:increase
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in sample size and increased homogeneity of the elements being sampled
(Babbie2008,233).Theserulesshouldbetakenintoaccountineverysampling
stage(i.e.intheselectionofclustersfromthepopulationofclustersandthe
selection of elements in each cluster). In our research we used a two-stage
samplingmethod. In the first stage weselectedcentresofhigher education
(collegesanduniversities)inTamilNadu,India.Therespondentsineachcen-
trewherethenrandomlyselectedwiththehelpofthecollegeauthorities(see
section1.6).

2.6 Levels of Equivalence in Cross-religious Empirical Research

Cross-religiouscomparativeresearchaimsatcomparingthereligiouscharac-
teristicsofpersons/communities/traditions.ForcomparisonsbetweenChris-
tians,MuslimsandHindusthisrequirestheuseofqualitativesurveymeasures.
Buttowhatextentcansurveymeasuresassesssimilarphenomenaacrossdif-
ferent religious traditions? That is the equivalence at issue in this section.
Equivalenceisalwaysaquestionofdegree,becausecomparisonisaboutdif-
ference and similarity. If there is no similarity, comparison is impossible. If
thereisnodifference,thereisnoneedtocompare.Wefirstdiscusstheissueof
equivalence,andthenlookatthewayinwhichequivalencecanbeestablished
statistically.Werestrictourselvestosurveydesignsofcross-religiouscompara-
tiveresearch.

Whatlevelsofequivalencecanbedistinguishedinempiricalcomparative
research?Beforeansweringthisquestion,itshouldbenotedthatequivalence
isapropertyofaspecificcross-religiouscomparison.Equivalenceisafunction
of characteristics of both the instrument and the religious groups involved,
andisnotconfinedtothemeasuringinstrumentassuch.Ifthereisnorelation
betweentheconceptsofonegroupandthoseof(oneormore)othergroups,
thereisnobasistopronounceonsimilarityanddifference.Inthatcaseone
speaksofconstructinequivalence(VandeVijver&Leung1997,8:Harkness,
VandeVijver&Mohler2003,153).Forexample:howcouldwecomparepiety
inReformedchurchesintheNetherlandsinthetraditionofVoetius(theso-
called ‘Nadere reformatie’) with the piety of Dogras in Kashmir? What con-
structcouldoneuse tocomparepietybasedonabiblicalunderstandingof
strictrulesoflifewithDograpietyexpressedinritualdanceandfestivals?Here
wedealwithcaseswherecomparabilityispossibletosomedegreeandlimit
ourselvestoequivalenceincross-religiousempiricalresearch.

Whetheraninstrumentcanbecalledequivalent,hencesuitablefor(appli-
cationandcomparisonin)cross-religiousresearchcannotbeansweredwitha
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simple yes or no.To answer this question a distinction should be made be-
tweenthree levelsofequivalence:constructequivalence,measurementunit
equivalenceandscalarequivalence(VandeVijver&Leung1997,7–26;Hark-
ness,VandeVijver&Mohler2003).11

Thefirstleveliscalledconstruct equivalence(orstructuralequivalence).The
measuring instruments in different religious groups refer to the same con-
struct,whilethestimulitomeasuretheconceptdiffer.Forexample,thecon-
structofaliteralinterpretationoftheBibleortheQu’ranmaybeconsidered
thesame,butthewordingofthisconstructinameasurementinstrumentwill
differ.Anotherexampleisthemeasureof‘religiosity’forMuslimsusedbySa-
hinandFrancis(2002;cf.Khan&Watson2006)basedonthemeasurementof
religiosityamongChristianrespondents(Francisetal.1995).Whiletheques-
tionsdiffer,theyrefertothesameconstruct.Withoutconstructequivalence
intergroupcomparison isnotpossibleatall.Constructequivalencerequires
reflection on the nomological networks of the ‘same’ constructs in the reli-
giousgroupsthatarebeingcompared.Thisentailscomparisonofthestructure
ofrelationshipsofconstructsinonereligiousgroupwiththestructureofrela-
tionshipsofconstructsinanotherreligiousgroup.Forexample:therelation-
ship of the concept ‘Bible’ with revelation, inspiration and tradition in
Christianityiscomparedwith‘Qur’an’inrelationtorevelation,inspirationand
traditioninIslam.Itimpliescomparisonofwordingsinwhichthesamecon-
structismeasuredindifferentreligiousgroups.

Thenextlevelofequivalenceiscalledmeasurement unit equivalence.Itpre-
supposesnotonlyconstructequivalencebutalsoequivalenceofthemeasure-
ment unit for different groups. It occurs when the measurement unit is
identical(atintervallevel)fordifferentgroups,buttheoriginsofthescaleare
not.Originsofthescalearedifferentwhenthestimuli(e.g.items)resultindif-
ferentscoresfordifferentgroups,whilethesegroupsdonotdifferinrespectof
themeasuredconcept.Awell-knownexampleisthemeasurementoftemper-
atureusingCelsiusandKelvinscales.Eachscalehasadifferentorigin,butthe
distancebetweenpointsofmeasurementoneachscaleisequal.Inthecase
ofmeasurements inthereligiousdomain, ifmeasurementscontain implicit
orexplicitreferencestoaspecificculture,theobserveddifferencesbetween

11 Otherauthorsdistinguishtypesofequivalence−cultural,conceptual,functional,correla-
tiveandgeneticequivalence−toindicatethatcomparabilityisnotsimplyaone-dimen-
sional property as the description of ‘levels’ of equivalence might suggest (e.g. Nowak
1977;Raivolo 1985).Equivalenceentailsmore thansimply thedegreeofcomparability.
Nonetheless levels of equivalence need specific attention in empirical cross-religious
research.
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religiousgroupsmaynotbetheresultofactualintergroupdifferences,butmay
be attributable to a misfit between the measurement and specific cultural
backgrounds.Somegroupsmaybe‘advantaged’inrespectofameasurement,
whileothersare‘disadvantaged’(VandeVijver&Leung1997,8).Toillustrate
thisproblemwecitethedebateonKohlberg’smeasurementofmoraldevelop-
ment. This instrument is criticized for being culturally biased because it is
basedonaspecifictheoryofjusticethatisprevalentintheWesternworld(in
thiscaseRawls’stheoryofjusticewithitsstrongpreferenceforindividualau-
tonomyasopposedtogroupinterests).Moreover,initsoriginalmeasurements
men scored systematically higher on moral development than women.This
doesnotmeanthatmenhave‘higher’moralstandardsthanwomen,butthe
choiceofspecificdilemmasthatmeasuredmoraldevelopmentseemedtobe
better adjusted to men’s daily lives than to women’s (Gilligan & Attanucci
1988).

Asecondexamplecomesfromthemeasurementofmysticismdevelopedby
Hood (1975; 1997; see chapter 4). This instrument is based on a conceptual
frameworkdevelopedbyStace(1961),whichisallegedtobecross-cultural,a-
historicalandunbiasedbyreligiousideology.Thisclaimischallengedbycon-
structivistscholars,whoarguethatthereisno‘commoncore’inmysticismbut
thatmysticalexperiencesare (at leastpartly) influencedbyculture.Froma
constructivist position scholars maintain that “persons who score high on
mysticismarepersonswhohavedevelopedafeminineself-schemacognitive
structurethroughwhichtheyprocessdatainawaythatemphasizestheunity
of and identification with reality” (Mercer & Durham 1999, 175). If they are
right,malerespondentswouldscoresystematicallyloweronmysticismmea-
surementsthanfemalerespondents.Itbecomesevenmorecomplex,because
genderinteractswithotheraspectsofculturelikereligiousupbringingandtra-
dition.Forexample,onemayaskwhetherfemaleMuslimrespondentsinTam-
ilNaduaredisadvantagedinscoringonamysticismmeasurementcompared
withfemaleHindurespondents.Theonlywaytosolvethisproblemintheab-
senceofascaleoriginistoadministerthesamemeasurementinstrumentto
differentreligiousgroupsandestimatetheinfluenceofculturalcharacteristics
ongroupscores(Harkness,VandeVijver&Mohler2003,153).Formostmea-
surementsinthestudyofreligionthisworkstillhastobedone.Andevenfor
thosescaleswhichhavebeen testedmoreextensively (like theHoodmysti-
cismscale),theresultsare–tosaytheleast–ambivalent.Knowingthis,we
should always be critical about the comparability of the measuring instru-
mentsthatweuse,especiallywhencomparingthelevelofagreementbetween
differentgroups.
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Thefinalandhighestlevelofequivalenceiscalledscalar equivalence orfull 
score equivalence.Thislevelsupposesthatthemeasuringinstrumentfunctions
atthesameratiolevelineachgroup,sothatthescorescanbeinterpretedin
thesamewayforallgroups.Onlythishighestlevelofequivalencepermitsfull
scorecomparability.Itisoftendifficulttodecidewhetheritisamatterofmea-
surementequivalenceorscalarequivalence.Mostcomparativeresearchtakes
anotherroute,namelybytryingtodisprovescalarequivalence(e.g.basedon
Popper’sfalsificationprinciple).Onetriestoidentifypossiblerelevantsources
ofbias(e.g.stimulusfamiliarityorsocialdesirability)andshowthat“theycan-
not statistically explain observed cross-cultural differences in a multiple re-
gressionorcovarianceanalysis”(Harkness,VandeVijver&Mohler2003,154).

Howcancross-religiousequivalencebeestablishedmaximally?Thebasisis
always sound conceptual reasoning based on knowledge of the religious
groupsthatarebeingcompared.Thisiscrucialonthelevelofconstructequiv-
alencebutisalsothebasisofthehigherlevelsofequivalence.Toachievemea-
surementunitequivalenceandscalarequivalencewealsoneedtomakeuseof
specificstatisticalmethods.Inordertoestablish(atleast)measurementunit
equivalence,weusetwostatisticalprocedures.Inthefirstprocedureweassess
thedimensionalityofthemeasurementscaleviafactoranalysis.Inthesecond
procedurewetestwhetherthescalecanbeusedtocomparetheideas,atti-
tudesorexperiencesofdifferentreligiousgroupsbymeansofmeasurement
invariance tests. See the design of analysis for the technical details of these
procedures(1.7above).

Anexampleisourscaleconstructionformysticalexperience(chapter4).In
the first stepofouranalysis five itemswere included in the factor ‘mystical
union’.Inthesecondstep,oneitem(“Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhich
yourealizedyouronenesswithallthings?”)yieldedlowcommonalityinthe
caseofChristiansandMuslims.IntheseparatefactoranalysisofHindus,this
itemhadquiteahighfactorloading(.51).Inthethirdstepthisitemhadtobe
excludedfromouranalysisinordertoestablishacommensurablescale.What
thisanalysisshowsisthatthefinalscaleforHindusinTamilNaduunderrepre-
sentstheexperienceofmysticalunionwithallreality(i.e.perceptionofone-
ness).ThisisapowerfulideainHinduismbasedonanadvaitic(non-dualistic)
viewofreality.Accordinglywelabelledthescaleformysticalunion ‘vertical
mysticism’becauseitdidnotincludeunionwithallreality.Onemayfeeldisap-
pointedbythisresultinthesensethat–basedonthisfactoranalysis–one
cannotcomparetheresearchgroupsinrespectoftheperceptionofoneness
withallreality.Butthewholepointofcomparativeresearchistobeabletosay
somethingaboutdifferenceandsimilaritybetweenculturalgroups.Onecan-
notcomparegroupsinrespectofincommensurablereligiousideas,attitudes
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andpractices.Onlyinthislaststepcanwespeakofcross-comparativedimen-
sionsforallgroups.

2.7 Normativeness in Comparative Research

Allresearchisnormative.Thisisnotproblematicaslongasnormativenessis
recognizedandreflectedupon.Thisisnotsomethingspecifictocomparative
research but a necessity for any research.The thorny question is whether a
normativeperspectivecanbeusedincomparativeresearch.Thereshouldbe
atleastsomegroundforcomparison,thatisapossibilitytoestablishsimilarity
and difference between religious attitudes, ideas or practices under certain
socio-culturalconditionsfromthisnormativeperspective.Therealsohastobe
at leastsomecommongroundtoestablishsimilarityanddifference.Ourar-
gument about weak rationality is relevant here: we cannot abstract from a
conversational context to justify our normative perspective. Normative per-
spectivesalwaysoriginateinaspecificepistemictraditionandneedtobescru-
tinizedandevaluatedinawider(trans-communal)context.Thismeansthat
anynormativeperspectivecanbeadoptedincomparativeresearchprovidedit
isopentocriticalevaluationinthedifferentforumsofscientificinquiry,name-
lythescientificcommunity,societyandthereligionswhicharestudied.Inthis
trans-communalevaluationitispossibletoestablishthevalidityofthisnor-
mativeperspectiveandabasis forevaluatingdifferentcultural traditions in
everwideninghorizons(bothintermsoftimeandplace,i.e.othertraditions,
later generations and societal conditions). We think that there are at least
threepositionswhichmeetthiscondition.Theycanbeidentifiedasacritical-
hermeneutic route, an abstract principle route and a pluralist-deliberative
route(cf.VanderVen2010,122ff).

Thefirstrouteoriginatesfromaspecificconceptionofwhatisnormativein
aspecificreligion.Thisneednotnecessarilybethereligionunderinvestiga-
tion.Inacomparativestudyonecanalsotakeoneofthereligionsbeingre-
searched (e.g. the Christian tradition) and use its normative perspective to
evaluatenotonlytheideasofChristianrespondentsbutalsothoseofHindu
andMuslimrespondents.FortheChristianstudentsthisisaninsiderperspec-
tiveandfortheothertwogroupsitisanoutsiderperspective.Ofcourse,there
isnosuchthingasasingleChristianperspective:therearemanytraditionsin
theChristianreligion.Itmakesabigdifferenceifonetakesthenormativeper-
spective of the doctrinal authority of a Christian church or the normative
stanceofspecificgroupsinthatsamechurchorreligioustradition,suchasa
feminist group (cf. Gross et al. 2013). This route is characteristic of many
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theologicalscholarsengagedincomparativeresearch(e.g.Valkenburg2006),
butitisalsofoundamongreligiousscholarswhoadoptthenormativeposition
ofthereligiousgroupunderinvestigation(e.g.immigrantMuslimwomenina
Westerncountry).Wecallthisthecritical-hermeneuticrouteif−andonlyif−
oneiswillingtoadoptacriticalstancetowardsthespecificnormativeposition.
Putdifferently,oneneedstoseekacontextof justificationbeyondtheepis-
temiccommunityoforigin.Ifoneisnotopentotrans-communalevaluation,
thispositionbecomesideological,whichisunsuitedtocomparativeresearch
becauseitdoesnotpermitdistancing.Thiscriticalpositionisnotoutsideor
contrarytothehermeneuticprocessofunderstandingbasedonaspecificnor-
mativeperspective(Dreyer2005,13).Accordinglywelabelledit‘criticalherme-
neutic’:dialectically,itismidwaybetweenbelonginganddistancing,between
ideologyandutopia.

Thesecondroutewelabeltheabstractprincipleroute.Itseekstotranscend
allspecifictraditionsinanormativeevaluationwhileatthesametimeformu-
latingaprinciplethatcanembracethespecifictraditions.Agoodexampleis
thenotionofthegoldenrulewhichVanderVen(2010,125)usesinhiscom-
parativeresearchintohumanrights.Versionsofthegoldenrulearefoundin
mostworldreligions,EasternandWestern,andinmanynonreligiousworld-
views(e.g.differentformsofhumanism).Atthehighestlevelofabstractionit
comprisesanegativeandapositiveform.Itsnegativeformreads:“don’tdoto
otherswhatyouwouldnothavethemdotoyou”.Itspositiveformreads:“treat
othersasyouwouldliketobetreatedyourself”.Onanabstractlevelofformu-
lationthegoldenrule isneverconnectedwithconcretebehaviour,whileon
lowerlevelsofabstractionitisconnectedwithconcreteinstances(e.g.killing,
stealing).Theprincipleofthegoldenruleistotreatotherssymmetricallywith
oneself and to desist from asymmetrical treatment (Van der Ven 2010, 126).
WhenItreatothersasymmetrically,whicheasilyhappensinsituationsofun-
equaldistributionofpower,resources,socialpositionandsoon,thereisarisk
thatIwillinflictharmonthem.Topreventunjust,harmfulorviolentactsto-
wardsothers,Ineedtotreatthemsymmetricallywithmyself.Thegoldenrule
is formulatedintheperspectiveof ‘I’and ‘you’, that is it is linkedtospecific
conceptions of what socio-cultural groups and traditions understand to be
goodandbad.IntheformulationofKant’scategoricalimperativetwothings
changeintheformulation:itbecomesdecentredanduniversalized(Vander
Ven2010,126–127).Itisdecentredbecauseitisnolongerformulatedas‘I’and
‘you’(aspecificother)butas‘I’and‘he/she’(anyother).Accordingtothefor-
mulationofthecategoricalimperative,“Actinsuchawaythatyoutreathu-
manity,whetherinyourownpersonorinthepersonofanyother,neversimply
asameans,butalwaysatthesametimeasanend.”BythesametokenIandthe
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otheraretreatedasmembersofhumanityasawhole.Thisuniversalizingchar-
acterofthecategoricalimperativerulesoutanyrestrictionofthegoldenrule
tomembersofcertaingroups.Abstractprincipleslikethegoldenruleandthe
categoricalimperativeopenupthedebateon,forexample,theunderstanding
ofhumanrightsorreligiouslawstoeverwideninghorizonsofnormativeeval-
uation because of their decentring and universalizing character. In other
words, thesecondroute impliesa two-waycriticalprocedure fromconcrete
interpretationsinformedbyspecificsocio-culturalandreligioustraditionsto
theunderstandingofthisabstractprinciple,andfromthisprincipletospecific
interpretationsinhistorical,culturalandcontextualsituations.

Thethirdroutewelabel‘pluralistdeliberative’.Wherethefirstandsecond
routesimplyanormativecriterionwhichisconsideredtobebeyondrational
doubt(albeitnotina‘strong’sense!),thethirdrouteimpliesapluralistposi-
tionvis-à-visanormativecriterion.Inthecaseoftheabstractprincipleroute
thismaybelessobviousthaninthatofthecriticalhermeneuticroute,butthis
secondroutealsohasacriterionwhichisconsidereduniversal: itshouldbe
acceptedbyallinthenormativeevaluationofcertainconvictions,actsorlaws.
Thethirdroutegoesbeyondthisbyacceptingpluralisminnormativecriteria
ofnormativeevaluation.Itdoesnotpresumeacceptanceofamoralprinciple
byallparticipants inadebate.Thepluralist imperative implies readiness to
deliberatebetweendifferent,sometimesevenconflictingnormativeperspec-
tivesoncertainmoralideasoractions(Zwart1993,261–264).Inthepluralist
deliberativeroute,deliberationperseistheaimofnormativeevaluation.The
resultofthisdeliberationisaneverwideningnormativeunderstandingofa
specificissue.Themoremoralperspectivesembarkontheprocessofdelibera-
tion,thericherthisreflectiononamoralissue.Inthelongruninthehuman
communityasawhole(includingtheforumsoftheacademy,societyandreli-
gions)thiswilldeepenourunderstandingwithouteverleadingtoafinalcon-
clusion.Inourstudyweoptforthisthirdroute(seechapter7).Thereasonis
thatthethirdroutecanalsoincorporatethenormativeevaluationsofthefirst
andthesecondroute.Wepresentournormativeevaluationinchapter7based
onthephilosophicalideasofPaulRicœur,whoreflectedonthethornyissueof
evilthroughouthisscientificcareer.Inthebeginningheclearlyfollowsacriti-
calhermeneuticroutewhendealingwiththesymbolismofevil,specificallyin
theChristiantradition.Hetakesthesecondroutewhenreflectingonabsolute
evilandforgivenessonthebasisof theabstractprinciplethateveryhuman
(alsotheperpetrator)isdestinedforgoodness.Followingthisprinciple,hear-
guesthatoneshouldalwaysputgoodandevilondifferentnormativeplanes
andgiveprecedencetothegood(althoughevilmayseempervasiveandabso-
lute in a concrete context!). According to our reading of Ricœur, critical
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hermeneuticandabstractprinciplereflectionsaregroundedinafundamental
notionoftheaporeticcharacterofevil inhumanthinking.Neitherthinking
normoralactioncanresolvetheaporiaintheexperienceofthesufferingper-
son.Theimpossibleactofforgiveness,whichneverthelessemergesinhistory,
is equally resistant to our thinking. Accepting this aporia in our thinking,
Ricœurpursuedevernewavenuesinhiscareertounderstandthemoralissue
ofevil:viathehumanwill,narrativesofthesufferingperson,throughtheprob-
lematicaspectsofmemorizingandtheimpossibilityofforgiveness.Wethink
thatthisiswhatcharacterizesapluralistdeliberativeroute.
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Chapter3

Religiosity

3.1 Introduction

SincetheinitialstudybyGabrielleBras(1931;1955)therehasbeenagrowing
debateaboutthetypologies,componentsandindicatorsofreligiosity.Some
theoreticallyidentifieddimensionshavebeenoperationalizedandtestedem-
pirically. Among others, Glock (1954), Lenski (1961), Stark and Glock (1968),
KingandHunt(1972)andHuber(2003)havefeaturedprominentlyinthisde-
bate(cf.Bajzek&Milanesi2006,133–138).Severalmeasurementsofreligious
dimensionshavebeentestedcross-culturally,mainlyamongChristiandenom-
inationsindifferentcontexts(cf.DeJongetal.1976).Onlyafewstudieshave
exploredthenatureandcontentsofreligiousdimensionsamongMuslims(e.g.
Hassan2007).

Thischaptershedslightonthemultidimensionalityofreligiosityinacross-
religiouscomparativeperspective.Itisnotthatthecomparativeperspectiveis
absentfromallpreviousstudies.StarkandGlock,forinstance,drawcompari-
sons between Christian denominations and summarize the differences be-
tween Protestant churches and the Catholic Church. They identify various
dimensionsofreligiositythattheyconsiderbasicandindicatetheirrelevance
tootherreligioustraditionssuchasHinduismandBuddhism.However,Stark
and Glock’s empirical research is limited to Christian denominations in the
UnitedStatesofAmerica.Cornwalletal.(1986),too,proposeacleartheoretical
frameworkofreligiositytestedonalargesampleofMormonsandmaintain
thattheirmodelisadaptabletothestudyofreligiosityinotherdenominations
andgroupsaswell.Inourresearchwetakethemulti-religiouscontextintoac-
countthroughout,fromtheconstructionofthetheoreticalframework,through
the operationalization of the religious dimensions, to the statistical proce-
durestoestablishcross-religiouscomparability.

Insection3.2weexplainhowourtheoreticalframeworkexpandsonStark
andGlock’s (1968)conceptof religiosity,making itmorecomprehensive for
cross-religiousresearch.Insection3.3wepresenttheresearchquestions,clar-
ifytheconstructionofthemeasuringinstrumentsandreporttheresultsofthe
statisticalanalyses.Insection3.4wediscussthesalientfindings.
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3.2 Theoretical Framework: Multidimensional Approach to Religiosity

Examiningreligiosityindifferentreligioustraditionsrequiressometheoretical
lucidityaboutwhat‘religiosity’actuallyis.Webegin,therefore,byclarifyingits
multidimensionalstructure.TheseminalworkbyStarkandGlock(1968)pro-
vides a good starting point for a theoretical framework of religiosity. They
write:“Beyondthedifferencesinspecificbeliefsandpractices,thereseemsto
beconsiderableconsensusamongallreligionsonthegeneralwaysinwhich
religiousnessoughttobemanifested.Weproposethatthesegeneralwayspro-
videasetofcoredimensionsofreligiousness”(Stark&Glock1968,14).They
thenproceedtoidentifythecoredimensions:“Fivesuchdimensionscanbe
distinguished;inoneoranotherofthemallofthemanyanddiversereligious
prescriptionsofthedifferentreligionsoftheworldcanbeclassified.Weshall
callthesedimensions:belief, practice, knowledge, experience,andconsequenc-
es” (Stark & Glock 1968, 14). Note that ‘belief ’ is the revised term Stark and
Glock(1968,15)useintheir laterwork,replacingwhattheyoriginallycalled
theideologicaldimension.Inadditiontotheprimarydimensions,Starkand
Glock(1968,175)alsoidentifysomesecondarydimensions,namelyparticular-
ism,ethicalismandrelationalaspect.Theytendtobeatriflearbitrary,howev-
er,intheirattempttodealwithallaspectsofreligiosity.Wethereforeplacethe
dimensionsofreligiosityinasystematicandcomprehensiveframeworkwitha
viewtotestingitinourempiricalresearch.Wedistinguishbetweensixdimen-
sions,theoreticallyderivedfromacross-classificationofthreeculturalsystems
(cognitive,normativeandexpressive)andtwosocialmodes(institutionaland
personal)thatarepertinenttoreligiosity.1

Inthefirstplace,religiositycannotbelivedintheabstract:itneedstoas-
sumeaculturalform.Thismeanswehavetoexploredifferentculturalsystems
relevanttoreligiosity.AccordingtoLadrière(1988,32–35;1978,7)culturecan
beclassifiedintocognitive,normativeandexpressivesystems.2Thecognitive 

1 Cornwalletal.(1986)makeasimilar–althoughnotcompletelyidentical–inventoryofsix
dimensionsbymeansofcross-classification.Theycombineasomewhatdifferentthreefold
distinctionbetweencognitive,affectiveandbehaviouralcomponentsontheonehand,and
adistinctionbetweeninstitutionalandpersonalmodesofreligionontheother.Consequently
thecognitivecomponentreferstoreligiousbeliefintraditionalandparticularisticorthodoxy
respectively;theaffectivecomponentstresseseitherchurchcommitmentorspiritualcom-
mitment;andthebehaviouralcomponentreferstoreligiousparticipationandpersonalreli-
giouspractice.AlsoseeHuber2003.

2 Hassan(2007,437)makesasimilarthreefolddistinctionwithregardtoIslamicreligiouscom-
mitment(i.e.cognitive,ethicalandbehaviouralreligiosity),butstickstoStarkandGlock’sfive
dimensionswhenstructuringhismeasurementsamong6.300MuslimsinIndonesia,Pakistan,
Egypt,Malaysia,Iran,TurkeyandKazakhstan.
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system refers to thewholesetof representations(i.e.conceptsandnotions)
usedtointerpretandunderstandreality.Besidesscientificrepresentations−
whichhaveconsiderableculturalimportance−thecognitivesystemincludes
mythological, ideological, philosophical and religious representations. The
evaluativeornormative system istheentiresetofvaluesandnormsthatdirect
actionsandaccordingtowhichactionsarejudged.Theexpressive system con-
sistsofallthemediationsthatmakethecirculationofmeaningsandvalues
possible.Inordertobecommunicatedmeaningsandvalues,whichinthem-
selvesareabstract,havetobeobjectified,thatispresentedconcretelyinspo-
kenandwrittenlanguages,symbolsandrites,artisticandaestheticforms,and
soon.Sinceculturecomprisescognitive,normativeandexpressivesystems,
wecandescribereligiosityasthewaybelieversengageinthereligiouscogni-
tivesystem, thereligiousnormativesystemandthereligiousexpressivesys-
tem.

Secondly,wedistinguishbetweeninstitutionalandpersonalmodesofreli-
giosity.Institutionalmodesareformsofreligiosity(cognitiverepresentations,
valuesandbehaviour)thataresharedbymembersofacommunity;personal
modesareindividualexpressionsofreligiosity(cf.Drisbey1994,141).Thisdis-
tinctionismadeinStarkandGlock’saccountofthepracticedimensionwhen
theydistinguishbetweenritualsanddevotion:“Whiletheritualaspectofcom-
mitment ishighly formalizedandtypically institutional,allknownreligions
also value personal acts of worship and contemplation which are relatively
spontaneous,informal,andtypicallyprivate”(Stark&Glock1968,15).When
comparingdifferentChristiandenominationstheyaffirmthat“Catholicsare
more likely to exhibit institutional than private religious practice”, whereas
Protestantsaremorelikelytoengagein“privateratherthaninstitutionalreli-
giouspractice”(Stark&Glock1968,124).Inshort,generallytheinstitutional
modeofreligiosityreferstoformalizedreligion,whilethepersonalmodecom-
prisesindividualbelief,moralconsciousnessandindividualizedreligiousbe-
haviour. This general distinction of institutional and personal modes of
religiosity has been made elsewhere too, with bipolar concepts like ‘public’
versus‘private’religiosity(e.g.Nonnemakeretal.2003);‘explicitsocialreligion’
versus‘subjectivereligion’(Dittes1971);andeven‘religion’versus‘spirituality’
(Gorsuch2002,8ff).

Combining the three cultural systems with the two modes of religiosity
givesussixdimensionsofreligiosity:thereligiouscognitivesystemcanbeun-
derstoodasinstitutionaldoctrinalknowledgeandpersonalbelief;thereligious
normative system as institutional ethical consequences and personal moral
consciousness;andthereligiousexpressivesystemasinstitutionalformalritu-
alandpersonalpopulardevotion(seeTable3.1).

Thesesixdimensionsofreligiosityarefoundinoneformoranotheramong
theprimaryandsecondarydimensionsidentifiedbyStarkandGlock(1968).
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Whatwehavetermedinstitutionaldoctrinal knowledgeiswhattheseauthors
calltheknowledgedimension.Intheirviewitconsistsin“informationabout
thebasictenetsoftheir[religiouspersons’]faithanditsrites,scriptures,and
traditions”(Stark&Glock1968,16).Similarly,thepersonal belief inourscheme
referstothesamedimensionhighlightedbythetwoauthors.Intheirview“the
beliefdimensioncomprisesexpectationsthatthereligiouspersonwillholda
certaintheologicaloutlook,thathewillacknowledgethetruthofthetenetsof
thereligion”(Stark&Glock1968,14).

OntheonehandStarkandGlock(1968)identifyethicalismasonlyoneof
thesecondarydimensionsofreligiosity,althoughattheoutsettheyaffirmthat
“[g]oingtochurch,believing,andactingethicallyaregenerallyrecognizedas
componentsofbeingreligious”(Stark&Glock1968, 11).Ontheotherhand,
reservingitasaconcernforalaterstudy,theyidentifyimplicationsforbehav-
iourandactionasoneoftheprimarydimensions:“religionsprescribemuchof
howtheiradherentsought to thinkandact ineveryday life” (Stark&Glock
1968, 16). Bearing this in mind, and insofar as the normative system can be
brought to bear on institutional and personal religiosity, we distinguish be-
tweeninstitutional ethical consequencesandpersonal moral consciousness.

With regard to the religious expressive system, following the distinction
madebyStarkandGlock(1968),weincludeinstitutional formal ritual andper-
sonal popular devotion.Thisdistinctionderivesfromthefactthatreligiousex-
pression tends to be more spontaneous and popular in personal practice
(Bajzek & Milanesi 2006, 179–192). These distinctions and interconnections
makeourframeworkmoreappositetothedimensionsofreligiosityidentified
byStarkandGlock.3

3 Theonlyprimarydimensionnotincludedinourframeworkisreligiousexperience.Thelatter
istobedistinguishedfromthereligiouscognitive,normativeandexpressivesystemsassome-
thingthatprecedesand/orfollowsthese.Inourresearchmysticalexperienceisrepresented
separatelywiththehelpofHood’sMysticismScale(1975),tobediscussedinchapter4.

Table3.1 Dimensions of religiosity 

Cultural systems Social modes
Institutional mode Personal mode

Cognitivesystem Doctrinal knowledge Belief
Normativesystem Ethical consequence Moral consciousness

Expressivesystem Formal Ritual Popular devotion
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3.3 Empirical Research

Havingclarifiedthetheoreticalframeworkofthedimensionsofreligiosity,we
turntotheempiricalphaseofourresearch.Firstweformulatetheresearch
questionsthatweseektoanswer.Secondly,weexplaintheconstructionofthe
measuringinstrumentsbasedonourtheoreticalframework.Finally,wepres-
enttheresultsofthedataanalysis.

3.3.1	 Research	Questions
Onthebasisofourconceptualframeworkconcerningthedimensionsofreli-
giosity,theresearchquestionsarethefollowing:

(1) Whatcomparative interpretations ofreligiosityemergeamongChris-
tian,MuslimandHindustudentsoncegroup-specificdifferenceshave
beenascertained?

(2) Aretheresignificantdifferencesinthelevels(dimensions)ofreligiosity
betweenChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

(3) Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristicsrelatetothelevelofreligiosityamongChristian,Muslim
andHinducollegestudents?

(4) Whichpersonalcharacteristicsmaybeconsideredpredictorsofreligios-
ityamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

3.3.2	 Measuring	Instrument
Theinstrumenttomeasurereligiouspracticeoperationalizesthesixdimen-
sions of religiosity that emerge from combining the three cultural systems
(cognitive,normativeandexpressive)andthetwosocialmodes(institutional
andpersonal)relevanttoreligiosity:doctrinalknowledgeandpersonalbelief,
ethicalconsequencesandmoralconsciousness,formalritualandpopularde-
votion. Below we give some examples of items. For a complete list of items
representingthesesixcategoriesofreligiosity,seeAppendixC:‘Questionnaire
ondimensionsofreligiosity’.

Inthereligiouscognitivesystemthreeitemsconcerninstitutionaldoctrinal
knowledgeandtwoconcernpersonalbelief.Hereareexamplesofeachofthe
twocategories:“Areyouinterestedinlearningmoreaboutthebeliefsanddoc-
trines of your religion?” (item 11); “Are you convinced that there is life after
death?”(item20).

Inthereligiousnormativesystemthreeitemsdealwithinstitutionalethical
consequencesandtwowithpersonalmoralconsciousness.Hereweofferan
exampleofeachof thetwocategories: “Areyou interested in learningmore
aboutthemoralvaluesupheldbyyourreligion?”(item18);and“Doyouseek
God’sforgivenessforyourwrongdoings?”(item10).
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Sincereligiouspractice isparticularlyconcrete inthereligiousexpressive
system, we include five items on institutional formal ritual and five on per-
sonalpopulardevotion.Hereisanexampleofeachofthetwocategories:“Isit
importantforyoutoparticipateinthereligiousworshipconductedbyapriest
orleaderofyourreligion?”(item12);and“Isitimportantforyoutowearareli-
gioussymbolonyourbody?” (item13).

3.3.3	 Results	of	Empirical	Analysis
Theproceduresof scaleconstructionand furtherdataanalysisdescribed in
chapter1(1.7)enabledustofindanswerstothefourresearchquestions.

Researchquestion1: Whatcomparativeinterpretationsofreligiosityemerge
amongChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsoncegroup-specificdifferences
havebeenascertained?

Sincewewerelookingforasinglemeasurementofreligiositycoveringall
sixdimensions,wefirstconstructedacorrelationmatrixcontainingallitems.
Wedecidedtoeliminateitemswhichshowedrelativelylowcorrelationswith
otheritems,sowestartedourthree-stepfactoranalysiswithonlytenitems.4In
thefirstfactoranalysisforChristian,MuslimandHindurespondentstogether
oneitem(item15)waseliminatedbecauseoflowcommonality.Inasecond
step the factor analysis of nine items was conducted for the three religious
groupsseparately.Fiveitems(2,5,10,14and20)hadtoberemovedbecause
theywerenotcommontoallthreereligiousgroups.Inathirdstepwerepeated
thefactoranalysisontheremainingitems.Table3.2showstheresultsofthis
thirdstep,namely,thePrincipalAxisFactoring(Obliminrotationmethod)of
thefourremainingitemsforallthestudentstakenasawhole.Wefirstpresent
theresultsofthisthird-stepfactoranalysisandthencommentonthediffer-
encesbetweenthethreegroupsthatwerefilteredoutinthesecondstep.

Thefactoranalysisforthewholesampleinthethirdstepresultsinareliable
measuringinstrumentthatcanbeusedtocomparedifferentreligioustradi-
tionswithregardto(certainaspectsof)religiosity.Notethatthefouritemsof
thecomparativemodelofreligiosityrepresentall threeinstitutionaldimen-
sions:doctrinalknowledge(item11),ethicalconsequences(item18)andfor-
malritual(items12and16).Inotherwords,thecomparativemodelfocuseson
institutionalreligiosity,notonpersonalreligiosity.Becauseall itemsreferto
specificbehaviourrelatingtoinstitutionalreligiosity,welabelit ‘institutional 
religious practice’. Hence our empirical observations reflect the tendency
amongChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsonlywithregardtoinstitutional
religiouspractices.

4 Itemsmanifestingstrongcorrelationsinthecorrelationmatrix:2,5,10,11,12,14,15,16,18and
20.
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Reliabilityandpercentageofexplainedvariancearemoderatelyhighwhen
checked foreachof the three religiousgroupsseparately.Ascanbeseen in
Table3.3,thecomparativemodelofinstitutionalreligiouspracticeseemstobe
mostreliableforHindus.

Theforegoingmodelofinstitutionalreligiouspracticeincludesonlycom-
parableelementsbetweenthethreereligiousgroups.Butwhenafactoranaly-
sis was done for each of the three religious groups separately (second-step
analysiswithnineitems)wefoundthatsomeitemsarenotrelevanttoallthe
religioustraditionsinvolved.Theseitemsindicateincommensurableaspects
ofreligiosityspecifictooneortwoofthereligioustraditions.

Inthesecond-stepfactoranalysisforChristiansthefactor‘institutionalreli-
giouspractice’alsoincludeditem2(“Doyousingandpraytogetherwiththe
adherentsofyourreligion?”)withquiteahighloading(.56).Thismeansthat
thecomparativemodelofinstitutionalreligiouspracticeunderrepresentsthis
formalritualthatisimportantforChristians.Whenwedoasimilarfactoranal-
ysisforHindus,wefindthattheresultantfactorincludesnotonlyitem2(fac-
torloading.47),butalsoitem14(“AreyouconvincedoftheexistenceofGod?”,
factorloading.49).HenceforHindusthecomparativemodelunderrepresents
notonlytheinstitutionalformalritualbutalsothepersonalbeliefdimension.
Whenwedoasimilarsecond-stepanalysisforMuslimswefindthatbesides
item 14 (factor loading .61), two other items are included: item 20 (“Are you
convincedthat there is lifeafterdeath?”, factor loading.46) representing the
dimensionofpersonalbelief,anditem10(“DoyouseekGod’sforgivenessfor

Table3.2 Factor analysis (PAF, Oblimin rotation), commonalities (h2), percentage of explained 
variance, and reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of comparative understanding of 
institutionalreligiouspractice among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students.

   F1 h2

11 Areyouinterestedinlearningmoreaboutthebeliefsanddoctrinesofyourreligion?.77 .60
16 Isitimportantforyoutoreadthesacredscripturesofyourreligionbyyourself? .70 .50
18 Areyouinterestedinlearningmoreaboutthemoralvaluesupheldbyyourreligion?.69 .48
12 Isitimportantforyoutoparticipateinthereligiousworshipofficiatedbyapriest .65 .43
 orleaderofyourreligion?
  Cronbach’salpha .80
  Numberofvalidcases 1911

Scale:1=Notatall;2=ALittle;3=Much;4=Verymuch
Explainedvariance=49.9%;F1=Institutionalreligiouspractice;N=1920
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yourwrongdoings?”,factorloading.51)representingthedimensionofpersonal
moralconsciousness.Theexclusionofthesethreeitemsfromourfinalcross-
religiouscomparativemeasurementsuggeststhatthepersonalmodeofreligi-
osityisunderrepresentedforMuslims.

Thefinalresultunderlines,firstly,thatthecomparativemeasurementofre-
ligiosityisinstitutionalincharacter.Secondly,theresultssuggestthatChris-
tians’understandingofreligiosityplacesgreateremphasisonitsinstitutional
characterandthatpersonalreligiosityisratedmorehighlybyMuslims,with
Hindus falling somewhere between the other two groups. We shall discuss
thesefindingsfurtherinthefinalsection.

Finally,wetestedforscalarinvariancewithLisrel8.8(Jöreskog&Sörbom
2012).Theinitialmodelwasrejected(X2[df=15]=127.58;RMSEA=0.109)because
therewereseveralmisspecificationsintheinterceptsoftheitems.Inorderto
obtainanacceptablemodelwehadtofreetheinterceptofitem12fortheHin-
durespondents,andtheinterceptofitem16forHindusandMuslims.Weac-
cepted the final model (X2[df=12]=31.39; RMSEA=0.050) which only had 3
minormisspecificationsleftinthecorrelatederrors,butbecauseoftheirsmall
sizeandthefactthattheyhavenoeffectonthecurrentestimateswedidnot
solvethesemisspecifications.Thefinalmodelindicatesthatthescaleispartial
scalar invariant (Byrne, Shavelson, and Muthén, 1989). Which implies that
thereareatleasttwoinvariantindicatorspergroup,andtheydon’tevenhave
tobethesameoverthegroups.Thisisunproblematicaslongastheanalysis
continuous within the framework of SEM. However the use of composite
scores,thestandardwaytoproceed,requiresfull invariance.Anydeviations
from full invariance results in bias in the composite.The seriousness of the
biasisrelatedtothedegreeofdeviationfromfullinvariance.Therearenorules
or measures to decide what a serious deviation is, however, in this case the
deviations were only slightly larger than the misspecifications we accept as
beingharmlessforourconclusions,i.e.thedelta’swediscussedearlier(seesec-
tion1.7onthedesignofanalysis,andsection2.6onlevelsofequivalence).

Table3.3 Reliability of institutionalreligiouspractice, percentages of explained variance, and 
number of valid cases for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students considered 
separately.

Cronbach’s alpha % explained variance N

Christians .69 36.5 866
Muslims .65 55.1 253

Hindus .77 46.6 785
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Researchquestion2: Aretheresignificantdifferencesinthelevelsofinstitu-
tionalreligiouspracticebetweenChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

AswecanseeinTable3.4,Hindus(mean2.26)attachleastimportanceto
institutionalreligiouspractice,anddiffersignificantlyfromChristians(mean
3.16)andMuslims(mean3.29)inthisrespect.Thebiggestdifferenceininstitu-
tionalreligiouspracticesisbetweenHindusandMuslims,followedbythatbe-
tweenHindusandChristians.ThedifferencebetweenChristiansandMuslims
is not significant. It must be remembered that our measurement of institu-
tional religious practice does not include personal religious practice. The
greaterinstitutionalreligiouspracticeamongMuslimsandChristiansmaybe
becausebothareminorityreligions,eachhavingafollowingoflessthan6%of
thepopulationofTamilNadu.Generallyadherentsofminorityreligionstend
tosafeguardtheirreligiousidentitybylayinggreateremphasisoninstitutional
commitment.Hindus’lesserinvolvementmaybebecauseHinduismdoesnot
stress institutionalreligiouspracticeasmuchasChristiansandMuslimsdo,
suggestingthatHindusprobablyfavourpersonalpopularreligiosity.Butwhen
wecheckthemeanscoresofthefiveitemsonpersonalpopulardevotionwe
again find that, except for one item (regarding astrology or consulting the
horoscope),Hindus’ involvement ismuch lower thanthatofChristiansand
Muslims.ThismaybebecauseHinduismdoesnotstressreligiouspracticein
general,orthatHinducollegestudentsarelesskeenonreligiouspractice.It
mayalsobethatadherentsofmajorityreligionsareusuallylessferventreli-
giouspractitionersthanthoseofminorityreligions.Wediscussthisissuefur-
therinourfinalsection.

Researchquestion3: Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandso-
cio-religious)characteristicsrelatetothelevelofinstitutionalreligiousprac-
ticeamongChristian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

Table3.4 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to institutional
religiouspractice for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students; and comparison of 
means between religious groups of respondents (Scheffé’s test: F-value: 373.90 ; sign. 
<.000).

N Mean S.d. Muslims Hindus 

Christians 866 3.16 .68 **
Muslims 253 3.29 .63 **

Hindus 785 2.26 .81 **

Scale:1=Notatall,2=ALittle;3=Much;4=Verymuch.Intergroupdifferencesaresignificantat
p<.000level(**).
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Whatarethepersonalcharacteristicsofpeoplewhosetgreatstorebyinsti-
tutional religious practice? We examine these characteristics for Christians,
MuslimsandHindusseparately.Thedescriptionshelpustointerpretthesig-
nificantdifferencesbetweenChristians,MuslimsandHinduswithregardto
institutionalreligiouspractice.Ofcourse,suchaninterpretationisnotastatis-
ticalcausalexplanation;butwehopethatcorrelationsbetweeninstitutional
religiouspracticeontheonehandandpersonalcharacteristicsontheother
willhelpusformulatefurtherhypothesesonthedifferenceswedidfind.The
followingtypesofpersonalcharacteristicsareexamined:socio-cultural,socio-
economic and socio-religious. The category of socio-cultural characteristics
includesage,gender,language(i.e.Tamilspeakingornot),urbanizationand
fieldofeducationalspecialization.Nextweconsiderthefollowingsocio-eco-
nomiccharacteristics:caste,mother’soccupation,father’soccupation,moth-
er’s educational level and father’s educational level. In the category of
socio-religiousvariablesweincludethenumberofyearsrespondentsattended
areligiouslyaffiliatedschooloftheirownreligion,andtherespondent’sevalu-
ationofthe(positiveornegative)roleplayedbysomesocializingagentsinthe
religious domain. The socializing agents in question are: parents, relatives,
friends,religiouscommunity,teachers/professorsofthestudentsconcerned,
andthemassmedia.Measuring instruments forpersonalcharacteristicsare
describedinmoredetailinchapter1underresearchvariables(1.5).

With regard to socio-cultural characteristics, gender is a significant factor
among Christians (.25) and Hindus (.12).We found considerable differences
betweenwomenandmen,withtheformerattachingmoreimportancetoin-
stitutional religious practices. Next, Christians living in urbanized areas pay
moreattentiontoinstitutionalpracticethanthoselivinginthecountryside,
althoughthecorrelationisquiteweak(.14).

Inthecaseofsocio-economiccharacteristicsmother’seducationallevelcor-
relateswithinstitutionalreligiouspracticeamongChristians(.13).Thehigher
themother’seducationallevel,thegreatertherespondent’sinterestininstitu-
tionalreligiouspractice.Therearenoothersignificantfactors.Socio-economic
characteristicsdonotseemtobeveryrelevant.

With regard to socio-religious variables, personal evaluations of the per-
ceived influence of religious socializing agents reveal some interesting pat-
ternsofassociationwithinstitutionalreligiouspractices.Inallthreereligious
groups thesocializingagent thathas thestrongestassociationwith involve-
mentininstitutionalreligiouspracticesisthereligiouscommunity.Itseems
naturalthatinterestininstitutionalreligiouspracticesshouldbecloselylinked
withapositiveevaluationofthesocializinginfluenceofreligiouscommuni-
ties.ThisassociationisstrongeramongMuslims(.35)thanamongChristians
(.28)andHindus(.29).Themassmediahaveafairlymoderateassociationwith
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institutional religious practices among Hindus (.25) and Muslims (.24). The
sameappliestothecorrelationwithafavourableevaluationofparentalinflu-
enceonreligioussocialization.Interestingly,closerelativeshaveafairlystrong
association with institutional religious practice only in the case of Muslims
(.30).Itisremarkablethatpositiveevaluationoftheinfluenceofteachersand
professorsonreligioussocializationshowsthestrongestcorrelationwithinsti-
tutionalreligiouspracticeamongHindus(.22),especiallysinceChristiansand
Muslims run educational institutions which are said to aim at the religious
identityconstructionoftheirfollowers.5

Someinterestingpoints fordiscussionemerge fromthe foregoingresults:
thedominantimpactofthereligiouscommunityontheinstitutionalreligious
practicesoftheyoung,whereasitsinfluenceseemstobedoubtednowadays;
thelimitedinfluenceofeducationalinstitutionsinthecaseofChristiansand
Muslimswhentheseminoritygroupsspecificallyorganizeactivitiesandinsti-

5 Thefollowingcharacteristicsdidnotshowsignificantcorrelationsforanyofthegroupsof
respondents:language,fieldofspecialization,caste,andeducationallevelofthefather.These
variablesarenotmentionedinthetable.

Table3.5 Social location of institutionalreligiouspractice among Christian, Muslim and 
Hindu students. Correlations (eta for the nominal variables sex and language; 
Pearson’s r for the other, ordinal variables) between institutional religious practices 
and some personal characteristics.5

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Age .09**
 Sex .25** .12**
 Urbanization .14** -.08*
Socio-economic characteristics
 Educationmother .13**
Socio-religious characteristics
 Parents .10** .21** .20**
 Relatives .11** .30** .17**
 Friends .08* .16* .17**
 Religiouscommunity .28** .35** .29**
 Teachers/professors .15** .17** .22**

 Media .18** .24** .25**

Correlationsaresignificantatp<.00level(**)orp<.05level(*).
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tutionstopromotereligiousformationoftheyoung;andtheroleofcloserela-
tivesinthecaseofMuslims.Weshalldiscussthesefindingsinthenextsection.

Researchquestion4:Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandso-
cio-religious)characteristicsmaybeconsideredpredictorsofreligiosityamong
Christian,MuslimandHindustudents?

We answer the fourth question by means of a linear regression analysis
(method:Enter,usingSPSS15),inwhichthepersonalcharacteristicsareinde-
pendent variables and institutional religious practices are dependent vari-
ables.However,weonlyinsertpersonalcharacteristicsthatshowarelevant(r
≥.20)andsignificant(p<.00)correlationwithinstitutionalreligiouspracticein
atleastoneofthereligiousgroups.Wedonotrequirethislevelofassociation
of all groups, because we expect different predictors in different religious
groups.Hence,topermitcomparisonoftheanalyses,weincludethepersonal
characteristicintheregressionanalysisofeachgroupofrespondents(Chris-
tians, Muslims, Hindus) as soon it proves relevant for one of these groups.
Throughregressionanalysiswetrytoexplaindifferencesininstitutionalreli-
giouspracticeintermsofavarietyofpersonalcharacteristics.Theregression
analysisresultsinanexplainedvariance(R2),inwhichtheindependentvari-
ablesassumecertainsignificantweightingsexpressedbythestandardizedre-
gressioncoefficientβ.

AmongChristianstudents(Adj.R2.15)genderinfluencesinstitutionalreli-
giouspractice,withwomendisplayingsignificantlygreaterinterestininstitu-
tionalreligiouspracticethanmen(β.25).Furthermore,amorehighlyeducated
mothercorrelateswithgreaterinvolvementininstitutionalreligiouspractice
(β.10).Amongthesocio-religiouscharacteristics,finally,respondents’percep-
tionofapositiveinfluencebythereligiouscommunity(β.24),parents(β.07)
andmassmedia(β.07)predictsgreaterinterestininstitutionalreligiousprac-
tices.

InthecaseofMuslimstudentstheanalysisyieldsthreesignificantpredic-
tors,whichexplainaboutonefifthofthevariance(R2 .20;Adj.R2 .18).Three
socio-religiouscharacteristicssignificantlypredicttheimportanceattachedto
institutionalreligiouspractice,namelytheperceivedpositiveroleofthereli-
gious community (β .26), relatives (β .20) and parents (β .12) in the respon-
dents’understandingandpracticeoftheirreligion.

Regression analysis of institutional religious practice among Hindu stu-
dentsyieldssimilar results (R2 .14;Adj.R2 .13).Heregenderproves tohavea
ratherlimitedinfluenceoninstitutionalreligiouspractice(β.08),whilesocio-
religious characteristics largely explain the variety of institutional religious
practices.Amorepositiveroleplayedbythereligiouscommunity(β.17),par-
ents(β.13),media(β.12)andteachers(β.09)inthereligioussocializationof
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respondents,atleastintheirownperception,leadstogreaterinstitutionalre-
ligiouscommitment.

3.4 Findings and Discussion

Someinterestingpointsfordiscussionhaveemergedfromtheresultspresent-
edabove.Wetaketheseupwithreferencetotheresearchquestions:theinter-
group differences regarding the comparative measurement of institutional
religiouspractice(findingsrelatedtoresearchquestions1and2);andtheim-
pactofreligioussocializingagents,traditionandgenderoninstitutionalreli-
giouspractices(relatedtoresearchquestions3and4).

3.4.1	 Significance	of	a	Comparative	Model	of	Institutional	Religious	
Practice

Firstly,wecanaffirmthatthisstudyhasestablishedacomparativemodelof
religiouspracticeforChristians,MuslimsandHindus.Contrarytoourexpecta-
tion,personalpopulardevotionisnotincludedinthecomparativemeasure-

Table3.6 Regression analyses for institutionalreligiouspractices with weights (β) for each 
variable and total explained variance (R2 and adjusted R2) for Christian, Muslim and 
Hindu students separately.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Sex(male1;female2) .25** -.05 .08*
Socio-economic characteristics
 Educationmother .10*
Socio-religious characteristics
 Parents .07* .12* .13**
 Relatives .03 .20** .03
 Religiouscommunity .24** .26** .17**
 Teachers/professors .01 -.02 .09*
 Media .07* .12 .12**

R2 .15 .20 .14
Adj.R2 .15 .18 .13

Standardisedregressioncoefficients(β)aresignificantatp<.00(**)orp<.05(*)level.
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ment of religious practice. More generally, our comparative model doesn’t
includethepersonalmodeofreligiosityatall.Thismeansthatourcross-reli-
giouscomparativemodelofreligiouspracticeisinstitutionalincharacter.On
thewholecollege-goingyouths inTamilNaduaremuch involved in institu-
tionalreligiouspractice,MuslimsandChristiansmoresothanHindus.

Itisnotsurprisingthatinstitutionalreligiouspracticesareconsideredim-
portant in amulti-religiouscontext likeTamilNadu, since theyexpressand
confirmthe individual’smembershipofa specific religiouscommunity.The
cross-religiousdifferencesbetweenChristians,HindusandMuslimswithre-
gardtoreligiosityseemtorelatetotheintegrationoftheinstitutionalandthe
personalmodesofreligiouscommitment.Christians’strongagreementwith
all institutional aspects corroborates their agreement with our comparative
measurement of institutional religiouspractice, inwhich theyaremuch in-
volved.ForMuslimstheintegrationofinstitutionalandpersonalaspectsgives
adifferentconnotationtoinstitutionalreligiouspracticeasbeingmoreassoci-
atedwithextendedfamilystructures.Thisseemstoexplaintheinnerdynam-
ics of the growth and vigour of Islam, confirmed by the relatively high
involvementofMuslimsininstitutionalreligiouspractices.Ourcomparative
modelofinstitutionalreligiouspracticeismostreliableinthecaseofHindus.
ThismeansthatourmeasurementisapplicabletotheHindumind-setaswell.
Although Hinduism is not an institutionalized religion like Christianity, it
could be argued that the overall cultural tradition serves as an institutional
basisforthedominantreligioninIndia.Still,Hindusdiffersignificantlyfrom
Christians and Muslims, manifesting least involvement in institutional reli-
giouspractices.Itseemsthatadominantandrelativelylessinstitutionalized
religionthatisintegraltothelocalculturedoesnotevokehighinvolvementin
religiouspractice.Inawayminorityreligionsthatareextraneoustothelocal
culture−asisthecasewithChristianityandIslaminIndia−mightfeelagreat-
erneedtonurturetheiradherents’religiousidentitythroughinstitutionalreli-
giouspracticetoavoidassimilationintothemajorityreligionforthesakeof
theirownsurvivalandgrowth(Carrier1964,198–200).

Weconcludethattheconfigurationofinstitutionalreligiouspracticesand
thelevelofinvolvementinthesearedeterminedbytheinstitutionalcharacter
of thesereligions:stronglyorganizedChristianityandIslamwithclearrules
andprescriptionsfortheiradherentsontheonehand,andlessformallyorga-
nizedandlessregulatedHinduismontheother.Thecross-religiousdifferences
ininvolvementininstitutionalreligiouspracticescanalsobeattributedtothe
minority or majority status of the religious traditions involved. However,
furtherresearchisnecessarytoshedmorelightonhowinvolvementininsti-
tutional religious practices varies according to institutional and personal



100 Chapter3

enactmentofreligioustraditions,andtherelativesizeandstatusofthegroup
inwidersociety.

3.4.2	 Impact	of	Agents	of	Religious	Socialization	and	Gender
Twofindingsonthepersonalcharacteristicsthataffectparticipationininsti-
tutionalreligiouspracticesmeritattention.Wefoundthatapositiveevalua-
tion of the influence of the religious community on religious identity has a
positive effect on institutional religious practices, and among Christian stu-
dents women show higher levels of institutional religious involvement than
men.

The association between the socializing agent ‘religious community’ and
institutionalreligiouspracticeisperfectlyunderstandable.Insofarasinstitu-
tional aspects are stressed in religious practice, it is no wonder that social-
ization by the religious community has a strong impact, even in the less
institutionalizedHinducommunity.Butthisimpactisalsounderstandablein
lightofthesecularizingcontextofIndia.Secularizationmarginalizesreligion
anddiminishestheimpactofreligioussocializationagentssuchasthefamily
andeducationalinstitutions.Insuchacontextitissignificantthatinstitution-
alreligiouspracticesoftheyoungareascribedtothepositivecontributionof
religiouscommunitiestoreligioussocialization.Thismaypointtoare-emer-
gence of the religious community as the primary agent of religious social-
ization in an increasingly multi-religious and secularized world (Bajzek &
Milanesi 2006, 77). At all events, it refutes the frequently expressed doubts
abouttheroleofreligiouscommunitiesinreligiousinitiation.

Thefactthatthereligiouscommunity istheonlysocializationagentthat
contributes significantly to institutional religious practice among Christians
illustratesthedichotomoussituationinwhichtheseChristianslive.Toalarge
extenttheyareconditionedbyanon-indigenousreligiousculture,andbyan
indigenouscultureintheotherspheresoflife.Intheircasenootherreligious
socializationagentseemstohaveasignificantimpactontheirinvolvementin
institutionalreligiouspractices.IncontrasttoMuslimsandHindus,Christians’
institutionalreligiouspracticeisinfluencedexclusivelybythereligioussocial-
ization of their own community.This indicates limited inculturation of the
ChristianfaithinlocalTamilculture(Anthony1997;1999).Italsosuggeststhat
thereligioussocializationofyouthsishighlyinstitutionalizedintheChristian
community.InIndia,wherereligionislessorganizedandmorespontaneousin
its expression, a highly institutionalized religion like Christianity with few
roots inthelocalculturemight inthelongrunloseitsrelevanceandthrust
(Panikkar1984).Evenatawiderlevel,“[Christians]areslowlyrecognizingthe
necessityofanewawareness,which is tiedneither to(western)civilization
norto(institutionalized)religion”(Panikkar1993a,152).
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Among Hindus the educational community of teachers/professors has a
moderateassociationwithinstitutionalreligiouspractices.GiventhatHindu-
ism is the dominant religion, educational programmes naturally favour the
institutionalreligiouspracticesofHindustudents.However,itisstrangethat
ChristianandMuslimreligiouslyaffiliatedschoolsandcollegesdonotplaya
significantrolewithregardtoinvolvementininstitutionalreligiouspractices.
Theeducationalinstitutionsoftheminoritycommunitiesareintendedtonur-
ture their adherents’ religious identity and religious practice, and generally
theyhavereligiousprogrammesandfacilities(e.g.timesandplacesforwor-
ship)forthispurpose.Thisagainhighlightstheambivalentsituationinwhich
religiously affiliated schools for minority groups find themselves (Anthony
1999). Possibly the cultural basis of Hinduism inspires the curriculum more
thanthatoftheminorityreligions.

Whilewefindmoderateassociationsbetweentheroleofparentsandinsti-
tutionalreligiouspracticesamongMuslimsandHindus,thereisnosuchasso-
ciationamongChristians.Christianparentsseemtoplaynorelevantrole in
involvingyouthsininstitutionalreligiouspractices.Couldthisbetheresultof
theimpactofsecularizationonChristianfamilies,asisthecaseintheWest?

Similarly,wedonotfindassociationsbetweentheroleofthemassmedia
and institutional religious practices among Christians, whereas Hindus and
Muslimsshowmoderateassociations.Itisunderstandablethatthemassme-
diaaremostinfluentialamongHindustudents,sincethisdominantreligion
receivessignificantlymoreattentioninthemassmedia(cf.Farmer1996;see
chapter2above).ThisdifferencecouldindicategreaterestrangementofChris-
tianlifeandtheChristiancommunityfromthemassmediacultureinTamil
Nadu.

Finallywelookattheimpactofgenderoninstitutionalreligiouspractices
amongChristians.Christianwomenaresignificantlymoreinvolvedininstitu-
tionalreligiouspracticesthanmen,whereasgenderplaysonlyaminorroleor
none at all in Hindus’ and Muslims’ institutional religious practices. How is
thatpossible?Doesitindicateadifferentialimpactofmodernityonmenand
womeninthesereligions?AreonlyChristianmenmoreaffectedbymodern-
izationthanChristianwomen,since therearenogenderdifferencesamong
ourMuslimandHindurespondents?Andifso,why(cf.Anthony,Hermans&
Sterkens2007,119–120)?
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Chapter4

Mystical Experience

4.1 Introduction 

Thischapterfocusesonmysticalexperiencesamongoursampleofcollegeand
university students inTamil Nadu.With due regard to Stace’s view (1961:21)
that“nearlyallmenareinsomesenseorotherrudimentaryorunevolvedmys-
tics”,weanalysemysticismas“anormalphenomenonreportedbyhealthyand
functioningpersonsstrugglingtofindameaningfulframeworkinwhichtolive
outtheirexperienceasfoundational–asatleastwhatisrealforthem,ifnotin
somesenseastheultimate‘Real’”(Hoodetal.1996:267).

First we outline the theoretical framework of mystical experience pro-
pounded by Stace (1961), which forms the basis of Hood’s Mysticism Scale
(4.2).Thenwelisttheresearchquestionsanddescribetheconstructionofour
measuring instrument based on Hood’s Mysticism Scale (Hood 1975; Hood,
Morris&Watson1993;Hill&Hood1999;Hood&Williamson2000),followed
bytheresultsofouranalyses.Insofarasmysticalexperiencecanbelinkedto
personalcharacteristicsweconsideritssociallocation,aswellassocio-cultur-
al and socio-economic attributes as socio-religious predictors of mysticism
(4.3).Finallywediscussthesignificanceofthecomparativemodelofmystical
experience(4.4).

AlthoughtheReinertandStifler(1993)replicationofHood’sscaleincluded
someHinduandBuddhistmonksandnuns,nocomparisonbasedonreligious
affiliationwasreported.Hoodetal.(2001)didcompareChristiansandMus-
limsusingthesamemysticismscale.Ourcomparativeresearchgoesbeyond
theseattemptsbycomparingHinduswithChristiansandMuslims,testingfor
one-dimensionalityandscalarinvariance.Ourcomparativestudyattemptsto
meetalongfeltneedunderscoredbyHoodetal.(2001:704).Intheirview,if
comparisonofChristianityandIslamispertinentbecausebotharemonothe-
isticreligionswithsharedhistoricalroots,itisevenmorechallengingtocom-
parethemwithHindusbecauseitmightyieldverydifferentfindings.

4.2 Theoretical Framework

Hood’sMysticismScale isbased inpartonStace’sconceptual frameworkof
mysticism. In his seminal work Stace (1961) outlines a conceptualization of
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mysticismthatiscross-cultural,a-historicalandunbiasedbyreligiousideolo-
gy.Hisconceptual framework isbasedonthreeconstructs: (a)adistinction
between mystical consciousness and its interpretation; (b) a distinction be-
tweenextrovertiveandintrovertivemysticismandtheircorecharacteristics;
and(c)identificationofuniversalcommoncharacteristics(seeTable4.1).

(a) Stace(1961,31)distinguishesbetween mystical consciousness and its in-
terpretationonthebasisofhisinquiryintoChristian,Islamic,Judaic,Hindu,
BuddhistandTaoistmysticalexperience.Heconsidersitanalogouswiththe
distinctionbetweensensoryexperienceanditsinterpretation,andconcedes
thatwemaynevercomeacrossaltogetheruninterpretedexperience.Never-
thelesshe(1961,66)recognizesthedirectnessandseeminglyun-interpreted
stateofunityinmysticism:“Theunityisperceived,ordirectlyapprehended.
Thatistosay,itbelongstoexperienceandnottotheinterpretation,insofaras
itispossibletomakethisdistinction.”Staceusestheterm‘mysticalconscious-
ness’inthiscontext,butnotalwaysconsistently;sometimesheequatesitwith
‘mysticalexperience’,whichalsoincludesinterpretationofthestateofunion.

Inourviewthisstateofunionbelongstotherealmofmysticalconscious-
nessratherthanthatofinterpretation.Empiricalresearchsupportstheclaim
thatmysticalconsciousnessanditsinterpretationcanberelativelyindepen-
dent(cf.Hood&Williamson2000).Mysticalexperienceasaconceptentails
distinctbutnotseparableaspectsofconsciousnessofunionanditsinterpreta-
tion.Whilemysticalconsciousness–inStace’sperspective–isbasicallysimi-
lar all over the world in different periods and religious contexts, mystical
experiencescanvaryinsofarastheinterpretationsofthisstateofunionmay
differfromonereligioustraditiontoanother.

(b) Stace’sseconddistinctionisbetween extrovertive and introvertive mysti-
cal experience,basedonthesourceofthestimulithatleadtotheexperienceof
union.“Theessentialdifferencebetweenthemisthatextrovertiveexperience
looksoutwardthroughthesenses,whileintrovertiveexperiencelooksinward
intothemind.Bothculminateinperceptionofanultimateunity–whatPloti-
nuscalledtheOne–withwhichtheperceiverexperiencesunionoreveniden-
tity.Butextrovertivemysticsusingtheirphysicalsensesperceiveamultiplicity
ofexternalmaterialobjects–sea,sky,houses,trees–mysticallytransfiguredso
thattheOneorUnityshinesthroughthem.Introvertivemystics,ontheother
hand,bydeliberatelyshuttingoffthesensesandobliteratingfromconscious-
nesstheentiremultiplicityofsensations,images,andthoughts,seektoplunge
into the depths of their own egos.There, in that darkness and silence, they
claimtoperceivetheOneandbeunitedwithit–notasaUnityseenthrough
multiplicity(asinextrovertiveexperience),butasthewhollynakedOnede-
voidofanypluralismwhatever”(Stace1961,61f).



104 Chapter4

Stace identifies two core characteristics of extrovertive and introvertive
mysticism.Extrovertive mysticismischaracterizedbyawarenessofunitywith
theuniverseortheperceptionofallthingsasone(unifyingquality),andby
apprehensionoftheOneasinnersubjectivityorlifeinallthings(innersubjec-
tivequality).Inintrovertive mysticism theexperienceofunionreferstoa‘pure’
state,inthesensethatthemysticalconsciousnesshasnosubstantivecontent
andisevencharacterizedbyalossofself(egoquality).Suchconsciousnessof
nothingnessisaccompaniedbydistortionoftimeandspace(spatio-temporal
quality).Stace(1961,86–87)describesitasfollows:“Whentheselfisnoten-
gaged inapprehendingobjects itbecomesawareof itself. [...]Onemayalso
saythatthemysticgetsridoftheempiricalegowhereuponthepureego,nor-
mallyhidden,emergesintothelight.Theempiricalegoisthestreamofcon-
sciousness.Thepureegoistheunitywhichholdsthemanifoldofthestream
together.Thisundifferentiatedunityistheessenceoftheintrovertivemystical
experience.”

Thesedescriptionsoftheveryessenceofmysticalexperiencesuggestthat
theextrovertivetype“isanincompletekindofexperiencewhichfindsitscom-
pletionandfulfillmentintheintrovertivekindofexperience.Theextrovertive
kind shows a partly realized tendency to unity which the introvertive kind
completelyrealizes”(Stace1961,132).Bypointingouttheinterconnectionbe-
tweenextrovertiveandintrovertiveconsciousnessStaceunderscoresthatmys-
ticsthemselvesgenerallydonotdistinguishbetweenthetwotypes,indicating
thatthereisalsoawidersetofcharacteristicscommontobothextrovertive
andintrovertivemysticalconsciousness.

(c) Thesecommon characteristicsofmysticalexperience,Staceclaims,are
universalinallcultures,religionsandages.Heidentifiesfivepsychologicaland
phenomenologicalcommoncharacteristicsthatcanbeseenasuniversalfac-
torsdirectingtheinterpretationofmysticalconsciousness:noeticquality(per-
ception of special knowledge or insight), ineffability (difficult to articulate),
positiveaffect(experienceofpeaceorbliss),religiousquality(perceptionof
sacrednessorwonder),andparadoxicality(Stace1961,31–37,131–132;cf.Hill&
Hood1999,364).

FollowingHoodetal.(1996,257–258),wemaysumupthethreefundamen-
talassumptionsinStace’sproposalasfollows:first,despitevariationsininter-
pretation,mysticalconsciousnessisuniversalandessentiallyidenticalamong
people;second,conceptuallythereisacleardistinctionbetweenintrovertive
andextrovertiveformsofmysticism;third,althoughthereisasetofcommon
corecharacteristics,mysticalexperienceneednotalwayspossessallofthem,
sincetherecanbeborderlinecases.
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Stace’scommoncoretheoryhasbeenchallengedbyKatz(1978)andothers,
whofavourdiversitytheoryand“arguethatnounmediatedexperienceispos-
sible,andthatintheextreme,languageisnotsimplyusedtointerpretexperi-
ence but in fact constitutes experience” (Katz 1978, 256). Here the category
‘consciousness’mayhelptoclarifythat,whereaswecanspeakof ‘purecon-
sciousness’withoutinterpretationorqualification,experienceisalwaysinter-
preted.Theoppositionbetweencommoncoretheoryanddiversitytheoryis
compoundedbyStace’sidentification–attimes–ofconsciousnesswithexpe-
rience. As explained above, mystical experience can be seen as comprising
bothmysticalconsciousness(consciousnessofunionwithreality/Reality)and
itsinterpretation.Whileinsomecaseswemayspeakofun-interpretedpure
consciousness,mysticalexperiencealwaysentailsagreaterorlesserdegreeof
interpretationoftheconsciousnessofunion.

4.3 Empirical Research 

4.3.1	 Research	Questions
Againstthebackgroundoftheconceptualframeworkofmysticalexperience,
ourresearchquestionsarethefollowing:

Table4.1 Common core theory of mystical experience (Stace 1961).

Core Characteristics
Extrovertive consciousness Introvertive consciousness

Unifyingquality Egoquality
Innersubjectivequality Temporal-spatialquality

Common characteristics

Noeticquality
Ineffability

Positiveaffect
Religiousquality

Paradoxicality
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(1) Whatcomparativemodel ofmysticalexperienceemergesamong
Christian,MuslimandHindustudentsoncegroup-specificdifferences
havebeenascertained?

(2) Aretheresignificantdifferencesinthelevelsofmysticalexperience
betweenChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

(3) Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristicsrelatetothelevelofmysticalexperiencesamongChris-
tian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

(4) TowhatextentcanagreementwithmysticalexperienceamongChris-
tian,MuslimandHinducollegestudentsbeascribedtopersonal
(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)characteristics?

4.3.2	 Measuring	Instrument	
The measuring instrument is based on Hood’s Mysticism Scale. Empirically
thisscalehasprovedappositeindiverseculturalcontextsandreligioustradi-
tions(Hood1975;Holm1982;Hill&Hood1999;Hoodetal.2001).Hood’sMysti-
cism Scale comprises 32 items, half of which are formulated negatively to
preventresponseset.OriginallyeightcommoncorecharacteristicsofStace’s
conceptofmysticalexperiencewereoperationalizedinfouritemseach,but
empiricaltestingledtoreportingonmysticismatamoregenerallevel.Hood
(1975)famouslyreportedatwo-componentstructure,thefirstcorresponding
toexperienceofunion,thesecondbeingreligiousinterpretation.Caird(1988)
andReinertandStifler(1993)proposedathree-factormysticismscale,compat-
ible with Stace’s conceptualization: extrovertive mysticism (experience of
unionwiththeexternalworld)withtwelveitems;introvertivemysticism(ex-
perienceofnothingness)witheight items;andreligious interpretationwith
twelveitems(Hood,Morris&Watson1993;Hood&Williamson2000).

Sincemysticalexperienceisonlyoneofmanythemesinouroverallcross-
religiousstudy,weabridgedthemeasuring instrument to twelve items.This
waspossiblebecauseHood’sscaleof32itemsconsistspartly(16items)ofneg-
ativeformulations,whichtoagreatextentsimplyreversethepositiveformula-
tions. We opted for positive formulations in accordance with our answer
format.Eachdimension(extrovertivemysticism, introvertivemysticismand
religiousinterpretation)iscoveredbyfouritems.Ourchoiceofitemsisbased
ontheinter-itemcorrelationsinHood’sinitialstudy(1975)andtheresultsof
ourownpilotstudy.SinceEnglishistheeducationalmedium(atcolleges)of
allrespondents,itwasunnecessarytotranslatetheitems.However,itshould
benotedthatlinguisticconsiderationscanplayaroleinevaluatingtheappro-
priatenessofaninstrumentinamultilingualcontext(VandeVijver&Leung
1997,38–40).
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NotethatinHood’soriginalscale(1975)–whichhelaterabandonedinfa-
vourofthethree-factormodel–theitemsselectedbyusrepresentedtheeight
common core characteristics of mystical experience as follows: ego quality
(items5,6,11),spatio-temporalquality(item2),unifyingquality(items9,12),
innersubjectivequality(item3),noeticquality(items1,7),ineffability(item
8),positiveaffect(item10)andreligiousquality(item4).

Hoodusedafour-pointLikert-typeresponseformatrangingfrom+2(‘this
descriptionisdefinitelytrueofmyownexperience/s’)to–2(‘thisdescription
isdefinitelynottrueofmyownexperience/s’),withnomidpointbutwiththe
additionaloption,‘Icannotdecide’.Theoriginalformatoftheitem(e.g.“Ihave
hadanexperienceinwhichanewviewofrealitywasrevealedtome”)seemed
weighted in favour of a positive response and was rather indirect in its ap-
proachtorespondents’mysticalexperience.InHood’sformulationtherespon-
dentshadtochoosebetween‘Thisdescriptionisprobably(ordefinitely)true/
nottrueofmyownexperience/s’.Weoptedforamoredirectformulationof
itemsandresponses.Forexample,ouritem7reads“Didyoueverhaveanex-
perienceinwhichanewviewofrealitywasrevealedtoyou?”Therespondents
couldansweronafour-pointLikertscale:‘Certainlyno’,‘Probablyno’,‘Proba-
blyyes’,‘Certainlyyes’.Thecompletelistoftwelveitemsappearsinappendix
D.

4.3.3	 Results	of	Empirical	Analysis
Researchquestion1: Whatcomparativemodelofmysticalexperienceemerg-
es among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students once group-specific differ-
enceshavebeenascertained?

In constructing a comparative model of mystical experience we followed
theanalysisproceduredescribedinchapter1(1.7).Whenfreefactoranalysis
(stepone)wasrunonitemsmanifestingstrongcorrelations(6,7,8,11,12),they
yieldedasinglefactor.Inthesecondfactoranalysisofthefiveitemsforthe
threereligiousgroupsseparately, item12hadtoberemovedbecauseof low
commonality in the case of Christians and Muslims.We found that item 12
(“Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichyourealizedyouronenesswithall
things?”)yieldslowcommonalityinthecaseofChristiansandMuslims.Inthe
caseofHindus,bycontrast,ithasquiteahighfactorloading(.51).InStace’s
conceptual framework, item 12 represents ‘unifying quality’, one of the core
characteristicsofextrovertiveconsciousness. It means that thecomparative
modelunderrepresentstheexperienceofmysticalunionwithallreality(per-
ceptionofoneness)inthecaseofHindus.Weshalldiscussthisdifferencein
moredetailinthefinalsection.
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Table4.2presentsresultsfromthethirdstep,namelyPrincipalAxisFactor-
ing(Obliminrotationmethod)ofthefourremainingitemsfortheentiregroup
ofstudents.Thethirdfactoranalysisresultsinamoderatelyreliablemeasuring
instrumentthatcanbeusedtocomparemysticalexperienceinthethreereli-
gioustraditions.Notethatthefouritemsofthecomparativemodelofmystical
experienceconcernthecorecharacteristicofegoquality,namelylossofself
(items6, 11),and thecommoncharacteristicsofnoeticquality (item7)and
ineffability (item 8). These common core characteristics can be considered
centralincomparativemeasurementofmysticalexperiences.

Items6and11representthe(complementary)activeandpassiveaspectsof
mystical union implying loss of self: on the one hand it is an experience in
whichone’sselfseemstomergeintosomethingelse(item6),ontheotheritis
anexperienceinwhichsomethinggreaterthanoneselfseemstoabsorbthe
self(item11).AlthoughinHood,MorrisandWatson’s(1993,1177)three-factor
analysisitem6emergedaspartofextrovertivemysticism,wehaveseenthatin
Hood’soriginalscale(“formD”)items6and11representedegoquality(lossof
self)thatiscentralinintrovertivemysticism(Hood1975,31).Hencethesetwo
itemsinourcomparativefactorpointtooneofthecorecharacteristicsofin-
trovertive mysticism, namely, loss of self in the experience of union with a
higherreality.

Theothertwoitems(7and8)ofourcomparativemodelconcernthecom-
mon characteristics of noetic aspect and ineffability. In Stace’s theoretical

Table4.2 Factor analysis (PAF, Oblimin rotation), commonalities (h2), percentage of explained 
variance, and reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of comparativemysticalexperiences
among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students.

F1 h2

7. Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichanewviewofrealitywasrevealedto
you?

.56 .32

11. Did you ever have an experience in which something greater than yourself
seemedtoabsorbyou?

.49 .24

8. Didyoueverhaveanexperiencethatcannotbeexpressedinwords? .49 .24
6. Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichyourownselfseemedtomergeinto

somethingelse?
.48 .23

                    Cronbach’salpha
                    Numberofvalidcases

.58
1869

Scale:1=Certainlyno;2=Probablyno;3=Probablyyes;4=Certainlyyes
Explainedvariance=25.8%;F1=Verticalmysticism;N=1920.
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framework ineffability (“an experience that cannot be expressed in words”,
item8)isoneofthecommoncharacteristics,butinHood’sempiricalstudyit
turnsouttobeacharacteristicof introvertivemysticism.Inthethree-factor
solution(Hoodetal.2001,694,702)amongIranianMuslimsthecharacteristic
of ineffability fits the interpretationand introvertive factorsequallywell. In
the case of US Americans, however, ineffability is indicative of introvertive
mysticism.Thesignificanceofineffabilityseemstovaryaccordingtoreligio-
culturalsetting.Caird’sstudy(1988,125)ofasmallsampleof115respondents
tendstoconfirmStace’sviewofineffabilityratherthanHood’s.Thestudyby
ReinertandStifler(1993,387)alsoconfirmsineffabilityaspartofthecommon
interpretivecategories.Weconclude,therefore,thattheinterpretivecategory
ofineffabilityhasaparticularaffinitywithintrovertivemysticism.

Item7(“anexperienceinwhichanewviewofrealitywasrevealed”)hasthe
highestfactorloading(.56).InHood’sthree-factorsolutionitemsonthenoetic
aspectformpartoftheinterpretivecategory.ThisaccordswithStace’sdefini-
tionofthenoeticaspectasacommoncharacteristicthatcanqualifybothin-
trovertive and extrovertive mysticism.Two items in our comparative model
(items6and11)dealwiththeactiveandpassiveaspectsoflossofselfinthe
union with a greater reality, which is the core of introvertive mystical con-
sciousness.Theothertwointerpretiveitems(items7and8)concerntheno-
eticqualityofthisunion(leadingtoperceptionofnewinsight)anditsineffable
nature(experienceofunionbeingdifficult toarticulate). In itscomposition
the comparative model of mystical experience thus represents a revelatory
andanineffableexperienceofunionwithagreaterorhigherreality.Hencewe
labelit ‘experienceofmysticalunionwithahigherreality’or ‘vertical mysti-
cism’.

Thereliability(α.58)andpercentageofexplainedvariance(25,8%)ofthe
comparativemodelofmysticalexperiencearemoderateforthewholegroup
(Table 4.2.), and remain almost unaltered when each of the three religious
groupsisexaminedseparately.Wefurthertested,viaconfirmatoryfactoranal-
ysis,whetherthemeasurementmodelisthesameforallgroups,andwhether
thefactorloadingsarethesameacrossgroups.AnalysisofthedatawithLisrel
8.8(Jöreskog&Sörbom2012)resultedinanacceptablemodelfitforthetestof
scalar invariance(Χ2[df=18]=38.75;RMSEA=0.043;GFI=0.99).Thismeansthat
wecanassumethatthemeasurementmodelisequivalentforthethreediffer-
entreligiousgroups(Christian,MuslimsandHindus)andallowsmeaningful
comparisonbetweenthesegroups.

Researchquestion2: Aretheresignificantdifferencesinthelevelsofmystical
experiencesbetweenChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?
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AsshowninTable4.3,theexperienceofverticalmysticismreportedbyHin-
dustendsslightlytowardsambivalence(mean2.89),whereasChristiansand
Muslimsevaluateitas‘probablyyes’(means3.13and3.05respectively).

HindusarefoundtodiffersignificantlyfrombothChristiansandMuslims
(Scheffé’s test: F-value: 27.81; sign. <.000). We would have expected them to
manifestahigherlevelofinvolvement,formysticismisakeycomponentof
Hinduism,beingbothitssourceanditscentre.InChristianityandIslamitis
onlyaminorstrand(Stace1961,342–343).Thelesserinvolvementindicatedby
the Hindus’ tendency towards ambivalence suggests that vertical mysticism
maynotbeasimportantforthemasforChristiansandMuslims.Atthesame
timethereisevidencethatthecomparativemodelunderrepresentsmystical
unionwithallreality,thusinadequatelyreflectingHinduexperience.

Researchquestion3: Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandso-
cio-religious)characteristicsrelatetothelevelofmysticalexperienceamong
Christian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

Thisquestionconcernsthesociallocationofverticalmysticism.Whatare
thepersonalcharacteristicsofpeoplewhoexperiencemysticalunionwitha
higherreality?Wedescribethesignificantcorrelationsforeachgroupofstu-
dentsseparately(Table4.4).

AmongChristianstudents females reportahigher levelofverticalmysti-
cism(.12).InthecaseofChristiansfoursocio-religiouscharacteristicsarecon-
nected with vertical mysticism: perceived positive influence of friends, the
religiouscommunity,teachers/professorsandthemedia.Thestrongestasso-
ciationiswiththeinfluenceofteachers/professorsonreligiosity(.19).

InthecaseofMuslimstudentsonlysocio-religiouscharacteristicsarecon-
nectedwithverticalmysticism:influenceofrelatives,thereligiouscommunity,

Table4.3 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to vertical
mysticism for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students; and comparison of means 
between religious groups of respondents (Scheffé’s test: F-value: 27.81 ; sign. <.000).

N Mean S.d. Muslims Hindus 

Christians 852 3.13 .61 **
Muslims 237 3.05 .63 *
Hindus 773 2.89 .67 *

Scale:1=Certainlyno;2=Probablyno;3=Probablyyes;4=Certainlyyes.Intergroupdifferencesare
significantatp<.000(**)orp<.005level(*).
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teachers/professors and the media. The strongest associations are with the
positiveinfluenceofrelatives(.23)andthemedia(.20).

AmongHindustudentsfemalesreportahigherlevelofverticalmysticism
thanmen(eta.10)andTamilspeakers(.09).Fortherestallsocio-religiouschar-
acteristicscorrelatesignificantlywithverticalmysticism.Thestrongestasso-
ciation is with the perceived positive influence of teachers/professors on
religiosity(.18).1

Researchquestion4: Towhatextentcanagreementwithmysticalexperience
amongChristian,MuslimandHinducollegestudentsbeascribedtopersonal
(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)characteristics?

Theresultsoftheregressionanalysisareratherdisappointing(Table4.5).
AmongChristianandHindustudentsonlytheinfluenceofthemediaontheir
religiosity is a significant predictor. The level of explained variance (.02) in
bothgroupsistoolowtobetheoreticallyrelevant.Nootherpersonalcharac-
teristicpredictsthelevelofagreementwithverticalmysticism.

1 Thefollowingcharacteristicsdidnotshowsignificantcorrelationsforanyofthegroupsof
respondents:age,urbanization,fieldofspecialization,caste,educationallevelofthefather
andeducationallevelofthemother.Thesevariablesarenotmentionedinthetable.

Table4.4 Social location of verticalmysticism among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students. 
Correlations (eta for the nominal variables sex and language; Pearson’s r for the 
other, ordinal variables) between vertical mysticism and some personal characteris-
tics.1

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Gender .12** .10**
 Language .09*
Socio-religious characteristics
 Parents .08*
 Relatives .23** .10**
 Friends .12** .08*
 Religiouscommunity .12** .15* .14**
 Teachers/professors .19** .16* .18**
 Media .14** .20** .13**

Allcorrelationsaresignificantatp<.00level(**)orp<.05level(*).
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InthecaseofMuslimstudentstheanalysisshowstwopredictorswhichex-
plain8%ofthevariance(R2.08;Adj.R2.07).Thislevelofexplainedvarianceis
low, but it gives a theoretically relevant profile of Muslim students’ level of
agreementwithverticalmysticism.Twosocio-religiouscharacteristicspredict
ahigherlevelofagreement,namelyinfluenceofrelatives(β.20)andofper-
sonsinmedialinkedtoone’sreligion(β.16).Positiveinfluenceofrelativesis
thestrongestpredictorandreferstothecontextofprimaryreligioussocializa-
tion(i.e.theextendedfamily).Butpublicfigureslinkedtotheirownreligionis
a strong predictor of vertical mysticism among Muslim students. No other
characteristic (socio-cultural or socio-economic) predicts a higher level of
agreement with vertical mysticism. In the case of Muslim students vertical
mysticismisinfluencedbyreligiousmodelsclosetothem(relatives)andinthe
media.ThemorestronglyMuslimstudentsareinfluencedbythesereligious
models,themoretheyreportexperiencesofverticalmysticism.

4.4 Findings and Discussion 

Ourpointsofdiscussionrefertotheresearchquestions:thecomparativemea-
surementofverticalmysticism(researchquestions1and2);andtheimpactof
personalcharacteristicsonverticalmysticism(researchquestions3and4).

4.4.1	 Significance	of	a	Comparative	Model	of	Vertical	Mysticism
Thecomparativemodelofverticalmysticismormysticalunionwithahigher
realityemergingfromouranalysisissignificantforthreereasons.Inthefirst

Table4.5 Regression analyses for verticalmysticism with weights (β) for each variable and 
total explained variance (R2 and adjusted R2) for Christian, Muslim and Hindu 
students separately.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-religious characteristics
 Relatives .00 .20** .07
 Media .14** .16* .11**

R2 .02 .08 .02
Adj.R2 .02 .07 .02

Standardisedregressioncoefficients(β)aresignificantatp<.00(**)orp<.05(*)level.
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place,itistheoutcomeofaproceduretoestablishmeasurementequivalence
thathasnotbeenusedbeforeinconjunctionwiththeMysticismScale.Sec-
ondly,as farascomparisonbetweenreligiousgroups isconcerned, theonly
studyhasbeenthatofHoodetal. (2001),whichincluded188USAmericans
(mostlyChristians)and185IranianMuslims,withseparatefactoranalysesfor
eachgroup.Inourresearch1.920respondentsbelongingtotheChristian,Is-
lamicandHindutraditionsformasinglesampleandarecomparedsubstan-
tially.Thirdly,fromtheperspectiveofStace’scommoncoretheory,aswillbe
seenbelow,thecomparativemodeloffersnewinsightsandprospects.

Inourcomparativemodelofverticalmysticismoneofthecorecharacteris-
ticsofintrovertivemysticism,namelyasenseoflossofself,combineswiththe
commoncharacteristicsofnoeticqualityandineffability.Itsuggeststhatverti-
calmysticismhasa revelatory, ineffablecharacter.This setofcommoncore
characteristics is comparable in the experience of Christians, Muslims and
Hindus.However,themodelseemstorepresentonlyonetypeofmysticalex-
perience,namelymysticalunionwithahigherrealityor‘verticalmysticism’.In
awayverticalmovementinmysticismcharacterizesSemiticreligions.Itisal-
ludedto,forexample,intheclassicofChristianmysticism,The ascent of Mount 
Carmel byStJohnoftheCross(1542–1591),andinmorehumanistictermsin
The ascent of Mount Ventoux byFrancescoPetrarca(1304–1374),thefirstmod-
ernscholarandmanofletters(Robinson2003).OurresearchshowsthatChris-
tianandMuslimstudentsreportasignificantlyhigherlevelofverticalmystical
experiencethanHindustudents.InthecaseofMuslimstudentsourfindings
reveal that some socializing agents (relatives and the media) influence the
levelofverticalmysticism.

WhileChristiansandMuslimsarepositiveaboutverticalmysticism,Hindus
tendtowardsambivalence.Moreover,inthecaseofHindusthecomparative
modelofmysticalexperienceunderrepresentsmysticalunionwithawiderre-
ality,oneofthecorecharacteristicsofextrovertiveconsciousness(perception
ofoneness).Thisissignificant,asintheHindutraditionintrovertivesearchfor
theultimategroundofone’sbeingleadstodiscoveryofĀtman andextrovertive
searchforthegroundofallrealityleadstodiscoveryofBrahman.Thesearch
culminates in the realization that Ātman is identical with Brahman (Ayam 
Ātma Brahma,asstatedin Māṇḍūkya Upaniṣad, 2).

Recognizingthatthegroundofone’sbeingisidenticalwiththegroundof
all reality is characteristic of Hindu mystical tradition. Since this ultimate
ground,Brahman,isconsciousness(Prajñānam Brahma, asstatedin Aitareya 
UpaniṣadIII,v,3),inHindutraditionmysticalexperienceispureconscious-
ness.IntheVedantictraditionSankara(788–820)withhisphilosophyofad-
vaita(non-dualism)andRamanuja(1017–1118)withhisViśiṣṭādvaita(qualified
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non-dualism)areleadingexponentsofthenatureofconsciousness.ForSan-
karaandtheadvaitaschoolconsciousnessispurelightshiningbyitselfwith-
out any subject-object distinction, whereas for Ramanuja and the bhakti
(devotional) tradition consciousness is a relationship of illumination. Not-
withstandingthedifferences,SankaraandRamanujaassumeconsciousnessto
betheessentialnatureofspirit,namelyofBrahman andtheindividualsoul,
andonthisbasistheyinterpretthenatureofthephenomenalworld(Chethi-
mattam1996,34and96;1971,54).IntheexperienceofrecentmysticslikeRa-
manaMaharishi(1879–1950)fromTamilNaduandSriRamakrishna(1834–1886)
from Bengal the difference between the two philosophical traditions is per-
ceived as basically a matter of vantage points (Easwaran 1988, 30; Sharma
1993).InrelationtotheexternalphenomenalworldadvaiticandViśiṣṭādvaitic
consciousness, by underscoring the radical interdependence of all reality,
tendstoevokeamonisticorpantheisticmysticalexperience.Asmentioned
already,ourcomparativemodelofmysticalexperiencewas foundtounder-
representthismysticalunionwithawiderrealityinthecaseofHindus.Itsug-
geststhepossibilityofhorizontalmysticism(unionofselfwithawiderreality)
as distinct from vertical mysticism (mystical union with a higher reality),
whichismorecompatiblewiththeChristianandIslamictraditions.

Ourmodelincludesthecomparableelementsofverticalmysticism,which
isparticularlydominantintheSemiticreligions(Judaism,ChristianityandIs-
lam).Suchmysticismgenerallyhasarevelatorycomponentandisnoteasyto
articulate(ineffable).Inthecontextofthesereligionsmysticismentailsunion
oftheselfwiththehigherrealityofGod,whosometimesrevealshimselfand
hisintentionsinanineffablemanner.BycontrastOrientalreligionslikeHin-
duismandBuddhismtendtoemphasizehorizontalmysticismintheirintro-
vertiveandextrovertivesearchfortheultimate.Itleadstounionofselfwitha
widerreality,anexperienceoftheradicalinterdependenceofallrealityina
non-dualisticsense.Thefinalphaseofsuchmysticismistotal lossofselfor
totalrealizationofSelfinpureconsciousness.

Inthisconceptualizationlossofselfimpliesemergenceoftheultimatereal-
ityaspureconsciousness.IntheSemiticreligionsthereisastrongtendencyto
seethisrealityasbeyondorabovetheworldasweexperienceit.Thisrealityis
one,absoluteandtheultimategroundoftheself.Thetrueselfisembeddedin
thisreality.Byanalogywithadistinctionmadeinphilosophyofmind(Searle
1985)wecouldspeakofaself-to-Goddirectionoffit.2Thetruthoftheselfis

2 Searle(1985)distinguishesbetweenamind-to-worlddirectionoffitandaworld-to-minddi-
rectionoffit.Anexampleoftheformerisbeliefs.Thetruthofbeliefsabouttheworldisde-
cidedbytheirfitwiththestateofaffairsoftheworld.Abeliefissatisfactory whenitdepicts
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decidedbythefitoftheselfwiththenatureoftheabsolutereality.Lossofself
impliesatransformationoftheselfaccordingtodivinereality.Theselfshould
mirrorthisreality,whichisbeyondanythingintheworld(includingtheself).
Verticalmysticismischaracterizedbyaself-to-Goddirectionoffit.Horizontal
mysticism, on the other hand, can be seen as characterized by a God-to-self
directionoffit.Itischaracterizedbytheperceptionofallthingsasone,thatis
bytheideathatthedivinerealityispresentinallthings(includingtheself).
Thisimpliestransformationofthedivinerealityinordertofittherealityofall
things,hencenotsomuchalossofselfasaselfthatbecomesonewiththis
reality.Theperceptionofallthingsasoneistheresultofaprocessoftransfor-
mationinwhichthedivinerealityisrealizedinallthings(includingtheself).
Byusingtheconceptofdirectionoffitwesuggestthatthemovementinverti-
calmysticismdiffersfromthatinhorizontalmysticism.Inverticalmysticism
thedivinerealitytranscendsorisbeyondtheworldasweexperienceit.hence
it impliesa lossofselfbecausethetruthof theself is inGod. Inhorizontal
mysticismthedivinerealityisimmanent,thatisitispresentineverythingwe
experience.Thereforetheselfshouldbetransformedinconformitywiththis
allpervadingdivinereality,orbroughttoGod-realization.

Theforegoingdiscussionelucidatesthatthetheoreticaldistinctionbetween
verticalandhorizontalmysticismcouldbefruitfulforfurthercomparativere-
searchintoreligiousmysticism.Inouropinionitmightbemorefruitfulthan
theintrovertiveandextrovertivedistinctionproposedbyStace.Thequalifica-
tions‘introvert’and‘extrovert’refermoretothe(perceived)originofthemys-
tical consciousness than to the experience of the reality/Reality as such. In
other words, vertical and horizontal mysticism may be better categories for
interpretingmysticalexperience.

Inadditionourresearchmayshedsomelightontheunresolveddebatebe-
tweenStace’scommoncoretheoryandKatz’sdiversitytheory.Isthereacom-
monstructureofmysticalexperienceforallreligions(cf.Stace’scommoncore
theory)ordoreligionsdifferinregardtothetypeofmysticalexperience(cf.
Katz’sdiversitytheory)?Withreferencetoverticalandhorizontalmysticalex-
periencethequestioncouldbeviewedasfollows:ifStaceiscorrect,bothtypes
ofmysticismarepresentinallreligions,andifKatzisright,bothtypesmaynot
be present in all religions, that is religions will differ with regard to specific
typesofmysticalexperience.Ifweconsidertheresultsofourresearch,wefind
some ground for the Katz’s diversity theory. In the process of establishing

theworldadequately.Adesireisanexampleofaworld-to-minddirectionoffit.Theideais
thatusuallyadesireisnotyetrealizedinthatitdoesnotrefertoastateofaffairsintheworld.
Insteadtheworldistransformedinsuchawaythatisfitsthedesire.
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measurement invariancewehad to remove itemswhichcanberegardedas
belongingtoahorizontalmodelofmysticalexperience(i.e.onenesswithall
reality).Theitemsdidnotseemtofitthemind-setofourChristianandMuslim
students.

InthecaseofChristiansthismaybeduetofearofsyncretisticfusionwith
monisticorpantheistictendencies.Forexample,initsLetter to the bishops of 
the Catholic Church on some aspects of Christian meditation theCongregation
for the Doctrine of Faith (1990, n. 12) warns against monistic or pantheistic
syncretismintheuseofEasternmethodsofmeditation.Theproblemofapan-
theistictendencymayalsofeatureinIslamictheology(Ventura2000).Obvi-
ouslyfurtherresearchintohorizontalmysticismisneededamongadherentsof
Orientalreligionsinordertoarriveatafullyfledged,empiricallytestedcom-
moncoretheoryordiversitytheorythatcoversbothtypesofmysticism:the
verticalandthehorizontal.

Inconclusion,thisbriefstudyunderscoresthesignificanceofacompara-
tivemodelofmysticalexperience.Thedistinctionbetweenverticalandhori-
zontalmysticismlookspromisingforfurthertheorybuilding.Ourfindingsalso
pointtothelimitationsofHood’sMysticismScale(alreadyforeseenbyhim)
whenitcomestocomparingverydifferentreligionslikeSemiticandEastern
religions(e.g.Hinduism).Hencewethinkthatthemajortheoreticalproblem
withregardtomysticismstillhastobesolved:isthereacorestructureofmys-
ticalexperienceordoesitimplydiversity?Toanswerthisfundamentalques-
tion more comparative research among members of different religions in
differentgeographicalcontextsisneeded.

4.4.2	 Personal	Characteristics	and	Vertical	Mysticism
Wefoundonlyalimitednumberofpersonalcharacteristicsthatrelatetoverti-
calmysticism.Asaresultthepredictionof‘verticalmysticism’withthehelpof
regressionanalysiswasdisappointing.Severalcharacteristicsdonotrelateto
verticalmysticism:socio-culturalcharacteristicslikeage,languageandurban-
ization;andsomesocio-economiccharacteristics likecasteandeducational
level of parents. Further research is needed to see whether agreement with
mysticismchangesacrossdifferentpersonalcharacteristicsandwhetherthis
changeisthesameformembersofdifferentreligions.
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Chapter5

Interpreting Religious Plurality

5.1 Introduction

TheIndiansubcontinenthaslongbeenameltingpotofawidevarietyofreli-
gioustraditions.Throughtheagesreligioustolerancehasbeenahallmarkof
thismulticulturalandmulti-religiouscountry.However,theresurgenceoflo-
calculturalandreligiousconsciousnessunder the influenceofmoderncul-
turesandtheconcomitantprocessofglobalizationisincreasinglycomplicating
theinteractionbetweenreligioustraditions.ThistendencyintheIndiancon-
textisinkeepingwithaninternationalphenomenon:thepoliticizingofreli-
gious issues and the mushrooming of extreme fanatical wings in various
religioustraditions.Insomewaystheglobalpanoramainthenewmillennium
throwsthequestionofreligiousplurality,intosharprelief.Insocietieswhere
religiouspluralityisagivenfactpeopletendtoadoptapragmaticapproachto
otherreligions,shapedbytheirownreligioustraditionsandtheirparticular
socio-culturalsusceptibility.Hencewecanassumethatadherentsofthethree
majorreligionsinIndiahaveaspecificwayofinterpretingreligiousplurality.

Thegeneralproblemconsideredinthischapteris:howdoChristians,Mus-
limsandHindusinterpretreligionsotherthantheirown?Thisisamajorques-
tionthathasemergedinwhatisknownasthetheologyofreligionsduringthe
last century. In fact, different models of interpreting religious plurality have
beenidentified.Weshallreflectonthistheorybuilding,payingspecialatten-
tiontopluralistmodels(5.2).Inouropinionthetheoreticalconceptualization
ofpluralistmodelsoftenremainsobscure.Inoutliningourempiricalresearch
(5.3)weclarifythestructureofourmeasuringinstrumentandpresentthere-
sultsoftheempiricalstudyundertakenamongChristian,MuslimandHindu
collegestudentsinTamilNadu.Finallywediscusssalientfeaturesofthefind-
ingsanddrawsomeconclusionsaboutmodelsofinterpretingreligiousplural-
ity(5.4).

5.2 Theoretical Framework: Models of Interpreting Religious Plurality

Wehavereachedastageinhistorywhenitseemsalmostunethicaltothink
aboutone’sreligioninisolationfromotherreligionsintheworldaroundus.In
the latter half of the 20th century Christian communities woke up to this
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imperativeexplicitlyandconsciously.Makingsenseofotherreligionsfromthe
perspective of the Christian faith gave rise to many theologies of religions.1
Mostauthorsinthisfieldworkwiththreemodels:exclusivism,inclusivismand
pluralism(cf.D’Costa1986;Wilfred1995;Sterkens2001;Amaladoss2003;Phan
2004; Vermeer & Van der Ven 2004; D’Costa, Knitter & Strange 2011). There
seemstobesomeagreementontheconceptsofexclusivismandinclusivism.
Thesetwomodelsalsohaveastrongbasisinthehistoryoftheology.Pluralism,
however,issubjecttogrowingdebate:aretheredistincttheologicalmodelsof
pluralism? Does pluralism amount to relativism? Knitter (2002; cf. D’Costa,
Knitter&Strange2011)sumsupvarioustheologicaltrendsthatshedsomelight
onthesequestions.HeperspicaciouslyclassifiestheapproachesofChristian
communitiesandtheologiansintofourmeaningfulmodels:replacement,ful-
filment,mutualityandacceptance.Wegiveashortoverviewofthesemodels,
sincetheyprovidethebasicframeworkforourresearch.

5.2.1	 Replacement
Thereplacement modelentailsexclusiveaffirmationofone’sownreligionas
theonlytruereligion,hencereplacementofallotherreligionsbyone’sownas
thefinalsolution.Thisapproach,whichcharacterizedchurchhistoryuptothe
16thcentury,isepitomizedinthefamousdictumoftheearlychurchfathers,
Origen and Cyprian: “Extra ecclesiam nulla salus” (no salvation outside the
church).IncontemporaryChristianity,accordingtoKnitter,Protestantevan-
gelicalsandfundamentalistsoccupythisposition.InthismodelKnitterdistin-
guishes between those who hold out for total replacement and those who
recognizeaneedforpartialreplacement.Thelattergroup,whileacknowledg-
ingthepossibilityofrevelationinotherreligions,deniesthattheyoffersalva-
tion.Inthecontemporarycontextwerealizethatsimilarclaimscanbemade,
explicitlyorimplicitly,byotherworldreligionswithauniversalviewofsalva-
tion,suchasIslamandHinduism.Inthetheologicaldebatethismodelisgen-
erallyknownastheexclusivistmodel.

1 ThekeytheologicalquestionaroundwhichtheChristiantheologiesofreligionsrevolveisthe
uniquenessanduniversalityofChrist.BesidesthisChrist-centredfocus,Christiantheologies
ofreligionsgenerallyalsohaveanecclesiocentric,theocentric,anthropocentricorsoterio-
centricfocus(Thomas1985;Knitter1986;D’Costa1990;Bühlmann1990;JohnPaulII1991;
Dupuis1991;Kuttianimattathil1995;InternationalTheologicalCommission1997; Congregation
fortheDoctrineoftheFaith2000;Serretti2004).
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5.2.2	 Fulfilment
WhenChristiansattempt tocombine theiraffirmationofGod’spresence in
other religions and the non-negotiable aspect of salvation through Christ
alonetheirapproachfallsunderthefulfilment model:otherreligioustraditions
willreachtheirfulfilmentinChristianity.Thisperspective,whichwasalready
adoptedbysomeoftheearlychurchfathers(JustinMartyr,Tertullian)intheir
dealingswiththeGraeco-Romanworld,hasrevivedinthemainlinechurches:
Lutheran,Reformed,Methodist,Anglican,GreekOrthodoxandRomanCatho-
lic.AccordingtoKnitterthepioneeringworksofRahnerillustratethistrend,
which acknowledges that God’s grace is active in other religions and views
themaspossiblechannelsofrevelationandsalvation.Atthesametime,since
JesusChristisGod’sultimaterevelationandthefinalsourceofhumansalva-
tion,thosewhoreceivegraceintheirownreligionsareunwittinglyorientedto
Christianityandhencecanbeconsidered‘anonymousChristians’.Thedocu-
mentsoftheSecondVaticanCouncil(Nostra Aetate2;Ad Gentes 9,11,15,18)
stoppedshortatthispositionbyacknowledgingthepresenceof‘raysofTruth’
and ‘seedsof theWord’ inother religious traditions,whichare thusseenas
‘preparation for the Gospel’ (Lumen Gentium 16).2 Any further concession
would jeopardize the non-negotiable uniqueness and universality of Christ.
Theexistenceofnon-negotiableelementsinotherreligionssuggeststhatthe
fulfilmentperspectiveistobefoundamongadherentsofotherreligioustradi-
tionsaswell.Intheologyofreligionsthisisgenerallyknownastheinclusivist
model.

Theunderlyingdilemmaofreligiouspluralismishowtoreconciletheuni-
versalityanddiversityofreligions.Allworldreligionshaveauniversalperspec-
tive,andintheirparticularityoruniquenessgiverisetoreligiousdiversity.In
the replacement and fulfilment models outlined above the accent on the
uniqueness and universality of one’s own religion is so heavy that all other
traditionsareeithertotallyorpartiallyinvalidated.Inotherwords,thesetwo
modelshaveamonisticperspective:theabsolutevalidityofonlyonereligion
–one’sown.Inourresearch,therefore,wecallthemreplacementmonismand
fulfilmentmonism.

2 Morerecently,theCongregationfortheDoctrineoftheFaith(2000)writesinitsdeclaration
Dominus Iesus(no.8):“Therefore,thesacredbooksofotherreligions,whichinactualfact
directandnourishtheexistenceoftheirfollowers,receivefromthemysteryofChristtheele-
mentsofgoodnessandgracewhichtheycontain.”
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5.2.3	 Mutuality
Settingasidethenon-negotiableelements,themutuality modelpreferstofo-
cus on the underlying common elements of which the various religions are
diversifiedexpressionsandtowhichtheycancontribute.Torelateacrossthe
apparentlyirreconcilabledifferences,religionsneedtodiscoverthesharedele-
ments.Knitterdescribesthemutualitymodelintermsofthreecomplemen-
taryperspectives.

The philosophical-historical perspective highlights the historical limita-
tionsofallreligionsandthephilosophicalpossibilityofonedivinerealityun-
derlyingallreligions.AccordingtoHick(2003),whorepresentsthistrend,lack
ofacommonsourceorgoalwouldmeanthatreligionsaregoingindifferent
directions. In his view the noumenon is always more than the phenomenon
that is accessible to us. In other words, all human knowledge is historically
conditioned or socially constructed. Thus different religions point to differ-
encesinthemannerofexperiencing,conceptualizingandlivinginrelationto
theultimatedivinerealitythattranscendsthecapacityofanyonereligion.In
thissensereligioussymbolsandmetaphorsrepresentparticularreligionsrath-
erthandefinetheultimatedivinerealityitself.Toavoidfallingintothetrapof
relativism,Hicksuggeststhatthevalueofreligionsbegaugedbytheextentto
whichtheypromoteself-sacrificingconcernforthegoodofothers.

Thereligio-mysticalapproachproceedsfromawarenessthatreligiousexpe-
rienceinone’sowntraditionislimited,whileopennessisshowntoreligious
experienceinothertraditions.Thereligio-mysticalapproachpositsthatdivine
realityisgreaterthananythingthatcanbeexperiencedinonesingletradition,
and is accessible in the mystical experiences of various religions. Panikkar’s
notionof‘cosmotheandricexperience’(1993b)issaidtoexemplifythistrend.
AccordingtoPanikkarmysticalexperienceisbasedonanecessaryinterrela-
tionship among three components: the divine, the human and the material
world. Although different in many ways, the three cannot exist in isolation
from each other. Besides, this divine-human-material interrelatedness is dy-
namic;itgrowsandchanges.Oneiscalledtoliveoutthisrelationshipinever
deeper, life-giving ways in order to further the unfolding of history and the
continuationofcreation.Insofarasthedivinedoesnotexistwithoutthehu-
manandthematerial,thedivineitselfisasdiverseasthereligions.Behindthe
diversityofreligionsthereisthisonereligiousfact.Thedifferencesbetween
religions,then,areopportunitiesformutualfecundationandgrowth.

Theethical-practicalperspectivefocusesonthecommonchallengetoalle-
viate the needs and sufferings of the poor and the oppressed. This global
responsibility gives religions an opportunity for understanding themselves
andothers.Theethicalagendacreatedbyhumanandecologicalsufferingis
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commontoallreligions,asrecognizedbytheWorldParliamentofReligionsin
1993and1999.Itfollowsthattheconceptofsalvation/liberationwhichisatthe
heartofreligions,necessarilyincludesareferencetothehumanplightandthe
plightoftheplanet.Thetruthandgoodnessofreligionsshouldbemeasured
bytheirabilitytopromotepeace,justiceandunity.AsexperiencesinBasicHu-
manCommunitiesconfirm,involvementinacommonliberationprocesscre-
atesanopportunityforunderstandingeachother’sreligiousbeliefs.

These threecomplementaryperspectivesmeanthat themutualitymodel
representsakindofpluralisticencounteramongreligionsbasedonunderly-
ing–oftenamorphous–commonalities,whichentailsariskofreligiousrela-
tivism. Besides, it tends to disregard the fact that common ground is often
identifiedfromtheperspectiveofone’sownreligiousframework.Forexample,
wecannotdenythateventhenotionofjustice–viewedastheresponsibility
ofallreligions–isdecisivelyshapedbytheJudaeo-Christianculturaltradition.
Inthissensethemodelpromotesaveiledimperialism.Inthetheologicalde-
batethismodelisfrequentlyreferredtoasthepluralisticmodel.Sinceitfo-
cusesnotsomuchonmutuality asoncommonalitythatallowsforpluralism,
weprefertocallitcommonality pluralism.

5.2.4	 Acceptance
Thecommonalitypluralismmodelissoconcernedwithunderlyinguniversal
aspectsthatittendstodisregardtherelevanceoftheparticularityorunique-
nessofreligions.Theacceptance model,whichaccordingtoKnitterischarac-
teristicofthepostmodernera,underscoresthatdifferencesbetweenreligions
arerealandthattheirparticularitiesareopportunitiesforreciprocalenrich-
mentandgrowth.Theacceptancemodelpostulatesthatwhiledifferentreli-
gionscanbeinterrelated,connectedandbroughtintounifyingrelationships,
‘themany’cannotbemelteddownto‘theone’.Theculturalandreligiousfilters
aresodifferentthatwecannotmeasureonereligionaccordingtothemeasur-
ingsystemofanother.Itisbelievedthatbyseekingtoremovediversitywewill
endupdestroyingthevitalityofreligions.Knitteridentifiesthreedifferentper-
spectivesinthismodel:acultural-linguisticviewofreligion;pluralismofulti-
mateconcerns;andtheologicalcomparison.

Lindbeck(2009)seesthepost-liberalcultural-linguisticapproachtoreligion
asoneofthreedifferentwaysofunderstandingreligion(theothertwobeing
the propositional-cognitiveand experiential-expressive perspectives). In the
cultural-linguisticperspectivereligionisviewedasaculturaland/orlinguistic
frameworkthatshapesone’sentirelifeandthought.Inotherwords,religious
experienceisshapedbyreligiouslanguage.Ourexperienceisdeterminedby
thecommonreligiousworldviewintowhichweareborn.Inthisperspective
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therecanbenothingtrulycommontoallreligions;theyrefertodifferentexpe-
riences.Religiouswordsandexperiencesare ‘true’only inthegiventextsor
languagesystemsofparticularreligions.Insofarasreligionsclaimtoofferulti-
matemeaningtheyserveasa frameworkforunderstandingeverythingelse.
Butthisframeworkcannotbefittedintoanotherframework.Whatispossible
isakindofdialecticalprocesswhichcanleadtomutuallearningandself-cor-
rection.Herethereisnoattempttoimposeone’sowngrandtheoryonothers.

The pluralism of ultimates perspective is represented by S. Mark Heim
(1995),whoarguesthatdifferencesbetweenreligionsgodeeperthanjustlan-
guage.Theyreachintotheverysoulofreligions,intotheirultimateelements.
Religions can be moving towards different destinations or salvations. In the
samewaydifferencesbetweenreligionsmayalsopointtodifferences inthe
divine ultimate. Real differences between religions open up possibilities for
learningsomethingreallynew.DiNoia(1992)goesastepfurther:becausereli-
giousalternativesaresometimessimplynotcomparable,neitheroptioncan
beratedassuperiortotheother.Accordingtohimtheteachingsofareligion
or worldview cultivate “a patternof life” basedon its definitionof “the true
aim”oflifeasawhole.Conversely,thepatternoflifeandreal-life(e.g.socio-
economic)circumstanceshelptoshapetheconceptualizationoftheaimof
life.Sincethere isnorationalbasis forpreferringonetotheother, theycan
evenbedescribedasincommensurable(cf.Sterkens2001,73f).

Fromtheperspectiveofcomparative theology,thefoundationsforatheol-
ogyofreligionsaretobefoundindialogueratherthanintheologyitself.Ac-
cording to Clooney (1996; 2010) and Fredericks (1999), who represent this
trend,aChristiantheologyofreligionsmustbeacomparativetheology.Better
understandingofone’sownreligionmightfollowfromabetterunderstanding
ofothers.Itrequirescommitmenttoone’sownreligionandatthesametime
opennesstothetruthsfoundinothers.Comparativetheologiansareopento
the conflict arising from ‘double claims’ “between our commitments to the
Christiantradition,ontheonehand,and,ontheother,totheallureofother
religioustraditions”(Fredericks1999,169).

Theacceptancemodelwith its threecomplementaryperspectivesunder-
linestheimportanceofdiversity,butinsodoingtendstoignoretheunderlying
commonelementssharedbytheworldreligions.Giventhatthismodelfocuses
not somuch onacceptanceas ondifferences thatneed tobeaccepted ina
pluralistic context, we prefer to call it differential pluralism.The model that
VermeerandVanderVen(2004,43–44)calldialogicalpluralismcomescloseto
thismodel,althoughitsfocusismoreontheneedfordialogue.
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5.2.5	 Relativistic	Pluralism
Knitter (2002:162ff;224–9)doesnotdescriberelativismasaseparatemodel,
butreferstoarelativistictendencythatcanariseinboththemutualitymodel
(commonalitypluralism)andtheacceptancemodel (differentialpluralism).
Inhisviewthephilosophical-historicalperspective, thereligio-mysticalper-
spectiveandtheethical-practicalperspectiveincommonalitypluralismcon-
cealarelativistictendency,asdotheculturallinguisticview,thepluralismof
ultimateconcerns,andtheologicalcomparisonindifferentialpluralism.Rela-
tivismthrivesoncommonalitiesthattendtobesovagueandamorphousasto
accommodateanythinginitsspherewithouttheneedtodiscernanddistin-
guishunderlyingnuancesanddifferences.AsKnitter(2002,162)putsitwitha
touchofhumour,“Relativistsarepeopleforwhomthenotionoftruthiseither
sobroad,orsodiversified,orsodistant,thattheycannevertrustthemselvesto
knowwhetherthey,oranyone,reallyhavethetruth.Relativistsliveinakindof
twilightworldinwhichallcatsaregrey.”Still,commonalitypluralismtriesto
avoidrelativismbyfindingcommongroundinnormativecontent,anddiffer-
entialpluralismdoessobylookingatothertraditionsthroughtheirowncul-
turalglassesinsteadofusingone’sown.Butevenintheattemptstoavoidit,
relativismresurfaces.Inthefirstcaseonerunstheriskofimposingone’snor-
mativeideaswhicharenotapplicabletoothers,thusbecoming‘imperialistic’
(Knitter2002:163).Inthesecondcaseanyformofcritiquefromanoutsideper-
spective becomes impossible (Knitter 2002:225). However, relativism is de-
scribedasnotbeingnecessarilypartofpluralism.Wethereforediscussitasa
separatemodel.

Whatisrelativism?TheOxfordDictionary(2012)definesitas“thedoctrine
thatknowledge,truthandmoralityexistinrelationtoculture,society,orhis-
toricalcontext,andarenotabsolute”.Thisismoredescriptivethanthemean-
ing the term ‘relativism’ has sometimes assumed in theological debates. In
thesedebatesitisoftenseenastheimpossibilityorrefusaltomakeanynorma-
tivejudgmentsaboutreligioustraditionswhatsoever.Relativismthenbecomes
akindof“twilightworld inwhichallcatsaregrey”(Knitter2002, 162)orall
normsarefair(Cobb1999:66).Formulatedpositively,relativismistheattitude
ofseeingdifferentparticularbeliefsorcompletereligioustraditionsasalways
equallyvalid,equallyprofoundandequallyhumanitarian.Regardlessof the
questionofwhetherthisisavaliddefinition,wehaveoperationalized‘relativ-
isticpluralism’accordingtothislattermeaningoftheword.3Becauseitisnot

3 Onecouldalsoturntheargumentaroundtoacertaindegree:pluralityisanecessarycondition
tomakemoraljudgments.Particularlyinasmuchastheevaluationofreligioustraditionsand
theirtruthclaimsformpartofdealingwithreligiousplurality,comparisonofdifferenttradi-
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necessarilyimpliedintheotherformsofpluralism,andsincethistendencyis
expectedtobeprevalentintheIndianHinducontext,weincludeitasadis-
tinctmodel: relativistic pluralism. In the relativisticpluralismmodelall reli-
gionsareheldtobeofequalvalueandsignificance,irrespectiveofcommon
elementsanddifferencesthatmayexistamongthem.

Thusourtheoreticalframeworkcomprisesfivemodelsofinterpretingreli-
giousplurality,basedonaconceptualanalysisofChristiantheologiesofreli-
gions,whichwehopewillprovevalidforadherentsofotherreligioustraditions
aswell:replacementmonism,fulfilmentmonism,commonalitypluralism,dif-
ferentialpluralismandrelativisticpluralism.

5.3 Empirical Research

Havingclarifiedthetheoreticalframeworkofmodelsofinterpretingreligious
plurality,wenowproceedtotheempiricalphaseofourresearch.Firstwede-
finetheresearchquestionstobeinvestigatedfromtheperspectiveofourcon-
ceptual analysis. Secondly, we describe how the measuring instrument was
structuredintheconceptualframeworkofmodelsofreligiouspluralism.Fi-
nallywepresenttheresultsofthedataanalysis.

5.3.1	 Research	Questions
Inkeepingwiththeconceptualanalysisofreligiouspluralismintheprevious
section,theresearchquestionsareasfollows:

(1) Whichcomparativemodelsofinterpretingreligiouspluralityarefound
amongChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsoncegroup-specific
differenceshavebeenascertained?

(2) Aretheresignificantdifferencesinthelevelsofagreementwiththe
comparativemodelsofinterpretingreligiouspluralitybetweenChris-
tian,MuslimandHindustudents?

(3) Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristicsrelatetothelevelofagreementwiththecomparative
modelsofinterpretingreligiousplurality?

tionsintermsofameta-theoryisessential.Herecomparison–thatislookingforcommon
groundorweighingadvantagesanddisadvantagesofdifferentapproaches−isseenasavital
conditionfor,ratherthananobstacleto,normativejudgment(cf.Sterkens2009,258;Wils
2005).
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(4) Whichpersonalcharacteristicsmaybeconsideredpredictorsofmodels
ofinterpretingreligiouspluralityamongChristian,MuslimandHindu
students?

5.3.2	 Measuring	Instruments	
The questionnaire distributed in our research deals with the five models of
interpretingreligiouspluralityderivedfromChristiantheologyofreligions:re-
placement monism, fulfilment monism, commonality pluralism, differential
pluralismandrelativisticpluralism.Eachmodelisrepresentedbyfourindica-
torsreferringtofourbasicdimensions.Eachdimensionisformulatedonagen-
erallevel,thatistosay,theformalstatusofthedimensionsisthesameineach
religion,althoughthelanguage,ideasandsymbolsrepresentingtheultimate
referentsinthesereligionscanbeverydifferent(Vroom2003).4Threeofthe
indicatorsrepresentthebasicdimensionsofreligionsandthefourthrefersto
theoverallrelationshipofthatreligionwiththeothers.Formallyeachreligion
ischaracterizedbythreebasicdimensions:experiential,normativeandtrans-
formative.Theexperientialdimensionreflectsthehumanbeing’sexperience
ofultimatereality(God),thenormativedimensionreferstothetruthclaimof
thereligioustradition,andthetransformativedimensionrelatestotheadher-
ent’sbecomingorself-realization.Thetendenciesinthesethreedimensions
shapetheoverallrelationaldimension–therelationshipofonereligionwith
others.Inthefulfilmentmonismmodel,forexample,thedimensionsareop-
erationalizedasfollows:“Other religions do not offer as deep a God-experience 
(anubhava) as my religion”(experientialdimension);“Compared with my reli-
gion, other religions contain only partial truths”(normativedimension); “Com-
pared with other religions, my religion offers the surest way to liberation (salvation, 
mukti, paradise)” (transformative dimension); “Other religions will eventually 
find their fulfilment in mine”(relationaldimension).Sincethisisacomparative
studyofChristian,MuslimandHindustudents,wehadtobecareful touse
generalcategorieswithoutlosingsightofthenuancesofspecificcategoriesin
eachreligion.Wetriedtoresolvethisinthefollowingways.

Inoperationalizingtheexperientialdimensionweincludedinbracketsthe
term‘anubhava’,meaning‘God-experience’or‘experienceofGod’.Anubhavais
aSanskrittermusedinmostIndianlanguages,includingTamil.IntheHindu
traditionofSankaraitreferstotheintegralmysticalexperienceinwhichall
thinkingisnullifiedandtheknowingsubjectbecomesonewiththeobjectof

4 Jensendistinguishes fourmodesofcomparison: form, function,structureandmeaning
(Jensen2003,124–125).Thefourdimensionsusedineachmodelfallinthecategoryoffunction
ofreligioninthelifeofindividualsandcommunities.
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knowledge(advaita).Thetermhasastrongculturalresonanceinallreligious
traditionsinIndia,beitChristianity,IslamorHinduism.Althoughthetermis
applicabletoallthreereligioustraditionsunderinvestigation,wedonotclaim
that its use solves all difficulties of comparison (cf.Van der Zwan 1994, 128;
Panikkar1993,120–133;LeSaux1982,161–175;Samartha1991,103–111).

Thenormativedimension(referringtothetruthclaimofreligions)andthe
relationaldimensionwereoperationalizedabstractlyandgenerically.Thusthe
overallrelationshipamongreligionsimpliedinthefivemodelswasformulated
asfollows:“Eventually my religion will replace other religions” (replacementmo-
nism);“Other religions will eventually find their fulfilment in mine”(fulfilment
monism);“The similarities among religions area basis for building a universal 
religion”(commonalitypluralism);“Differences between religions are a basis for 
mutual enrichment and growth” (differential pluralism); and “Although there 
are many religions, at the deepest level there are no real differences”(relativistic
pluralism).

Torepresentthetransformativedimensionweusedtermsspecifictoeach
religion.Althoughtheultimatetransformationproposedbyreligionscanbe
expressedbythegeneralabstractterm‘liberation’,weincludedinbracketsthe
termsforultimatetransformationineachreligionsoastoevokeitsspecific
meaning inthattradition: ‘salvation’ inthecaseofChristianity, ‘paradise’ in
thecaseofIslam,and‘mukti’inthecaseofHinduism.

Followingthisscheme,eachofthefivemodelsofinterpretingreligiousplu-
ralitywasoperationalizedinfouritems,towhichrespondentsindicatedtheir
agreementonafour-pointLikertscalefromdisagreement(1)toagreement(4).
Thusourmeasurementinstrumentformodelsofinterpretingreligiousplural-
itycomprisedatotalof20items:replacementmonism(items1,4,6and19),
fulfilmentmonism(items3,5,8and10),commonalitypluralism(items7,9,12
and14),differentialpluralism(items11,13,16and18)andrelativisticpluralism
(items2,15,17and20).SeeappendixEforacompletelistoftheitems.

We assumed these models of interpreting religious plurality to be logical
optionsineachofthereligionsunderinvestigation.Establishingtheextentto
whichpeopleactuallysubscribetotheseideasistheaimofourresearch.For
example,thepremiseofthecommonalitypluralismmodelisthatallreligions
refer to the same ultimate reality. In Christianity the main exponent of this
modelisHick,buttherearemodernHinduandIslamicscholarswhoseemto
havemuchthesameidea.Fredericks(1995,74)citesBithikaMukerji,whore-
ferstoauniversalreligiousexperiencecommontoallreligions:“Christianityin
the reflection of Hinduism is yet another dimension in which God has dis-
closedhimselftohisPeople”(Mukerji1990,233).InmodernIslamhequotes
MohamedTalbi(1990,101),who,reflectingonthedialoguebetweenIslamand



127InterpretingReligiousPlurality

Christianity,affirms:“Thuswhenallissaidanddone,wefindourselvesfaced
withtheunfathomablemysteryofGod’sPlanandofman’scondition.”From
theseexamplesoneconcludes that theunderlying ideaof thecommonality
pluralismmodelas formulated in termsofChristiantheologyof religions is
notcompletelyalientorecentdevelopmentsinHinduismandIslam.

5.3.3	 Empirical	Results
Theresultsofthedataanalysisprovideanswerstothefourresearchquestions
thatdefinethescopeofourresearch.Wedealwiththemonebyone,present-
ingtheresultspertainingtoeach.

Researchquestion1: Whichcomparativemodelsofinterpretingreligiousplu-
rality are found among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students once group-
specificdifferenceshavebeenascertained?

Fortheconstructionofcomparativemodelsofinterpretingreligiousplural-
ity,wefollowedtheanalysisproceduredescribedinmoredetailinchapter1
(1.7).Wepresenttheresultsofthethirdstep:thefactoranalysisconductedon
allstudentsafterfilteringoutdifferencesbetweenthethreereligiousgroups,
followedbythetestforscalarinvarianceinwhichfactormodelsareevaluated
by means of JRule. Then we describe the differences between the religious
groupsthatwerefilteredoutafterthesecondstep.Table5.1showsthePrinci-
palAxisFactoring(Obliminrotationmethod)of13ofthe20itemsinourques-
tionnaire.Intotalsevenitemswereremovedinprevioussteps,eitherbecause
oflowcommonalities(items11and18)ormultipleloading(items15and17)in
thefirstfactoranalysisforthewholesample,orbecausesomeitems(12,16and
20)provedtobepeculiartooneofthegroupsinthesecondfactoranalysis.The
finalfactoranalysisresultsinatotalexplainedvarianceof52,4%forthewhole
sample,andremainsalmostunalteredwhenChristians(51,5%)andMuslims
(52,4%)areexaminedseparately,whileitislowerforHindus(43,8%).

Contrary to expectation, four items meant to represent replacement mo-
nismandthreeitemsrepresentingfulfilmentmonismclustertogetherunder
factor1.Thetwomodelsshareamonisticviewofreligion,namelybeliefinthe
universalvalidityofone’sownreligiononly.Thetwoitems(5and10)withthe
highestfactorloadingbelongtothefulfilmentmodel,whichisamilderformof
monismthanthereplacementmodel.Accordinglywelabelfactor1monism(α
.90)withacertainemphasisonfulfilment.5

5 AsimilarclusteringofexclusivismandinclusivismwasfoundinVermeerandVanderVen
(2004).
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Factor2coversfouritems,threeofwhich(7,9and14)aremeanttorepre-
sentcommonalitypluralismandone(item2)relativisticpluralism.Theitem
withthehighestfactorloadingclearlyrepresentsthemodelofcommonality
pluralism.Item2canalsobeunderstoodinanon-relativisticway,ifweassume
thatrespondentsputtheaccentlesson‘equally’andmoreon‘profoundexpe-
rienceofGod’.Henceweretainthenamecommonality pluralism (α.79)forthis
factor.Atthesametimewehavetotakeintoaccountthatoneitemofthecom-
monalitymodel–theonereferringtobuildingauniversalreligion(item12)–
hadtobeeliminatedafterthesecondstepofouranalysis.Thissuggeststhat
acceptanceofcommonalityamongreligionsdoesnotnecessarilyimplyuni-
versalcommonalityormovingtowardsacommonreligion.Weshalldealwith
thisquestioninourdiscussion.

Factor3containstwoitems(13and16)thatrepresentdifferential pluralism 
(α.38).Thesetwoitemssuggestthenecessityofacceptingdifferencesbetween
religionsaspartofGod’splantosavetheworldandasanopportunityforre-
ciprocalenrichmentandgrowth.Inthefinalsectionwetrytoexplainwhythe
othertwoitems(11and18)didnotloadonthisfactor.

Throughconfirmatoryfactoranalysiswetestedwhetherthemeasurement
modelsarethesameforallgroups,alsowhetherthe factor loadingsarethe
sameacrossgroups.AnalysisofthedatawithLisrel8.8(Jöreskog&Sörbom
2012)resultedinanacceptablemodel fit forthetestofscalar invariancefor
monism(Χ2[df=88]=376.78;RMSEA=.073;GFI=.95).Thismeansthatwecanas-
sume that the measurement is equivalent for the three different religious
groups(Christian,MuslimsandHindus),andallowsmeaningfulcomparison
ofmonismbetweenthesegroups.Wealsotestedforscalarinvarianceforcom-
monalitypluralismanddifferentialpluralism.6Theinitialmodelwasrejected
(Χ2[df=36]=124.57,RMSEA=.063;GFI=.98),becausetherewere2misspecifica-
tionsintheinterceptsoftheitems.Weimprovedthemodelbyfreeingthein-
terceptsofthethirditemofcommonalitypluralism(i.e.item2)andthesecond
itemofdifferentialpluralism(i.e.item16)forHindus.Theresultingmodelwas
accepted (Χ2[df=34]=71.19, RMSEA=.042; GFI=.98).These results indicate that
thescaletomeasurecommonalitypluralismispartiallyinvariant(Byrne,Shav-
elson,andMuthén,1989).Thescaletomeasure ‘differentialpluralism’isnot
scalarinvariantforHindus,butitismetricinvariant,implyingthatwecannot
comparethemeanonthisscaleforHinduswithotherreligions,butwecan
compare the relationship of this scale with other metric or scalar invariant
measuresacrossreligions(seealsosection2.6onlevelsofequivalence).

6 Becausewecannottestforscalarinvariancebasedon2items,wetestedforscalarinvariance
forcommonalitypluralism(4items)anddifferentialpluralism(2items)simultaneously.
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Assaidbefore,thefactoranalysisforthewholesampleinthethirdstepwas
only conducted after investigating the three religious groups separately and
includedonlyitemsthatappearedinallthreereligiousgroups.Itisworthlook-
ingattheresultsoffactoranalysesinthesecondsteptoaccountforthediffer-
encesbetweenthereligiousgroups.TheseparatefactoranalysisforChristians
revealsthattheitemsforfulfilmentmonismhavethehighestfactorloadingsin

Table5.1 Factor analysis (PAF, Oblimin rotation), commonalities (h2), percentage of explained 
variance, and reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of comparativemodelsofinterpreting
religiousplurality among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students.

F1 F2 F3 h2

5. Comparedwithotherreligions,myreligionoffersthe
surestwaytoliberation(salvation,mukti,paradise).

.81 .01 -.01 .63

10.OtherreligionsdonotofferasdeepaGod-experience
(anubhava)asmyreligion.

.77 -.01 .01 .62

3. Comparedwithmyreligion,otherreligionscontain
onlypartialtruths.

.72 -.01 .01 .54

1. Only through my religion people can attain true
liberation(salvation,mukti,paradise).

.69 -.12 -.01 .57

6. OtherreligionsdonotofferatrueexperienceofGod
(anubhava).

.69 -.13 .01 .60

4. Eventuallymyreligionwillreplaceotherreligions. .69 .12 .01 .40
7. Different religions reveal different aspects of the

sameultimatetruth.
.01 .81 .01 .58

9. Every religion contributes in a unique way to the
ultimate liberation of human beings (salvation,
mukti,paradise).

.01  .68 .01 .46

2. Allreligionsprovideanequallyprofoundexperience
ofGod(anubhava).

-.20 .58 -.01 .56

14.Different aspects of the same divine reality are
experiencedindifferentreligions.

-.01 .55 -.15 .43

13.DifferencesbetweenreligionsarepartofGod’splan
tosavetheworld.

.01 .01 -.64 .41

16.Differencesbetweenreligionsareabasisformutual
enrichmentandgrowth.

-.01 .01 -.62 .42

            Cronbach’salpha .90 .79 .38
            Numberofvalidcases 1869 1873 1894

Scale:1=disagree;2=tendtodisagree;3=tendtoagree;4=agree
Explainedvariance=52,4%;F1=Monism;F2=Commonalitypluralism;F3=Differentialplural-
ism;N=1920.
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the monism model. An item that typically refers to fulfilment concerns the
Christianmonismfactor:“Otherreligionswilleventuallyfindtheirfulfilment
inmyreligion”(item8),butisnotpartofthecomparativemonismmeasure-
ment.ItsuggeststhatChristianmonismhasastrongfulfilmenttendency.Un-
likethecomparativemeasurement,thecommonalitypluralismfactorincludes
anitemexpressingtherelativisticviewthattherearenorealdifferencesbe-
tweenreligions:“Althoughtherearemanyreligions,atthedeepestlevelthere
are no real differences” (item 20). Considering that commonality pluralism
containsanotheritemwitharelativistictendency(item2),weconcludethat
Christiancommonalitypluralismtendstowardsrelativism.Unlikecommonal-
itypluralism,theconfigurationofChristiandifferentialpluralismisnodiffer-
entfromtheconfigurationofthisfactorforthewholesample.

ThefactoranalysisforMuslimsshowsthatthemonismmodelemergesin
alleightitems(asinthecaseofChristians).However,theitemsrepresenting
fulfilmentandreplacementmonismdonotclusterinhigherandlowerfactor
loadingsrespectively.Doesthisimplythatinaffirmingtheexclusivevalidityof
one’s own religion absolutely no distinction is made between ‘weak’ and
‘strong’formsofmonism?Thecommonalitypluralismanddifferentialplural-
ismfactorscontainthesameitemsasthecomparativemodels.

ThefactoranalysisforHindusyieldsthesameresultforthemonismmodel
as that for Muslims: the items representing the replacement and fulfilment
modelsarejumbledtogether.Theitemsindifferentialpluralismarethesame
asinthecomparativemodel.ThemaindifferencesfoundamongHindusper-
taintocommonalitypluralism.Firstly,theHinduunderstandingofcommon-
alitypluralismincludestheideaofbuildingauniversalreligion(item12:“The
similarities among the religions are a basis for building up a universal reli-
gion”).Secondly,likeChristians,theyincludetherelativisticviewthatatthe
deepestleveltherearenorealdifferencesbetweenreligions(item20).Inclu-
sionofthesetwoitemssuggestsastronguniversalisticandrelativistictenden-
cyinHinducommonalitypluralism.

IngeneralwemightsaythatthecomparativemodelsseemtofitMuslims
best(withonlyitem8inthemonismfactorfilteredout), followedbyChris-
tians(withoutitem8formonismanditem20forcommonalitypluralism)and
Hindus(withoutitems12and20forcommonalitypluralism).Thisismirrored
by the percentages of explained variance for the separate factor analyses
amongMuslims(52,4%),ChristiansandHindus(43,8%).

Researchquestion2: Aretheresignificantdifferences inthe levelsofagree-
mentwiththecomparativemodelsofinterpretingreligiouspluralitybetween
Christian,MuslimandHindustudents?
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Toanswerthesecondresearchquestionwecompareagreementwiththe
threecomparativemodelsofinterpretingreligiouspluralityamongChristians,
MuslimsandHindusanduseScheffé’s test todeterminewhether thediffer-
encesaresignificant.7

Withregardtothemonismmodeltherearegreatdifferencesbetweenthe
threegroups.Christiansaregenerallydoubtfulaboutmonism,althoughtheir
ambivalencetendstowardsagreement(2.76).Muslimsagreewiththemonism
model(2.89)andHindusgenerallydisagreewithit(1.79).Hindus,whofavour
themonismmodelleast,differsignificantlyfrombothChristiansandMuslims.
ThedifferencebetweenChristiansandMuslimsisnotsignificant(Table5.2).

Thethreegroups’meanscoresforcommonalitypluralismfallintheareaof
positiveagreement.Inamulti-religiouscontextitseemsreasonabletoexpect
religionstosharesomefundamentalfeatures.Althoughthethreegroupsagree
with commonality pluralism, Hindu respondents (3.37) differ significantly
frombothChristians(3.02)andMuslims(2.93)inthattheyseemtobemost
opentotheunderlyingcommonalityofreligions(Table5.3).

Thethreegroups’meanscoresfordifferentialpluralismfallintheareaof
doubt.Hindus(2.70)andChristians(2.62)tendtowardsagreement,whereas
Muslims(2.50)areambivalent.However,therearenosignificantdifferences
between the religious groups.We note that the attitude towards differential
pluralism is very different from the level of agreement with commonality

7 Weinterpretthemeansasfollows:scoresbetween1and2.20areinterpretedasdisagreement,
scoresbetween2.21and2.80asdoubt,andscoresbetween2.81and4.00asagreement.The
rationalebehindthisinterpretationisthatthemiddleofthescale(2.50)doesnottellsus
whetherrespondentsagreeordisagreewithamodel.Weusedafour-pointLikertscalewithout
amiddlecategory:(1)Disagree,(2)Tendtodisagree,(3)Tendtoagree,(4)Agree.

Table5.2 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to monism for 
Christian, Muslim and Hindu students; and comparison of means between religious 
groups of respondents (Scheffé’s test: F-value: 309.42 ; sign. <.000).

N Mean S.d. Muslims Hindus

Christians 849 2.76 .91 **
Muslims 241 2.89 .98 **
Hindus 773 1.79 .76 **

Scale: 1=disagree;2=tendtodisagree;3=tendtoagree;4=agree.Intergroupdifferencesaresig-
nificantatp<.000(**)orp<.005level(*).
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pluralism.Howdoweexplainthisdifference?Differentialpluralismimplies
activeinvolvementinreligiousdifferences,illustratedby,forinstance,item16:
“differences[…]areabasisformutualenrichmentandgrowth”.Activeinvolve-
mentiscertainlymoredemandingthanrecognitionofcommonalityinGod-
experienceorultimatetruth.Besides,theaveragescoreintheareaofdoubt
andtherelativelyhighstandarddeviationsfordifferentialpluralismmayindi-
catethat there isdissent inthereligiousgroupsaboutdifferentialpluralism
(Table 5.4). When we calculate the percentages of scores representing dis-
agreement(1–2.20),doubt(2.21–2.80)andagreement(2.81–4.00)amongChris-
tians, Muslims and Hindus, it is revealing that almost half the Christians
(47.8%)andHindus(49.7%)agreewithdifferentialpluralism,whileonethird
of these groups disagrees with it (Christians 33.2%, Hindus 31.8%). Among
Muslimsequallylargeproportionseitheragree(41.4%)ordisagree(40%)with
differentialpluralism.Oppositetrendswithregardtothedifferentialpluralism
modelseemstobestrongestamongMuslims.Thesefiguresillustratethatdif-
ferentialpluralismisindeeddisputed.

Researchquestion3: Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandso-
cio-religious)characteristicsrelatetomodelsofinterpretingreligiousplurality
amongChristian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

Thisquestionconcernsthesociallocationofthemodelsofinterpretingre-
ligious plurality.We discuss the models of monism, communality pluralism
and diversity pluralism successively. For each model we give the significant
correlations with the personal characteristics of our Christian, Muslim and
Hindurespondents.

Table5.3 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to commonality
pluralism for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students; and comparison of means 
between religious groups of respondents (Scheffé’s test: F-value: 49.30 ; sign. <.000).

N Mean S.d. Muslims Hindus

Christians 848 3.02 .88 **
Muslims 241 2.93 .85 **
Hindus 777 3.37 .74 **

Scale:1=disagree;2=tendtodisagree;3=tendtoagree;4=agree.Intergroupdifferencesaresig-
nificantatp<.000level(**).
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 Monism
AmongChristianstudentstherearerelativelylowbutsignificantassociations
withthreesocio-culturalcharacteristics:language(.15),urbanization(.11)and
gender (.07). Christian students whose mother tongue is Tamil (2.83) score
higheronmonismthanstudentswhodon’tspeakTamil(2.50);agreementwith
monismisrelativelystrongerinurbanizedareas;and–surprisingly–Christian
women(2.81)onaveragehaveastrongermonisticorientationthanmen(2.69),
althoughtheassociationislowandoflimitedsignificance(p<.05).Apositive
personalevaluationoftheinfluenceofmassmedia(.17)andthereligiouscom-
munity (.13) correlates positively with monism among Christians.The more
positivetheevaluationoftheinfluenceofthemediaandthereligiouscom-
munity on religious socialization, the stronger the monistic attitudes of our
Christianstudents.

Byand largeMuslimsshowmoreandstrongerassociationswithmonism
thanChristians.Ofthesocio-culturalcharacteristicsgenderhasthestrongest
association(.35).Inlinewithgeneralexpectations,men(3.21)areclearlymore
monisticthanwomen(2.51).Thisobservationaccordswiththeideathatwom-
enaremoreopento‘theother’,thatisadherentsofotherreligions,thanmen.
Urbanizationagaincorrelatespositivelywithmonism(.18);andMuslimswho
areacquaintedwiththelocallanguage,Tamil,scorehigheronmonismthan
thosewhodonotspeakTamil(meanscores3.09and2.75respectively).Asfor
thesocio-religiouscharacteristics,wefindthatstudentswhoscorerelatively
highlyonmonismevaluatethecontributionofreligioussocializingagentsas
positive.Thesepositivecorrelationsapplytofriends(.18),thereligiouscom-
munity(.18),parents(.15)andteachers/professors(.14).

While our Hindu population scored relatively poorly on monism, Hindu
women (1.67) disagree even more strongly with monism than Hindu men

Table5.4 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to differential
pluralism for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students; and comparison of means 
between religious groups of respondents (Scheffé’s test: F-value: 4.73 ; sign. =.009).

N Mean S.d. Muslims Hindus

Christians 862 2.62 .96
Muslims 245 2.50 .96
Hindus 780 2.70 .92

Scale:1=disagree;2=tendtodisagree;3=tendtoagree;4=agree.Therearenosignificantinter-
groupdifferencesatp<.005level.
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(1.93).ButincontrasttothefindingsamongChristiansandMuslims,urbaniza-
tion(-.19)correlatesnegativelywithmonism:Hinduswholiveinthecountry-
side agree more with monism than those living in cities. Socio-economic
characteristicsalsogivesomeindicationswherewefind(ordonotfind)mo-
nisticattitudes.Inlowercastes(-.20)andamongstudentswhoseparentsare
less educated (-.18 and -.13 respectively for father’s and mother’s education)
monisticattitudesaremorecommon.Finally,thecorrelationswithsocializing
agentspointinthesamedirection.Respondentswhoperceivetheinfluenceof
these socializing agents as positive for their religious identity have higher
scoresonmonism.Thisappliestotheirreligiouscommunity(.22),themedia
(.20),teachers/professors(.13),parents(.09)andfriends(.09)(Table5.5).

Table5.5 Social location of monism among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students. Correla-
tions (eta for the nominal variables sex and language; Pearson’s r for the other, 
ordinal variables) between monism and some personal characteristics.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Age .14* .17**
 Sex .07* .35** .17**
 Language .15** .17** .07*
 Urbanization .11** .18** -.19**
 Fieldofspecialization
Socio-economic characteristics
 Caste -.20**
 Educationmother -.13* -.13**
 Educationfather -.18**
Socio-religious characteristics
 Parents .15* .09*
 Relatives
 Friends .18** .09*
 Religiouscommunity .13** .18** .22**
 Teachers/professors .14* .13**
 Media .17** .20**

Allcorrelationsaresignificantatp<.00level(**)orp<.05level(*).
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 CommonalityPluralism
Foradetailedoverviewofcorrelationsbetweencommonalitypluralismand
personalcharacteristicsofourChristian,MuslimandHindustudentpopula-
tion,seeTable5.6.

Christian students who agree more strongly with commonality pluralism
have spent most of their lives in less urbanized areas like towns or villages
(-.17),andtheirmothershaverelativelyloweducationallevels(-.15).Common-
alitypluralismalsocorrelatesnegativelywiththeperceptionofapositivein-
fluencebymediaonreligioussocialization(-.11).

Among Muslim students women (3.20) agree significantly more strongly
with commonality pluralism than men (2.69). Once again women are more
open toother religions, forexample in theiragreementwith thestatement,
“Religionsrevealdifferentaspectsofthesameultimatetruth”.LikeChristians,

Table5.6 Social location of commonalitypluralism among Christian, Muslim and Hindu 
students. Correlations (eta for the nominal variables sex and language; Pearson’s r 
for the other, ordinal variables) between commonality pluralism and some personal 
characteristics.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Age .08* -.16**
 Sex .13** .30** .20**
 Language
 Urbanization -.17** -.21**
 FieldofSpecialization
Socio-economic characteristics
 Caste .19**
 Educationmother -.15** .16*
 Educationfather .14*
Socio-religious characteristics
 Parents -.15* .08*
 Relatives .09* -.15*
 Friends -.17**
 Religiouscommunity -.09*
 Teachers/professors -.13*
 Media -.11**

Allcorrelationsaresignificantatp<.00level(**)orp<.05level(*).
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Muslimswhoagreemorestronglywithcommonalitypluralismcomefromless
urbanized areas (-.21). Higher parental educational level is an indicator of
agreement with commonality pluralism. Finally, commonality pluralism is
morelikelytobefoundamongstudentswhoreportlesspositiveinfluenceby
socializingagentslikefriends(-.17),parents,relatives(-.15)andteachers/pro-
fessors(-.13).

Hinduwomen,too,(3.51)agreesignificantlymorestronglywithcommonal-
itypluralismthanHindumen(3.21).Althoughtheagerangeinourpopulation
islimited,youngerstudentsagreemorestronglywithcommonalitypluralism
(.16).AmongHinduscasteisanindicatorofagreement.Commonalityplural-
ismismorelikelytobefoundamongpeoplebelongingtocategorieslike‘for-
ward castes’ and less likely to be supported by Hindus belonging to
underprivilegedclasseslike‘scheduledtribesandscheduledcastes’and‘most
backwardcastes’(.19).

 DifferentialPluralism
Fordifferentialpluralismsignificantcorrelationswithsomepersonalcharac-
teristicsareconfinedtoChristiansandHindus,butnoneofthesecorrelations
isabove.20.Henceitisdifficulttomakegeneralobservations.

AmongChristiansdegreeofurbanizationonceagainprovestobeanindica-
tor.GreateragreementwithdifferentialpluralismisfoundamongChristians
wholivedmostoftheirlivesinlessurbanizedareasliketownsorvillages(-.19).
Surprisingly,malecollegeanduniversitystudents(2.78)agreemorestrongly
withdifferentialpluralismthantheirfemalepeers(2.50),althoughtheassocia-
tionisratherweak(eta.14).Agreementwithdifferentialpluralismisalsomore
likelyamongstudentswhosemother(-.17)orfather(-.12)hasrelativelylittle
education. When the influence of socializing agencies such as mass media
(-.11)andthereligiouscommunity(-.09)isperceivedaslesspositivethereis
greateragreementwithdifferentialpluralism.

AmongHindustudentsthelevelsofassociationarealsolow.Butgenerally
students agree that differences between religions are “part of God’s plan to
savetheworld”(item13)andare“abasisformutualenrichmentandgrowth”
(item16)iftheyliveinlessurbanizedareas(-.18);theirparentsarepoorlyedu-
cated(-.13);andiftheyperceivetheinfluenceofreligioussocializationbyme-
dia(.14),teachers(.11)andreligiouscommunity(.08)aspositive.Remarkably
(butunderstandably),theselattercorrelationspointintheoppositedirection
tothoseamongChristians.
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Researchquestion4: Whichpersonalcharacteristicsmaybeconsideredpre-
dictorsofmodelsofinterpretingreligiouspluralityamongChristian,Muslim
andHindustudents?8

Sinceweincludeonlypersonalcharacteristicsthatshowrelevant(r≥.20)
andsignificant(p<.000)correlationswithourmodelsofinterpretingreligious
plurality,fewindependentvariableswereincludedintheregressionanalyses.
Whileinthecaseofmonismandcommonalitypluralismsomepersonalchar-
acteristicsmeetthiscriterioninatleastoneofthereligiousgroups,noneofthe
personal characteristics showed relevant correlations for differential plural-
ism. Accordingly linear regression analyses were confined to monism and
commonalitypluralism.

Formonismgenderhasthestrongestpredictivevalue,bothamongMuslims
(β-.36)andHindus(β-.19):menscoreconsiderablyhigheronmonisticatti-
tudesthanwomen.Next,theperceivedpositiveinfluenceofthereligiouscom-
munityonreligioussocializationcontributestomoreexclusivistandinclusivist

8 Thefollowingcharacteristicsdidnotshowsignificantcorrelationsforanyofthegroupsof
respondents:language,fieldofspecialization,caste,socializationbyparentsandrelatives.

Table5.7 Social location of differentialpluralism among Christian, Muslim and Hindu 
students. Correlations (eta for the nominal variables sex and language; Pearson’s r 
for the other, ordinal variables) between differential pluralism and some personal 
characteristics.8

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Age .09*
 Sex .14**
 Urbanization -.19** -.18**
Socio-economic characteristics
 Educationmother -.17** -.13**
 Educationfather -.12** -.12**
Socio-religious characteristics
 Friends .08*
 Religiouscommunity -.09** .08*
 Teachers/professors .11**
 Media -.11** .14**

Allcorrelationsaresignificantatp<.00level(**)orp<.05level(*).
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attitudes(β.16forHindusandβ.14forMuslims).InrespectofHindus,finally,
theinfluenceofthemassmediaisworthmentioning:whenmediacontribute
positively to religious socialization, at least in the respondent’s perception,
scoresonmonisticattitudesaremorelikelytobehigh(β.17).Still,theoverall
explainedvarianceisquitelow:14%(Adj.R2)amongMuslimsand11%(Adj.R2)
amongHindus.AmongChristianstudentstherearehardlyanystatisticallysig-
nificantinfluencesonmonism,becausethetotalexplainedvarianceforChris-
tianstudentsissolow.

Inthecaseofcommonality pluralismwelimitourselvestothe255Muslims
inourresearchsample.Noneoftheselectedsocio-economicandsocio-reli-
giousvariablescontributessignificantlytothepredictionofcommonalityplu-
ralism.Genderandurbanization,whichwecategorizedundersocio-cultural
personalcharacteristics,jointlyaccountfor13%ofthevarianceincommonal-
itypluralism(Adj.R2).Genderisthestrongestpredictor(β.31)and–notsur-
prisingly–reversesthedirectionfoundinmonism.Womenscoreconsiderably
higheroncommonalitypluralismthanmen.Urbanization(β-.19)isasecond
predictor:ifMuslimrespondentshavelivedmostoftheirlivesinlessurban-
izedareas,theycanbeexpectedtoagreemorestronglywithcommonalityplu-
ralism.Inotherwords:livingincities,whicharemodernbutreligiouslymore
diversethanthecountryside,leadstolessagreementwithitemslike“Different
religionsrevealdifferentaspectsofthesameultimatetruth”(item7).

Table5.8 Regression analyses for monism with weights (β) for each variable and total 
explained variance (R2 and adjusted R2) for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students 
separately.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Sex(male1;female2) .05 -.36** -.19**
Socio-economic characteristics
 Caste .02 .09 -.08*
Socio-religious characteristics
 Religiouscommunity .09* .14* .16**
 Media .13** -.01 .17**

R2 .04 .16 .11
Adj.R2 .03 .14 .11

Standardisedregressioncoefficients(β)aresignificantatp<.00(**)orp<.05(*)level.
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5.4 Findings and Discussion 

Inthisconcludingsectionwehighlightthesalientfeaturesofourfindingsand
considersomepointsfordiscussioninlightofourresearchquestions.

5.4.1	 Three	Comparative	Models	of	Interpreting	Religious	Plurality
First,ourresearchproducedthreereliablecross-religiouscomparativemodels
ofinterpretingreligiousplurality:monism,commonalitypluralismanddiffer-
entialpluralism.AlthoughtheconceptualframeworkwasbasedonChristian
theology(Knitter’sclassification),thesemodelscanbegeneralizedtoMuslims
andHindusaswell.Althoughourcomparativemodelssometimesunderrepre-
sent tendencies specific to particular religious traditions, they have enough
substance for meaningful comparison. Similar empirical studies using con-
ceptsandmodelsfromIslamicandHindutheologyofreligionscouldbroaden
thepicturethatwehaveoutlined.Suchaprocedurewouldleadtoacompara-
tivetheologythattakesintoaccountbothemergingtheoreticalreflectionsand
concretereligiousexperiencesofpeoplelivinginmulti-religiouscontexts.9

Theconflationofreplacementmonismandfulfilmentmonismintoasingle
model suggests that, although replacement and fulfilment are theoretically

9 Thistypeofempiricalcomparativetheologyisobviouslydifferentfromthecomparativetheol-
ogyofClarke(1876)thatentailedevaluationofreligioustraditionsbyChristianstandards.But
italsodiffersfromthecomparativetheologyofClooney(2010)andFredericks(1999),which
isbasedoninterreligiousdialogue.

Table5.9 Regression analyses for commonalitypluralism with weights (β) for each variable 
and total explained variance (R2 and adjusted R2) for Christian, Muslim and Hindu 
students separately.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Sex(male1;female2) -.10* .31** .18**
 Urbanization -.15** -.19** .04

R2 .04 .14 .04
Adj.R2 .03 .13 .03

Standardisedregressioncoefficients(β)aresignificantatp<.00(**)orp<.05(*)level.



140 Chapter5

distinguishable, their underlying perspective on religious pluralism is the
same:monism.PreviousresearchinWesterncontextsamongspecificreligious
groups also found an empirical clustering of exclusivist and inclusivist atti-
tudes (Sterkens 2001; Ziebertz 2007;Vermeer &Van derVen 2004). InTamil
Nadu,too,viewedfromacross-religiouscomparativeperspective,theuseful-
nessofthedistinctionbetweenreplacement(exclusivism)andfulfilment(in-
clusivism) proves to be limited.Christiansdisplay a kind of ‘weak’ monism,
characterizedbyatendencytowardsfulfilment.AmongHindusandMuslims
inour researchpopulationreplacementand fulfilment tendenciesblendal-
mostindistinguishably.

Ourresearchalsoshedssomelightontwodistinctivepluralisticapproaches
toreligiousdiversity:thefirstfocusingonunderlyingcommonground(com-
monalitypluralism);thesecondstressingthevalueandrichnessofdifferences
betweenreligions(differentialpluralism).Henceitwouldbemorecorrectto
speakofspecificpluralismmodelsthanofpluralismingeneral.Whatcompli-
catestheinterpretationofthesemodelsisthatHindusdifferfromChristians
andMuslimsinthattheymanifestauniversalisticandrelativistictendencyin
commonalitypluralism.ThisisnotadefensivestanceregardingHinduism,but
entailsworkingtowardsauniversalfaithbasedoncommonelements.Hindu
universalismallowstoleranceofotherreligionsandassimilatingtheminthe
process of transforming itself. Hinduism is seemingly more intent on the
searchfortruththanondefendingthetruthsitrepresents(Mukerji1990,233).
ForthisreasonHinduismdoesnotregardinternaldivisionsandcontrasting
viewsamongitsadherentsasthreateningitsexistence.Werealizethatacon-
ceptualframeworkbasedonChristiantheologycannotfullyreflecttheHindu
perspective. Further research into this model could reveal a ‘weak’ and a
‘strong’positionincommonalitypluralism,withChristiansandMuslimsrep-
resenting the former and Hindus the latter. ‘Strong’ commonality pluralism
mayreflectamoreuniversalisticandrelativistictendency.

Itisnoteworthythatrelativisticpluralismdoesnotemergeasseparatecom-
parativemodel.Doesthismeanthatitshouldnotberegardedasaseparate
model?Beforedrawingthisconclusion,oneshouldrealizethatamongspecific
religiousgroupsrelativismcouldbefoundseparately,butalsothatone‘relativ-
isticitem’(item2)endedupinourcomparativecommonalitypluralismmod-
el.

Empiricalconfirmationofthreedifferentmodelsof interpretingreligious
pluralityinthemindsofyoungpeoplelivinginamulti-religiouscontextisan
importantfinding.Butwemustnotethattheuniversalistictendencyincom-
monalitypluralismwasabsentinourcomparativemodel,andthatthemea-
surementofdifferentialpluralismconsistsofonlytwoitems.
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5.4.2	 Cross-religious	Differences	in	Models	of	Interpreting	Religious	
Plurality

Themodelthatprovesmostacceptabletothethreereligiousgroupsiscom-
monalitypluralism.Inatraditionallymulti-religioussetting likeTamilNadu
commonalitypluralismseemsanaturalchoice.Themostcontestedperspec-
tiveamongMuslimsandHindusismonism.Still,Muslimrespondentsagree
withmonism,whereasChristiansaregenerallyambivalent.Therearealsosig-
nificantdifferencesbetweenthereligioustraditions.Hindusnotonlyexpress
significantlystrongeragreementwithcommonalitypluralismthanChristians
andMuslims; theyalsodiffersignificantly fromtheothertwogroups indis-
agreeingwithmonisticattitudes.Forallreligiousgroupstheattitudetowards
differentialpluralismisambivalent.AlthoughHindusshowmoreagreement
than Christians and Muslims, there are no significant differences between
groups.

5.4.3	 Social	Location	and	Prediction	of	Models	of	Interpreting	Religious	
Plurality

AmongMuslimsandHindusmonism ismorelikelytobefoundamongmen
thanwomen.ForChristiansandMuslimsmonismismorelikelytobefoundin
urbanizedareas,whileamongHindusitfeaturesinlessurbanizedareas.Caste
andparentaleducationallevelsofparentsarerelevantonlyforHindus:greater
agreement with monism when these indicators of socio-economic class are
weak.Finally,monismismorelikelywhenrespondentsevaluatetheinfluence
ofagenciesofreligioussocializationpositively.

AmongMuslimsandHinduswomenaremorepositiveaboutcommonality 
pluralismthanmen.ChristiansandMuslimssupportcommonalitypluralism
mainlyinlessurbanizedareas.Highersocio-economiclevelsareanindicator
ofgreateragreementwithcommonalitypluralism(amongMuslimsandHin-
dus).Andfinally,commonalitypluralismissupported(especiallybyMuslims)
whenrespondentsevaluatetheinfluenceofagenciesofreligioussocialization
lesspositively.

Thesociallocationofdifferential pluralismisequivocal.AmongMuslimswe
donotfindanysignificantcorrelationsatall.ButtheresultsforChristiansand
Hinduspointinthesamedirection:differentialpluralismisfoundinlessur-
banizedareasandamongpupilswhoseparentsarelesseducated.

ThetendencytowardsmonismamongMuslim(andtoalesserextentHin-
du)menandrelativelymoreagreementwithcommonalitypluralismamong
MuslimandHinduwomenmeritsfurtherscrutiny.Maybethisresearchfinding
canbeexplainedbyconsideringthedifferenceinfemaleandmaleself-con-
cepts.Iftheself-identityofwomenischaracterizedby‘integration’andthatof
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men by ‘separateness’, women should be more open to their social environ-
ment(Markus&Oyserman1989,101).Integratedselvesaremoreresponsiveto
theirsocialenvironment,whichinTamilNaduismulti-religious.Thisexplains
Muslimwomen’sstrongeragreementwithcommonalitypluralism(i.e.other
religionsrevealdifferentaspectsofthesameultimatereality/truth/liberation)
andlesseragreementwithmonism(i.e.one’sownreligionistheonlytruereli-
gion). A question that still needs clarification is why this tendency is found
onlyamongMuslimandHinduwomenandnotamongChristianwomen,at
leastincomparisontoChristianmen.Weconsiderthisquestioninthenext
chapter.
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Chapter6

Religiocentrism

6.1 Introduction

Onthebasisofstudiesofethnocentrism,thischapterseekstoprovideafunc-
tional theoretical framework of religiocentrism for cross-religious compara-
tive research.The bi-factorial structure of religiocentrism (positive in-group
attitudescombinedwithnegativeout-groupattitudes)posessomeproblems
whenitcomestocomparingscoresonreligiocentrismofChristians,Muslims
andHindus,becausemeasurementequivalenceisnoteasytoachieve.

Previousresearchhasshownthatsocialidentityandpersonalcharacteris-
ticsaffectsuchfactorsasethnocentrism,religiocentrism,nationalistattitudes
andexclusivistreactions(Allport1979).Morerecentlytheseattitudesatanin-
dividuallevelwereshowntodifferbetweensocialcategories.Anewdevelop-
ment,however,istofocusonreligiocentrismfromtheperspectivenotonlyof
individualdifferencesbutalsoofdifferencesbetweenreligioustraditions.The
aim,inotherwords,istodescribeandexplainvariationsintermsofacross-
religiouscomparativeformat.Thischaptershowsthatacross-religiouscom-
parativemeasurementofreligiocentrismisproblematic,sincein-groupsand
out-groupsdifferdependingontherespondent’stradition.Neverthelesscom-
parisonisnotimpossible.

Insection6.2weoutlinethetheoreticalframeworkofourresearch.Wede-
finetheconcept‘religiocentrism’andexplainthephenomenonbydescribing
itsorigins fromtheangleof social identity theory.Section6.3describes the
empiricalresearch:wedefinetheresearchquestions,explaintheconstruction
ofthemeasuringinstruments,andcommentontheanalysisprocedureappro-
priate to our research questions. Naturally we concentrate on the results of
analysesrelatingtotheresearchquestions.Insection6.4wesummarizethe
findingsanddiscusstheresults,offeringsomepossibleexplanationsofcross-
religiousdifferencesinlevelsofreligiocentrism.

6.2 Theoretical Framework: Religiocentrism and Social Identity Theory

Empiricalstudiesshowthatitisdifficulttodemonstrateacausalconnection
betweenreligiosityandethnocentrism(thelatterbeingdefinedasthecombi-
nationofpositiveattitudestowardstheethnicin-groupandnegativeattitudes
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towardsethnicout-groups).Earlyinthe20thcenturyWilliamG.Sumneral-
ready indicated this two-dimensional structure of ethnocentrism − positive
attitudes towards in-group, negative attitudes towards out-group. Ethnocen-
trismis“thetechnicalnameforthisviewinwhichone’sowngroupisthecen-
tre of everything and all others are scaled and rated with reference to it”
(Sumner1906,12;Felling,Peters&Schreuder1986;Verberk1999).One’sown
socialgroupisconsideredsuperior;socialgroupswithwhichonefeelsnoaf-
filiationareconsideredinferior.

ResultsfromastudyofsocialandculturaldevelopmentsintheNetherlands
indicatethatethnocentrismcoincideswithtwootherfactorsthatareimpor-
tant in this context: authoritarianism and localism (cf. Eisinga & Scheepers
1989, 133–150 and 165–182). Three significant characteristics of ethnocentric
authoritarianismareconventionalism,authoritariansubmissionandauthori-
tarianaggression.Conventionalismrefers torigidadherencetoconservative
(i.e.traditional)valuesandnorms.Inthecaseofethnocentrismitentailscling-
ingtotheexclusive,positivelyevaluatedvaluesandnormsofthein-groupand
rejectingthe(supposedly)negativecharacteristicsofout-groups.Authoritari-
ansubmissionmaybedefinedasanuncriticalattitudetowardshumanand
superhuman authority and unquestioning submission to it. It is associated
withsocialidentificationwithanin-groupperceivedassuperior.Authoritari-
an aggression refers to the tendency to condemn or denounce and punish
people who do not respect authority and who violate one’s own values and
norms.Authoritarianaggressionamountstosocialcontra-identificationwith
the‘inferior’out-groupwhosemembersdonotliveuptothevaluesandnorms
ofthein-group.Localism,finally,isatendencytoidentifywiththelocalcom-
munity(cf.Roof1974).

Inthisstudywemeasurereligiocentrism,notethnocentrism.Wedealwith
religiousnotionswhich(atleastinprinciple)cutacrossboundariesofethnic-
ity.Religiocentrism−byanalogywithethnocentrism−impliesthecombina-
tionofapositiveattitudetowardsthereligiousin-groupandanegativeattitude
towards the religiousout-group.Henceadiscussionof religiocentrismmust
meettwocriteria.Thefirstisthatmembersofareligiouscommunityshould
subscribetopositiveattributesascribedtomembersoftheirreligioustradition
−inotherwords,theyshouldfavourtheirowngroup.Thesepositiveattributes
mayevenbeascribedexclusivelytothein-group,althoughthatisnotnecessar-
ilyclearinthepositivein-groupattitudesmeasurements.Thesecondcriterion
isthattheyshouldbenegativelyprejudicedagainstotherreligioustraditions
andassignnegativeattributestotheout-group.Hencewespeakofreligiocen-
trismwhenthereisacombinationofpositiveattributesassignedtoadherents
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oftherespondent’sownreligionandnegativeattributesassignedtoadherents
ofotherreligions.

Moreinterestingthandefinitionsofreligiocentrismassucharetheexplana-
tionsoftheoriginsofpositivein-groupattitudesandnegativeout-groupatti-
tudes.Socialpsychologydealswithbothindividualandcontextualexplanations
ofreligiocentrism.Suchacombinationofindividualandcontextualexplana-
tionsisamatterforconcern,sinceempiricalpersonalitypsychologyhasfailed
to identify personality traits causing exclusive religious attitudes like fun-
damentalism−unlessyoudefinefundamentalismintermsofspecificperson-
ality traits like authoritarianism (Robins & Post 1997; Hood et al. 2005).
Conversely,conversiontofundamentalistandexclusivistfaithsdoesnotresult
in basic personality changes (Paloutzian, Richardson & Rambo 1999). Thus
thereareprobablybettergroundsforanapproachthatconnectsindividuals’
attitudes with the ideas of their communities or of groups they relate to in
terms of religious identity construction. Hence we base our theoretical ap-
proachonsocialidentitytheory.

According to social psychology religiocentrism is inherent in religion be-
causereligionestablishestheidentityofbothindividualsandgroups.Simply
byestablishinganidentityreligionhasapotentialforreligiocentrism,andfor
ethnocentrisminsofarasreligiouscommunitiesaredefinedbyethnicity.This
beingsaid,socialidentitytheoriesdifferfromso-calledrealisticgroupconflict
theoriesintheirinterpretationoftheoriginofin-groupfavouritismandout-
groupdiscrimination.Realisticconflicttheorypresumesconflictsarerational:
hostilitytowardsout-groupsaimsatobtainingthemeanstorealizein-group
goals.Intergroupconflictarisesfromcompetitionforscarcematerialresourc-
es,power,statusanddifferingvalues,andaretherefore‘realistic’(Coser1956;
Sherif1967;Briefetal.2005).Socialidentitytheories,ontheotherhand,are
generallydoubtfulaboutcompetitiveintergrouprelationsasanecessarycon-
dition for intergroup conflict.Tajfel’s (1981) so-called minimal group experi-
ments(‘minimal’becausetherewasneitherconflictofinterestnorahistoryof
hostilitybetweenthegroups)provedthatmeregroup identification issuffi-
cienttoleadtoin-groupfavouritismandout-groupdiscrimination.Tajfel(1981,
2and21)definesagrouponthebasisofbothinternalandexternalcriteria.
Internalcriteriarefertoanindividual’sidentificationwiththegroup,whileex-
ternalcriteriarefertoothers’perceptionthatindividualsbelongtoacommon
groupbyvirtueofcharacteristicsthatothersdonotpossess.Bothinternaland
externalcriteriaarenecessaryforgroupidentification.Socialidentitytheory
attemptstoexplainreligiocentrismbywayofpsychologicalprocessesofcog-
nitiveperceptionunderlyinggroupidentification.Theseprocesses–socialcat-
egorization,socialidentificationandsocialcomparison–helptoexplainwhy
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thedevelopmentandmaintenanceofanindividual’sidentityinrelationtoa
group identity potentially leads to prejudice. In other words: social identity
theoryconcernstheconstructionof(e.g.religious)individualidentitythrough
group relationships. Here we distinguish between three concepts in our ap-
proachtoreligiocentrism:socialcategorization,socialidentificationandsocial
comparison(cf.Coendersetal.2004).

Insocial categorizationdifferencesbetweenmembersofthesamegroupare
seenasperipheral,whilesimilaritiesbetweengroupmembersarecentral.In
additionsimilaritiesbetweenmembersoftheout-groupareconsideredmore
importantthansimilaritieswithinone’sowngroup.Inshort,membersofthe
out-groupareperceivedashavingsharedideasandfeelings,whereasthechar-
acteristics of the in-group are more diversified and nuanced. Tajfel (1981)
speaks of depersonalization or dehumanization of the out-group. Because
ofthistendencytogeneralize,educationthatisintendedtoreducereligious
prejudiceshouldavoidpresentingreligioustraditionsasfixedentitiesbyhigh-
lightingthecontingence,internaldynamicsandinternalpluralityofotherre-
ligioustraditionsandworldviews.Unlessthediversityofnotionsandbeliefs
amongmembersofeachtraditionisillustrated,educationaboutdifferentreli-
gioustraditionscouldenduphavingtheoppositeoftheintendedeffect(i.e.a
declineinnegativeprejudice)(cf.Stenhouse1982;Duckit1992;Sterkens2001).

Social identification hastodowiththefactthatindividualsderivetheirself-
imagefromtheirmembershipofasocialgroup(orgroups)togetherwiththe
value and emotional significance attached to that membership (Tajfel 1981,
255).Individualsalwaysstriveforapositiveself-imagebyattemptingtojoin
groupstheyevaluatepositivelyandreduceidentificationwithgroup(s)they
evaluatenegatively,includingthosetheyactuallybelongto.Insocialidentifi-
cationpositivestereotypesareappliedtooneself,whilesocialcontra-identifi-
cationconsistsinresistinggeneralizednegativecharacteristicsofgroupsone
doesnotbelongtoorwanttobelongto(cf.Brown1995).

Social comparison contributes to positive self-esteem by evaluating the
characteristicsofthein-groupas‘ofhighermoralvalue’or‘better’thanthose
ofrelevantout-groups.Positivestereotypesareappliedtooneselfandthein-
group(s),negativestereotypestomembersofout-group(s).Prejudiceisthus
anattitudeintherelativepositioningoftwoormoregroupsratherthanamat-
terofspecificgroupcharacteristics.Henceprejudiceisprimarilyamatterof
intergrouprelations,andindividualsthinkofthemselvesasbelongingtothis
orthatsocialgroup.Whetherprejudiceisthecauseortheeffectofgroupfor-
mation is, for the purpose of social comparison, a theoretical question.The
twogohandinhand.Whilesomeconflictsresultfromsharplydistinctgroup
identities,distinctionsbetweengroupsarealsoestablishedthroughconflict.
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Inthefirstcasethedifferentsocialconstructionsofneedsandsatisfiersinthe
distinctgroupscompeteandfrustraterelationships.Inthesecondcasecon-
flictsmakesocialcomparisonpossibleandstrengthentheinternalcohesionof
thevariousgroups(cf.Coser1956;Blumer1958).

Although social identity theory proceeds from critique of realistic group
conflicttheories,itincorporatesratherthanrefutesthesetheories.Competi-
tiveconditionsandawarenessofadistinctive identityarenotmerely ‘addi-
tives’whenconflictsarise.An‘additive’approachwouldmeanthatcompetitive
conditionsontheonehandandidentityconstructionontheotherareinde-
pendentfactorsthataccumulateinthecourseofconflict.Socialidentitytheo-
ry recognizes extensive interdependencies between competitive conditions
andidentityconstruction.Ontheonehandintergroupcompetitionforscarce
resources(e.g.economicwealthorpoliticalpower)presupposesminimalcon-
sciousnessoftheexistenceofgroups.Ontheotherhandcompetitivecondi-
tions can strengthen group identity formation through social processes of
inclusionandexclusion.Henceitremainsimportanttostudythecontextin
whichidentityisconstructed,morespecificallyintermsofthekindofinter-
estsatstakeandthesocietalconditionsunderwhichcompetitionarises.Nev-
ertheless,apartfrom‘realistic’competitionforresources,identityconstruction
initselfexplainstheoriginsofreligiocentrism(cf.Eisinga&Scheepers1989;
Turner1999).

6.3 Empirical Research

Havingclarifiedthetheoreticalframeworkoftheconceptwewanttomeasure,
weturntotheempiricalresearch.Firstwedefineourresearchquestions.Sec-
ondly,weexplaintheconstructionofthemeasuringinstrumentsbasedonour
theoreticalframework.Thirdly,wecommentontheresultsofthedataanalysis
and comment extensively on the construction of a comparative measure of
religiocentrism.

6.3.1	 Research	Questions
Withreferencetoourtheoreticalframeworkofreligiocentrismweformulate
theresearchquestionsasfollows:

(1) Whatcomparativeunderstandingofreligiocentrismemergesamong
Christian,MuslimandHindustudents?

(2) Aretheresignificantdifferencesinlevelsofreligiocentrismbetween
Christian,MuslimandHindustudents?
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(3) Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristicsrelatetothelevelofreligiocentrismamongChristian,
MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

(4) Whichpersonalcharacteristicsmayberegardedaspredictorsof
religiocentrismamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

6.3.2	 Measuring	Instruments
Wemeasuredreligiocentrismbymeansofalistofpositiveandnegativestate-
ments about Christians, Muslims and Hindus. Respondents indicated their
(dis)agreement on a four-point Likert scale.The list consisted of four items
comprisingpositivepronouncementsaboutmembersofthereligiousin-group
andtwosetsoffiveitemsattributingnegativecharacteristicstomembersof
religiousout-groups(fivenegativeattributesassignedtothefirstreligiousout-
groupandfivetothesecondreligiousout-group).Respondentswerepresented
withdifferentitemsdependingonthetraditiontowhichtheybelonged,be-
cause ‘religiousin-group’and ‘religiousout-group’differaccordingtothere-
spondent’s religious self-definition. Since the questionnaire was anonymous
andwedidnotknowbeforehandwhichreligioustraditiontherespondentbe-
longedto,allrespondentsactuallyreceivedthesamequestionnaire.However,
the part on religiocentrism had three different sections to be completed by
Christians,MuslimsandHindusrespectively.InthesesectionsChristianstu-
dentsweregivenitemsassigningpositiveattributestoChristianity(i.e.Chris-
tians)anditemsassigningnegativeattributestoMuslimsandHindus.Muslim
studentswerepresentedwithpositiveattitudestowardsIslam(i.e.Muslims)
andnegativeattitudes towardsChristiansandHindus.Hindustudentswere
given positive statements about Hinduism (i.e. Hindus) and negative state-
mentsaboutChristiansandMuslims.

Thepositiveattributesassignedtothereligiousin-groupwerethesamefor
allrespondents,regardlessoftheirreligioustradition.Examplesofpositivein-
groupattitudesare:‘[X]respondtoGodmostfaithfully’;and‘Thankstotheir
religion, most [X] are good people’. ‘[X]’ should be replaced by ‘Christians’,
‘Muslims’or‘Hindus’,dependingontherespondent’sreligiousin-group.Note
thatthequalification‘positive’inthescaleforpositivein-groupattitudesisnot
anormativequalification.‘Positive’doesnotmeanthatitisadvisableoreven
desirabletoagreewiththiskindofstatement.Itsimplyexpressesthe‘positive’
sideofthebi-factorialstructureofreligiocentrism,operationalizedasin-group
favouritism.

Thenegativeattributesassignedto thereligiousout-groupmaydifferde-
pendingontheout-groupconcernedand therespondent’sreligioustradition.
Theymay(butwillnotnecessarily)differ,becausereligiocentrismcanbeseen
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asafunctionofreligiousidentityconstructionwhichentailsprocessesofso-
cialinclusionandexclusionandtheirmutualinfluence.Asmentionedalready,
the origins of religiocentrism lie in social categorization, identification and
comparisonsthatinvolvethein-groupandrelevantout-groups.Consequently
thecontentofnegativeout-groupattitudesmaydifferdependingonthe(in)
groupthat‘constructs’therelevantattributesassignedtotheout-group.After
all,theprejudicedoesnotnecessarilyrefertoa(negative)qualityoftheout-
groupbutresultsfromtheinterrelationshipbetweenaspecificin-groupanda
specificout-group.HindusandMuslimsmayhavedifferentnegativeattitudes
towards Christians; Hindus and Christians may have different negative atti-
tudestowardsMuslims;andMuslimsmayhaveprejudicesagainstChristians
thatdifferfromHindus’prejudices.

Thenegativeattributesassignedtoaspecificreligiousout-grouparealways
chosenfromtheperspectiveofaspecificreligious in-group,basedonwide-
spreadprejudicesinthatin-group.Asfaraspossiblewekepttheattributesthe
same,butinafewcasesweevaluatedanegativeprejudiceaboutareligious
groupasinappropriatefromtheperspectiveofallthereligioustraditionsthat
make these judgments. A general item that we applied to all religious out-
groups is: ‘[Y]areoftenthecauseofreligiousconflict’,where[Y]represents
Christians,MuslimsorHindusdependingonthereligiousout-group.Exam-
plesofitemsassigningnegativeattributestoChristiansare:“Becauseoftheir
religion Christians are Westernized” (from a Muslim perspective); and “Be-
causeoftheirreligionChristianslackasenseofnationalbelonging”(froma
Hindu perspective). An example of a negative attitude towards Muslims is:
“WhenitcomestoreligionMuslimsareintolerant”.Examplesofnegativeatti-
tudes towards Hindus are: “Because of their religion many Hindus remain
poor”(fromtheperspectiveofChristians);and“Hindusareverycaste-minded”
(fromtheperspectiveofMuslims).Foracompletelistofitems,seeappendixF.

Becausetherearethreegroupsofrespondents(Christians,Muslims,Hin-
dus)andattributesareassignedtothreereligioustraditions(Christianity,Is-
lam,Hinduism),themeasurementofreligiocentrismcomprisesninedifferent
scales.Christianrespondentsarequestionedabouttheirpositiveattitudesto-
wardsChristianity, theirnegativeattitudes towards Islamandtheirnegative
attitudestowardsHinduism.Muslimrespondentsarequestionedabouttheir
negativeattitudestowardsChristianity,theirpositiveattitudestowardsIslam
andtheirnegativeattitudestowardsHinduism.Hindurespondentsareques-
tionedabouttheirnegativeattitudestowardsChristianity,theirnegativeatti-
tudestowardsIslamandtheirpositiveattitudestowardsHinduism.Table6.1
providesanoverviewofthemeasuringinstrumentsaccordingtotherespon-
dent’sreligionandthereligioustraditiontheitemsreferto.Therowsreferto
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thethreegroupsofrespondentsaccordingtotheirreligion.Thecolumnsrefer
tothereligioustraditionsthattheattributesareassignedto.Thuseachcellre-
ferstoaspecificmeasurement:itemswithattributesassignedtoaparticular
religiousgroup(column) fromtheperspectiveof therespondent’sownreli-
gioustradition(row).

Asexplainedingreaterdetailundertheanswertoresearchquestion1,the
distributionofmeasuringinstrumentsaccordingtotherespondent’sreligious
traditionposesaproblemforcross-religiouscomparability.1Therearetwoop-
tions:usingaquestionnairewithidenticalitemsforallrespondents,orusinga
similarquestionnairewithallitemsformulatedmoreabstractly,forinstance
‘my religion’ and ‘members of other religions’ to indicate in-group and out-
groupsrespectively.2However,bothalternativeshavedisadvantages.

1 Thereligiocentrisminstrumentdiscussedhereisanadaptedversionofanearlierinstrument
testingtheeffectsofaninterreligiouscurriculumonreligiocentrismamongChristian,Muslim
andHindustudents(Sterkens2001).Whilethisinstrumentissuitableforcomparisonbetween
pre-andpost-testsinreligiousgroups,ithadtobeadaptedforcomparisonbetweenreligious
groups.

2 Analternativemethodoforganizingthesurvey(notrelatedtothemeasurementitself)would
alsohavebeenpossible.Wecouldhavedistributeddifferentquestionnairesaccordingtothe
respondent’sreligion,usingonlytherelevant‘positivein-groupattitudes’and‘negativeout-
groupattitudes’.Althoughthismeasurementwouldstilldifferaccordingtotherespondents’
religiousself-description,theywouldnotneedtochooseaspecificsectioninthequestion-
naire.However,professorsandlecturerswhoparticipatedinthestudysaidthattheydidnot
knowwhatthereligiousself-descriptionsofstudentswouldbe(Christian,Muslim,Hinduor
other).Becausethequestionaboutreligiousself-descriptionwasadministeredanonymously,

Table6.1 Synopsis of religiocentrism measuring instruments (positive in-group attitudes and 
negative out-group attitudes) according to the respondent’s religion (rows) and the 
religious tradition the attitudes refer to (columns).

Respondent’s 
religion

Religious tradition the attitudes refer to
Christianity Islam Hinduism

Christians Positivein-group[1] Negativeout-group[2] Negativeout-group[3]
Muslims Negativeout-group[2] Positivein-group[1] Negativeout-group[3]
Hindus Negativeout-group Negativeout-group[2] Positivein-group[1]

Measuringinstrumentswithidenticalattributesforallrespondentsareindicatedbythesame
numberbetweenbrackets:[1],[2]or[3].
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Thefirstalternativewouldhavepresentedallitemstoallrespondents,with
thesamepositiveandnegativeattributes(irrespectiveoftheirreligioustradi-
tion).Apartfromthefactthatthiswouldmakethequestionnaireconsiderably
longer,itentailslossofspecificityofthe(negativeandpositive)attributes;in
thatsensethemeasuringinstrumentswouldbelesscompatiblewithourtheo-
reticalframeworkforreligiocentrismasaneffectofaspecificrelationbetween
in-groupandout-group.Secondly,thisalternativecouldaffecttestreliability
detrimentally. The research group comprised Christian, Muslim and Hindu
students;obviouslyeachofthesesubgroupshasadifferentreligiousin-group
and different religious out-groups. Hence if all respondents were given the
same questionnaire, they would also be confronted with items that assign
negativeattributestotheirreligiousin-group.Thiswewantedtoavoid,since
respondents might be affronted by such items. Irritation of this kind could
impairthereliabilityofthemeasuringinstrument.Onthebasisofanempiri-
calstudyTajfel(1981,109)statesthatsomemeasureofirritationcancauseex-
treme judgments. This also applies to respondents’ possibly unfavourable
reactiontonegativestatementsaboutthereligiousout-group.Sincewecould
notomitnegativeout-groupstatements,wetriedtoavoidirritationbyinclud-
inganumberofitemsassigningpositiveattributestotheout-group.Thelatter
alsoservedtocounteractresponseset.Sincethese itemsarenotpartof the
measuringinstruments,theyarenotmentionedinthetables.

Thesecondalternativewouldhavebeentoconstructitemsinmoreabstract
termsbyusing ‘myreligion’and ‘membersofother religions’ to indicate in-
groupandout-groupsrespectively.Thiswouldimplyusingattributesthatare
reasonablyapplicabletoallreligioustraditions.Here,too,negativeattributes
wouldbelessspecificandinthatsenselesscompatiblewithourtheoretical
framework.Thisalternativewouldnotspecifywhichreligiousout-groupthe
itemsreferto,whichwouldbeproblematicinaresearchpopulationthatin-
cludesthreereligiousgroups.Insuchacontextitemscouldbeinterpreteddif-
ferentlydependingontherespondent’sassociationwithaparticularout-group.
Whether the drawbacks of these alternatives outweigh the shortcomings of
our measuring instrument is disputable. Obviously the choice of either of
these alternatives would depend on the research questions one seeks to re-
solve.

itwasnotpossibletodistributedifferentversionsofthequestionnaireaccordingtothere-
spondent’sreligioustradition.
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6.3.3	 Empirical	Results	
Wenowproceedtodiscusstheresultsoftheempiricalanalysiswithreference
totheresearchquestions.Firstwebrieflyexplaintheconstructionofthemea-
suringscales forreligiocentrism.Second,wecomparethescoresonpositive
in-group attitudes and negative out-group attitudes between the different
groups (as far as possible).Third, we relate scores on positive in-group atti-
tudesandnegativeout-groupattitudestosomestudentcharacteristics.Finally
wetrytoexplainthevarianceinpositivein-groupattitudesandnegativeout-
groupattitudesbymeansofaregressionanalysis.Bydoingsowehopetofind
anexplanationofandreflectiononthedifferencesbetweenChristians’,Mus-
lims’andHindus’levelsofreligiocentrism.

Research question 1: What comparative understanding of religiocentrism
emergesamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

Toanswerthefirstquestionwecheckedwhetherreligiocentrism,asacom-
binationofpositive in-groupattitudesandnegativeout-groupattitudes,oc-
cursamongmembersofthethreereligioustraditionsunderinvestigation.As
explained above, the negative attributes assigned to the religious out-group
maydifferdependingontheout-groupconcernedandtherespondent’sreli-
gioustradition.Becausetheitemsarenotexactlythesameforeachgroupof
respondents,itisnotpossibletocreateoneoverallscaleforthewholepopula-
tion(Christians,MuslimsandHindus).Inparticular,theitemsmeasuringneg-
ativeattitudestowardsChristiansdifferforMuslimsandHindus.Wedidcheck
whether religiocentrism occurs among all religious groups by conducting a
confirmativefactoranalysisforeachscaleineveryreligiousgroup:860Chris-
tians,772Hindusand254Muslims.Thisconfirmedthestructureofpositive
in-groupattitudesandnegativeout-groupattitudesforallthreereligioustradi-
tions. Measurement of religiocentrism in a research population comprising
threereligioustraditionsthusresultsinninescales:threefor‘positivein-group
attitudes’andsixfor‘negativeout-groupattitudes’.Eachscalecontainsthree
items.Thecriteriaoftheconfirmativefactoranalyses(PrincipalAxisFactor-
ing,Obliminrotationmethod)weremineigen>.1; factor loadings>.30;com-
monality(h2)oftheitems>.20.Technicallythisiscalledconstructequivalence,
whichmeansthatmeasuringinstrumentsfordifferentreligiousgroupsreferto
thesameconcept,thoughthestimulitomeasuretheconceptarenotnecessar-
ilythesame(cf.VandeVijver&Leung1997,7–26;Harknessetal.2003,14and
143–156).Table6.2reflectsthereliability(α)ofeachscale.Sinceeachmeasur-
inginstrumentcontainsonlythreeitems,weregardthereliabilitylevelsasac-
ceptable.
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Researchquestion2: Aretheresignificantdifferencesinlevelsofreligiocen-
trismbetweenChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

Toanswerthesecondquestionwehavetodiscusstheequivalence(orcom-
parability)ofthemeasuringinstrumentsingreaterdetail.Becauseofthebi-
factorialstructureofreligiocentrism,wediscusscross-religiouscomparisons
of (1) positive in-group attitudes and (2) negative attitudes towards specific
out-groups separately.3 Only measuring instruments that use identical attri-

3 Theoreticallyonecouldalsomake(3)cross-religiouscomparisonsofnegativeattitudesto-
wardsageneralizedout-group;(4)cross-religiouscomparisonsofnegativeattitudestowards
(different)out-groups;and(5)acomparisonofnegativeattitudestowardsdifferentout-
groupswithinthesamereligiousgroup.Thethirdoptionwouldonlybefeasibleifitemswere
formulatedusinganinclusivedefinitionofout-groups(e.g.‘membersofotherreligions’),
combinedwithnegativeattributesthatarereasonablyapplicabletoallreligioustraditions.
Thebestwecandowithourquestionnaireistocombine‘out-group1’and‘out-group2’scores
ofonereligiousgroupofrespondents,andcomparethemwithacombinedscoreon‘out-
group1’and‘out-group2’ofanotherreligiousgroup,e.g.bycombiningthescoresonnegative
attitudestowardsMuslimsandnegativeattitudestowardsHindusamongChristians,and
comparingthemwiththecombinedscoresofnegativeattitudestowardsChristiansandnega-
tiveattitudestowardsHindusamongMuslims.However,theitemsareobviouslynotidentical.
Inthefourthoption,forinstance,weaskwhetherMuslimsaremorenegativeaboutChristians
thanHindusareaboutMuslims.Theopinionsthatmembersofspecificreligioustraditions
haveabouteachotherbelongtothistype.Inotherwords,whatarethemutualnegativeat-
tributions?Forexample,areChristiansmorenegativeaboutMuslimsthantheotherway
around?Thefifthoptioniscomparisonofnegativeout-groupattitudeswithinonegroupof
respondents.Forinstance,areChristiansmorenegativeaboutMuslimsthantheyareabout

Table6.2 Reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the religiocentrism measuring instruments (positive 
in-group attitudes and negative out-group attitudes), and percentages of explained 
variance according to the respondent’s religion (rows) and the religious tradition the 
attitudes refer to (columns). 

Respondent’s religion Religious tradition the attitudes refer to
Christianity Islam Hinduism

Christians .70[1] .55[2] .48[3]
Muslims .56[2] .62[1] .60[3]
Hindus .57 .60[2] .65[1]

Measuringinstrumentswithidenticalattributesforallrespondentsareindicatedbythesame
numberbetweenbrackets:[1],[2]or[3].Theseinstrumentsreachscalarequivalencesuitablefor
cross-religiouscomparison.
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butes for all respondents function at the same ratio level in each religious
groupandthereforeachievescalarequivalence.

 PositiveIn-groupAttitudes
With regard to positive in-group attitudes, average scores on positive in-

groupattitudesofChristians,MuslimsandHindusmaybe listedseparately.
Sincethismeasurementisonanordinallevel(withoutanabsolutezeropoint
inthescale),thescoreassuchisrelativeandhaslimitedmeaning.Itonlybe-
comesmeaningfulwhenrelatedtothelevelsofpositivein-groupattitudesin
otherreligiousgroups(aquestionwedealwithhere),ortospecificpersonal
characteristics (to be discussed under research question 3). Cross-religious
comparisonsofthescoresonpositivein-groupattitudesarestraightforward,
because these were measured using the same attributes for all groups. Still,
suchacomparisonassumesthatthewordsweusedforthepositiveattributes
havethesamemeaningforallgroupsinvolvedandareequallyapplicabletoall.
Thesameassumptionisalsomade,ofcourse,forother(knownandunknown)
respondentcharacteristicssuchasurbanization, institutionalreligiousprac-
tice,verticalmysticismandsoforth.Inprinciple,then,thisassumptionisnot
differentfromtheassumptionsmadeforanymeasuringinstrumentinanysur-
vey.Technicallyitmeansthatthemeasuringinstrumentcontainsnoreligious
bias.Wetrustthatthisisthecase,sincewecannotthinkofanyreasonwhy
religionshouldleadtodifferentinterpretationsofthewordswehavechosen.4

Ofcourse,thisdoesnotmeanthatdifferentgroupswillnecessarilydisplay
equal levels of positive in-group attitudes. Positive in-group attitudes do in-
deed differ according to religious tradition. On average Muslims (3.54) are
morepositiveabouttheirownreligioustraditionthanChristians(3.23),while
ChristiansaremorepositiveabouttheirownreligioustraditionthanHindus
(2.84).ConsequentlyMuslimsareappreciablymorepositiveabouttheirown
religioustraditionthanHindus.AScheffétestshowsthatthesedifferencesare
significant(F-value:99.14;p<.000),confirmedbytheT-testofthegroupscon-
cerned, which reveal significant intergroup differences. We will account for
theseresultsinthediscussion(Table6.3).

Hindus?Thesethreetypesofcomparisondonotconcernourresearchquestionhere.Their
theoreticalpossibilitiesandoutcomesarediscussedinSterkensandAnthony(2008).

4 Our(cross-religious)comparativemeasurementoftherelatedconceptofmonismshowed
intergroupdifferencessimilartothosewefindhere(seepreviouschapter).Thissupportsour
assumptionthatourmeasuringinstrumentforpositivein-groupattitudescontainsnobias.
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 NegativeOut-groupAttitudes
Withregardtonegative out-group attitudes towardsspecificout-groupsamore
detailedandnuancedanswer is required.Thiscross-religiouscomparison is
possiblefornegativeattitudestowardsbothMuslimsandHindus,butwithour
measuringinstrumentitisnotpossiblefornegativeattitudestowardsChris-
tians.Inthelattercaseouroperationalizationassignsdifferentnegativeatti-
tudes towards the out-group (here Christians) depending on the in-group
makingthejudgment(hereMuslimsorHindus).Whydidwedothis?Forthe
Christian out-group we prioritized item specificity (according to religious
out-group) over scalar equivalence. After all, according to our theoretical
framework the attribution of negative characteristics results from a specific
interactionbetweengroups.Negativeattributesdonotnecessarilysaysome-
thing about the group possessing these attributes, but only about how that
groupisperceivedbyanothergroup.Theystemfromsocialprocessesofexclu-
sion in the identity construction of members of the in-group which holds
theseopinions.IntheTamilNaducontextdifferingnegativeattitudestowards
ChristiansonthepartofMuslimsandHindusareacaseinpoint.WhileHin-
dusoftenseeChristiansas intentonconvertingothers to their religionand
negativeabout localculturalpractices,someMuslimsperceiveChristiansas
religiouslyintolerant.Hencewegivethescoresonnegativeattitudestowards
ChristiansfromtheperspectiveofMuslimsandHindusrespectively,withthe
explicit qualification that the two scores are not comparable. On the items
measuringnegativeattitudestowardsChristiansMuslimsscored(onaverage)
2.61 (s.d.79). On the items measuring negative attitudes towards Christians
Hindusscored(onaverage)2.37(s.d.79)(seeTable6.4).

We can, however, compare negative attitudes towards Muslims from the
perspectiveofChristiansandHindus,becausethesameattributeswereused

Table6.3 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to positive
in-groupattitudes for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students, and comparison of 
means between religious groups of respondents (T-tests for significant intergroup 
differences in Scheffé’s test).

N Mean S.d. Muslims (t-value) Hindus (t-value)

Christians 860 3.23 .74 20.41(p<.000) 29.20(p<.000)
Muslims 254 3.54 .58 63.45(p<.000)
Hindus 772 2.84 .86

Scale:1(Disagree),2(Tendtodisagree),3(Tendtoagree),4(Agree)
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–assuming,ofcourse,thatthewordsuseddonothavedifferentmeaningsfor
differentgroupsofrespondents,andthattheattributesareintheoryequally
applicabletobothgroups.InourresearchpopulationChristians(2.51;s.d.75)
aresignificantlymorenegativeaboutMuslimsthanHindusare(2.32;s.d.85).
WecanalsocomparenegativeattitudestowardsHindusfromtheperspective
of Christians and Muslims: Christians (2.78; s.d.72) are more negative about
Hindus than Muslims are (2.69; s.d.79). AT-test shows these differences are
significant.Theseresultswillbeconsideredinthediscussion.

Researchquestion3: Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandso-
cio-religious)characteristicsrelatetoreligiocentrismamongChristian,Mus-
limandHinducollegestudents?

Thethirdresearchquestionconcernsthesociallocationofreligiocentrism.
Wheredowefindreligiocentrismamongourrespondents?Anddoesreligio-
centrismamongChristians,MuslimsandHindusrelatetothesameortodif-
ferent personal characteristics? Before answering the second question we
mustbesure thatcross-religiouscomparisonof theassociationmeasures is
legitimate. Is that really the case? The answer is yes, as long as there is no

Table6.4 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to negative
attitudestowardsChristians among Muslim and Hindu students, negative
attitudestowardsMuslims among Christian and Hindu students, and negative
attitudestowardsHindus among Christian and Muslim students, and T-tests (where 
possible) of means between religious groups of respondents.

N Mean S.d. Muslims (t-value) Hindus (t-value)

Negative attitudes towards 
Christians
 Muslims 243 2.61 .79 Nocomparisonpossible
 Hindus 771 2.37 .79 Nocomparisonpossible
Negative attitudes  
towards Muslims
 Christians 848 2.51 .75 -- 4.63(p<.000)
 Hindus 769 2.32 .85 -- --
Negative attitudes  
towards Hindus
 Christians 853 2.78 .72 1.65(p<.050) --
 Muslims 247 2.69 .79 -- --

Scale:1(Disagree),2(Tendtodisagree),3(Tendtoagree),4(Agree)
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non-uniform bias. Even when the measurements do not achieve full scalar
equivalencebecauseofuniformbias,comparisonofcorrelationsispossible.
Afterall,uniformbiasdoesnotaffecttheassociationmeasures,irrespectiveof
whether only one or both variables are biased. If there is uniform bias, the
itemsyielddifferentscoresfordifferentgroups,butthescoresshowalinear
transformation. An example will make this clear: the absolute frequency of
churchattendance(forChristians)andmosqueattendance(forMuslims)can-
notmeaningfullybecompared,becausetheyhavedifferentmeaningsinthese
two traditions. But a comparison of the correlation between church atten-
danceandreligiocentrismamongChristiansontheonehand,andthecorrela-
tionbetweenmosqueattendanceandreligiocentrismamongMuslimsonthe
other,stillmakessense!Ifconstructequivalenceforthevariablesinvolvedis
achieved,cross-religiouscomparisonofcorrelationsbetweenthevariablesis
possible,sinceuniformbiasdoesnotaffecttheassociationmeasures(cf.Van
deVijver & Leung 1997; Harkness et al. 2003).What, then, are the personal
characteristicsofpeoplewhoadoptreligio-centricattitudes?Againwecon-
sider positive in-group attitudes and negative out-group attitudes of Chris-
tians,MuslimsandHindusseparately.

 PositiveIn-groupAttitudes
AmongChristianrespondentsthefollowingsocio-cultural characteristicscor-
relatesignificantlywithpositive in-groupattitudes (seeTable6.5).Levelsof
positive in-group attitudes are higher among students who speak Tamil as
theirmothertongue(3.33)comparedwithnativespeakersofanotherlanguage
(2.89). Furthermore, positive in-group attitudes are more likely to be found
amongChristianswhohavelivedmostoftheirlivesintownsandvillages(r
-.16). All socio-economic characteristics correlate negatively with positive in-
groupattitudes.Strongerpositive in-groupattitudesare foundamong lower
castes (-.17) and when parental educational levels are low (.-17 for mother’s
educationand-.14forfather’seducation).Asforsocio-religious characteristics,
relatively strong positive in-group attitudes are found among students who
evaluatetheroleofsocializingagenciespositively.Thisistrueofallthesocial-
izing agents, in order of importance: the media (.17), parents (.13), religious
community(.09)andteachers/professors(.08).

In our Muslim research group two socio-cultural characteristics correlate
relativelystronglywithpositivein-groupattitudes:genderandlanguage.Male
MuslimstudentsaresignificantlymorepositiveaboutIslam(m=3.66)than
theirfemalepeers(m=3.40),afindingthatappliestotheMuslimpopulation
only.Next,MuslimswhospeakTamilastheirmothertonguedisplaymorepos-
itivein-groupattitudes(m=3.65)thanthosewhospeakanotherlanguage(m
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=3.46).Withregardtosocio-economic characteristics,wefindthesamesignifi-
cantvariablesasamongtheChristianpopulation.AmongMuslims,too,there
isanegativecorrelationbetweencasteandpositivein-groupattitudes:Mus-
lims belonging to lower castes have more positive in-group attitudes. Next,
thereisanegativecorrelationbetweenparents’educationallevelandpositive
in-groupattitudes.Mother’seducationallevelisthemostsignificant:thelower
hereducationallevel,thestrongerthepositivein-groupattitudes.Withregard
to socio-religious characteristics, relatively strong positive in-group attitudes
arefoundamongstudentswhoevaluatetheroleofthefollowingsocializing
agentspositively:parents(.27),relatives(.19),religiouscommunity(.18),teach-
ers/professors(.16)andthemedia(.14).

Among Hindus we find significant correlations of positive in-group atti-
tudeswithurbanization,theTamillanguageandageamongthesocio-cultural 
characteristics.Hindustudentswhohavelivedmostoftheirlivesinruralareas
show higher levels of positive in-group attitudes (-.18). Second, as among
ChristianandMuslimstudents,speakingtheTamillanguagerelatestohigher
levelsofpositive in-groupattitudes(m=2.90)comparedtoHindustudents
whospeakanother languageas theirmother tongue(m=2.64).Onaverage
olderstudents(notyoungerones,asamongChristians)displaymorepositive
in-groupattitudesthantheiryoungerpeers.Whenitcomestosocio-economic 
characteristics, Hindus belonging to lower castes have stronger positive in-
groupattitudes(-.19).Regardingparentaleducationallevelasasocio-econom-
ic characteristic, we find a similar correlation: lower parental educational
levels(bothfather’sandmother’s)relatetostrongerpositivein-groupattitudes
(-.21and-.17respectively).Finally,amongHinduswefindstrongerpositivein-
group attitudes among students who evaluate the role of socializing agents
positively,evenifthesocializingagentsaresomewhatdifferentthanamong
Christians and Muslims. We find positive correlations between positive in-
groupattitudesandmedia(.23),teachersandprofessors(.21),religiouscom-
munity(.18),parents(.13),friends(.11)andrelatives(.08)(cf.Table6.5).

 NegativeOut-groupAttitudes
Withregardtonegativeout-groupattitudes,our findingsshowedsignificant
andrelevantcorrelationsonlyforMuslimstudents’negativeattitudestowards
Christians.Thefirstrelatestogender(eta.38).Muslimmen(2.64)areconsider-
ablymorenegativeaboutChristiansthanMuslimwomen(2.04).5Next,wefind

5 Wealsofindacorrelation(eta.19)betweengenderandnegativeattitudestowardsHindus:
Muslimmen(m=2.82)areconsiderablymorenegativeaboutHindusthanMuslimwomen
(m=2.53).AmongChristianandHindurespondents,too,wefindhighernegativeout-group
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negative attitudes towards Christians especially among Muslims whose par-
entshaveloweducationallevels:anegativecorrelationwithmother’seduca-
tionallevel(r-.22)andanegativecorrelationwithfather’seducationallevel(r
-.21).6Finally,apositiveevaluationofthecontributionofteachersandprofes-
sors(r.20)toreligioussocialization,andthatofthereligiouscommunity(r.15)
relatestonegativeattitudestowardstheChristianout-group(tablenotinclud-
ed).

attitudesamongmenthanamongwomen,thoughthesignificantcorrelationsarelowerin
thesereligiousgroups.

6 Thefollowingcharacteristicsdidnotshowsignificantcorrelationsforanyofthegroupsof
respondents:numberofyearsspentinschoolsaffiliatedwithone’sownreligion,education
level,occupationofthefatherandoccupationofthemother.Thesevariablesarenotmen-
tionedinthetable.

Table6.5 Social location of positivein-groupattitudes among Christian, Muslim and Hindu 
students. Correlations (Pearson’s r for ordinal variables. eta for nominal variables) 
between positive in-group attitudes and some personal characteristics.6

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Age -.08* .10**
 Sex .22**
 Language .25** .15** .13**
 Urbanization -.16** -.18**
Socio-economic characteristics
 Caste -.17** -.18** -.19**
 Educationmother -.17** -.30** -.17**
 Educationfather -.14** -.14** -.21**
Socio-religious characteristics
 Parents .13** .27** .13**
 Relatives .19** .07*
 Friends .11**
 Religiouscommunity .09* .18** .18**
 Teachers/professors .08* .16* .21**
 Media .17** .14** .23**

Correlationsaresignificantatp<.00(**)oratp<.05(*)level.
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Researchquestion4:Whichpersonalcharacteristicsmaybeconsideredpre-
dictorsofreligiocentrismamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

To establish whether religiocentrism can also be explained by personal
characteristicsweconductedalinearregressionanalysis(method:enter), in
whichthepersonalcharacteristicsaredefinedasindependentvariables,and
positivein-groupandnegativeout-groupattitudesasdependentvariables.We
only includedpersonalcharacteristicswhichshowrelevant (r≈.20)andsig-
nificant(p.<.000)correlationsinatleastonereligiousgroup(SeeTable6.6).

 PositiveIn-groupAttitudes
Becauserespondentswithmorethanonemissingvalueareexcludedfromthe
analysis,theexactnumberintheregressionanalysesvariesslightly,butabout
810Christianstudents(outofatotalof869),725Hindustudents(outofatotal
of789),and220Muslimstudents (outofa totalof255)are included in the
analysis.Thetotalexplainedvariance(R2)oftheregressionanalysesofpositive
in-groupattitudesvariesaccordingtothegroupofrespondents.Itishighest
amongMuslims(R2=.17),followedbytheChristiangroup(R2=.13),andlowest
forHindustudents(R2=.11).Wecanidentifythefollowingpredictorsinthedif-
ferentreligiousgroups,presentedinorderofimportance.

AmongChristiansTamilasmothertonguepredictshigherpositivein-group
attitudes (β -.22). When it comes to socio-religious characteristics, respon-
dents’perceptionsoftheinfluenceonreligioussocializationofthemedia(β
.15)andtheirparents(β.14)arerelativelygoodpredictorsofpositivein-group
attitudes.Finally,lowsocio-economicstatusisassociatedwithstrongerposi-
tivein-groupattitudes.Thisistrueofallthreesocio-economiccharacteristics:
caste(β-.11),mother’seducationallevel(β-.08)andfather’seducationallevel
(β-.08).

AmongMuslimsapositiveroleofparentsinreligioussocialization(β.26)
hasbyfarthestrongestinfluence.Nextsocio-economicstatus,morespecifi-
callymother’seducationallevel(β-.20)andcaste(β-.18),predictspositivein-
groupattitudes: lowsocio-economicstatus isassociatedwithrelativelyhigh
positivein-groupattitudes.Finally,gender(β=-.15)canbeidentifiedasapre-
dictor of positive in-group attitudes: men have considerably higher positive
in-groupattitudesthanwomen.

AmongHindusthepositiveroleofthemedia(β.16)isthestrongestpredic-
torofpositivein-groupattitudes.AsamongChristiansandMuslims,lowsocio-
economic status is associated with more positive in-group attitudes,
specificallycaste(β-.14)andmother’seducationallevel(β-.14).
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 NegativeOut-groupAttitudes
Analysisofnegativeout-groupattitudesisonlyworthwhileinthecaseofMus-
limrespondents’negativeattitudestowardsChristians.7Wedid findthe fol-
lowing significant standardized regression coefficients contributing to total
explainedvariance(R2=.18;Adj.R2=.16):gender(β-.31);socializationbyteach-
ersandprofessors(β.09);mother’seducationallevel(β-.09);andfather’sedu-
cational level (β -.08).However,only thestandardizedregressioncoefficient
(β)ofgenderprovedsignificantonp<.00level:Muslimwomenhaveconsider-
ablelowerlevelsofnegativeattitudestowardsChristiansthanMuslimmen.

7 Sincewedidfindlowcorrelationsbetweenpersonalcharacteristicsandnegativeout-group
attitudesamongChristianandHindurespondents,regressionanalyseswouldyieldtoolow
levelsofexplainedvariancetosayanythingmeaningfulaboutthesegroups.

Table6.6 Regression analyses for positivein-groupattitudes with weights (β) for each 
variable and total explained variance (R2 and adjusted R2) for Christian, Muslim and 
Hindu students separately.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Sex(male1;female2) .03 -.15* .01
 Language -.22** -.08 -.03
Socio-economic characteristics
 Caste -.11** -.18** -.14**
 Educationmother -.08* -.20** -.01
 Educationfather -.08* .07 -.14**
Socio-religious characteristics
 Parents .14** .26** .10*
 Teachers/professors .03 -.03 .09*
 Media .15** .08 .16**

R2 .14 .20 .12
Adj.R2 .13 .17 .11

Standardisedregressioncoefficients(β)aresignificantatp<.00(**)orp<.05(*)level.
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6.4 Findings and Discussion

Wesummarizetheresponsestoourresearchquestionsanddiscussthecross-
religiousdifferencesinreligiocentrismlevelsbyexaminingthedifferentialef-
fectsofstudentcharacteristicsonreligiocentrism.

6.4.1	 Findings
 SignificanceofaComparativeModelofReligiocentrism
ReligiocentrismdoesoccuramongChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsin
TamilNadu.Tosomedegreeallgroupsofrespondentsdisplayacombination
ofpositivein-groupattitudesandnegativeout-groupattitudes.Becausenega-
tive out-group attitudes (prejudices) emerge in specific interaction between
religious traditions, it isdifficult tomakecross-religiouscomparisonsof the
levelsofsuchattitudes.Atbestweachievedconceptequivalence inthisre-
gard, which is still good enough to allow cross-religious comparisons of the
sociallocationandoriginsofreligiocentrism.Inthecaseofpositivein-group
attitudesweconstructedcomparativescaleswithscalarequivalence.8

Wealsoexaminedwhethertherearesignificantdifferencesinthelevelsof
religiocentrism among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students. Muslims dis-
playmorepositivein-groupattitudesthanChristians,andChristiansintheir
turnhavesignificantlymorepositivein-groupattitudesthanHindus.Withre-
gardtoout-groupattitudes,Christiansaresignificantlymorenegativeabout
MuslimsthanHindusare,justasChristiansaremorenegativeaboutHindus
thanMuslimsare.

 SocialLocationandPredictionofReligiocentrism
Ina thirdresearchquestionweaskedwhichpersonal (socio-cultural, socio-
economicandsocio-religious)characteristicsrelatetoreligiocentrismamong
Christian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents.Onthewholethecorrelations
betweenstudentcharacteristicsandreligiocentrismareremarkablysimilarfor
thethreereligioustraditionsinourresearch,buttherearesomedifferencesas
well.Inthediscussionwereflectoncross-religioussimilaritiesanddifferences
inthesociallocationofreligiocentrismandhowthesecouldcontributetothe
interpretationoflevelsofreligiocentrism.

Our last research question was: which personal characteristics can be re-
gardedaspredictorsofreligiocentrismamongChristian,MuslimandHindu
students?Forpositivein-groupattitudesweidentifiedcertainpredictors:the
TamillanguageforChristianrespondents;caste(asasocio-economiccatego-
ry)forallreligiousgroups;mother’seducationforMuslims;andfather’seduca-

8 Wedonotrepeatthediscussionoflevelsofequivalencehere.Seesection2.6inchapter2.
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tionforHindus.Finally,theinfluenceofsocializingagentssuchasparents(for
allreligiousgroups)andthemedia(forChristiansandHindus)isagoodpre-
dictorofpositivein-groupattitudes.Fornegativeout-groupattitudesitproves
farmoredifficulttofindpredictorswithstatisticalcertainty.

6.4.2	 Discussion
Thediscussiongivesafurtherinterpretationofdifferencesinreligiocentrism
amongChristians,MuslimsandHindusinTamilNaduintermsofthepossible
differentialeffectsofpersonalcharacteristicsonthesegroups.Withregardto
respondents’ socio-cultural characteristics, we have seen that male students
displayhigherlevelsofreligiocentrismthantheirfemalepeers.Thisistrueof
allreligiousgroups,butstatisticallythecorrelationismostsignificantforMus-
limrespondents.MarkusandOyserman(1989, 101ff)maintainthatwomen’s
identity is characterized by greater ‘connectedness’ than men’s, which is
markedby‘separateness’.Genderdifferencesarealsoevidentwhenmenand
womencommunicateaboutreligiousexperiencesandreligiousconversion.

Whilemostmenuseadventurousmetaphorsand focusonthemselvesas
thecentralcharacter,womenuselessdramaticmetaphorsandtendtofocus
on someone else when describing their experiences (Knight et al. 2005; cf.
Nanda2000).Thesegeneralobservationsmightwellexplainwhywomenare
moreopentoareligiouslypluralenvironmentandconsequentlydisplaylower
levels of religiocentrism. But we can also give an explanation relating more
specifically to the Indian context.Women inTamil Nadu readily exceed the
confines of their own religious tradition when seeking solutions to health
problems(forthemselvesandtheirchildren),aswellasforothermaterialand
spiritualneeds.Forthelattertheyalsohaverecoursetothesacredfigures,ritu-
alsandsacredplacesofotherreligions.Furthermore, inahighlypatriarchal
societylikeIndia,theculturalandreligiousself-definitionofwomendepends
largelyonthatofmeninthefamily,moreparticularlyonthehusband’siden-
tity.Womenquitecommonlychange their religion inorder tomarryaman
belongingtoanotherreligioustradition.Thisisfarmoreusualthantheother
wayround.Indianwomen, inotherwords,crosstheboundariesofreligious
traditionsmoreeasilythanmen.Thismightexplainwhywomeningeneralare
lessreligio-centric.

InadditiontheTamillanguageasmothertonguerelatessignificantlytore-
ligiocentrism.Christians,MuslimsandHinduswhospeakTamilastheirmoth-
ertongueshowhigherlevelsofpositivein-groupattitudes,andinthecaseof
Christians it is also associated with higher levels of negative out-group atti-
tudes. Speaking the Tamil language as mother tongue is also a significant
predictor of positive in-group attitudes among Christians. Why? Tamils are
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typicallyattachedtotheirlanguage.ConsistentresistancetotheSanskritiza-
tionprocessanddefenceoftheirDravidiclanguageidentityoveratleasttwo
millenniahavemadethemadistinctgroup.Thisismanifestedintheirresis-
tance(sometimesviolent)tothenationallanguageHindi,whichderivesfrom
Sanskrit.Perhapsthis‘linguisticpride’hasaneffectonpositivein-groupatti-
tudes. For Christians and Muslims speaking their own language could give
them a sense that their religious tradition is fully part of the local culture.
Moreover,speakingtheTamillanguageisanindicationof‘localism’ortheten-
dencytoidentifywiththelocalcommunity.Localisminturnhasadirectinflu-
enceonethnocentrism,ashasbeenprovenempiricallyinseveralsurveys(cf.
Roof1974;Gijsbertsetal.2004;above).ForHindustheanalysisyieldsamuch
weakercorrelationwithpositivein-groupattitudesandnoproofofinfluence.
Thismighthavetodowiththeambiguousfeelingsthatareinvolvedinthere-
lationshipbetweentheTamil languageontheonehandandHinduidentity
(especiallypositivein-groupattitudes)ontheother.Hinduismisdominated
bytheSanskrit textualtraditionsoftheVedasandUpanisads,aswellasthe
Dharmasastras,thebigSanskritepicsandthePuranas(cf.Flood2005,68–198).
TamilHinduliterature,ontheotherhand,isenormouslydiverse,perhapseas-
iertodefineintermsofwhatitexcludesthanonthebasisofacentral‘Hindu’
doctrine.Itcontains,amongotherthings,theTamilVaisnavaandSaivaSaints’
texts. Nevertheless recognition of this Tamil literature is under permanent
pressure from stricter Hindu schools, who aspire to a clear canonization of
texts.PerhapsthisdistinctivepositionofTamilHinduliteratureexplainswhy,
amongHindusinparticular,speakingTamilasamothertonguehasnoinflu-
enceonpositivein-groupattitudes(cf.Cutler2005).

Whenitcomestosocio-economic characteristics,wefoundcastetoberele-
vant to religiocentrism.Belonging toa lowercaste isassociated withhigher
positive in-group attitudes and, less strongly, with negative out-group atti-
tudes.Inotherwords:lowercastesdisplayhigherlevelsofreligiocentrism.At
firstglance thisnegativecorrelationbetweencasteandreligiocentrism,and
thesignificantnegativeinfluenceofcasteonpositivein-groupattitudesinthe
regressionanalysis,mightseemsurprising.Wouldonenotratherexpectpeo-
plebelongingtohighercastestobemorepositiveabouttheirreligioustradi-
tion? And why are both correlation and influence not significantly stronger
amongHindusthanamongChristiansandMuslims?Theresultsprovethatthe
castesystem,operationalizedaccording to the legaldefinitionsof theTamil
Nadugovernment,isdeeplyimbeddedinIndianculture,irrespectiveofreli-
gion.Itisasocio-economiccharacteristicratherthanareligiousstandard.This
is remarkable, since a widespread prejudice against Hindus is that they are
very‘caste-minded’.
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Anotherfindingamongallgroupsofrespondentsisanegativecorrelation
betweenparentaleducationallevels(bothmother’sandfather’s)andpositive
in-groupattitudes:lowparentaleducationallevelgoeshandinhandwithhigh
positivein-groupattitudes.AmongMuslimsthereisalsoanegativecorrelation
betweenparents’educationallevelandnegativeattitudestowardsChristians.
All these negative correlations are meaningful in the regression analyses as
well.AmongMuslimsmother’seducationallevelisthestrongestpredictorof
religiocentrism (both positive in-group and negative out-group attitudes),
while forHindus father’seducation is thestrongestpredictorofpositive in-
groupattitudes.Mother’seducationallevelinparticularcanbeseenasanin-
dicatoroftheeconomicpositionofMuslimrespondents.Lowparticipationof
womeninhighereducationisaprobleminIndia.Theliteracyratein2001was
64%but,eventhoughthegapisnarrowing,thereisstillasignificantdifference
betweenfemale(54%)andmale(75%)literacy.Only1%ofwomenattenda
universityorcollege,asopposedto3%ofmen(DepartmentsofSchoolEduca-
tion,LiteracyandHigherEducation2007).Althougheducationisfree,parents
havetopayfortextbooks,uniformsandtransport.Themother’slevelofeduca-
tionisastrongindicatorofthefamily’seconomicstatus.

Amongallstudentsahighereducationallevelforthemotherisarelatively
strongpredictoroflowerlevelsofreligiocentrism.Inotherwords:higherso-
cio-economicstatusisassociatedwithlowerlevelsofreligiocentrism.Thein-
fluenceofsocio-economicstatusisevidentinbotheducationallevelandcaste.
How does one account for this? Students from upper economic classes are
moreexposedtoculturalandreligiouspluralism:theymighttravelmoreand
havegreateraccesstoboththewrittenandelectronicmedia.Sincetheseop-
portunitiescanpromoteunderstandingofothergroups,studentsofwelledu-
catedparentsmayhavelowerlevelsofreligiocentrism.Empiricalresearchhas
alsoshownthatevenundersimilarconditionsatcollege,socio-economicsta-
tus still has an impact. High-status students interact more frequently than
theirlow-statuspeers.

Thiscanleadtodifferencesinlearningoutcomes,includingattitudes.High
statusstudents(whotalkmore)learnmore,evenwhenstatusdifferencesare
irrelevanttothetask(Cohen&Lotan1995).Andastudentwholearnsmorein
interactionwithothersmightbebetterabletodifferentiatebetweenopinions
and feelings about other religious traditions. This might reduce religiocen-
trism.

Withregardtosocio-religious characteristics, wefindthattheperceivedpos-
itiveinfluenceofsomesocializingreligiousagentsgeneratespositivein-group
attitudes.Inotherwords,themorepositivelyoneevaluatesasocializingagent’s
effectonone’sunderstandingandpracticeofreligion,themorelikelyoneisto
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havepositivein-groupattitudes.Thisisespeciallytrueofparentsandtheme-
dia,andappliestoallthereligiousgroupsinvolved.Thereligiouscommunity
playsasignificantroleamongMuslimsandHindus;religioussocializationby
themediaismostinfluentialamongChristiansandHindus.Thereisnoclear-
cutcausaleffectofsocializingagentsonnegativeout-groupattitudes,though
here too, among Christians and Muslims, we find a positive correlation be-
tweenreligiouscommunity,teachersandprofessorsandthemediaontheone
handandcertainnegativeout-groupattitudesontheother.Socializingagents
seemcapableofstrengtheningstudents’religiousidentity.Theinfluenceofso-
cializingagents–especiallyparents−leadstopositivein-groupattitudes.

Finallywereflectonthesefindingsfromasocio-psychologicalperspective
againstthebackgroundofthesituationinTamilNadu.Socialpsychologysug-
geststhathigherlevelsofreligiocentrism(likeethnocentrism)canrelatetoa
group’sminoritypositionratherthantoitsculturalorreligiousconvictions.In
anempiricalstudyofanti-racisteducationStenhouseetal.(1982)foundthat
among students belonging to a minority group negative out-group attitudes
increased undertheinfluenceofinterventionsdesignedtoreduceprejudice.In
otherwords:fortheminoritygroup,theeffectoftheinterventionwastheop-
positeofitsintention.Amongmembersofthemajoritygrouptheintervention
didleadtotheintendeddeclineinethnocentrism.Stenhousecommentsthat
thisunwantedeffectontheminoritygroupcouldbeattributedtoconfronta-
tion with the prejudice of the majority, which also surfaced in the lessons.
Fromthisperspectiveitisnotstrangethatmembersofaminoritygroupshow
higherlevelsofreligiocentrismthanmembersofmajoritygroups.Inourre-
searchpopulationMuslims(andinthesecondplaceChristians)showsignifi-
cantlyhigherpositivein-groupattitudesthanHindus.Christiansarealsomore
negativeaboutMuslimsthanHindusare.Thismeansthatdifferentlevelsof
religiocentrismdonotnecessarilyrelatetoreligiousconvictions(evenifthese
are not excluded), but can also relate to a minority position. Another study
thatispertinentinthiscontextisthatofFinchilescu(1988),whoexaminedthe
effects of participation in integrated as opposed to segregated training pro-
grammesontheattitudesofblackandwhitetraineenursesinSouthAfrican
hospitals.Afterintegratedtrainingthewhitegroupratedtheblacksrelatively
morefavourably.Bycontrast,blacksshowedmorein-groupfavouritismaswell
asgreaterawarenessofraceasanimportantfactorinthewaytheyweretreat-
ed.AccordingtoFinchilescuandacommentbyDuckit(1992)intergroupcon-
tact increased black trainees’ awareness and resentment of discrimination
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againstthemandconsequently,amongthe‘minoritygroup’,9itledtogreater
ethnocentrism.

Nevertheless,itmaywellbepossiblethatcross-religiousdifferencesinreli-
giocentrismrelatetospecificreligious convictions andmorespecificallytothe
religioustruthclaimsofChristians,MuslimsandHindus.PerhapsChristians
andMuslimsinourresearchpopulationmakestrongerreligioustruthclaims
thanHindus.Asexplainedinchapter5,wedidindeedfindthatChristiansand
Muslims in our research population express significantly greater agreement
withmonism(comparedtoHindus)(cf.Anthonyetal.2005).Agreementwith
monismimpliestheabsolutevalidityofone’sownreligion.Suchtruthclaims,
ineitheranexclusiveoraninclusivevariant,canfosterintolerance,because
theycontradicttheconditionsforrecognizingothertraditions.Genuinerecog-
nitionnecessarilyentailswillingnessandskillstounderstandothertraditions
intermsoftheirownpremises,andadecreaseofreligiocentrism.Accordingto
thistheoryreligionpotentiallyfostersreligiocentrisminasmuchasexclusiveor
inclusivetruthclaimscontributetointolerancebetweenreligiousgroups.

9 ‘Minority’inthiscontextdoesnotreferprimarilytonumericminority(eventhoughthiswas
thecaseinthegroupofnurses)buttotheirlowersocialstatusasgenerallyperceivedby
others.
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Chapter7

Causes of Interreligious Conflict

7.1 Introduction

Whatarecausesofconflictbetweenreligiousgroups?Thischapterfocuseson
believers’perceptionsofthecausesofinterreligiousconflict.WhatdoChris-
tian,MuslimandHindustudentsperceiveaspossiblecausesofreligiouscon-
flict?Whatsituationspotentiallycontributetoreligiousconflict,accordingto
thesestudents?Perceptionsofcausesofconflictarenotobjectivedescriptions
of facts.They are interpretations based on the (re)definition of the respon-
dents’ religious identity,onthe(re)affirmationof theauthorityof their reli-
gious tradition, and most likely also reflect their circumstances in terms of
levelofanxietyanduncertainty(Sidel2007,1–17).

OftenGodastheultimaterealityandfinalauthorityisadvancedasthemo-
tiveforreligiousinvolvementin(destructive)conflict.Theviolentfaceofreli-
gion is evident in its politicization in nationalism, its radicalization as
fundamentalism,anditsinstrumentalusebyterrorism.Noreligionisfreefrom
suchambiguousfeatures,giventheclose linkbetweenreligionandtheeco-
nomic,politicaland socialdomains. In India the three major religionshave
been,andinsomecasescontinuetobe,sourcesofviolentconflict.Christiani-
ty’scloselinkwiththosewhocolonizedanddominatedtheIndiansubconti-
nent in the latter half of the second millennium and the existence of
contemporary Christian fundamentalist groups demonstrate the conflictive
features of Christianity. Similarly, the spread of Islam through invasion and
conquestsincethe8thcenturyCEandthepresentinstrumentalizationofIs-
lambyterroristgroupsinIndiarevealtheconflictivesideofIslam.AndHindu-
ism,whichinallitsvariedformshasinspiredthevastmajorityofIndiansover
threemillennia,wasnottotallyfreefromviolence.Forexample,theattacksby
SaivasectsontheflourishingJainandBuddhistcommunitiesinSouthIndia
sincethe7thcenturyendedwiththeirdisappearancefromTamilNadu.Some
Hindufundamentalistgroupsarealsoresponsibleforsporadicviolenceonthe
Indiansubcontinenttoday.

Togainempiricalinsightintothecausesofreligiousconflictweproceedas
follows.Insection7.2weidentifyfourtypesofcausesofconflictbetweenreli-
giousgroups:economic,political,ethnic-culturalandreligiouscauses.Section
7.3presentstheempiricalresearch,startingwiththeresearchquestions,fol-
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lowedbythemeasuringinstrumentsandourfindings.Insection7.4wesum-
marizeourfindingsandevaluatethemfromanormativeperspective.

7.2 Theoretical Framework: Realistic Conflict Group Theory Versus 
Social Identity Theory 

We distinguish between four types of causes that may lead to interreligious
conflict. The first two are based on the conviction that conflict arises from
competitionforscarceresourceslikeeconomicwealthorpoliticalpower.The
thirdandfourthtypesdonotseesuchcompetitionasanecessarycondition,
butconsidergroupidentificationsufficienttocauseconflictiverelationships.

Inso-calledrealisticconflictgrouptheoryhostilitytowardsothergroupsis
aimedatsecuringthemeanstoattainthegoalsofone’sowngroup.Rivalinter-
estsofreligiousgroupsareconsideredthemainreasonforconflict.Thesein-
terestscanbematerial(e.g.land,water,money,labour)ornon-material(e.g.
power,status,values),butareclearlyidentifiable.Becauseintergroupconflict
arisesfromcompetitionforscarcematerialresources,power,statusanddiffer-
ingvalues,theyareregardedasrationalandrealistic(Coser1956;Sherif1967;
Austin&Worgel1979;Briefetal.2005).Thecompetitioncanbeactualorper-
ceived,andmaybelimitedtospecificsocialstrataindifferentreligiousgroups.
Actualcompetition,forinstance,relatestodisparitiesinaveragelivingstan-
dards, unemployment rates, discriminatory or affirmative action regarding
appointments to public office, and population growth caused by migration.
Dwindlingresourcescoupledwithsustainedlevelsofcompetition(e.g.ineco-
nomiccrises)orincreasingcompetitionforstableavailableresources(e.g.be-
cause of migration) will trigger conflict if competition is interpreted on the
linesofthegroupsinvolved(Coenders&Scheepers1998).But‘realistic’com-
petition can also be a matter of perception, as when job opportunities and
perceived living standards of one’s family are considered to be lower than
thoseofothers,orwhenonethinksonehaslessaccesstoeducation.Perceived
competitionisamajordeterminantofintergroupattitudesandbehaviour(Es-
ses 2002 et al.). In this study we distinguish between two types of ‘realistic’
causesofreligiousconflict:socio-economicandpolitical.

Socialidentitytheory,ontheotherhand,claimsthatcompetitiverelations
are not a necessary condition for intergroup conflict.Tajfel’s (1981) minimal
groupexperiments(‘minimal’becausetherewereneitherconflictinginterests
norahistoryofhostilitybetweenthegroups)provedthatgroupidentification
initselfissufficienttoleadtoin-groupfavouritismandout-groupdiscrimina-
tion.Insocialidentitytheoryintergroupattitudesareexplainedintermsofthe
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psychologicalprocessesofcognitiveperceptionunderlyinggroupidentifica-
tion. Discourses on difference are always part of group identification. More
specifically,socialcategorization,patternsofidentificationandcontra-identi-
fication,andsocialcomparisonaresocio-psychologicalprocessesunderlying
groupformationthatpotentiallyprovokeexclusionaryreactions(cf.Sterkens
2007).Inthepreviouschapterweexplainedthesenotionsofsocialcategoriza-
tion,(contra-)identificationandsocialcomparisoninsomedetail(cf.6.2.).

Sidel (2007, 11ff) confirms that the (re)definition of religious identity and
the(re-)articulationofclaimstoreligiousauthoritycanbeseenascausesof
religiousconflict,especially inheightenedstatesofuncertaintyandanxiety.
Thelatterqualificationmakesitclearthatsocialidentitytheorymustnotbe
misunderstoodasanunconditionaltheorythatexplainsconflictindependent-
lyofcontextualfactors.Althoughsocialidentitytheorystemsfromacritique
ofrealisticgroupconflicttheories,itdoesnotdissociateitselffromsuchap-
proaches.Intergroupcompetitionforactualand/orperceivedscarceresources
remainsimportant.Competitiveconditionsintensifygroupidentificationand
mayaffectintergrouprelations(Jettenetal.2001;Turner&Reynolds2003),in
addition to factors like group size, power and status differences between
groups,aswellasspecifichistoriesofconflict.Whilegroupidentificationmay
entailconflictiverelationships,conflictmayalsorestorethereligiousidentity
ofgroupswhenit is threatenedandmayreclaimtheauthorityoftheirown
religion.Itistheintertwinementofidentityconstructionandgroupinterests
thatsparksinterreligiousconflict,not(just)economicorpoliticalcompetition
thatdevelopsarbitrarilyonreligiouslines.Neverthelesstheidentityconcernis
usuallymanifestedinthepublicdomainsofeconomic,politicalorsocio-cul-
turallife.InIndia,forinstance,thelinkbetweennationalidentityandHindu-
ismmaybeperceivedasathreattotheidentityofminoritygroups(Muslims
andChristians).ButsomeHindusmayseealooseningthelinkbetweenna-
tionalidentityandreligionasathreattothedefinitionofbeingHindu.Tosum-
marize, in interreligious conflict both actual and perceived competition for
materialandnon-materialresourcesrelatestogroupidentificationindifferent
ways.

Whattypesofcausesofinterreligiousconflictdobelieversidentify?Inthis
research,wedistinguishbetweenfourtypes:socio-economic,political,ethnic-
culturalandreligiouscauses.Thefirsttwotypesarebasedonrealisticconflict
grouptheory,thelattertwoonsocialidentitytheory.However,theyoverlap.In
allfourtypesofconflictviolentactionsarethemeansto(re)definereligious
identityand(re)claimtheauthorityofone’sownreligion.Atthesametime
theseviolentactionsare justifiedby theends.AccordingtoHannahArendt
such means-end thinking typifies violent conflict: “The very substance of
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violentactionisruledbythemeans-endcategory,whosechiefcharacteristic,if
appliedtohumanaffairs,hasalwaysbeenthattheendisindangerofbeing
overwhelmedbythemeanswhichitjustifiesandwhichareneededtoreachit”
(Arendt1970,4).

7.2.1	 Socio-economic	Causes	of	Interreligious	Conflict
Firstly, conflict between religious groups can have socio-economic dimen-
sions.Whenonegroup(especiallyaminoritygroup)iseconomicallysuccess-
fulthisislikelytoleadtointoleranceonthepartofother,lesssuccessfulgroups
(oftenmajoritygroups).Whengroupsaredefinedonreligiouslineseconomic
tensionsbetweenthemcaneasilyturnintointerreligiousconflict.Economi-
callydisadvantagedgroupscanalsobeoppressedonthebasisofreligiouscon-
victions.ThemuchcontestedroleoftheHinducastesystemisaclearexample.
Ontheotherhand,religionscanmotivatetheirfollowerstoengageinactions
tochangesocio-economicconditions,suchasaccesstojobsorequalwagesfor
allirrespectiveofreligiousbackground.WerefertoWeber’sclassicalsociologi-
calstudies(1930;1958),whichexploretheinfluenceofreligiononseculareco-
nomicbehaviour.Whilepeople’ssocialandeconomicsituationisperpetuated
bydiverseculturalfactors,inhisstudiesreligionplaysasignificantroleinthe
dialecticsbetweenthespiritualandthematerialworld.Even inmodernur-
banizedareasinIndiatherearesystematicdifferencesinthesocio-economic
status of members of different religions or even denominations (cf. Milner
1994;Nolan&Lenski2006).

7.2.2	 Political	Causes	of	Interreligious	Conflict
Secondly,therecanbepoliticalcausesofconflictbetweenreligiousgroups.In
theIndiancontextTambiah(1996)pointsoutthatconflictoftenrelatestothe
failure tohomogenizeandcentralizenation-statebuildingprojects thatpay
toolittleattentiontominoritiesandculturaland/orreligiousdifferencesbe-
tweengroups.AlthoughTambiahdownplaysreligiousfactorsbyfocusingon
ethno-nationalistconflict,heexplicitlyrecognizesthatreligioncanplayanim-
portantrolebymixingpoliticalandreligiousideas.Underpinningnationalism
withreligiousconvictionsisacaseinpoint,forinstancetherelationbetween
IndiannationalismandHinduism.Hinduismisgenerallyseenasaweakcan-
didateforreligiousconflict,becauseitlacksbothastronghistoricalsenseof
itselfasalegallyorganizedreligionandthetraditionalreligiousresourcesfora
fundamentalistmovementlikeascripturalcanonandatheodicyofGodacting
inhistory.However,Appleby (2000, 110) suggests that,possibly for thesame
reasons, “Hinduismlends itselfpowerfully to thecauseofnationalistmove-
ments constructed around the fluid categories of ‘religion’ and ‘ethnicity’”.



172 Chapter7

Hindugroupsreconstructreligionaroundnationalistthemestochallengethe
secularorderoftheIndianstatethatthreatensthehighercastesintraditional
India, forexamplebymeansofthesomewhatvaguereligio-political ideaof
Hindutva (cf.Jaffrelot1996,80–148).ApartyliketheBJP(Bharatiya Janata Par-
tyorIndianPeople’sParty)citesancientHinducultureandvaluesasasource
ofinspiration.AnothertypicallyIndianphenomenonischangesinthepoliti-
calpictureasaresultofreligiousconversions.In1981agroupknownasdalits,
the most oppressed caste in the traditional system, converted to Buddhism,
whichledtosomeagitationamongHindunationalistsbecauseofitspotential
politicalconsequences(cf.Smith2003;Nussbaum2007).Appadurai(2006)in
particularmakesastrongcasethatdecreasinggroupmembership(hereamong
themajoritygroup)cancreate‘ananxietyofincompleteness’aboutthesover-
eigntyofthemajorityinthenationalpolity.‘Anxietyofincompleteness’refers
totheideathatminorities“remindthesemajoritiesofthesmallgapwhichlies
betweentheirconditionasmajorityandthehorizonofanunsulliednational
whole,apureanduntaintednationalethnos”(Appadurai2006,8).Thissense
of incompleteness can tip over into ethno-nationalism and even ethnocide,
whichmeansthatminoritygroupsaredeniedtherighttodevelopandtrans-
mit their own language, whether collectively or individually. Violence can
eruptinconditionswhereanxietyofincompletenessisaccompaniedbyfeel-
ings of uncertainty about their status as a result of social transformations
causedbyglobalization,orwhenthemajority’saccesstoresourcesisthreat-
ened(Appadurai2006,84).Inconcreteterms:ifmajoritygroupmembers(e.g.
Hindus) have no access to higher education, uncertainty about their future
socio-economicstatusfuelstheiranxietyofincompleteness.Therelationbe-
tweenpoliticsandaccesstoscarceresources(intermsofeducation,housing,
healthcare,etc.)supportsourdecisiontoincludepoliticalcausesofinterreli-
giousconflictinthetheoreticalframeworkofrealisticgroupconflict(cf.chap-
ter1,section1.2.4).

7.2.3	 Ethnic-cultural	Causes	of	Interreligious	Conflict
Thirdly,conflictbetweenreligiousgroupscanhaveethnicandculturaldimen-
sions,forinstanceintheformofanassociationbetweenreligionontheone
handandethnicornationalidentityontheother.Religioncantriggerconflict
byenteringintoapactwiththeethnic-culturalcontext.Inthatcasereligion
functionsasavehicleofethnicidentityconstructionorasupportfornational-
ism.Itreinforcesthesuperiorattitudeanddominanceofcertaingroupsinso-
ciety (cf. Bruce 2003). Relating national pride (nationalism) to a religious
majoritycanleadtofeelingsofsuperiorityamongthismajority,whilereligious
minoritygroupsareseenas inferior.Linkingethnicornational identitytoa
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particularreligion,inotherwords,isconducivetoreligiousconflict(cf.Jaffre-
lot1996).Butthereverseisalsopossible:religioncanexpresslyrebelagainsta
dominantculturalcontext.Extremistgroupsinvariousreligionsarecharacter-
izedbyarebelliousattitudetowardsthemodernliberalstate(Juergensmeyer
2003, 225).The liberal (or secular) state refrains to some extent from giving
specificmoraldirectionorguidancetoitscitizens.Intheeyesofcertainreli-
giousmovementsthiscreatesamoralvacuumorevenmoraldecadence.Peo-
pleblamethe leadersof themainstreamof their religion forcompromising
with liberal values and secular institutions. They believe that this alienates
themfromtheir(religious)identity(Darmaputera1997).

7.2.4	 Religious	Causes	of	Conflict	Between	Religious	Groups
Finally,somescholarslocatereligiousviolenceinthedialecticalexperienceof
thesacredthatrepresentsbothanoverpoweringpresence(tremendum)and
fascination (fascinans).Because religion isa response to thisambiguoussa-
cred,itcontainsthepotentialtohealandtodestroy,toloveandtohate.Ade-
tailedanalysisofthephenomenologyofthesacredoratheoryofreligionhelps
ustounderstandwhythereareseedsofviolenceatthecoreofreligion(Girard
2007;Otto2004;Wils2004).Religionmotivatespeopletofightforjusticeinthe
nameofGod.Vanquishingtheotherisinterpretedreligiouslyasavictoryover
evil.Gainingpowercanbereadasareligiousobligation,whereuponpreserv-
ingthatpowerbecomesproofofreligioustruth.Likewise,theenmityofothers
canbeunderstoodasanoffencetothesacred.Byusingreligiouscodesand
metaphorsapowerstrugglecanbecomea‘justwar’orevenaholywarinthe
semanticsofacosmic,neverendingbattlebetweengoodandevil.Thisbattle
canbedeadlyseriouswhenitleadstoself-sacrificeasanextremeandultimate
expressionofreligiousidentity(cf.Juergensmeyer2003;Steffen2007).

7.3 Empirical research

Onthebasisofourtheoretical frameworkwequestionedChristian,Muslim
andHindustudentsinTamilNaduabouttheirideasonpotentialcausesofin-
terreligiousconflict.Inthissectionwefirstformulatetheresearchquestions,
thendescribethestructureofournewlyconstructedmeasuringinstrument,
andfinallypresenttheresultsofthedataanalysis.

7.3.1	 Research	questions
Ourresearchquestionsarethefollowing:
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(1) Whichcomparativemodelsofcausesofinterreligiousconflictarefound
amongChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsoncegroup-specific
differenceshavebeenascertained?

(2) Aretheresignificantdifferencesinlevelsofagreementwithcausesof
interreligiousconflictamongChristian,MuslimandHindustudents?

(3) Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandsocio-religious)
characteristicsrelatetothelevelofagreementwithcausesofinterreli-
giousconflictamongChristian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

7.3.2	 Measuring	Instrument
Toanswertheseresearchquestionswedevelopedameasuringinstrumentfor
causesofinterreligiousconflict.Thequestionnairedistributedtoourrespon-
dentsdealswithfourtypesofcauses:socio-economic,political,ethnic-cultur-
al and religious causes of intergroup conflict. We define conflict as “the
situation that arises when rival interests can no longer be contained by the
structuresandprocessesordinarilycompetenttodoso”(Lincoln2003,74).All
itemshavethesameformat:“x causes y”,whereyreferstotheconflictbetween
religiousgroupsandxisthereasonorcausalground.Toindicatecausationwe
used verbs like ‘encourage’ and ‘favour’.The socio-economic cause is opera-
tionalizedinitemssuchas:“Theopenorsilentapprovalofviolenceasameans
ofsocialchangebysomereligionsencouragesreligiousconflict”(item4).An
exampleofitemsrepresentingthepoliticalcauseis:“Interventionbypolitical
leadersinreligiousmattersencouragesconflictamongreligions”(item3).The
ethnic-culturalcauseisrepresentedbyitemssuchas: “Linkingethnicorna-
tionalidentitytoaparticularreligionfavoursreligiousconflict”(item11).Spe-
cific religious causes are operationalized in similar terms: “Religiously
motivated militant or radical groups encourage religious conflict” (item 10).
Therespondentswereaskedtoindicatewhethertheyagreedwiththestate-
mentsintheitemsonafour-pointLikertscalerangingfrom‘notatall’(1)to
‘strongly’(4).ThecompletelistofitemsappearsinappendixG.

7.3.3	 Empirical	Results
Theresultsofthedataanalysisprovideanswerstothethreeresearchquestions
formulatedabove.Wedealwiththemonebyone,presentingtheresultsper-
tainingtoeachanalysis.

Research question 1: Which comparative models of causes of interreligious
conflict emerge among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students once group-
specificdifferenceshavebeenascertained?



175CausesOfInterreligiousConflict

Toanswerthisquestionweusedathree-stepfactoranalysis(cf.chapter1,
section1.7).Table7.1presentstheresultsofthefactoranalysisforallstudents
afterfilteringoutdifferencesbetweenthereligiousgroups.

Thestructureofthesefactorsdoesnotaccordwithourtheoreticaldistinc-
tionsbetweenthecausesofinterreligiousconflictbasedontheliterature.

Table7.1 Factor analysis (PAF, Oblimin rotation), commonalities (h2), percentage of explained 
variance, and reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of comparativemodelsofcausesof
interreligiousconflict among Christian, Muslim and Hindu students.

Theory F1 F2 h2

10.Religiously motivated militant or radical groups
encouragereligiousconflict.

R .66 .40

4. Theovertortacitapprovalofviolenceasameans
forsocialchangebysomereligionsencouragesreli-
giousconflict.

SE .65 .43

12.Thesuperiorityfeelingofsomereligionsencoura-
gesreligiousconflict.

R .60 .36

3. The intervention of political leaders in religious
mattersencouragesconflictamongreligions.

P .58 .42

11. Linkingethnicornational identitytoaparticular
religionisconducivetoreligiousconflict.

EC .58 .31

5. The belief in the necessity of bloody sacrifices
upheldbysomereligionsinspiresreligiousconflict.

R .56 .32

6. Theinterferenceofforeignreligiousleadersinin-
ternalpoliticalmattersencouragesconflictamong
religions.

P .52 .27

9. Religious conversion that changes the political
equation within a democracy increases conflict
amongreligions.

P .48 .26

1. Affirming one’s religion where there are many
religionsencouragesreligiousconflict.

R .75 .56

2. The human rights awareness promoted by some
religionsfavoursreligiousconflict.

SE .40 .17

          Cronbach’salpha .81 .33
          Numberofvalidcases 1811 1887

Scale: In your opinion, to what extent do the following actually favour or encourage conflict
amongreligions?1=notatall;2=alittle;3=much;4=verymuch.
Explained variance = 35%; F1= Force-driven religious conflict; F2 = Strength-driven religious
conflict.
SE=socio-economiccauses;P=politicalcauses;EC=ethnic-culturalcauses;R=religiouscauses.
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Factor1consistsofeightitemsrepresentingallcategoriesofcauses(socio-
economic,political,ethnic-culturalandreligious).Howshouldwe label this
factor?Threeitemsrelatetoreligiouscauses,threetopoliticalcauses,oneto
socio-economicandonetoethnic-culturalcauses.Theitemwiththehighest
factor loadingconcerns religiousextremism: “Religiouslymotivatedmilitant
orradicalgroupsencouragereligiousconflict”(item10).Item5(necessityof
bloodysacrifices)alsoreferstoreligiousextremism.Theitemwiththesecond
highestfactorloading(item4)concernsviolenceasameansofsocialchange.
Allitemsonfactor1relatetotheuseofcoerciveforceininterreligiousconflict.
Item11(“Linkingethnicornationalidentitytoaparticularreligion”)anditem
12(“Thesenseofsuperiorityofsomereligions”)refertothecoerciveforceof
ethnicandreligiousbelongingrespectively.Coercivepowerincludesbothpos-
itiveandnegativesanctionsimposedbypowerholdersonsubordinates.Itis
exercisedbyanactorwhohasthecapacitytorewardorpunishothers(cf.Etzi-
oni1961;Baldwin1971;Molm1994).Thisactorcanbeanindividualoragroup
ofindividualslikepoliticalorreligiousleaders,butcanalsorefertoethnicor
religiouscommunitiesthatexertsocialpressure.Forceorcoercivepowerim-
pliestheimpositionofone’swillonothers,asopposedtofreeconsentormu-
tualagreement.Inthequestionnaireitemstheoriginofforceliesinreligion
(i.e.religiousextremism),insocio-economicandethniccauses,orintheover-
lap of religion and political power.We therefore label the first factor ‘force-
driven religious conflict’inasmuchasconflictimpliescoercivepowerasameans
ofachievingtheeconomic,politicalorsocio-culturalgoalsofreligiousgroups.
Toavoidmisunderstanding, force-drivenreligiousconflictdoesnotmeasure
therespondent’spersonalwillingnesstoengageinreligiousconflict.Neither
doesitmeasuretheextenttowhichviolentbehaviourisacceptabletothere-
spondent.Itmeasurestowhatextenttherespondentsattributeinterreligious
conflicttoforce-drivencauses.Thereliabilityofthisfactorishigh(α.81).

Factor2consistsoftwoitemsonly.Item1fallsinthecategoryofreligious
causes,butreferstoaffirmationofone’sreligionandnottoreligiousextrem-
ism.Item2isinthecategoryofsocio-economiccauses,butreferstohuman
rights awareness in a religious tradition and not to the pursuit of wealth or
power.Affirmationandawarenessstrengthenpeopleintheirreligiousidentity
andtheirsearchforrights.Theyclearlylackthedimensionofcoercionthatis
presentinthefirstfactor.Hencewelabelthesecondfactor‘strength-driven re-
ligious conflict’.Strengthisownedandoperatedbyanindividualpersonor–
weshouldadd–asinglegroupthroughapositiveself-imageassociatedwith
theconvictionsandprinciplesthepersonespouses.Strengthreferstotheca-
pacitytoactandtospeakonthebasisofone’sreligiousidentity.Yetinaplural
contextthis‘strength’canbeseenasasourceofconflictaswell.Thatisexactly
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whatthissecondfactormeasuresintwoitems.Inthesecondfactortheacor-
relationbetweenthetwoitemsisr=.38.Thisimpliesthatthereliabilityofthe
secondscale−strength-drivenreligiousconflict−isrelativelylow(α.38).Note
thatfactor1(force-drivenreligiousconflict)andfactor2(strength-drivenreli-
giousconflict)alsocorrelatestrongly(r.51).Weelaborateonthelabelsofboth
factorsinsection7.4.1.

The same two-factor solution emerges when separate factor analyses are
conductedforChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsinthesecondstep.How-
ever,forMuslimsitems2and9showlowcommunality(bothh2=.16).ForHin-
du students, too, item 2 is slightly problematic (h2 = .11). For purposes of
comparisonwedecidedtoretainitems2and9inthethirdstepoftheanalysis
describedabove,butonaccountofthelowpsychometricqualityofthesecond
scale(strength-drivenreligiousconflict)weexcludeditfromsubsequentanal-
yses.

Nextweevaluatedthemodelofforce-drivencausesofreligiousconflictfor
scalarequivalence.OurestimatewasbasedontheMLprocedureavailableon
Lisrel8.8(Jöreskog&Sörbom1996).ModelswereevaluatedbymeansofJRule
(Saris,Satorra&VanderVeld2009),acomputerprogramthatusestheoutput
ofLisrelandevaluateswhetherornotconstrainedparametersaremisspeci-
fied,takingintoaccountthepoweroftheMLtest.Resultsshowthatthescale
tomeasurepower-drivenreligiousconflictisscalarinvariant(X2=178.41,df=85,
RMSEA=0.043) for Christians, Muslims and Hindus. In addition we tested
whether factor variances were equal across the groups, which they were
(X2=185.63,df=89,RMSEA=0.043).

Researchquestion2: Aretheresignificantdifferencesinlevelsofagreement
withforce-drivenreligiousconflictbetweenChristian,MuslimandHindustu-
dents?

On average, students tend to agree strongly (2.70) with the idea of force-
drivenreligiousconflict,withslight,statisticallyinsignificantdifferencesbe-
tween Muslim, Christian and Hindu students (see Table 7.2). They seem to
shareanawarenessoftheuseofforcetorealizegroupinterestsasapotential
causeofinterreligiousconflict.

Researchquestion3:Whichpersonal(socio-cultural,socio-economicandso-
cio-religious) characteristics relate to the causes of interreligious conflict
amongChristian,MuslimandHinducollegestudents?

Weexplainthesociallocationofforce-drivenreligiousconflictforeachre-
ligiousgroupseparately.Whatarethepersonalcharacteristicsofstudentswho
attributeinterreligiousconflicttoforce-drivencauses?Wementionallsignifi-
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cantassociations,butfocusonthosewhicharesignificantenoughtocontrib-
utetotheoryformation,namelymoderatelystrong(.15<r<.30)orstrong(>.30)
associations.We describe the significant correlations for each group of stu-
dentsseparately(Table7.3).

Christian students who lived in urbanized areas (.22) and whose mother
(.22) and father (.16) obtained higher educational qualifications agree more
stronglywithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Therearealsoweakassociations:
female students (mean score 2.77 versus 2.65 for men), non-Tamil speaking
students(2.89versus2.67forTamilspeakers),thosewhostudytheartsorso-
cialsciences(2.81versus2.68fornaturalsciences)andbelongtolowercastes
tendtoagreemorestronglywiththecausesofforce-drivenconflictbetween
religiousgroups.

WhatarethepersonalcharacteristicsofMuslimstudentswhoattributein-
terreligiousconflict to force-drivencauses?We findastrongassociationbe-
tweenforce-drivenconflictandthemother’seducationallevel(.30).Nextthere
arefourmoderatelystrongassociations.FemaleMuslimstudents(mean2.83
versus2.48formen),studentslivinginurbanizedareas(.16),thosewhostudy
theartsorsocialsciences(meanscore2.90versus2.56 fornaturalsciences)
and whose father attained a higher level of education (.27) show relatively
moreagreementwithforce-drivenconflict.

OnaverageHindustudentswhoagreemorestronglywithforce-drivenreli-
giousconflicthaveparentswithhighereducationallevels(r .27formother’s
and.24forfather’seducationallevel),havelivedmostoftheirlivesinurban-
izedareas(.18),andstudytheartsandsocialsciences(meanscore2.88versus
2.61 for natural sciences), are found among the lower castes (-.15) and have
teacherswhohavelesspositiveinfluenceontheirreligioussocialization(-.15).

Table7.2 Levels of agreement (mean and standard deviation) with regard to force-driven
religiousconflict for Christian, Muslim and Hindu students; and comparison of 
means between religious groups of respondents (Scheffé’s test: F-value: 1.60; sign.= 
.201).

N Mean S.d. Muslims Hindus 

Christians 865 2.72 .68
Muslims 252 2.64 .67
Hindus 783 2.69 .73

Scale:1=Notatall,2=ALittle;3=Much;4=Verymuch.Therearenosignificantintergroupdiffer-
encesatp<.005level.
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Themassmedia,too,havelesspositiveinfluenceontheirreligioussocializa-
tion(-.12).Finally,amongHinduswomen(mean2.75)agreemorestronglywith
force-drivenreligiousconflictthanmen(2.61).1

7.4 Findings and Discussion

7.4.1	 Findings
Wewereabletoconstructacomparativescaleofcausesofinterreligiouscon-
flictrepresentingallcategories(socio-economic,political,ethnic-culturaland
religiouscauses).Thescalehasagoodreliabilitycoefficientandpassedthetest
ofscalarinvariance.Welabelledthisscale‘force-drivenreligiousconflict’.We
alsomanagedtoconstructasecondscale,whichwelabelled‘strength-driven

1 Thefollowingcharacteristicsdidnotshowsignificantcorrelationsforanyofthegroupsof
respondents: age, perceived socialization by parents, relatives, friends and religious
community.

Table7.3 Social location of force-drivenreligiousconflict among Christian, Muslim and 
Hindu students. Correlations (eta for the nominal variables sex, language and field 
of specialization; Pearson’s r for the other, ordinal variables) between force-driven 
religious conflict and personal characteristics.1

Christians Muslims Hindus

Socio-cultural characteristics
 Sex .09** .27** .09**
 Language .13**
 Urbanization .22** .16* .18**
 Fieldofspecialization .09** .21** .16**
Socio-economic characteristics
 Caste -.12** -.15**
 Educationmother .22** .30** .27**
 Educationfather .16** .27** .24**
Socio-religious characteristics
 Teachers/professors -.15**
 Media -.12**

Correlationsaresignificantatp<.00level(**)orp<.05level(*).
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religiousconflict’.Becauseofitslowreliabilityweomitteditinfurtheranaly-
ses,butweexplainourtheoreticalunderstandingofbothscales inthenext
section.

TherearenosignificantdifferencesbetweenChristian,MuslimandHindu
students’ agreement with force-driven causes of interreligious conflict. All
threegroupstendtoagreestronglywiththesecauses.Thismeansthatourstu-
dentrespondentsperceiveforce-drivenissuesassourcesofconflictbetween
religious groups in India. Obviously not all students show the same level of
agreementwithforce-drivencausesofinterreligiousconflict.Thelevelcorre-
lates with their socio-cultural, socio-economic and socio-religious personal
characteristics.

Socio-culturalcharacteristicsgenerallyproducethesamepictureforallre-
ligiousgroups:studentswholivedinurbanizedareasandstudentsinfaculties
of arts and social sciences agree more strongly with force-driven conflict.
While in urban areas religious diversity is more clearly visible and relation-
shipsaremoreanonymous,theyarenotnecessarilycharacterizedbymorein-
terreligious conflict than rural areas. That students in the arts and social
sciencesaremoreinclinedtoattributeinterreligiousconflicttoforce-driven
issuescouldbeexplainedbythefactthattheyarebetterinformedaboutsoci-
etalquestionsthanstudentsofthenaturalsciences.AmongMuslimsgender
alsohasamoderatelystrongassociationwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict,
femalestudentstendingtoagreestronglyandmalestudentstoagreelesswith
force-driven religious conflict. Christian and Hindu female students show
strongeragreementthanmen,butheretheassociationbetweengenderand
force-drivenconflictisweak.

WhyisthisassociationrelativelystrongamongMuslimstudents?Canwe
attributeittogenderdifferencesamongMuslimsinIndia?WhileIndiaingen-
eralisnotparticularlyfemale-friendly,Muslimwomenexperienceevenmore
socialrestrictionsthanHinduandChristianwomen.Althoughthesouthern
stateofTamilNaduislessgenderrestrictivethannorthernconservativestates
(e.g.UttarPradesh),therearedifferencesbetweenthereligiousgroupsallover
thecountry(cf.Dyson&Moore1983).Censusdatadonotoffermuchreligious-
lyrelatedsocio-economicinformation,butsomedataindicatedifferencesbe-
tweenChristian,MuslimandHinduwomeninthisregard.Femaleeducational
levelsdifferaccordingtoreligion.FiguresofilliteracyinruralIndiaarealmost
identicalforMuslim(76%)andHindu(75%)women,asopposedto43%for
Christianwomen.ButinurbanIndiathecross-religiousdifferencesaremore
significant,60%ofMuslimwomenbeingilliterateasopposedto42%ofHindu
and23%ofChristianwomen.Itwouldbeunfair,however,todepictIslamas
female-unfriendlyonthestrengthof(il)literacyfigures.Overallcross-religious
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differencesaremuchbiggerthandifferencesbetweenthesexes.Maleilliteracy
inurbanIndiaisalsohighestamongMuslims(42%),followedbyHindus(25%)
andChristians(19%)(MinorityRightsGroupInternational1999,24ff).Never-
theless “Muslim women in urban India are much worse off than their rural
counterparts,notonlyintermsoftheiroveralleducationalstatusascitizensof
India,butalsointermsoftheirrelativelypooreducationalstatuswhencom-
pared to Hindu or Christian women” (Minority Rights Group International
1999,26).Clearercross-religiousdifferencesbasedongenderaremanifestedin
workparticipationrates.TheNationalSampleSurveyOrganisation(1997),for
instance,reportsamajorgapbetweentheworkparticipationratesofMuslim
womenontheonehandandHinduandChristianwomenontheother,Mus-
limwomenhavingthelowestparticipationrateinallcategoriesofpaidwork.
Thedifferencebetweenwomen’sandmen’sworkparticipationisalsobiggest
among Muslims compared to Hindus and Christians. Earlier studies have
shownhigherlevelsofwomen’sseclusionamongMuslimscomparedtonon-
Muslims(Morganetal.2002).Ghumanetal. (2006), for instance,measured
women’sautonomybyaskingcouples(womenandmenseparately)whethera
wifehastoaskpermissiontogoanywhereoutsidethehouseorcompound,to
thelocalhealthclinicortothelocalmarket.Howeveroddthisquestionmay
seem, the findingsshowcross-religiousdifferences inwomen’sautonomyin
theperceptionsofbothwomenandmen,Muslimwomenbeingperceivedas
leastautonomous.Therewerealsocross-religiousdifferenceswithregardto
disagreementbetweenwomen’sandmen’sperceptionsofthewife’sautonomy.
Ingeneralmentendtoattributemorepowertothewifethanshedoestoher-
self,becausehusbandsmaywishtopresentthemselvesinafavourablelight
(Meyer&Lewis1976)and/orwivesmaybesocializedtobemorepassiveand
understatetheirownpower(Olson&Rabunsky1972).Butthedifferencesbe-
tween women’s and men’s perceptions of the wife’s autonomy are biggest
amongMuslims(Ghumanetal.2006,25).Allthisprovesthatgenderissuesare
farmoreimportant inIndiathaninWesterncontexts.Furtherresearchinto
themediationandmoderationofreligioningenderdifferencesisessential.

Amongallreligiousgroupssocio-economiccharacteristicshavestrongas-
sociationswithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Morespecifically,mother’sand
father’seducationcorrelatespositivelywithattributionofinterreligiouscon-
flicttoforce-drivencauses,whilecaste(amongChristiansandHindus)hasa
weaknegativeassociationwithforce-driveninterreligiousconflict.Theseas-
sociationsseemtorevealopposingmechanismsintherelationshipbetween
socio-economicstatusandtheattributionofforce-drivencausestointerreli-
giousconflict.Ontheonehandrespondentswhoseparents’educationallevel
isrelativelyhighagreemorestronglywithforce-drivencausesofinterreligious
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conflict.Arestudentsfrommoreeducatedfamiliesbetterinformedaboutthe
socio-economic,politicalandethnic-culturalbackgroundtoconflictbetween
religiousgroups?Ontheotherhand,respondentsfromrelativelyhighercastes
(i.e.uppersocio-economicstrata)agreelesswithforce-drivencausesofinter-
religious conflict. It seems that those who have more to lose perceive more
force-drivensourcesofinterreligiousconflict.Theseopposingrelationshipsof
socio-economiccharacteristicswithforce-drivenreligiousconflictaccordwith
inconclusiveresearchfindingsregardingtheeffectsofsocio-economicstatus
onprejudice,discriminationandhostilitytowardsothers(Brondoloetal.2009;
Carter et al. 2011; Floyd & Gramann, 1995; Portes 1984; Stephan & Stephan
2000).Educationallevelisoftenastrongdeterminantoflessprejudicetoward
out-groups(Helloetal.2002),butthedegreetowhichtheout-groupisper-
ceivedasathreat,whetherasa‘real’threatinrespectofmaterialresourcesor
a‘symbolic’threatinrespectofintangibleresourcessuchasvaluesorculture,
isassociatedwithgreaterprejudice(cf.Helloetal.2002).

Socio-religiouscharacteristicsarenegativelyassociatedwiththeattribution
ofinterreligiousconflicttoforce-drivenconflictamongHindustudentsonly.
Hindustudentsagreemorestronglywithforce-drivenreligiousconflictiftheir
teachers/professorsandthemediahavealesspositiveinfluenceontheirreli-
giosity.Teachers/professorsandthemediaaresecondary(i.e.societal)social-
izing agents. Agents of primary socialization (parents, relatives and friends)
apparentlydonotmakeadifference.Whydoonlysecondarysocializingagents
relatetoforce-drivenreligiousconflict?AndwhyonlyforHindustudents?As
themajoritygroupinIndia,Hindustudentsgenerallyarethemajorityinedu-
cationalinstitutions,alsoinProtestantorCatholicschools−alargepartofour
sample − where the majority of professors are Christian. If these professors
have less positive influence on Hindus’ understanding and practice of their
ownreligion,interreligiousconflictismorelikelytoberecognizedandattrib-
utedtoforce-drivencauses.Andiftheinfluenceoftheprominentmassmedia
on one’s own religiosity is considered less positive, it might make one feel
threatenedbyotherreligioustraditions,thusleadingtoagreementwithforce-
drivencausesofinterreligiousconflict.Bothmechanismscouldpointtheway
toexplainourfinding,butfurtherresearchisnecessarytoconfirmthisinter-
pretation.

7.4.2	 Discussion
In this sectionwediscuss two issues.First,weexplain theoretically the two
kindsofattributionofinterreligiousconflictthatwehaveestablishedempiri-
cally,namelyforce-drivenandstrength-drivenreligiousconflict.Wedosowith
referencetoHannahArendt’sphilosophicalanalysisofpowerinthepolitical
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domain.Second,weevaluatethepossibleuseofviolencewhichcanleadto
sufferingandevil inflictedonothers.Comparative researchshouldnotstop
withadescriptionoffindings,butalsoneedstoevaluatethesefindingsfroma
normativeperspective(cf.section2.7).Weintroducetwonormativeperspec-
tivesinthissection.ThefirstisHannahArendt’stheoryofaction,whichre-
flectsonthepluralityofactorsinthepublicdomainandonhumanfreedom.
ThesecondisPaulRicœur’sphilosophicalthoughtontheproblemofevilin
relationtohumanactionandsuffering.Evilcanberegardedasthedark,in-
comprehensiblesideofviolenceinbothitsactiveanditspassiveform.Differ-
ent forms of violence in society should never be evaluated in a simplistic
schemeofgood(people)versusbad(people).Normativeevaluationofgood
andbadisoftenmorecomplexandincomprehensiblewhenviewedfromthe
perspectiveofevil.WethinkArendtandRicœurofferfruitfulnormativeper-
spectivesonconflict,(potential)violenceandevil.

 TowardsaTheoryofForce-DrivenandStrength-Driven
InterreligiousConflict

Inthischapterwehavedistinguishedempiricallybetweenwhatwelabelled
force-drivenreligiousconflictandstrength-drivenreligiousconflict.Whatthe-
oretical background underpins these labels? We think Hannah Arendt pro-
videsabasis,specificallyinherpoliticaltheoryandactiontheorydevelopedin
The human condition (Arendt 19581/1998)andherreflectionsontherelation
betweenpoliticsandpowerinOn violence(Arendt1970).Weanalysethedis-
tinctionbetweenpower,forceandstrength.Beforewedoso,welocatepower
intheframeworkofpoliticalfreedom,whichisthefocusofArendt’spolitical
theory.Arendtevaluatesthepoliticalrealmaccordingtothenormativecrite-
rionofpreservingagents’freedomofactionandspeech,especiallyinrelation
tothepluralityofpeopleinthepublicdomain(cf.Dossa1989;Keenan1994).

AttheheartofArendt’spoliticaltheoryistheideathatpersonhoodiscon-
stitutedbythepowertoactandtospeak.Ifonerobspeopleofthispower,they
losetheirpersonhood.Andthepowertoactandtospeakcanbetakenaway.It
onlyexistspotentiallyandisnotnecessarilyoralwayspresent.Onlyinactual-
izingthepotentialtoactdopeoplegainpersonhood.Theideaofpersonsliving
togethereo ipsoimpliesconcertedaction.AccordingtoArendt(1998,198)the
politicalrealm(orpolis)is“theorganizationofpeopleasitarisesoutofacting
andspeakingtogether,anditstruespaceliesbetweenlivingtogetherforthis
purpose”.This‘spaceofappearance’−asArendtcallsit–isrealizedwhendif-
ferentpeoplecometogetherandcanactandspeakincompletefreedom.Itis
a space where actions may establish preliminary relationships and where
wordscanrevealintentionsanddisclosedevelopingrealities.Inthespaceof
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appearancedifferentpeoplemeeteachotherinfreedom.There“Iappearto
othersasothersappeartome”(Arendt1998,198).Hencethespaceofappear-
anceismarkedbypluralityandfreedom.Pluralitymeansthatpeoplewithdif-
ferentopinions, feelings, longings,dreams,etceteraareable toact together
andspeaktoeachother.Althoughwearedifferent, there isabasicequality
thatmakesitpossibletolivetogether.Inpluralityequalityanddistinctnessare
combinedinsuchawaythatitbecomespossibletolivetogether.“Weareall
thesame,thatis,human,insuchawaythatnobodyiseverthesameasanyone
elsewhoeverlived,lives,orwilllive”(Arendt1998,7f.;cf.Habermas1977,7).
Freedom means that people have the opportunity to take the initiative and
startsomethingnew.Thefactthathumankindiscapableofactionandspeech
meansthat theunexpectedcanbeexpected.Freepeopleareable todothe
unanticipatedandtorealizewhatisimprobable(Arendt1998,177f.;cf.Haber-
mas1977,8).

Thespaceofappearanceantedatesandispresumedinallformalconstitu-
tionsofthepublicdomain.Whateverformofgovernmentorlegalstructureis
chosentoorganizethepublicdomain,itisonlylegitimateifthatspaceisrec-
ognized.Inotherwords:thespaceofappearanceinwhichpeoplegathercan
beseenasthefirstmanifestationofpoliticalfreedom;butitisextremelyfrag-
ile,hardlymorethanapotentiality.Thepotentialstillhastoberealized.What
bringsthepublicspaceofappearancetolife?Arendt(1998,200)answersthis
questionasfollows:“Poweriswhatkeepsthepublicrealm,thepotentialspace
ofappearancebetweenactingandspeakingmen,inexistence.”Powerisgener-
atedwhenpeoplecometogetherandactinconcert(Arendt1970,52).Itisnot
apropertyofindividualsbutbelongstoagroupofpeopleandremainsinexis-
tenceonlyaslongasthegroupkeepstogether(Arendt1970,44).Powerentails
apluralityofactors joining together in freedomfor somecommonpolitical
purpose.Itisgeneratedbypeoplewhentheyacttogether.Buthere,too,the
problemofcontinuityarises.Whatguaranteedowehavethat itwillstillbe
actualizedinthefuture?Whatgivesdurationtothepowerofconcertedaction
basedonfreedomthatwasthereinthebeginning?Thehumanforcethatcan
create thiscontinuity ismutualpromise.Mutualpromisekeepspoweralive
whenthespaceofappearanceisthreatened.Promisingisanactthatremem-
bersitselfattheverymomentwhenthepromiseismade.“Byholdingactors
together into the indefinite future, promising transforms freedom from the
simplepossibilityofnewbeginningsinto‘worldly’politicalfreedom”(Keenan
1994,305).Putdifferently,amutualpromiseorcontractcanserveasafounda-
tionforthepoliticalrealmwhileremainingtruetothelogicoffreedom.The
promiseisaspeech-actwayofrememberingitself;itinstitutionalizesthepow-
erofactinginconcertbypromisingitself(Keenan1994,307).Yetitretainsthe
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logicoffreedomwhichmanifestsitselfinatwofoldunpredictabilityintheact
ofpromising:firstly“man’sinabilitytorelyuponhimselfortohavecomplete
faithinhimself(whichisthesamething)isthepricehumanbeingspayfor
freedom; and [secondly] the impossibility of remaining unique masters of
whattheydo,ofknowingitsconsequencesandrelyinguponthefuture,isthe
pricetheypayforplurality”(Arendt1998,244).

Cantheinstitutionalizationofpromiseprovidethefoundationforthepo-
liticalrealmthatpowercouldnotprovide?Thetwofoldunpredictabilityindi-
catesthatitcannot.InherlaterpublicationsArendttriesto‘solve’thisproblem
byintroducingthecategoryofauthority.ScholarsstronglyagreethatArendt
triestocombinethelogicoffreedomwiththeauthorityoffoundation(Haber-
mas1977;Keenan1994).There isapotential forconflictandviolence inthe
interpretationofpoliticalfoundations.“Thistearwithintheheartofthepo-
liticalrealmliesintheactofdecisionitself,dividedasitisbetweenthefree-
domofreconstitutingthepoliticalrealmbyredefiningthepromiseandthe
violenceof imposingthatdefinition inways thatalldonotacceptandthat
excludeotherpossiblecommunitiesandotherpossiblefutures”(Keenan1994,
318).Inthefaceofapluralityofopinionspoliticalactiontendstoforgetthe
freedomthatmakesitpossible.Arendtrightlyremindsusthatpoliticalinstitu-
tionsarenotbornoutofconflictbutshouldbebasedonrecognition.Thele-
gitimacyofpowercanonlyrestonthefreedomofpeopleactingtogether.But
thisideaofpoliticalpowerneedstobedistinguishedfromtheexerciseofpow-
erorrule(Habermas1977,17).Thelatterimplies“thatmencanlawfullyand
politicallylivetogetheronlywhensomeareentitledtocommandandtheoth-
ersforcedtoobey”(Arendt1998,222).

NowthatwehaveformulatedthenotionofpowerinArendt’spoliticalthe-
orywecandistinguishitfromforceandstrength.Forceischaracterizedbyvio-
lent action (Arendt 1998, 203). It exercises coercion in a social sphere and
involvesmanifestorlatentviolence.Violencecreatesasituationinwhichpeo-
plelosetheircapacitytoactandspeakinfreedom.Butwhileviolencecande-
stroypower,itcanneverbeasubstituteforit.Forcealwaysmanifestsitselfin
combinationwithpowerlessness,asintyrannicalgovernmentwhereoneper-
sonhasthemonopolyofviolence.Forcecontradictstheessentialhumancon-
ditions of plurality (acting and speaking together) and freedom (initiative),
whichareessentialcomponentsofanylegitimatepoliticalorganization.But
forceisnotconfinedtothepoliticaldomain.Itcanalsotaketheformofeco-
nomicforcewhenthehavespressurizethehave-nots.Oritcanhaveanethnic-
culturaldimensionwhenhighstatusgroupsdominatelowstatusgroups.One
alsothinksofreligiousgroupswhoforcetheirideasonothersandtherebyren-
dermembersofotherreligiousgroupspowerless.Unlikepower,forceleadsto
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awin-losesituation(Arendt1970).Whilepowercanbedividedwithoutdimin-
ishing it, force leadstoan increaseof thepotentiality toact forsomeanda
decreaseofthatpotentialityforothers.Thatiswhyforceandconflictgoto-
gether, justaspowerandpeacefulcoexistencebelong together.Amongreli-
giousextremistgroupstheuseofviolenceisobvious.Butotherdevelopments
mayalsodisruptthebalancedspaceofappearancebetweendifferentindivid-
ualsorgroups.Changesintherelativesizeofgroups(intermsofminorityand
majority),forinstance,caninfluencethefragilepowerbalance.Orlinkingna-
tionalidentitywithreligiousbelonging(asinHindutva)canleadtoadimin-
ishedpotentialitytoactandspeakamongminoritygroups.

Strengthshareswithforcetheideaofthecapacitytoactandspeak.Strength
is“nature’sgifttotheindividualwhichcannotbesharedwithothers,[and]can
copewithviolencemoresuccessfullythanwithpower–eitherheroically,by
consentingtofightanddie,orstoically,byacceptingsufferingandchallenging
allafflictionthroughself-sufficiencyandwithdrawalfromtheworld”(Arendt
1998,203).Strengthispossessedbyanindividualpersonor–wewouldadd–a
singlegroupviaapositiveself-imageassociatedwiththeconvictionsandprin-
ciplesthepersonorgroupstandsfor.Itdoesnotneedasocialsphereoraspace
ofappearanceinwhichdifferentpeopleactandspeak.Thestrengthofindi-
viduals’convictionsortheircharismaticpersonalitiesmakethemstronglead-
erswhoareabletopersuadeothers.Strength,too,isnotasubstituteforpower
but,unlikeforce,itdoesnotimplypowerlessness.Withstrengththeperson’s
integrityandthepossibilitytoactremainintact.Whenaperson(orgroup)af-
firms her (its) religious identity in a plural context, it is an expression of
strength.Itdoesnotcreateagroundforlivingtogether,butthestrengthofthe
personorgroupresiststheideaofpowerlessness.Thishappens,forinstance,
whenareligiousgroupdemonstratesagainstlawsorregulationswhichlimit
itsfreedomofexpressionorhamperitscultureinsomeway.Supposethatin-
dividualsparticipateindemonstrationseveniftheyruntheriskofarrestor
harassment.Inthatcasedemonstratingclearlyexpressesstrength,althoughit
doesnotcreateagroundforlivingtogether.

How does this analytical distinction of Arendt’s help us to label the two
kindsofattributionof interreligiousconflictthatwehaveidentifiedempiri-
cally?Thecausesintheitemsofthefirstscaleallimplytheuseofsomekindof
forceagainstmembersofotherreligiousgroups.Theyhintatactionsthattake
away other people’s power to act or speak. In force-driven religious conflict
itemsreferdirectlyorindirectlytoviolence,eithersocio-economicallymoti-
vated(item4:overtortacitapprovalofviolenceasameansofsocialchange),
politicallymotivated(item3:interventionbypoliticalleadersinreligiousmat-
tersencouragesconflict),relatedtoethnic-culturalissues(item11:linkingeth-
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nicornationalidentitytoaparticularreligionisconducivetoreligiousconflict)
orinregardtoreligiousissues(item10:religiouslymotivatedmilitantorradical
groupsencourageconflict).Inallcasesincreasingthepowerofonegroupco-
incideswithmakingothergroups(more)powerless.Thesecondscaleconsists
oftwoitemswhichdonotresultindisempoweringtheother,butneitherdo
theyaimatestablishingaspaceofappearanceinwhichpeopleactinconcert.
The two items in strength-driven religious conflict focus on strengthening
one’sreligion,bothintermsofhumanrightsawarenessandtheaffirmationof
one’sownreligioninamulti-religiouscontext.Theactionsformulatedinthese
twoitemsarenotdirectsourcesofconflict.Ontheotherhand,itispossibleto
perceivereligiousidentificationascontributingtoconflict.Whenawarenessof
humanrightsispromotedinacontextwheretheserightsareviolatedbyoth-
ersitcanleadto(further)conflict.Thisalsoapplieswhenone’sownreligionis
affirmedinapluralcontextwhereamajorityreligionfeelsthreatenedbythe
presenceofotherreligiouscommunities.Theseitems–respectivelyonaware-
ness and affirmation – are expressions of strength. Individuals or particular
groupsshowtheirwillingness toactandspeakeven if itmayhavenegative
consequencesforthem.Theconnectionbetweenawarenessandaffirmation
ontheonehandandpotentialconflictontheotherjustifiesthis interpreta-
tion.

However,westressthelimitationsofourresearch(intermsofmetricquali-
ties)inthecaseofstrength-drivenreligiousconflict.Furtherresearchisneces-
sary to test whether this concept holds good, along with the concept of
force-drivenconflict.Wealsorecommendfutureresearchtodeterminewheth-
erforce-drivenreligiousconflictandstrength-drivenreligiousconflictcanbe
distinguishedfromthepowertoactinconcert.Nonethelessourfindingsshow
thatArendt’sconceptualdistinctionscanbefruitfulinempiricalresearchinto
interreligiousconflict.Theyclearlyindicatethatcreatingaspaceofactingand
speakingtogetherinacontextofpluralityisacrucialprobleminthepolis.

 EvaluationofForce-DrivenReligiousConflict
Thesecondissueisnormativeevaluationofforce-drivenconflict.Webasethis
evaluativeperspectiveonthephilosophyofPaulRicœur,arepresentativeof
whatwelabelledthepluralist-deliberativeroute(seesection2.7).Ricœurpur-
suedevernewavenuestofathomthemoralissueofevil:viathehumanwill,
vianarrativesofthesufferingperson,andfinallythroughhisreflectionsonthe
difficultyofmemoryandtheimpossibilityofforgiveness.Eachoftheseangles
onthemoralissueofevilopensupanotherperspectivefromwhichtoevaluate
force-driven conflict. We structure Ricœur’s moral deliberations into three
phases.
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(1) Theproblemofevil firstappearsinRicœur’sworkinthecontextofa
hermeneuticsofthesymbolismofevil.Tounderstandthis firstphaseofhis
thinkingaboutevilonehastoconnectitwithhisreflectiononthephenome-
nologyofthewill.Humanfreewillintrinsicallycreatesthepossibilityofevil.
Humanbeingsnotonlycauseevilasanunintendedeffect,butarecapableof
intentionally willing what is wrong. Evil falls under the heading of free will
(Gisel2007;Boey2008,30f).The intentiontodowrong isconnectedwitha
disproportioninfreewillbetweeninfinitedesireandfinitereality.Ifthewill
doesnotacceptthefinitudeoftherealizationofhumandesire(e.g.thedesire
forpower,possessionsandrecognition),thewillcantaketheformofsome-
thingevil.Evilisthemanifestationofabsolutefreewill,suchasabsolutepow-
erorpossessionofeverythingwhichdisregardsothers’equalrighttopower
andrecognition.

Becauseoffreewillhumansaresusceptibletowrongdoing.Butthepoten-
tialtodoevilisnotyettherealityofevilitself.Whydohumanbeingsshiftfrom
innocencetoguilt,fromthepossibilityofeviltoitsactualizationandavowal?
Whydotheydoevil?Theanswertothisquestiondoesnotlieinadescription
ofhumanvolition(Gisel2007;Kearney2006,198).Evilisconnectedwiththe
enigmaofsuddenappearance:itneednotbeenacted,butitsuddenlyappears.
Thisenigmaticcharacterofevilprecludesastraightforwardrationalanalysis
of human volition. To understand the shift from possibility to actuality we
mustturntothesymbolismofevil.Throughahermeneuticsofsignswegain
accesstoevil.Eventhenevilremainsanenigma.Itcanneverbefullyexplained
becausesigns,symbolsandmythsshouldnotbetakenliterally.Signsonlyindi-
catereality.Mythsneverbecomerationalknowledge.Andsymbolsenableus
to think of what cannot be accessed otherwise (Ricœur 1967, 15). Literal in-
terpretation of religious myths or reification of religious symbols actually
corruptsreligion.Whenthishappens(e.g.infundamentalism)thefragilein-
terpretationofsymbolsiswrongfullyturnedintoabsoluteknowledge.“When
anyindividual,sect,ordenominationpresentsitselfaspossessingtheexclu-
siveordefinitiveunderstandingofgoodandevil,when‘evil’isusedasablan-
kettermofcondemnationtoadvanceadubiouspoliticalagenda,thenthereis
acorruptionofreligion”(Bernstein2007,119).

WhatinsightdoesRicœur’s(1967)hermeneuticdetourviathesymbolismof
evilaffordintotheshiftfromthepossibilityofeviltoitsactualization?And
what is thepossible roleof religion in theregenerationof freewill (Ricœur
1995)?Withregardtotheshiftfrompossibilitytoactualizationofevil,wenote
twoideas.Thefirstisadistinctionintheoriginofevil,namelyadeterministic
andananthropologicalaccount(Kearney2006,198ff;cf.Ricœur1967,156ff).In
adeterministicaccountevilemanatesfromexternalforces(e.g.thesymbolism
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ofdefilement). Inananthropologicalaccounteviloriginates intheself(e.g.
theguiltyselfrecognizesitsown‘servilewill’).Moralresponsibilityisonlypos-
siblewhentheblameisnotprojectedontocircumstances,othersoreventhe
Other. Moral consciousness is a “bad choice that binds itself” (Ricœur 1967,
156)andonlyemergeswhenweacknowledgewrongasourownfault.Thesec-
ondideaisthedisruptionoftheborderlinebetweenperpetratorandvictim.
Ontheonehandthereisevilwhichmakesanotherpersonsuffer.Ontheother
handpeoplefeeltheyarevictimsofthewickednessandviolenceofothers.A
hermeneutic interpretation of the symbolism of evil disrupts this clear-cut
borderlinebetweenperpetratorandvictim,andtherebyturnsevilintoacon-
fusedexperience.Mythmakesusawarethatthereisastrangepassivityindo-
ingevil.Fromthesideoftheperpetratorpeoplemightfeelthemselvesvictims
eventhoughtheyareguilty(e.g.throughthepasthistoryofevilinwhichthey
areimplicated).Fromthesideofthevictimtheremightbeastrangeawareness
ofreceivingpunishmentthatisdeserved.Thisawarenesscanfinditssourcein
theideathatallsufferingisdeserved,forexamplebecauseofsomepersonalor
collective fault (Ricœur 2007, 38). This reflection makes us realize that the
boundariesbetweenperpetratorandvictiminforce-drivenconflictarenotal-
waysclear.Theyaremessy,blurredandconfused.Incomplexintergroupcon-
flictweneedtobesuspiciousofsimplisticpicturesthatpresentonegroup(or
individualgroupmember)aspurelyaperpetratorandanotherasanunadul-
teratedvictim.

Whatisthepossibleroleofreligionintheregenerationoffreewill?How
canweensurethatourfreewillisdirectedtothegood?Thisassurancecannot
comefromfreewillitself.Ifitdoesnotoriginatefromourfreewill,iteludes
ourautonomy.Butthisleavesuswithaparadox,becauseweneedtobesure
thatthecapacityoffreewilltoactoutofdutyremainsintact.Theactualityof
doingevilrevealsaparadoxattheheartofourhumanfreedom:bothlostand
toberecovered.“Thisuncommonsituationopens,moreover,aplaceforreli-
gionthatisdistinctfromthatofmorality–religion,accordingtoKant,possess-
ing no theme other than the regeneration of freedom, that is, restoring to
freedomthecontroloveritofthegoodprinciple”(Ricœur1992,216;cf.Ster-
kens2001,227–231;Dupont2010,168).

Therecoveryoffreedomdemandssomehelpfromoutside(beyondourau-
tonomy),whichatthesametimeshouldnotdestroyourautonomybutrestore
it.Ontheonehand,withoutagiftnochangeofheartwouldbepossible.On
theotherhandthebestowalofagiftcannottakeawaytheresponsibilityofthe
will.“Whatremainsisthatthewillturnstowardthisgoodcomingfromelse-
where than its disposition toward good that has not abolished its tendency
towardevil” (Ricœur1995,86). Inphilosophical thoughtthisparadoxofour
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attempttodogoodandtheexternalityofagifthasthestructureofhope.It
consistsintheideathatreceptionofthegiftalsoentailsacommandtomobi-
lizeourcapacitytodogood.Wehopethatwhatwereceiveisinfactachange
ofheart.Ontheotherhand,resortingtoradicalconfessionofevilinthedepths
ofthewillalsomeansopeningoneselftoreceivethegift.Hopingforthegift
thatwillrestoreourcapacitytodogoodrestoresourcapacitytodogood.Inthe
depthsofourfreewillwecannotdistinguishbetweenourowneffortandthe
alterityofthegift(Ricœur1995,87).Inthefaceofdoingevilwehopetobere-
storedtodoinggoodandatthesametimewehopethatthiswillbegiventous.
“Perhapsthephilosopherasphilosopherhastoadmitthatonedoesnotknow
and cannot say whether this Other, the source of the injunction, is another
personwhomIcanlookinthefaceorwhocanstareatme,ormyancestorsfor
whomthereisnorepresentation,tosogreatanextentdoesmydebttothem
constitutemyveryself,orGod–livingGod,absentGod–oremptyplace.With
this aporia of the Other, philosophical discourse comes to an end” (Ricœur
1992,355).

(2) InasecondphaseRicœurlooksattheproblemofevilfromadifferent
angle:thatoftheexperienceofsufferingandthelamentationofthesuffering
person.Hisfocusshiftsfromtheproblemoforigin(‘why?)totheenigmaof
suffering(‘whyme?).Thelamentationofthesufferer,whocriesoutthatthe
violenceinflicteduponhimisundeservedandunjust,resistsanyattemptat
understanding.ByfocusingonthelamentationofthesuffererRicœuraddress-
estheproblemoftheeffectsofevilinsteadofrepresentationsofitsorigin.Itis
ashiftfromspeculativethoughtabouttheaporiaofeviltotheexperientialfact
ofthisaporia.HismajorpublicationinthisperiodisalecturegiveninLaus-
annein1985(Ricœur2007).InthislectureRicœurtracesthepaththatspecula-
tive thought has taken in Western thinking about the aporia of evil. He
understandsthisWesterntrajectoryasoneofrefinement:howcanspeculative
thoughtreflecttheexperienceofevilinactionandsuffering?Wewillnotfol-
lowtheentire trajectory,as it isbeyondthescopeof thisbook.Thecoreof
Ricœur’sargumentisthatwehavetotrytounderstandevil,butintheprocess
we should preserve the aporia.We need a reflective moral view of evil, but
shouldnotignoretheprotestagainstunjustsuffering.

Astrictlymoralviewofeviltendstodisregardtheaporiaattestedinexperi-
encesofsuffering.Speculativethinkingonevilasintheodicyarguments(e.g.
Leibniz,Hegel)includedallformsofevilundertheheadingofmetaphysical
evil, in which the tragic and the logical coincide: something has to die for
somethinggreater tobeborn(Ricœur2007,54).Althoughthesespeculative
thoughtsdisplaygreatphilosophicalrefinement,theyshouldbecriticizedin-
sofar as they neglect the aporia of evil and the victims of history who have
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beenmarginalized.Weneedtothinkabouthumansufferingasevilinorderto
understandthatsomequestionsandanswersaboutevilare‘wrong’.Inasense
onecouldsaythatourthinkingactslikeafilterofwhatnottothink.Ricœur
concludesthattheaporiainhumanunderstandingofevildeservesthefinal
word.Whatismore,itisasaresultofourthinkingthatwecometoseeevilas
aporetic.Ultimatelyevilcannottobeconqueredbythinking.“Itisthisaporia
that action and spirituality are called to give, not a solution, but a response
aimedatmakingtheaporiaproductive;inotherwords,atcontinuingthework
ofthoughtinthekeyofactingandfeeling”(Ricœur2007,65–66).

Whatresponsemakestheaporiaproductive?Theresponseofactionisits
focusonwhatneedstobedonetocombatevil.“Everyaction,whetherethical
or political, which diminishes the quantity of violence exercised by some
againstothersdiminishesthelevelofsufferingintheworld”(Ricœur2007,66).
Yetwemustbeawarethatapracticalresponsewillnotresolveallproblemsof
evil.Itwillnotsolvetheproblemofinnocentvictimsofviolence,norwillit
solve suffering not caused by unjust action of someone towards others (e.g.
naturalcatastrophesorillness).Inotherwords,thepracticalanswerdoesnot
answerthequestion:‘Whyme?’Althoughwemustactwhenfacedwithexperi-
ences of suffering, practical answers do not silence the question ‘Why me?’
Ricœur then cites the human capacity for feeling as a third response to the
enigmaofsuffering.HereRicœur(2007,68)speaksaboutaspiritualtransfor-
mation in theworkofmourning:a transformationwhichstartswithaccep-
tanceofignorance(‘Idon’tknowwhy’),acceptstheimpatienceofthesufferer
(‘Howlong,ohLord?’),separatesreasonsforbeliefinGodfromexplanationsof
theoriginofsuffering,endingincompleterenunciationofthedesireswhich
engender the lamentation: the desire to be rewarded for one’s virtuousness,
andtobesparedsufferinginordertobreakoutofthecycleofretributionin
whichthelamentremainscaptive(Ricœur2007,71–72).Whatisneededemo-
tionallyisalooseningofallbondsthatmakeusexperiencethelossofabe-
lovedobjectasthelossofourselves(Ricœur2007,78).Wecandetachourselves
emotionally fromalldesiresconnectedwith thequestion ‘Whyme?’ In this
waywereachpeaceofmind,whichistheeffectofwisdom.

Ricœur’sreflectionsonevilfromtheperspectiveofthesuffereroffersome
guidelinesforamoralevaluationofcausesofinterreligiousconflict.Firstly,we
needtobeawareofthedifferentideaswhichreligionsprofferonevilandhu-
mansuffering.Someideasaremorehelpfultounderstandevilandalsoleave
theaporiaofevilopen.Secondly,whateverattributionswemakewithregard
toconflict,theywillneverresolvetheaporiainourunderstandingofconflict.
Itisdifficulttofullyunderstandconflict,letaloneviolentconflict.Thereisal-
waysatemptationtoreductionisminempiricalresearch,includingempirical
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researchintothecausesofinterreligiousconflict.Wecannotclaimtohaveex-
plainedtheintentionsofbelieverstowardsactsofviolence.Fromanormative
pointofviewwehavetobeawarethatintheexperienceofthesuffererthe
aporiaofevilhasthefinalword.Noexplanationwillanswerthequestion‘Why
me?’Thirdly,thinkingneedstofindaresponseinactiontodiminishthesuffer-
inginflictedbyconflict.Anacademicstudyofcausesofinterreligiousconflict
cannotrestrictitselftodescriptionorexplanation.Ourunderstandingofcon-
flict should lead to reflection on actions which can diminish suffering (see
chapter9).Finally,weshouldnottoforgetthatneitherthinkingnoractioncan
resolvetheaporiaofevil.ThisresearchfocusesonTamilNadustudents’ideas
oninterreligiousconflict.Butonecanalsoimagineresearchintotheexperi-
ence ofvictimsofviolence.There isalwaysanethical responsibility for the
researchsubjects.OnthebasisofRicœur’sanalysis,thecoreofthisethicalre-
sponsibilityistohelpvictimstodealemotionallywiththeaporiaofsuffering
ortohelpthemwiththeunanswerablequestion:‘Whyme?’

(3) InathirdphaseRicœur(1995,289–292)shiftshisfocustotheemanci-
patoryfunctionofnarrationinmemorizinghistoriceventsofevil.Twoissues
arerelevanttoourresearch:remembranceofsufferingandforgivenessofthe
perpetrators.

Firstly, why should we remember the victims of violence in history? Re-
memberingisamoraldutyinthesenseofadebtowedtovictims.Remember-
ing the specific horror of violence prevents people from being victimized
twice.Ourmemoryofpastincidencesofevilshouldrespecttheuniquenessof
theevents.Thepowertosingularizeinnarrationpreventsourcomprehension
of a specific event from becoming inhuman in the sense that it could even
maketheeventnecessary,forinstanceiftheconflictisattributedexclusivelyto
economic,politicalorculturalcauses(Ricœur1995,290).Memoryofsuffering
isnotneutral:itidentifiesvictimsasvictimsandperpetratorsasperpetrators.
Fromamoralpointofview,victimsandperpetratorsofviolencearenotona
par.Theperpetratorsareguilty,whilethevictimsaresufferingbecauseofvio-
lenceinflictedonthem.Althoughnarrationisanactofimagination,weshould
neverforgettherealityofwhathappenedinhistory.Ourmemoryofsuffering
isnotjustfiction,althoughitcomestousintheshapeofimagination.Anarra-
tionisaworkoffictionwhichcanhelpusseeandfeelthepastasifwewere
presentintheeventitself(Kearney2006,207).Atthesametimethisdistinc-
tionbetweennarrativeimaginationandhistoricalfactsshouldpreventusfrom
seeinganarrativeaccountofpasteventsasa literaldescription:all remem-
brance is a battlefield of interpretations. Finally, our memory of suffering
shouldalsoexpress the impatienceofhopeexperiencedby thevictims.Re-
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memberingshouldnotdeterthevictimfromhopingforabetterfuture(Ricœur
1995,291;Boey2008,45).

Thesecondissueisthatofforgivenessormemorythatcanheal.Genuine
forgivenessinvolvesnotsimplyforgettingpasteventsbutofviewingthemdif-
ferentlyinawaythatemancipatesthemfromthedeterministicclutchofvio-
lentobsessionandrevenge(Kearney2006,210).Forgivenessbreaksthecycleof
violencebygivingafuturetothepast.Thisdoesnotmeanthattheharmcan
beundone:theperpetratorofviolencewillalwaysbethepersonwhomade
otherssuffer.Atthesametimethecallforforgivenessisexperiencedasimpos-
sible.Howcouldonesevertheharmfromtheperpetrator?Itisnotonlythe
resultsofevilwhichareanaporia;theactof forgiving,too, ishiddeninthe
abyssofourunderstanding.Wecannotexpectvictimsofviolencetoforgive
theperpetrator.Butithappens:thisimpossibleactofforgivenesscanhappen.
Bywhatpowercanithappenotherthantheprimordialaffirmationthatevery
humanbeing(includingtheperpetrator)isdestinedforgoodness?Theperson
whorepentsandthepersonwhoforgivesdisconnectthecriminalfromhisor
hercrimeonthestrengthofthebeliefthatthegoodinhumankindismore
ultimateandunconditionalthanalltheevilwecanimagine(Boey2008,92).
AccordingtoRicœurthis isalsowhatreligionsarecalledtoawakenintheir
followersinsituationsofviolence.

Whatisusefulinthesereflectionsforourconsiderationofthecausesofin-
terreligiousconflictfromanethicalperspective?Thefirstbenefitissingular-
izationofevents.Weshouldnotwriteaboutinterreligiousconflictasifitdoes
(ordid)nothappeninarealplacetorealpeople.Conflictreferstohistorical
eventswhichneedtoberemembered.Ourstudiesshouldgivethesufferersa
voice,otherwisetheyarevictimizedtwice.Onewaytodothisistoputresearch
intocausesofinterreligiousconflictinahistoricalframework.Secondly,our
analyses and reflections should attest the belief that all parties (victim and
perpetrator)aredestinedforthegood.Goodhasthefinalword,notevil.We
shouldalsocriticizetheconvictionsofanyreligionthatcontradictthismoral
axiom,suchasthatsomepeopleorsomegroupsrepresentabsoluteevil(Ber-
nstein2005).
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Chapter8

Predictors of Force-driven Religious Conflict 

8.1 Introduction

HowdoChristian,MuslimandHindustudents’beliefsinfluencetheirpercep-
tionofcausesofinterreligiousconflict?Whichbeliefscontributetotheper-
ceptionofcoerciveforceasameansofachievingtheeconomic,politicalor
socio-culturalgoalsofreligiousgroups?Whichbeliefsmakethemattributein-
terreligiousconflictstoforce-drivencauses?Aretheredifferencesinpredictors
offorce-drivenreligiousconflictbetweenChristians,MuslimsandHindusin
TamilNadu?Thesearethequestionsexploredinthischapter.

Itisstructuredasfollows.Firstwepresentameaningsystemapproachto
religionasatheoreticalperspectiveontherelationbetweenreligionandcon-
flict.Ifwesupposethatconflictsinvolvea(re)definitionofreligiousidentity
anda(renewed)claimtoreligiousauthority,weneedtomapthe‘mind-set’of
religiouspeople.Weregardreligiousidentityasasetofdescriptiveandpre-
scriptivebeliefssharedbymembersofareligiouscommunity(8.2).Thatstill
begsthequestionwhysomemembersofreligioustraditionsholdbeliefsthat
supportconflict,whileothersdonot.Althoughreligioustraditionsundoubt-
edlycontainbeliefsthatmaysupportconflict,thisdoesnotimplythatallbe-
lieversconcurthatreligiousidentificationinducesconflict,letalonethatthey
legitimizeviolentactivismorevensupportit.Whatpsychologicalmechanism
explainswhysomebelieversattributeinterreligiousconflicttocoerciveforce
usedtoachieveeconomic,politicalorsocio-culturalgoals,whileaccordingto
others religion advocates peaceful coexistence?We think that the theory of
cognitivedissonanceaffordsinsightintothedifferentialinfluenceofreligious
meaningsystemsontheperceivedrelationbetweenreligionandconflictatan
individual level (8.3). Secondly, we describe our empirical research into the
relationbetweenreligionandforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Afterformulating
theresearchquestionswepresentthemeasuringinstrumentsandtheresearch
findings(8.4).Thechapterendswithasummaryanddiscussion(8.5).
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8.2 A meaning system approach to the relation between religion and 
conflict

Howcanreligionbebothasourceofpeaceandhumanfulfilment,andasource
ofconflict?Inthissectionweoutlineanapproachtoreligionwhichclarifies
howboththeseopposingclaimscanbetrue.Firstweexplainwhywechoosea
meaningsystemapproachtostudytherelationbetweenreligionandconflict
(8.2.1).Nextwedescribethemeaningsystemapproachtoreligion.Thisallows
ustoseereligionasacomplex,malleablesystemthatisapowerfulelementin
the construction of human identity, both personal and collective (8.2.2). Fi-
nallywearguethatthesamereligiousmeaningsystemcanleadtodifferent
stancesonchangesortransformationsintheworldindifferenteconomic,so-
cialandculturalcontexts(8.2.3).

8.2.1	 Reasons	for	Choosing	a	Meaning	System	Approach
Whydowechooseameaningsystemapproachtoanalysetherelationbetween
religionandconflict?Whatdoesthisapproachofferforsuchananalysis?

Firstly,theconceptofmeaningsystemreferstohumanbeings’beliefsys-
tem,whichcontainsdescriptivebeliefsabouttheself,theworldanditscontin-
genciesandexpectations,aswellasprescriptivebeliefsaboutgoals,actions
andfeelings(cf.below).Ameaningsystemapproachhelpsustoopenupthe
believer’scognitivestructure.Beliefsareseenasconvictionswithacognitive
aspect,anaffectiveaspectandanactiontendency.Ifoneweretorestrictreli-
giousresearchtoindicatorsofreligiousbelonging(e.g.religiousself-definition
ormembership)orreligiousbehaviour(e.g.churchattendance,prayer,devo-
tionalpracticesorreadingholyscriptures),itwouldreducereligiontoablack
boxwhichisnotunderstandableinitself.Religioncouldstillplayaroleinhu-
manlife,butitwouldbeunclearhowitinfluencesothertypesofconvictions
andbehaviour.Theblack-boxmodel’slackofexplanatorypowerbecomesevi-
dentwhenthesamereligionseemstoinfluencebelievers’livesinoppositedi-
rections. This applies pre-eminently to the relation between religion and
conflict.Oneandthesamereligioustraditionisabletopromotebothviolent
behaviourandpeacefulactivism.Onemaynotevenspottherelationbetween
religionandconflict,becauseitscontraryinfluencesonconflictleadtoalack
ofcorrelationinlargepopulations.Ameaningsystemapproachisabletodif-
ferentiatebetweensimplisticstatementsconcerningtherelationbetweenre-
ligion and conflict. Obviously religious traditions ‘in essence’ are neither
violentnornon-violent.ItwouldbenaivetocharacterizeHinduismasessen-
tiallynon-violentorIslamasviolent(cf.VanderVeer1994;Fox2000;Silberman
2005a;2005b).
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Secondly,ameaningsystemapproachfacilitatesunderstandingofthedy-
namic,process-oriented functionof religion inpeople’s lives.Thecognitive-
motivational approach is an established paradigm in the study of human
identity (cf. Emmons 1999; 2005; Singer 2004). Understanding of how a reli-
giousmeaningsystemfunctionscanbenefitbyempiricalresearchandtheory
buildingaboutmeaningsystemsingeneral.Religiousmeaningsystemsdiffer
fromeachotherintheiruniquemotivationalpower,centrednessandcompre-
hensiveness.Theyareuniqueintheirpowertodirecttheideas,emotionsand
actionsofhumanpersonsandgroups.Centrednessreferstotheabilityofreli-
giontocentreeverythinginlifeonwhatisconsideredsacred(God).Finally,
comprehensivenessreferstothefactthatreligionisrelativelyeasilyaccessible
togivesignificancetoawidevarietyofexperiencesandanextensiverangeof
issues.Itcangivemeaningtothedeepest,mostcomplexandpersistentques-
tionsinhumanlife,suchasquestionsoflifeanddeath,sufferingandhappi-
ness,evilandgood(cf.Silberman2005a;Hoodetal.2009,15ff).

Thirdly,ameaningsystemapproachhelpsustoconstructatypologyofthe
relationbetweenreligionandconflict.Itenablesustoclassifystructurallyor
functionallyequivalentbeliefsindifferentreligionsforcomparativepurposes.
Equivalencecanbeestablishedatthelevelofspecificbeliefsorattitudes,but
alsoatthelevelofmeaningsystemsasawhole.Theconceptofmeaningsys-
tems makes it possible to construct a typology of religious groups based on
their descriptive and prescriptive beliefs about violent or peaceful activism
(VandeVijver2003;Silberman,Higgins&Dweck2005,767).

Fourthly,ameaningsystemapproachhelpstoilluminatethecomplexityof
religion(heretheexistenceofcontradictorybeliefs)anditsmalleability(here
thecapacitytochangeovertime).Thecomplexityandmalleabilityofreligious
traditionsmirrortheiradaptabilitytotheenvironment.Adaptationhappens
viatwocomplementaryprocesses:assimilationandaccommodation.Thereis
religiousassimilationinsofarastheenvironmentisinterpretedintermsofthe
schemesandstructuresofthereligioustradition.Inassimilationtheenviron-
ment is actively or passively included in the existing belief system.There is
accommodationinsofarasthereligiousmeaningsystemchangesinkeeping
withthecontext.Inaccommodationthementalstructuresofthebeliefsystem
changetobeconsistentwiththerealityinwhichtheyappear.Inthecomplex
relationbetweenreligionandconflictsomethingsimilarhappens.Ontheone
handthereligiousmeaningsystemcontainsdescriptiveandprescriptivebe-
liefsaboutsocialreality.Inwhatkindofworlddowelive?Towhatextentand
bywhichmeansdowewanttochangethisworld?Ontheotherhandthereli-
gious meaning system is influenced by economic, political and cultural cir-
cumstances.Whichreligiousconvictionsshouldbestressedintheworldwe
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arelivingin?Howdoreligiouscommunitiesdealwiththecomplexityandmal-
leabilityoftheirtradition?Thefollowingquestionsareimportantinthisre-
gard:(1)Whichchangesintheworldaredesiredfromareligiousperspective?
Andhowcanandshouldreligionchangeintheperspectiveofitssocietalcon-
text?(2)Inwhatrealmshouldthedesiredchangeoccur−theeconomic,po-
litical,culturalorreligiousrealm?(3)Whatarethegoalsofthedesiredchange?
Doesitentailadjustmentofanexistingsituationorcompletetransformation?
(4)Whichmeansareeffectivetoaccomplishthenecessarychange?Andwhich
meansaremorallyandreligiouslylegitimatewithaviewtothedesiredchange?
Ameaningsystemapproachcanhelpustounderstandthecomplexinterac-
tionbetweenreligionanditsenvironmentintermsoftransformationofboth
thereligioustraditionandthecontext(cf.Silberman2005b;Silberman,Hig-
gins&Dweck2005,766ff).

8.2.2	 Religious	Identity:	A	Meaning	System	Approach
Whatdowemeanbythereligiousidentityofaperson?Whatdoesitmeanto
labelsomebodyChristian,MuslimorHindu?Theconceptofidentityderives
frompersonalitypsychology,morespecificallyitscognitiveparadigmthatfo-
cuses on cognitive-affective processes in identity formation (Singer 2004).
Identityreferstopeople’ssenseofunityindifferentsituationsandthroughout
theirentirelifespan.Individualsfiltertheirexperiencesthroughtheirpersonal
beliefsandtheoriesaboutthemselves,aboutothers,abouttheworldandthe
relationbetweenself,othersandtheworld.“Thesebeliefsortheoriesformid-
iosyncratic meaning systems that allow individuals to give meaning to the
worldaroundthemandtotheirexperiences,aswellastosetgoals,planactivi-
ties,andordertheirbehavior”(Silberman2005b,644).Meaningsystemscon-
taindescriptiveandprescriptivebeliefs(Epstein1990;1997;Silberman2005b).

Thedescriptivebeliefstogetherformatheoryofreality.Theword‘theory’is
misleading insofar as it suggests that people consciously set out to develop
theoriesofreality.Theconstructionofdescriptivebeliefsrather“happens,au-
tomaticallyandpre-consciously,becauseitisinthenatureofthehumanmind
tomakeconnectionsbetweeneventsandultimatelytoconstructamodelof
theworld”(Epstein1997,20).Themajordescriptivebeliefsconcerntheper-
son’snature (aself-theory,e.g. “Iamabeliever”); thenatureof theworld(a
worldtheory,e.g.“Godcreatedtheworld”);andtherelationbetweenselfand
world(e.g.“WithGod’shelpIcanchangetheworld”).Apersonaltheoryofre-
alityishierarchicallyorganizedinasetofschemas.Themostbasicschemas
arereferredtoaspostulatesorbasicbeliefs.“Thefourbasicpostulatesinclude
the degree to which the world is regarded as benign versus malevolent; the
degreetowhichitisregardedasmeaningful(includingpredictable,control-
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lable,andjust);thedegreetowhichothersareregardedfavourablyratherthan
asasourceofthreat;andthedegreetowhichtheselfisregardedasworthy”
(Epstein1990,165).Thesepostulatesarehigher-orderprinciplesthatstructure
aperson’smeaningsystem.Ifanyofthemisinvalidated,ithasaprofoundly
destabilizing effect on the person’s identity. Religious beliefs have a unique
qualityofgroundingthepostulatesinatranscendentreality.Forexample,the
factthatGodcreatedtheworldgivesitapredictableandcontrollablecharac-
ter.

Prescriptive beliefs are broad generalizations to obtain what one desires
andtoavoidwhatonefears.Meaningsystemsnotonlycontainbeliefsabout
thenatureofselfandworld,butalsobeliefsaboutcontingenciesandexpecta-
tionsregardingtheself,theworldandtherelationbetweenthem.Contingen-
ciesareaboutthingssuchashumanfate(e.g.“peopleshouldberewardedfor
good behaviour”) and expectations concern things like changing the world
throughgoodbehaviour(e.g.“goodactionscanturntheworldintoajustsoci-
ety”).Prescriptivebeliefsorientpeopletotheirfutureexistence.Whatshould
Ido in order to survive?Whichemotionsarehelpful inacertain situation?
What(life)goalsshouldIpursue?Goals,actionsandemotionsareassociated
withcostsandbenefits.Peopleadapttheirbehaviourtotheirjudgmentofthe
costsandbenefits.Oneeithergainsorlosesthroughspecificactionsorcertain
expressionsofemotion.Usuallypeoplewantthebenefitstobegreaterthan
thecosts.Prescriptivebeliefsorientpeopletogoals,actionsandemotionsthat
arelikelytohaveanoutcomeinwhichbenefitsoutweighcosts.1Butthereare
nobenefitswithoutcosts,andnocostswithoutbenefits.Hencetherealways
hastobesometrade-offbetweencostsandbenefitsinspecificcircumstances
(Higgins2000,29).

Thesocioculturalcontextshapesthemeaningthatpeoplederivefromex-
periencesandhowtheyinterpretasituation.Religiouspersonshavedifferent
theoriesof reality,because theyare influencedbydifferentsocial,historical
andculturalsettingsinwhichtheyliveandbywhichtheyareformed.Atthe
same time there are some common principles underlying the construction
of meaning systems which explain why they work the way they do. These

1 Thiscost-benefitapproachisdifferentfromtheclassicconflictapproach,inwhichcostsand
benefitsaredistributedbetweendifferentvariables(e.g.theidandthesuperegoinaFreudian
framework).Butitisalsodifferentfromthelimitedcapacityperspectivedevelopedinthe
1970swhenthecognitiveparadigmbegantoinfluencepsychology(Higgens2000).Theidea
wasthatcognitivefailuresmustunderliefailuresinhumanprocessingandreasoning.The
cost-benefitapproachdoesnotfocusoncognitivefailures(asifthemindisnotdoingwhatit
issupposedtodo),butonadaptivemindprocessesaimedatsurvival.
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principlesarethesameforallmeaningsystems.AccordingtoEpstein(1985;
1990;1997)meaningsystemsdevelopinresponsetofourbasicmotives.Each
motive implies some benefit.The first motive is to optimize one’s pleasure-
painbalance;thesecondistoassimilatethedataofrealityintoastable,coher-
entandreasonablyveridicalmodeloftheworld;thethirdisaboutcontinuity
ofrelatednesswithotherpersons;andthefourthmotiveistoenhanceself-es-
teem,includingautonomyandagency.

Areligiousmeaningsystemworksinmuchthesamewayasanyothermean-
ingsystem.Itis“similartoothersystemsinstructure,malleabilityandfunc-
tioning,yetisuniqueincentringonwhatisperceivedtobethesacred,andin
thecomprehensiveandspecialwayinwhichitcanservetofulfilthequestfor
meaning”(Silberman,Higgins&Dweck2005,764).Weclarifytheuniqueness
of religious meaning systems by giving illustrations of descriptive and pre-
scriptivebeliefs inreligion.Descriptivebeliefsincludeatheoryoftheself,a
theory of the world, and contingencies and expectations about the relation
betweentheselfandtheworld.Prescriptivebeliefsreferto(life)goals,actions
andemotions.Inotherwords,religiousmeaningsystemsgiveanswerstothe
followingsixquestions:WhoamI?Whatisthenatureoftheworld?Whatcan
Iexpectfrommyrelatednesstoothersandtotheworld?WhatshouldIstrive
for?WhatshouldIdo?WhatshouldIfeel?

1. Inareligioustheoryoftheself,theself isseenasrelatedtothesacred
(Pargament2007),toanultimatereality(Tillich1953)ortoasuperhumanpow-
erwithabilitieshumanbeingsdonothave(McCauley&Lawson2002).Areli-
gioustheoryoftheselfincludesbeliefsaboutthenatureofhumankind,such
asbeingsinfulorinclinedtodogood,beingfocusedonone’sownpleasuresor
orientedtothehappinessofothers.Becauseoftheconnectionwiththesacred,
anultimaterealityorsuperhumanpower,religioustheoriesoftheselfareex-
tremelypowerfulinorientingpeople.Forreligiousbelieverstheselffindsits
fulfilmentinGod.Tofindone’strueselfoneneedstobeclosetoGod.Losing
the(perceived)closerelationshipwithGodwouldplungebelievers intode-
spairandanxiety.

2. The core question in a religious theory of the world relates to human
flourishingorthewaytoachievetruehappiness(Taylor2007).Whentheworld
isseenasevil,truehappinessisunattainableinearthlylife.Whentheworldis
seenasholy,truehappinessispossibleprovidedpeopleliveaccordingtorules
oflifethatfindtheirmoralgroundbeyondthisworld,thatisinGod.Between
these two extremes of evil and holiness mixed positions are possible. One
could, for instance,beconvincedthatevilpowersdoexist intheworld,but
thattheyaresubjecttoGod’spower.Oronecouldbelievethatevilresidesin
humannaturebutnotinthenatureoftheworld,whichiscreatedbyGod;et
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cetera.Whenitcomestoviolentreligiousactivismtheconceptofevilversus
thegoodnessoftheworldisacentralissue.

3. Religious meaning systems include beliefs concerning the relation be-
tween the self and the world. Contingencies and outcome expectations de-
scribetherelationsbetweenself-theoryandworld-theory(Epstein1997,20).
Contingencies may prescribe different rules for treating in-group and out-
group members, or they may teach the circumstances in which one should
treatothergroupswitheithercompassionorhostility(Silberman2005b,646).
Outcomeexpectationsconcernself-efficacyexpectationsaboutworldchange,
theabilityof individuals tochange themselvesandtheworldaroundthem,
and expectations about the means to effect this change. Outcome expecta-
tions, then, relate to the perceived legitimacy of violent behaviour to reach
goalsintheinterestofone’sownreligiousgroup.Someresearchshowsopposi-
tionbetweenthewishtochangetheworldandtheaspirationtochangeone’s
religious tradition. Believers who oppose any change in their tradition are
morelikelytofavourchangingtheworld(andviceversa).“Intermsofmeans
toachievetheworldchange,themoretraditionallyreligiousparticipantsen-
dorsedmorestronglythemechanismofreligiouspracticesandevaluatereli-
giouspracticesasbeingmoreinstrumentalforbringingaboutworldchange”
(Silberman,Higgins&Dweck2005,768).Religionasameaningsystemalso
includesasenseofself-efficacybysuggestingtobelieversthattheyhavethe
powertochangeboththemselvesandtheworldforthebetter.Thispowerto
changetheworldmaybesupportedtoacertaindegreebyasuperhumanpow-
er(God),thusgivingtheexpectationofthereligiousactorincomparablygreat-
erefficacythaninothermeaningsystems(Silberman2003).Inthisperspective
nopowerintheworldcanpreventthetransformationthatGodwantstohap-
pen.

4. Religious meaning systems influence forms of self-regulation and may
encourageordiscouragepeopletostriveforspecificlifegoals(Higgins&Sil-
berman1998).RobertEmmons,apersonalitypsychologiststudyingspiritual
goals, refers to goals as strivings which motivate persons to act towards an
identifiableend-pointthatishighlyvalued(Emmons1999,26).Somelifegoals
canneverbe fully realizeddespiteenormousefforts.Emmonsdefines these
goalsasultimateconcerns,becausetheysurpasshumanpowersofrealization
(Emmons2005,736),forexamplepeace,justice,benevolence,forgiveness.The
longingforpeaceorforgivenessnevergoesawayhoweverhardpeopleworkto
achievethem.“Theconceptofultimateconcernenablesabridgetobebuilt
fromissuesofultimacyintheabstracttoeverydayconcernsandgoalswhere
issuesofultimacymeet theroad”(Emmons1999,6).Theuniquenessof the
religious meaning system is to orient people’s lives to goals of ultimate
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concern.Indoingsoitcreatesastrongsenseofcentredness,orientingaper-
son’slifetowhatmattersmost.

5. Onthelevelofactionsreligionoffers“asetofpracticesforestablishing
relationshiptoasupernaturalortranscendentreality,forthesakeofobtaining
human good or avoiding harm” (Ward 2004, 3). Religious systems stipulate
which actions are appropriate and inappropriate. Some actions are seen as
prototypicallyreligiousorspiritual,suchasprayer,meditationandparticipa-
tioninrituals.Allactionsprimarilyseektostrengthenthebeliever’srelation-
ship with God. Actions to achieve the human good can include acts of
compassionandcharity,aswellasactsofviolence(Silberman2005).Actions
mayacquireuniquepower fromareligiousmeaningsystemviaavarietyof
processessuchassanctification.Bysanctifyinganactionitisimbuedwithsu-
premeperceivedefficiencyandefficacy.Thecapacityofsanctifiedactionsto
contribute towhat isconsideredmorallygood isputbeyondhumandoubt.
Institutionalizationplaysanimportantroleinestablishingreligiouspractices.
There is no religion without institutionalization, because religious practices
arenotnaturalbut institutionallycreatedacts(Hermans2003).Anecessary
conditionforthecreationofinstitutionalactsaretheintentionsofthepartici-
pantsinreligiouspractices.Certainacts,suchasbowingone’sheadinapar-
ticulardirection,‘countas’actsofprayerordevotionbeforeGod(coram Deo).
‘Countas’meanstheacthasthestatusoflinkingthebelieverwithasuperhu-
man power. Religious practices are social phenomena. The intentionality
which defines something as religious is shared with others. It is possible to
performareligiousactprivately,buttheperformancepresupposesareligious
communitywhichsharesthesameintentionality.This impliesthatcommu-
nitymemberscannotcreatereligiouspracticesontheirownauthority.Thele-
gitimizationofapracticeasareligiouspracticedependsontheauthorityofa
tradition,whichultimatelygoesbacktothewillofGod.Forexample,people
arebaptizedbecauseJohntheBaptistandJesus’discipleshavetaughtChris-
tianstodoso.SomebaptismalgesturesandsymbolsareassociatedwithGod’s
salvificactssuchasthejourneyofthepeopleofIsraelthroughtheRedSeaand
thecreationofheavenandearth.Religiousactsarecontrolledtoagreateror
lesserextentbyreligiousregimes.Areligiousregimereferstoasystemofpow-
errelations,whichareinsomedegreeformalizedandlegitimizedbytheologi-
calspecialists(Bax1985).

6. Emotionsareinfluencedbyreligiousmeaningsystemsindifferentways
(Silberman2003,647).Inthefirstplace,religionsofferpeoplepracticestoex-
perience a unique, emotionally powerful closeness to God. For example, in
ritualstheparticipantslookfortheactorinstrumentwhichconveysthepres-
ence of what is seen as God (McCauley & Lawson 2002). When this close
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relationwithanultimaterealityisexperienced,itisaccompaniedbyintense
emotions,whichcanbepositive(e.g.joy,warmth,pleasure),ambivalent(e.g.
beingoverwhelmedoranxiousbecauseofthegreatnessofGod),ornegative
(e.g.guiltor fearwhenonedoesnot liveuptoexpectations).Secondly,reli-
giousmeaningsystemsmayalsodirectlyprescribeorprohibitcertain(levels
of)emotions.Forexample,participantsinaHinduritualburningofadeceased
personareforbiddentocry,whereasCatholicfuneralgoersinLatinAmerica
expresstheiremotionsfreely.Thirdly,thebeliefs,goalsandactionswhichare
partofareligiousmeaningsysteminfluenceemotionspositivelyornegatively
(Silberman2005b,647).Forexample,people’sGodconceptisimportantwhen
theyhavetocopewithastressfuleventlikethelossofalovedone(Pargament
1997).

8.2.3	 Religious	Meaning	Systems	and	Religious	Conflict:	A	Dual	Relation
Howcanameaningsystemapproachtoreligionhelpustomapthedualrela-
tionbetweenreligionsandreligiousconflicts?Religiousmeaningsystemscon-
taindifferentideasthatmayhavedifferent,evencontradictoryeffects.While
somebeliefsinareligioustraditionmaypromoteviolence,otherbeliefsinthe
samereligionpromotepeacefulactivism.Wegiveillustrationsofthisdualrela-
tion,followingtheforegoingstructureofameaningsystem(8.2.2).

1. Religiousbeliefsaboutthenatureoftheselfcanfocusonhumancharac-
teristicswhichencourageeitherviolentorpeacefulactivism.Ahumancharac-
teristicthatfacilitatespeacefulactivismisselflessness(i.e.willingnesstoserve
theneedsofothersandtranscendegoismandself-centredness)throughapro-
cessof self-effacementbeforeGod(Silberman,Higgins&Dweck2005,772).
Godsetspeoplefreefromself-centrednessandindoingsoopenstheselftothe
needsofothers.Butreligioncanalsofocusonbeliefsthatfacilitateviolentac-
tivism,suchasglorificationofextremeformsof‘self-sacrifice’.Willingnessto
giveone’slifeforacausecanbeseenastheultimatedemonstrationofone’s
faithinGod.Todefinetheselfasmerelyaninstrumentthatshouldbesacri-
ficedtoserveagreatercausecanleadtoself-effacingviolentactivismlikesui-
cidebombingorunrestrainedparticipationin‘holy’wars.

2. Religiousbeliefsaboutthenatureoftheworldcanpromotebothviolent
andpeacefulactions.Theconceptionoftheworldasgoodorevilisakeyissue
inviolentactivism.Religionsprovidepowerfulstoriesaboutthefutureofthe
world.ThisfuturecanbeanendstateinwhichGodcorrectsallhumanevil
doingsinafinaldrama(includingpunishmentordestructionof individuals
whodisobeyedthewillofGod)versusimagesofapeacefulworldrecreatedin
thelikenessoftheoriginalparadise(i.e.asituationinwhicheverythingisgood
andpeopleliveinaccordancewithGod’swill)(Silberman,Higgins&Dweck
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2005).Theideaofparticipatinginthefinaldramaofthebattleagainstevilcan
incitepeopletoviolentactivism.AccordingtoAllport(1966)religionsinclude
threebeliefsabouttherelationbetweenselfandothersthatcanleadtobigot-
ry:firstly,beliefintheabsoluteandexclusivetruthofone’sownreligion;sec-
ondly,thedoctrineofelection(i.e.thesuperiorityofone’sownreligiousgroup
byvirtueofitschosenandprivilegedstatus,combinedwithanevaluationof
othergroupsas‘inferior’);andthirdlytheconceptoftheocracy(i.e.thebelief
thatamonarchrulesbydivinerightandthatthechurchorhighestreligious
authority is a legitimate guide for civil government). Intolerance of others’
opinions, identities or lifestyles may encourage violent activism: religious
groupswhobelievethatthere isnotruthandnomoralorspiritualvalue in
otherreligioustraditionswillseeanyoppositiontotheirownstandasharmful
toothers.Ontheotherhandtherearebeliefsthatencouragepeacefulreligious
activism:firstly,thebeliefthatthereistruthindifferentreligions;second,the
ideathatallhumanbeingsarebrothersandsisters,beingchildrenofthesame
divinecreator;andthirdlythebeliefthathumankindhasbeengiventhecom-
petencetorulesocietybyreasonandcollectivedeliberation(i.e.humanrea-
soncandiscovertherulesoflivingtogetherinajustsocietyinaccordancewith
God’swill).

3. Religiousbeliefsregardingcontingenciesandoutcomeexpectationscan
bothpromoteviolentactivismanddiscouragepeoplefromactingviolently.A
violentactisalwaysmorallywrong.Allworldreligionsteachthatkillingisim-
moral.Butallformsofviolence,evenkilling,canberedefinedasservingso-
cially worthy or moral purposes. “Religious violence and killing are often
redefinedthroughtheologicalreinterpretationasholywars,assacredevents,
orasbeingfoughtforGodandhishonour.Thesebattlesarenotviewedasvio-
lencewithinthereligiousmeaningsystemofthosewhoparticipateinit.On
thecontrary,theyareviewedasreligiousbattlesforjusticeaimedatmakinga
morepeacefulandjustworld”(Silberman,Higgins&Dweck2005).Theout-
comeisnotwronginamoralsensebecauseitisthewillofGod.

4. Religionscanevenpromotelifegoalsbywayofviolentorpeacefulactiv-
ism.Theproblemwithviolentactivismisthatitcontradictsthemoralstan-
dardsofreligionswithregardtorespectforhumanlife,thepropertyofother
people,freedomofopinion,etcetera.How,then,dowelegitimizeactionsthat
areinthemselvesmorallywrong?Thepowerofreligionstomorallyjustifyany
goaloractionisthepowerofsanctification(Silberman,Higgins&Dweck2005,
776).Theprocessofreligioussanctificationisuniquelypowerful.Ifasuperhu-
manpower(howeverconceived)requiresapersonorgrouptoactviolently,
thisactisbeyondanydoubt.Itisevenbeyondthemoraldoubtthatitcouldbe
wrong because it inflicts physical and emotional harm on fellow human
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beings.Sotheprocessofsanctificationoffersajustificationforactsthatarein
themselvesmorallywrong.Theactorshavetodissociatethemselvesfromthe
immoralqualityoftheiractions.Moraldissociationcaninvolvemoraljustifi-
cation,euphemisticlabellinganddehumanization(Bandura2004).Moraljus-
tification refers to cognitive redefinition of destructive conduct as serving a
sociallyworthyormoralpurpose.Consequentlytheviolenceispersonallyand
sociallyacceptable.Euphemisticlabellingreferstothepsychologicalprocess
wherebypeopleactmorecruellywhenviolentactionsaregivenasanctified
labelthanwhentheyarecalledaggression.Soextremelyviolentactionsare
reinterpretedtheologicallyas‘holywars’oractsinhonourofGod.Dehuman-
izationreferstotheprocessofstrippingindividualsorreligiousgroupsoftheir
human(i.e.moral)qualitiesbydefiningthemassubhumanorevensatanicor
evil. Other people are labelled ‘children of Satan’, which even obliges a true
believertofightagainstthem.

5. Religionspromoteactionstostrengthenpeople’srelationshipwithtran-
scendentreality(God).Prescribedreligiousactionscanprovokeconflictindif-
ferent ways (Silberman, Higgins & Dweck 2005, 75). Some actions might be
inherentlyconflictive,asinthecaseofreligiouscallsfor‘holywars’.Theself-
sacrificeofthefaithfulbelieveristheultimateproofofcommitmenttoGod
andobediencetothereligiouscause.Otheractionscanbeindirectlyconflic-
tivebecausetheythreatentheidentityofotherreligiousgroups.Forexample,
theobligationtoevangelizeorproselytizehasapotentialforconflictbecause
othergroupsmayfeeltheirexistenceisthreatened.Althoughevangelismand
proselytismaredirectedtoindividuals,religiousgroupsmightfeelthattheir
wayoflifeisthreatenedwithannihilation.Somereligiousgroups(e.g.Islam)
threatentheirownmemberswithviolenceiftheychangetheirreligiousaffili-
ation. An important factor in religious practices is institutionalization (see
above).Inherentinthisprocessiscontrolbyreligiousregimes.Religiouselites
andtheologicalspecialistsplayanimportantroleincontrollingreligiousprac-
tices.Aslongaspracticesstaywithinthelimitsofanorthodoxinterpretation,
changesarepermitted.Thefunctionofreligiousregimesistokeeppractices
withinthoselimits.Inotherwords,religiousregimesareamajorfactoroppos-
ing religious transformation. Strong religious regimes (amounting to close
monitoring of orthodoxy) are an institutional indication that there is little
roomforintra-religioustransformation.Theattitudeofreligiousregimesto-
wardsextra-religioustransformationisthereverse:byandlargetheyoppose
socialtransformationpeacefully,unlessitseriouslythreatensthereligiousin-
stitutionitself(Silberman2005b).If thethreat isconsideredurgentenough,
religious institutions provide organizational resources to mobilize believers
forviolentactivism.Whenthathappenshighlyinstitutionalizedreligionswith
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powerfulreligiousregimescancontributegreatlytoexternaltransformation
(i.e. in social realms other than religion). In religions there are also beliefs
whichcounteract institutionalization.Oneisthebeliefthatthecoreofreli-
gionistheindividual’sreligiousexperience.ThisisaptlydescribedinWilliam
James’sdefinitionofreligionas“thefeelings,actsandexperiencesofindividu-
almenintheirsolitude,sofarastheyapprehendthemselvestostandinrela-
tiontowhatever theymayconsider thedivine” (James 1982/1902).Basedon
thisbelief,religiouspersonswillbemoreinclinedtoseekexperienceswiththe
divineandassigninstitutionalizationasecondaryrole.Whenreligiouspeople
showapreferenceforreligiousexperiencesintheirmeaningsystemtheyare
less inclined to promote violent activism, for there is no organizational re-
sourcetomobilizebelieversforviolentactivism.Summarizingtheargument
regardingprescriptivebeliefsaboutreligiouspractices,weseeadualrelation
betweenreligionandviolence.Ameaningsystemapproachtoreligionaccom-
modatesthisdualrelationbytakingintoaccountthemovementtowardsinsti-
tutionalizationandafocusonpersonalreligiousexperiencewithinthesame
religion.

6. Emotionscanbeconnectedwithviolentactivisminreligion.Oneofthe
most powerful negative emotions is anger at the desecration of an object,
spaceoraction that isperceived tobesacred(Silberman,Higgins&Dweck
2005).AccordingtoLazarusangerstemsfromademeaningoffenceagainstme
andmine.“Angerdependsheavilyonthegoalofpreservingorenhancingself-
orsocialself-esteem”(Lazarus1999,217).Thetwokeyappraisal-basedmean-
ingsattheheartofangerareharmtotheselfandtheassignationofblame.The
perceptionofdesecrationcanevokeintensenegativefeelingsbecauseofthe
uniquenessandimportanceofthesacredobjectorspace.Itmayfacilitatevio-
lentactionsagainstthosewhoarebelievedtobethedesecrators.Theinfamous
demolitionofthedisputedBabrimosqueatAyodhyabyHindufundamentalist
groupsinDecember1992anditsenduringeffectsonMuslim-Hindurelations
inIndiaisanexample.

8.2.4	 Consonance	and	Dissonance	in	the	Religious	Meaning	System
Whydosomemembersofareligioustraditionholdbeliefsthatsupportcon-
flictandviolencewhileothersholdbeliefsthatsupportsolidarityandpeace?
Thefactthatareligiousconvictionispartofareligioustraditionsaysnothing
about its prevalence among adherents. Religious socializing agents like reli-
giousinstitutionsandschools–evenwhentheyhavepartlydifferingagendas
–trytotransmitallreligiousconvictionstonewgenerations.Peoplegradually
acquirebeliefswhentheyreadholytexts,participateinrituals,listentopreach-
ing,pray, singormeditate.Religious traditionsprovidedescriptionsof their
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perceivedrealityandprescriptionsabouthowtolive.Butmostmembersdo
notsubscribetoallbeliefsof theirreligioustradition;andnotall individual
membersholdthesamebeliefs.Whydosomemembersendorsesomebeliefs
whileothermembersendorseotherbeliefs?Wecanrephrasethequestionin
termsofthemeaningsystemofanindividualperson.Bymeansofwhatpsy-
chologicalprocessdopeople(re)arrangethedescriptiveandprescriptivebe-
liefs in their personal religious meaning system? As said before, religious
meaning systems are complex (i.e. they contain contradictory beliefs) and
malleable(i.e.theyareabletodevelopandchangeovertime).Thecomplexity
andmalleabilityofreligiousmeaningsystemsallowindividualbelieverstore-
actdifferentlytotheirenvironment.Inassimilationtheenvironmentisinter-
preted in their religious schemes and structures. In accommodation the
meaningsystemchangestobeinlinewiththecontext.Peoplewanttohave
beliefsthatareconsonantwiththeirbehaviour,andviceversa.Whentheypray
they have beliefs regarding the outcome of prayer, which motivate them to
pray.Iftheyareviolent,theywillhavebeliefsthatlegitimizetheiractions.The
psychological mechanism for arranging people’s beliefs in relation to each
otherandinrelationtotheirbehaviouriscalledcognitivedissonancereduc-
tion.Thetheoryofcognitivedissonancemaintainsthatpeoplearedrivenbya
search for consonance between different beliefs, between their beliefs and
theirbehaviour,andbetweenexpectationsandreality.Cognitivedissonance
theorywasformulatedmorethan50yearsagobyLeonFestinger(1957)buthas
developedfurthersincethen(Cooper2007).Incurrentreformulationsman-
agement and protection of the self (or identity) play an important role in
reducingdissonance.Thismakesitaveryusefultheorytounderstandthepsy-
chological dynamics of attributing causes of religious conflict. Earlier we
explainedtheconceptofconflictinconnectionwitha(re)definitionofself-
identity(7.2).Inthissectionwefirstsummarizethemainideasofthetheoryof
cognitive dissonance, which are helpful to understand the psychological
mechanismunderlyingthe(re)arrangementofbeliefswithinameaningsys-
tem.Next,weconnectthispsychologicalmechanismwithreligiousconflictas
aspecificoutcomeofbehaviourinasituationofheightenedanxietyandun-
certainty(cf.Sidel2007).

Festingerformulatedhistheoryafterstudyingasmalldoomsdaycultwhich
believedthattheearthwouldbedestroyedbyagreatfloodon21December
1955. All people would perish except those who believed in the prophecies
emanatingfromtheplanetClarion.Festingerandhisstudentsexpectedthat
themembersofthecultwouldfacegreatcognitiveinconsistencyonthemorn-
ing after 21 December if the world as we know it still existed. How did the
membersofthegrouprestoretheinternalconsistencyoftheirmeaningsys-
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tem?Howdidtheirattitudeschangeinawaythatwasconsistentwiththeir
experiences after 21 December 1955? The theory of cognitive dissonance is
basedonthepremisethatpeopledonottolerateinconsistencyverywell.How
doweunderstandthis?(Festingeretal.1956;Festinger1957;Harmon-Jones&
Mills1999;Cooper2007.)

1. InhistheoryofcognitivedissonanceFestingermanagedtorelatecogni-
tionsthatuntilthenhadbeentreatedindependently.Pairsofcognitionscan
bedeclaredrelevantorirrelevanttooneanother.Oncecognitionsareconsid-
eredrelevanttooneanother,theycanbeeitherdissonantorconsonant.They
areconsonantifonefollowsfromtheother,anddissonantiftheoppositefol-
lowsfromeachofthem.

2. Next,thetheoryofcognitivedissonancemaintainsthatdissonantcogni-
tions are psychologically uncomfortable. Following his mentor Kurt Lewin’s
earlyworkontensionsystems,Festingerarguedthatpeoplearemotivatedto
reducedissonance.Ourbehaviourisdrivenbyforceswhichmotivateustoact
inonewayratherthananother.TheforcethatFestingeridentifiedwasarousal.
Thetheoryofcognitivedissonanceisbasedonthepremisethatdissonantcog-
nitionscreateanunpleasantstateofarousal(i.e.amentaltensionstate).The
drive(ordesire)toreducethistensionstateisthemechanismthatunderlies
attitudinal change. Put differently, people change their attitudes in order to
reducedissonance.Attitudinalchangeismotivatedbytheneedtoreducethe
tensionbetweenoppositecognitions.Forexample,themembersofthedooms-
daycultneededtoreducethetensionbetweentheprophecythattheworld
wouldbedestroyedataspecificmomentandthestarkfactthatitstillexisted
afterwards.

3. Thetheoryofcognitivedissonancepositsthatthemagnitudeofdisso-
nancecanbeexpressedinaformula.Thegreaterthedissonance,thegreater
thearousal.Andifthereismorearousal,thereisagreaterneedtoreducethe
tensionbetweenoppositecognitions.Theformulacanbeexpressedasfollows
(Cooper2007,9):

 SUM(alldiscrepantcognitionsximportance)
DISSONANCEMAGNITUDE=––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

 SUM(allconsonantcognitionsximportance)

“Thetotalmagnitudeof thetensionstateofcognitivedissonanceispropor-
tionaltothediscrepantcognitionsapersonhas(theelementsabovethelinein
theformula)andinverselyproportionaltothenumberofcognitionswhichare
consonant(belowtheline)eachweightedbyitsimportance”(Cooper2007,9).
For the doomsday cultists named the Seekers the fact that the world still
existedafter21December1955wasadiscrepantcognition.Itcausedgreatdis-
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sonancebecauseofitsimportanceforthem.Thefirmnessoftheirbeliefinthe
end of the world is illustrated by the fact that some of them had sold their
housesandquittedtheirjobs.Festingerandhiscolleaguesobservedthatinthe
days after 21 December the Seekers developed a cognition consonant with
theirpropheciesandsacrifices.This ideawasthatbecauseoftheirsacrifices
theextra-terrestrialsfromtheplanetClariondecidednottodestroytheworld.
TomagnifytheimportanceofthiscognitiontheSeekerspublicizeditinpress
releasesandinterviews.Theformulaalsomakesclearhowarousalcanbede-
creasedbychangingattitudesinoneofthefollowingways:(a)changingthe
importanceofdiscrepantcognitions(numerator,abovetheline);(b)bolster-
ingconsonantcognitions(denominator,belowtheline);and(c)seekingnew
cognitionsthatsupportdiscrepantbehaviour.

4. AccordingtoFestingerdissonanceistheresultofatensionstatearising
from a logical (in)consistency between cognitions and behaviour. Currently
scholarsstillacceptthismotiveforattitudinalchange,buthaveexpandedit
withatleastthreeconsiderationsrelatingtothe(in)consistencybetweencog-
nitionsandactions.Notallscholarsagreewiththeseconsiderations,butwe
mentionthemastopicsofthedebateondissonancearousal(cf.Cooper2007,
182).

(a) Dissonancearousalisgeneratedbybehaviour,morepreciselyaversive
behaviour.Butinorderfordissonancetooccurindividualshavetoberespon-
sible for their actions and realize that the consequences are irrevocable. If
peopleareabletoabsolvethemselvesofresponsibilityforanaversiveconse-
quence, the motivation to change attitudes disappears.There is no drive to
changewhenresponsibilityisdenied.Responsibilitydenialiswhen“theybe-
lievetheyhadnochoicebuttobehaveastheydidand/ortheconsequencewas
unforeseeablewhentheymadethatchoice”(Cooper2007,76).

(b) Thesecondconsiderationconcernstheorientationtobehaviour,more
preciselytoaversivebehaviourasthecauseofdissonancearousal.Dissonance
isdrivenbytheperceptionofunwantedconsequencesandhaslittletodowith
inconsistentcognitions(Cooper2007,80).ForFestingeritlookedasifpeople
were ‘hard-wired’tobearousedbyinconsistency.However,thisdoesnotex-
plainwhypeopleareupsetbyinconsistency.Harmon-Jones(1999)haspointed
outthatanactionorientationcombinedwiththeneedtosurvivecanexplain
whywetrytogetridofinconsistency.Itisnotjustinconsistencyassuch,but
the effect of inconsistency on our need to adopt an unequivocal stance to-
wardsactioninthesocialandphysicalenvironment.Itisadaptivelybetterto
actinaworldwithoutambivalenceandconflict.Inconsistentcognitionsinter-
ferewithouractiontendenciesandthuscreatenegativeemotions.Theseneg-
ativeemotionsareasignthatwearemaladaptedtoourenvironment.
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(c) Finally, the role of the self, more specifically the role of self-esteem,
needstobeincludedinthetheoryofdissonance.Theheartofdissonanceis
notinconsistencyassuch,butthemotivationtomaintainapositiveself-image
ofmoraladequacy.Theso-calledself-affirmationtheorystates: “Wewant to
seeourselvesasgood,capable,andabletopredictoutcomesandcontrolout-
comesinareasthatmatter.Awarenessofinformationthatthreatensthisim-
agemotivatesustorestoreittoastateofintegrity”(Aronsonetal.1999,128).
Theobjectiveofattitudinalchangeistorestoreasenseofglobalself-worth.
Whethertheself-affirmationisstrongorweakdependsonthemagnitudeof
thethreattotheself-image.

5. Forourresearchtheroleoftheselfindissonancearousalandattitudinal
changeisofutmostimportance.Self-esteemcanplaydifferentrolesindisso-
nancearousal.StoneandCooper(2001)proposethreewaysofreducingcogni-
tivedissonanceintheirSelf-StandardModel(SSM).

(a)Thefirstwayispresentedbytheclassictheoryofcognitivedissonance
andimpliesnoroleforself-identity.Oncedissonanceisaroused,peopleturn
directlytothetaskofreducingit.Theychangetheirattitudesbychangingthe
importanceofdiscrepantcognitions,bystrengtheningconsonantcognitions
orseekingnewsupportivecognitions.Nothoughtsconcerningtheselfarein-
volved.Theonlyobjectiveistojustifyaversivebehaviour.

(b)Thesecondwayimpliesthatinthethroesofdissonance,positiveself-
attributesaremadeaccessibletoaperson.Positiveself-attributesareasetof
high expectations that functions as a personal standard of judgment in the
contextofdiscrepantbehaviour.Forexample,peopleremindthemselvesthat
theyaredecenthumanswithhighmoralstandards.Howcanthisaffectdisso-
nance?Dissonance is the resultofdiscrepancybetweenbehaviourandper-
sonalstandardsofself-esteem.Itdoesnotoccurwhenbehaviourisevaluated
accordingtogenerallysharedanddistantnormativecriteriaofwhatisgoodor
bad,foolishorsensible(Stone&Cooper2001,231).Dissonanceoccursbecause
theconsequencesofbehaviourareconsideredunwantedorobjectionableby
everyoneinsocietyoraspecificcommunity,mostofallbythepersonrespon-
sible for the behaviour. According to self-affirmation theory the standards
needtobepersonal,evenidiographic.Ontheotherhand,positiveattributes
areresourcestorestoreself-esteem.Ifthecognitionsusedtoreducediscom-
fortarepositive,self-descriptiveandrelatedtothediscrepantbehaviour,dis-
sonanceisreduced.Forexample,Iconsidermyselftobeapersonwhomakes
good intuitive judgments in interpersonal conflict situations. Based on this
positiveattribute,Icannothavechosenthewrongbehaviourinthissituation
(althoughothersmaysayso!).Thispositiveself-descriptivecognitionreduces
theexperienceofdiscomfort,hencedissonance(cf.Cooper2007,110).
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(c)The third way implies a situation in which positive self-attributes are
madeaccessibletoapersonbutarenotconsideredrelevanttothebehaviour.

Inameaningsystemapproachpeoplewillholdbeliefsthatareconsonant
witheachother.Basedonthetheoryofcognitivedissonance,wecanexpect
descriptive andprescriptivebeliefs ina religiousmeaningsystemtodisplay
cognitiveconsistency.InFestinger’soriginaltheory(1957)therealmofconso-
nance/dissonancewasrestrictedtocomparisonoftheconsistencyorinconsis-
tencyofcognitions,butinlatertheoriestheselfandmotivatedreasoningalso
played a role in cognitive dissonance (Cooper 2007). Maintaining cognitive
consistencyisawaytoprotectapositiveself-image.Apersonwilltrytomini-
mizedissonancebetweendifferentbeliefsinthemeaningsystem.Or,putdif-
ferently,apersonwillholdbeliefsthatgiverisetomaximumconsonance.

Earlierwedefinedthecontextofreligiousconflictsasaheightenedstateof
uncertaintyandanxiety.AccordingtoSidel(2007)peopleinthissituationseek
to(re)articulatetheauthorityclaimsoftheirreligionandto(re)definetheir
identity, because authority claims and strong identity definitions offer solid
ground to withstand uncertainty and anxiety. When people feel threatened
anduncertaintheyneedafirmbasisinordertosurvive.Thisispreciselywhat
religionoffers:ithasexceptionalpowertocontributetopersonalorcollective
identityanditclaimsgreatauthority.IfsomethingisdecreedbyGod,therecan
benodoubtaboutitsrighteousnessandaccuracy.Religiousconflictsarealso
considered to be connected with societal transformation. Force-driven reli-
giousconflictisseenasviolentactivismtobringaboutworldchangeortrans-
formation.Forexample,ifthepoliticalequationchangesbecauseofconversion
ofHindustoIslamorChristianity,thissituationneedstobetransformedby
meansofconflict.Societaltransformationreferstoanurgentdrivetochangea
givenimperfectstateintoadesiredstate.Itincludescontinuityanddisconti-
nuitybetweentheimperfectstateandtheimprovedsituation.Cognitivecon-
sistency is important for people to maintain a stable meaning system. “As
threattothestabilityoftheirconceptualsystemmounts,peopleexperience
increasinganxietyandatendencyfortheirconceptualsystemtobecomedis-
organized. When disorganization is imminent, the anxiety becomes over-
whelming,andpeoplewilldowhatevertheycantoreduce its intensityand
preventdisorganization”(Epstein1990,172).
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8.3 Empirical Research 

8.3.1	 Research	Question
Thefollowingresearchquestionwasformulatedinlightoftheforegoingtheo-
reticalperspective:towhatextentcanagreementwithforce-drivenreligious
conflictbyChristian,MuslimandHindustudentsinTamilNadubeexplained
bydescriptivebeliefsabouttherelationbetweenselfandothersandprescrip-
tivebeliefsaboutreligiousaction,whilecontrollingforthesocio-cultural,so-
cio-economicandsocio-religiousbackgroundofthestudents?

Inameaningsystemapproachtheattributionofreligiousconflictisunder-
stoodasanoutcomeexpectation.Outcomeexpectationsarebeliefsinvolving
self-efficacy expectations about world change, the ability of individuals and
groupstochangetheworldaroundthemandexpectationsaboutthemeansto
effectthischange.Theoutcomeexpectationinourresearchisformulatedas
“xencouragesy”,inwhich‘y’isdefinedasinterreligiousconflictand‘x’refers
to either socio-economic, political, ethnic-cultural or religious force-driven
causes (cf. 7.2). If a religious group overtly or tacitly approves violence as a
meansofsocio-economicchange, thiscanencourage interreligiousconflict.
ChangesinthepoliticalequationinIndiansocietycanleadtoconflictbetween
religiousgroups.Linkingethnicornationalidentitytoaparticularreligionis
conducivetoreligiousconflict.Andsuperiorityfeelingsofspecificgroupscan
foment religious conflict.We speak about force-driven religious conflict be-
causeoftheuseofcoerciveforceasameansofeffectingsocietalchange.Ad-
herentsofotherreligioustraditions,individuallyorcollectively,areforcedto
acceptanunwantedchangeortherejectionofdesiredchange(‘x’).Thefocus
ofourresearchisonforce-driven religious conflict,whichcanbeseenasabelief
aboutoutcomeexpectations.Force-drivenreligiousconflictwillbeconsonant
withotherbeliefsinthemeaningsystem,bothprescriptivebeliefs(i.e.beliefs
aboutcontingenciesandexpectationsabouttheself,theworldandtherela-
tionbetweenthem)anddescriptivebeliefs(i.e.beliefsaboutthenatureofthe
selfandtheworld).We includedseveralprescriptivebeliefsanddescriptive
beliefswhichweexpectedtoaffecttheextenttowhichpeopleattributeinter-
religious conflict to force-driven causes.The prescriptive beliefs are institu-
tionalreligiouspracticeandverticalmysticism;thedescriptivebeliefsconcern
themodelsofinterpretingreligiouspluralityandreligiocentrism.

Thefirsttypeofprescriptivebeliefincludedinourresearchisinvolvement
ininstitutional religious practice(cf.chapter3).Thereasonforincludingitis
the authority claimed by religious institutions. Religious institutions tend
tocontrolbelievers’practicesasameansofopposingchangeintheirtradition.
Strong motivation to learn more about the beliefs and doctrines of one’s
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religioustradition;evaluatingreadingsacredscripturesasimportant;keenin-
terest in themoralvaluesofone’s religion;andconsideringparticipation in
religiousworshipimportantareallseenasindicatorsoftherespondent’swill-
ingnesstocomplywiththeauthorityofreligiousinstitutions.Force-drivenre-
ligiousconflictimpliessocietaltransformation.Ademandforexternalchange
coincideswithinternaloppositiontochange.Thereasonbehindbothprocess-
esisthesame,namelyinsistenceontheauthorityofmyreligion.Wetherefore
expectstudentswhoagreewithinstitutionalreligiouspracticetoagreewith
force-drivenreligiousconflict(hypothesis 1).

A second prescriptive belief which can influence agreement with force-
drivenreligiousconflictis vertical mysticism(cf.chapter4).Religionscanfa-
vour personal mystical experiences of union with a higher reality. Mystical
experiencesarenotinstitutionallycontrolled.Theycanhappentobelieversof
allreligioustraditions,independentlyofreligiousinstitutionsortheologically
trainedauthorities.Neverthelessverticalmysticismrelatespositively toper-
ceivedpositiveinfluenceoffriends,thereligiouscommunity,teachers/profes-
sors and the media on personal religiosity. In other words: revelatory and
ineffableexperiencesofunionwithagreaterrealitycorrelatewithaperceived
positiveinfluenceofmostagentsofreligioussocialization.Mysticismalsore-
lates positively to intrinsic religiosity (Hood & Morris 1990; Campbell et al.
2010)andreligiousorspiritualpractice(Hoodetal.2009,362ff).Overall,then,
itseemslikelythatverticalmysticismrelatesnegativelytotheattributionof
interreligious conflict to force-driven causes. People who have had vertical
mysticexperiencesareunlikelytoseecoercivepowerasameansofachieving
economic,politicalorsocio-culturalgoalsasthecoreofinterreligiousconflict.
Hencestudentswhoagreewithverticalmysticismwillagreelesswithforce-
drivenreligiousconflict(hypothesis 2).

Thefirsttypeofdescriptivebeliefconcernsthequestionoftruthinacon-
textofreligiousplurality.Wedistinguishbetweenthreemodelsofinterpreting
religiousplurality:monism,commonalitypluralismanddifferentialpluralism
(cf.chapter5).Monismreferstobeliefintheabsolutevalidityofone’sownre-
ligion.Peoplewhothinkthatotherreligionsdonotcontainanytrutharelikely
todenigratetheideasandconvictionsofothertraditions.Weconsideritlikely
that agreement with monism induces a belief that coercive force, including
perceivedradicalismofotherreligiousgroups,isattherootofinterreligious
conflict.Commonality pluralismstressesunderlying–sometimesamorphous
–universalaspectssharedbyallreligionsinpluralisticencounter.Differential 
pluralismseesdifferencesbetweenreligionsasavenuesforgrowthanddevel-
opment.Weexpectbelieverswhoagreewitheitherformofpluralismtoshow
less agreement with force-driven religious conflict because of their open
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attitudetowardsotherreligioustraditions.Inshort:studentswhoagreewith
monismwillagreemorewithforce-drivenreligiousconflict(hypothesis 3);stu-
dentswhoagreewithcommonalitypluralismwillagreelesswithforce-driven
religiousconflict(hypothesis4);andstudentswhoagreewithdifferentialplu-
ralismwillagreelesswithforce-drivenreligiousconflict(hypothesis5).

Thesecondtypeofdescriptivebeliefconcernstherelationbetweenselfand
other in religiocentrism.Religiocentrism includesacombinationofpositive
in-groupattitudesandnegativeout-groupattitudes(cf.chapter6).Positive in-
group attitudesmeanthatpositivecharacteristicslikefaithfulness,goodnessor
theabilitytospeakmeaningfullyaboutGodareassociatedwithone’sownre-
ligiousgroup.Negative out-group attitudesstripotherbelieversoftheirmoral
qualitiesandputtheminabadlight(e.g.bydeclaringthemintolerantorsanc-
timonious).Whatistherelationbetweenreligiocentrismand(theattribution
of)interreligiousconflict?Atfirstsightitseemslikelythatreligiocentrismre-
latespositivelytoconflictiverelationsbetweenreligiousgroups.Inasmuchas
in-groupsuperiorityandout-groupinferiorityarepartofreligiocentrism,they
offermotivestotreatothersa-morally.Consequentlyrespondentswhodisplay
relatively high levels of religiocentrism are likely to attribute interreligious
conflictstoforce-drivencauses.Thosewhoconsidertheirowntraditionsupe-
riortoothertraditionswhencomparinggroupcharacteristicswillnothesitate
tousecoerciveforcetoachievethegoalsofthereligiousin-group.Inthatcase
itisnotdifficulttoregardcoerciveforceasanimportantfactorininterreligious
conflict. But positive in-group attitudes do not necessarily imply feelings of
superiority.Groupcharacteristicshavetobecomparedtospeakof‘superiori-
ty’,andcomparison isonlyoneaspectof social identityconstruction,along
withcategorizationandidentification(cf.6.2).Itmightwellbethatpositive
in-group attitudes are indicators of religious belonging and commitment to
one’sownreligioustradition,withoutimplyingsuperiorityorexclusivetruth
claims.Thismeansthattherelationbetweenpositivein-groupattitudesand
force-driven religious conflict depends on other mediators and moderators.
Onlywhenone’sowngroupisseenassuperiortoothergroups,andonlywhen
positivein-groupattitudesarecombinedwithoreventaketheformofabso-
lutetruthclaimswillpositivein-groupattitudescontributetotheattribution
ofinterreligiousconflicttoforce-drivencauses.Butinsofaraspositivein-group
attitudesaremerelyanindicatorofreligiouscommitmenttoone’sowngroup
theywillreduceagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Howdifficultis
itforthereligiouslycommittedtoseereligiosityasintertwinedwithoreven
responsibleforconflict?ItremainstobeseenwhatwefindinourTamilNadu
studentpopulation.However,somepreviousresearchinAsiancontextshelps
ustoformtentativeexpectations.Camacho(2014)doesnotfindanyinfluence
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of positive in-group attitudes on support of violence in the Philippines, al-
thoughSubagya(2015)establishedaverysmallcorrelationinIndonesia.Hadi-
witanto (2015), on the other hand, establishes a clear (positive!) correlation
between positive in-group attitudes among both Christians and Muslims in
Indonesiaandformsofgeneralizedtrustinothers.Inotherwords:inthelatter
caseitislikelythatreligiouscommitmentmanifestedaspositivein-groupat-
titudescontributestoout-grouptrust.

Expectationsregardingthepotential influenceofnegativeout-groupatti-
tudes on force-driven conflict are more straightforward. Negative out-group
attitudesintrinsicallyentailnegativeevaluationofothergroups,soonewould
reasonablyexpectthemtoinduceagreementwithforce-drivenreligiouscon-
flict.Thecomplexityofthepotentialeffectsofreligiocentrismismirroredin
itsclassicbi-factorialstructure:positivein-groupattitudesandnegativeout-
groupattitudesclearlycorrelate,butnotstronglyenoughtowarrantcombin-
ingtheminasingle,empiricallyvalidatedconcept.Summarizingtherelation
betweenreligiocentrismandreligiousconflictwecanformulatetwoexpecta-
tions. Since our measurement of positive in-group attitudes does not entail
attitudesofsuperioritybutratherpointstoreligiouscommitmenttoone’sown
group,weexpectstudentswhoagreewithpositivein-groupattitudestoagree
lesswithforce-drivenreligiousconflict(hypothesis 6). Ontheotherhand,stu-
dents who agree with negative out-group attitudes will agree more strongly
withforce-drivenreligiousconflict(hypothesis 7).

8.3.2	 Measuring	Instruments	
Themeasuringinstrumentsweredescribedinsomedetailinchapters3to7.
Herewemerelymentionthembriefly.

The measurement of force-driven religious conflict comprises items that
measuretheextenttowhichrespondentsagreethatcoercivepowerisatthe
rootofinterreligiousconflict.Thecoerciveforcecanbepartofreligiousradi-
calism,orbeusedtoachievetheeconomic,politicalorsocio-culturalgoalsof
religious groups (cf. chapter 7). Institutional religious practice has doctrinal,
ethical and ritual dimensions. Doctrinal learning practices are measured by
askingwhetherrespondentsareinterestedinlearningmoreaboutthebeliefs
anddoctrinesoftheirownreligion.Theethicaldimensionreferstostrength-
eningthemoralvaluesupheldbythereligion,andtheritualdimensionrefers
toparticipationinritualactivitiesperformedbytheologicallytrainedleaders
oftherelevantreligioustradition(cf.chapter3).Vertical mysticismmeasures
unionwithahigherreality.Itcombinestheideaofalossofselfwiththeno-
eticquality(i.e.needforspecialknowledgeorinsight)andineffability(i.e.dif-
ficulty of articulating the meaning) of a mystical experience (cf. chapter 4).
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Withregardtomodelsofinterpretingreligiousplurality,weusedthreemea-
surements: monism; commonality pluralism; and differential pluralism (cf.
chapter5).Religiocentrismisthecombinationofpositivein-groupattitudes
andnegativeout-groupattitudes.Positive in-group attitudesaremeasuredin
thesamewayforallreligiousgroups.Measurementofnegative out-group atti-
tudesdiffers foreachgroup.Negativeout-groupattitudesareseenasgroup-
specific,reflectingareligiousgroup’sspecificnegativestereotypesofanother
group(cf.chapter6).

8.3.3	 Conceptual	Model	and	Design	of	Data	Analysis
Toanalysethepredictorsoftheforce-drivenreligiousconflictweusedStruc-
turalEquationModelling(SEMtechnique).SEMrequiresnotonlyexplicitthe-
oretical expectations about the relation between the variables, but also a
sparsemodel(cf.1.7inchapter1foramoredetaileddescription).

(a) Inthefirstplaceweareinterestedintheinfluenceofprescriptiveand
descriptivebeliefsontheattributionof force-drivencausesof interreligious
conflict.Wetestedfortheinfluenceofthesebeliefsinsofarastheycorrelated
significantlywithforce-drivenreligiousconflictinatleastoneofthereligious
groups(Christian,MuslimorHindu).

(b) We also tested for the direct influence of personal characteristics on
force-drivenreligiousconflictandtheirindirectinfluenceviaprescriptiveand
descriptivebeliefs.Tolimitthemodelweonlydidsoifthepersonalcharacter-
isticshowedaminimumassociationof.20withforce-drivenreligiousconflict
(fordirectinfluence)ortherelevantbelief(forindirectinfluence)inatleast
one religious group.We did not require this level of association of all three
groups,sincetherecanbedifferentpredictorsineachreligiousgroup.Based
on this criterion we removed the following variables from our model: age,
mothertongue,caste,mother’soccupation,father’soccupation,andyearsat-
tendingschoolsaffiliatedwithone’sownreligion.Usingthesamecriterionwe
alsohadtoremoveallsocio-religiouscharacteristicsassociatedwithsocializ-
ingagentsinthereligiousdomain.Becauserespondentswithmorethanone
missingvaluewereexcludedfromtheanalysis,therewere805Christianstu-
dents(outofatotalof869Christianrespondents),724Hindustudents(outof
789respondents),and217Muslimsstudents(outof255respondents).

TheresultantmodelispresentedinTable8.1.Agreementwithforce-driven
religiousconflictisthedependentvariable.Alldescriptiveandprescriptivebe-
liefsmayinfluencethelevelofagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.
Thesepotentialinfluencesaredepictedbyanarrowfromthebeliefsboxtothe
dependentvariable.Therearealsofivestudentcharacteristicsincludedinthe
model:gender,urbanization,fieldofspecialization,andmother’sandfather’s
educational level. In this model the student characteristics can influence
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agreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflictdirectlyaswellasindirectlyby
wayofbeliefs.Actuallythereshouldbeanarrowfromeachstudentcharacter-
istictoeachbelief,andfromeachstudentcharacteristictoforce-drivenreli-
giousconflict.Butforthesakeofsimplicitywereplacedthislabyrinthoflines
withasinglearrowfromtheboxofstudentcharacteristicstobeliefsandone
arrowfromstudentcharacteristicstoforce-drivenreligiousconflict.

8.3.4	 Empirical	Results
Wefirstpresent theresults forChristianstudents,next forMuslimstudents
andfinallyforHindustudents.

WhichbeliefsofChristianstudentspredicttheiragreementwithforce-driv-
enreligiousconflict,whilecontrollingfortheirsocio-cultural,socio-economic
andsocio-religiousbackground?TheresultsofourSEManalysisarepresented
inFigure8.2.Themodelisnotrejected,thatisitcanbeacceptedasanexplana-
tionofthelevelofagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflictamongChris-
tianstudents.

Figure8.1 Structural model to analyse the influence of beliefs and students’ characteristics on 
agreement with force-driven religious conflict.
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Figure8.2 Structural model of the influence of beliefs and personal characteristics on 
force-driven religious conflict among Christian students (beta coefficients).2

We start our description of the results with the intermediate variables, and
thendescribetheinfluenceoftheindependentvariables.

2 Themodelisnotrejected:χ²=2.38;d.f.=3;p=.50;rmsea=.00.Theunexplainedvarianceor
error-varianceofforce-drivenconflictis.89.Theexplainedvariance(R2)ofthemodelis.11.
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Christianstudentsagreemorewithforce-drivenreligiousconflictiftheyare
closelyinvolvedininstitutionalreligiouspractices(β.15)andshowlessagree-
mentwithdifferentialpluralism(β-.08).Thesefindingsconfirmtheexpecta-
tions in hypotheses 1 and 5 respectively. Furthermore, low agreement with
positivein-groupattitudespredictsgreateragreementwithforce-drivenreli-
giousconflict(β-.16),afindingwedidproposeasapossibleresultinhypothe-
sis6.Wewilldiscussthesefindingsinthenextsection.

Twopersonalcharacteristicsdirectlyinfluenceagreementwithforce-driven
religiousconflict:higherlevelofeducationofthemother(β.17–thehighest
betacoefficientinourmodel)andstudyingtheartsorsocialsciences(β-.07).
Thelattermeansthatstudentsoftheartsandsocialsciencesshowmoreagree-
mentwithforce-drivenreligiousconflictthansciencestudents.Seeminglyitis
easierforstudentsofdisciplinesinwhichreligionislikelytobestudied(arts
andsocialsciences)torecognizetheforce-drivencausesofinterreligiouscon-
flictthanforstudentsofdisciplinesinwhichreligionisnotstudied(natural
andlifesciences).

Other personal characteristics have an indirect influence on force-driven
religiousconflictviabeliefs(gender,urbanizationandagainfieldofspecializa-
tionandmother’seducationallevel).Femalestudents(β.23)andthosewho
have been living in urbanized areas (β .10) participate more in institutional
religiouspracticethanmenandthosewhohavelivedinthecountryside,but
Christianmen(β-.09)agreemorewithdifferentialpluralismthanwomen.A
relativelyloweducationallevelofthemother(β-.12)isassociatedwithgreater
agreementwithdifferentialpluralism.AmongChristianstudentspositivein-
groupattitudesareprevalentamongsciencestudents(β.11)andthosewhose
mother’seducationallevelisrelativelylow(β-.14).Ofallpersonalcharacteris-
tics,mother’seducationallevelshowsthestrongestlinkwithforce-drivenreli-
giousconflict,bothdirectlyandindirectly.Gender,urbanizationandfieldof
specializationarealsorelevanttoagreementwithforce-drivenreligiouscon-
flict.Wewillreflectontheseempiricalresultsunderfindingsanddiscussion
(8.4).

Which beliefs of Muslim students predict force-driven religious conflict
while controlling for socio-cultural, socio-economic and socio-religious per-
sonalcharacteristics(cf.Table8.3)?Muslimstudentsagreemorewithforce-
drivenreligiousconflictiftheyshowrelativelyhighlevelsofparticipationin
institutionalreligiouspractices(β.13)andagreewithcommonalitypluralism
(β.18).Thefirstresultconfirmsourexpectation(hypothesis1),butthesecond
result contradicts our expectation in hypothesis 4. We will reflect on this
anomalyinthediscussion(8.4).
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Figure8.3 Structural model of the influence of beliefs and personal characteristics on 
force-driven religious conflict among Muslim students (beta coefficients).3

Twopersonalcharacteristicsdirectlypredictagreementwithforce-driven
religiousconflictamongMuslimstudents:ahigherlevelofeducationofthe
mother(β.23)andstudyingtheartsorsocialsciences(β-.18).Theseareidenti-
calwiththeresultsforourChristianstudents.

3 Themodelisnotrejected:χ²=4.91;d.f.=3;p=.18;rmsea=.05.Theunexplainedvarianceor
error-varianceofforce-drivenconflictis.83.Theexplainedvariance(R2)ofthemodelis.17.
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Figure8.4 Structural model of the influence of beliefs and personal characteristics on 
force-driven religious conflict among Hindu students (beta coefficients).4

Twopersonalcharacteristicsindirectlyinfluenceforce-drivenreligiouscon-
flictthroughcommonalitypluralism:genderandurbanization.Muslimfemale
studentsagreemorewithcommonalitypluralismthanmen(β .25)andstu-
dentswhousedtoliveinlessurbanizedareasagreemorewithcommonality
pluralismaswell(β-.13).

4 Themodelisnotrejected:χ²=2.73;d.f.=3;p=.44;rmsea=.00.Theunexplainedvarianceor
error-varianceofforce-drivenconflictis.85.Theexplainedvariance(R2)ofthemodelis.15.
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Finally:whichbeliefspredict force-drivenreligiousconflictamongHindu
students while controlling for socio-cultural, socio-economic and socio-reli-
gious personal characteristics (cf. Table 8.4)? Two prescriptive beliefs are
linkedwithforce-drivenconflict:greaterinvolvementininstitutionalreligious
practices(β.15)andlessverticalmysticism(β-.08).Thesefindingsconfirmour
firstandsecondhypotheses.Threedescriptivebeliefspredictagreementwith
force-drivenconflict:lowerlevelsofagreementwithmonism(β-.12),contra-
dictingourhypothesis3;lowerlevelsofpositivein-groupattitudes(β-.16);and
higherlevelsofnegative(out-group)attitudestowardsChristians(β.13).This
meansthatreligiocentrismbothreducesandinducesattributionofinterreli-
giousconflictstoforce-drivencauses.Positivein-groupattitudesreduceagree-
mentwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict,whilenegativeout-groupattitudes
–atleastnegativeattitudestowardsChristiansamongHindus–induceagree-
mentwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Wewilldiscusstheseremarkablere-
sultsinsection8.4.

Twopersonalcharacteristicsdirectlypredictgreateragreementwithforce-
drivenreligiousconflictamongourHindurespondents:arelativelyhighedu-
cationallevelofthemother(β.11)andstudyingartsorsocialsciences(β-.20).
These are identical with the results found among Christian and Muslim re-
spondents.

Allpersonalcharacteristicsareindirectlylinkedwithforce-drivenreligious
conflict. Female Hindu students are more involved in institutional religious
practicesthanmen(β.13),asarestudentswhohavelivedinruralareas(β-.08).
Womenhavemoremysticalexperiencesthanmen(β.12).Hindumen(β-.12),
Hinduswholivedinlessurbanizedareas(β-.14)andwhosefathershaverela-
tively low educational levels (β -.10) show greater agreement with monism.
Agreementwithpositivein-groupattitudesislinkedwithlivinginlessurban-
izedareas(β-.09),lowerlevelsoffather’seducation(β-.15)andstudyingnatu-
ral sciences (β .08). Agreement with negative out-group attitudes towards
Christiansislinkedwithalowereducationallevelofthefather(β-.10).Note
thattheindirecteffectof father’seducational levelonforce-drivenreligious
conflictgoesinthesamedirectionasthedirecteffectofmother’seducational
level.Generallyhigherparentaleducationallevelsrelatestogreateragreement
withforce-drivenreligiousconflict.

8.4 Findings and Discussion

To what extent can the attribution of interreligious conflict to force-driven
causesbeexplainedbydescriptiveandprescriptivebeliefsamongChristian,
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MuslimandHindustudentsinTamilNadu,whilecontrollingforstudents’so-
cio-cultural, socio-economic and socio-religious characteristics? In this sec-
tionwefirstsummarizethedirectpredictorsofforce-drivenreligiousconflict
foreachreligiousgroupandthenexplicitlyrefertothehypothesesformulated
earlierconcerningeachbeliefinourresearchmodel(8.4.1).Inthediscussion
wereflectonsomeremarkablefindingsfromtheperspectiveofourtheoretical
framework,namelythereligiousmeaningsystemapproachandthetheoryof
cognitive dissonance. More specifically, we discuss the positive influence of
monismandcommonalitypluralismonagreementwithforce-drivenreligious
conflict,thedifferentialinfluenceofreligiocentrism,andthedirectinfluence
ofmother’seducationallevelonagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict
(8.4.2).

8.4.1	 Findings
Wecansummarizeour research findings foreachof thereligiousgroupsas
follows(cf.Table8.1).

AmongChristianstudentsinstitutionalreligiouspracticeincreasesattribu-
tionofinterreligiousconflictstoforce-drivencauses,whiledifferentialplural-
ismandpositivein-groupattitudesreduceit.Asfaraspersonalcharacteristics
areconcerned,amorehighlyeducatedmotherandstudyingartsorsocialsci-
ences(asopposedtonaturalsciences)predictgreateragreementwithforce-
drivenreligiousconflict.

AmongMuslimstudentsinstitutionalreligiouspracticeandcommonality
pluralismcontributetotheattributionofinterreligiousconflictstoforce-driv-
encauses.Secondly,amorehighlyeducatedmotherandstudyingartsorsocial
sciencespredictgreateragreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.

AmongHindustudentsfivebeliefsarefoundtoinfluenceattitudestowards
force-drivenreligiousconflict. Institutionalreligiouspractice increasesattri-
bution of interreligious conflicts to force-driven causes. Vertical mysticism,
monismandpositivein-groupattitudesreduceagreementwithforce-driven
interreligiousconflict,whereasnegativeattitudestowardsChristianscontrib-
ute to it. The findings concerning the personal characteristics are identical
withthoseamongChristianandMuslimrespondents:highereducationallevel
of the mother and studying art or social sciences increase agreement with
force-drivenconflict.

Whatdo these research findings imply for thehypotheses formulated for
eachbelief(cf.8.3.1)?Didthehypothesespassthetestoffalsification?Andare
the beliefs included in our model generally able to predict agreement with
force-drivenreligiousconflict?
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Thefirsthypothesisconcernstheprescriptivebeliefaboutinstitutionalreli-
giouspractice.Ourhypothesisiscorroboratedbytheresultsfromallthreere-
ligious groups: interreligious conflicts are (more widely) attributed to
force-drivencauseswhenstudentsdisplayhigher levelsof institutional reli-
giouspractice.

The second hypothesis concerns the negative relation between vertical
mysticismasaprescriptivebeliefandforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Thishy-
pothesis is corroborated by our findings. More specifically, Hindu students
who report less experience of mystical union with an ultimate reality agree
morestronglywithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.

Inathirdhypothesiswearguedthatgreateragreementwithmonismwould
beassociatedwithgreaterattributionofinterreligiousconflicttoforce-driven
causes.Thishypothesiswasfalsified.Hindustudentswhodisagreerelatively
stronglywiththebeliefthatthereisabsolutetruthintheirtraditionaremore
inclined to attribute religious conflict to force-driven causes. We will come
backtothissurprisingresultinthediscussion.Althoughourhypothesisisfalsi-
fied,thisresultjustifiesincludingmonismasarelevantbeliefinthereligious
meaningsystemwhenitcomestoreligiousconflict.

Table8.1 Direct predictors of force-drivenreligiousconflict among Christian, Muslim and 
Hindu students with reference to hypotheses.

Christians Muslims Hindus

Prescriptive beliefs
 H1:Institutionalreligiouspractice + + +
 H2:Verticalmysticism -
Descriptive beliefs
 H3:Monism -*
 H4:Commonalitypluralism +*
 H5:Differentialpluralism -
 H6:Positivein-groupattitudes - -
 H7:Negativeout-groupattitudes +
Personal characteristics
 Educationallevelmother + + +
 Art&socialsciences + + +

Legenda:‘+’indicatesapositiveeffect;‘-’indicatesanegativeeffect;‘*’indicatesafindingthat
contradictstheearlierformulatedhypothesis.
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Ourfourthhypothesisconcerningcommonalitypluralismisalsofalsified.
Contrarytowhatweexpected,wefoundthatMuslimstudentswhoagreewith
commonality pluralism show greater agreement with force-driven religious
conflict.

Thefifthhypothesisregardingdifferentialpluralismiscorroboratedinour
groupofChristianrespondents.Christianstudentswhodisagreewithdifferen-
tialpluralismagreemorestronglywithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.

Oursixthhypothesisexpectedpositivein-groupattitudestocorrelatenega-
tivelywithforce-drivenreligiousconflict, inthatrelativelymorepositive in-
groupattitudesreducetheattributionofinterreligiousconflicttoforce-driven
causesandlesspositivein-groupattitudesincreaseit.Thishypothesisiscor-
roboratedamongourChristianandHinduresearchgroups.Seeminglybeliev-
ers who are less involved with their religious in-group agree more with
force-drivenreligiousconflict.

The seventh hypothesis concerns negative out-group attitudes. We pro-
posedthatnegativeout-groupattitudeswould increase the likelihoodofat-
tributinginterreligiousconflicttoforce-drivencauses.Thishypothesis,too,is
confirmedforHindustudentswithregardtotheirnegativeout-groupattitudes
towards Christians, but not with regard to their negative attitudes towards
Muslims, neither for Christian and Muslim respondents’ negative out-group
attitudes.

8.4.2	 Discussion
Wehighlightsomeofourremarkablefindings,startingwiththenegativeinflu-
ence of the descriptive beliefs of monism and commonality pluralism on
force-drivenreligiousconflict,followedbythedifferentialeffectofreligiocen-
trismontheattributionofinterreligiousconflicts,andendingwiththedirect
influenceofthemother’seducationallevelongreateragreementwithforce-
drivenreligiousconflict.

 Monism
Afirstanomalousresult–atleastintermsofourhypotheses–isthatthemore
Hindustudentsagreewiththeideathattheirreligionholdsabsolutetruth,the
less they agree with force-driven religious conflict. How do we explain that
disagreementwithreligiousmonismpredictsgreaterattributionofinterreli-
giousconflicttoforce-drivencauses?

Theexplanationcouldlieintheattitudinaldifferencewithregardtotruth
claimsbetweenthemonotheisticreligions(ChristianityandIslam)ontheone
hand,and‘polytheistic’Hinduismontheother.ChristianityandIslamare‘re-
ligionsofthebook’,whichconnectreligioustruthtosomedegreewithwhat
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theyconsidertobeauniquerevelationintheBibleorQur’an.Thisisverydif-
ferentfromthemajorHindumovements.ByandlargeHinduismhasalways
beengoodatintegratingnewideasandpractices,includingthoseofotherre-
ligioustraditions.ThemajormovementsinHinduismallacceptdifferentways
toliberation(moksha),andworshipofdifferentgods.Thisdistinctionbetween
Hinduismandthereligionsofthebookisreflectedinthelevelofagreement
withmonism.OnthewholemonismfindslittlesupportevenamongChristian
andIslamicstudentsinTamilNadu,butitisrejectedevenmoreemphatically
byHindustudents.Asnotedalready,thisdifferencebetweenChristiansand
MuslimsontheonehandandHindusontheotherisbothrelevantandstatisti-
callysignificant(cf.5.3.3).

Whatabout thenegative relationbetweenmonismand force-driven reli-
giousconflictagainstthisbackground?WhywouldHindustudentsbemore
inclinedtoattribute interreligiousconflict to force-drivencauseswhenthey
rejectabsolutetruthclaims,whilewedonotfindthis(negative)correlation
among Christians and Muslims?The key to this question can be the Hindu
conceptionofabsolutetruth,whichdiffersfromthatofChristianityandIslam.
AccordingtoWeber(1996)monotheisticreligionsformulatetheconceptofab-
solute truth in relation to their claim to universalism, which is primarily a
claimtodogmatictruth.InHinduismtheideaofabsolutetruthisformulated
inrelationtotheclaimtoafixedsetofritualsassociatedwithasocietalorder
(particularlythecastesystem).ThisconnectsthetruthquestioninHinduism
withsocialorder,influencedbythebelieffoundintheHindumythofthegreat
sacrificeofPurushaandthemetaphysicaldoctrinesofdharma,karma(doc-
trineofethicalcompensation)andsamsara(beliefintransmigrationofsouls)
(Shrirama2007;Omvedt2003).RejectionofabsolutetruthbyHindustudents
might implyacritical stancetowardssocietalorderanddismissingmonism
wouldentailapprovaloftheuseofcoerciveforcetochangesociety.Thebelief
that societalchange ispossible–associatedwith rejectionofmonism– in-
creasesthelikelihoodthatconflictsinsocietyareindeedattributedtoforce-
driven economic, political or socio-cultural causes. We are not sure if the
rejectionofabsolutetruthclaimshasanimpactontheattributionofspecific
conflictsbetweenreligiousgroups.Neitherdoweknowwhetherinterreligious
conflicts are interpreted against the background of social conflict generally.
Butourinterpretationissupportedbysocio-culturalandsocio-economicper-
sonalcharacteristics,whichcorrelatenegativelywithmonismbutpositively
withforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Hindumen(comparedtowomen)andre-
spondents whose fathers and mothers have lower educational levels agree
morewithmonism(cf.Table5.5),butlesswithforce-drivenreligiousconflict
(cf.Table7.3).Comparedwithmen,women’spositionismorerestrictedbythe
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orderof society,andparentaleducational level isan important indicatorof
lessopportunitytobreakfreefromthesocialorder.Tosummarizeourargu-
ment:forHindustudentsdisagreementwithmonismimpliesrejectionofthe
orderofsociety,entailingalikelihoodthatconflictisinterpretedasameansof
breakingfreefromthatorder.

 CommonalityPluralism
Asecondunexpectedfindingisthe(positive)effectofcommonalitypluralism
onforce-drivenreligiousconflictamongMuslimstudentsonly.Howcanagree-
mentwithcommonalitypluralismpredictagreementwiththeattributionof
conflicttoforce-drivencauses?

AnexplanationmaybefoundinIslamictheologyandtheminorityposition
ofMuslimsinIndia.Communalitypluralismacceptsthatdifferentaspectsof
thesameultimatetrutharerevealedindifferentreligions.Similaritiesbetween
religionsarebuildingblockstoconstructauniversalreligion,andallreligions
offeranequallyprofoundexperienceofdivinereality.Commonalitypluralism
putsIslamonthesameleveloftruthasotherreligions,asopposedtothedom-
inantideainIslamictheologythatthewordofGodrevealedtoMohammadin
theQur’anisthefulfilmentofallotherrevelations.Intheregimeoftruthof
Islamictheologystressingsamenessbetweenreligionsisasourceofconflict
withotherreligiousgroups(Arkoun2002,306).Thismayrepresenttheparticu-
larexperienceofTamilMuslims,whohavehaddeeproots inTamilcountry
eversincethe fourteenthcentury.ThecharacterizationofTamilMuslimsof
theearlyperiodas ‘halfHindu’byAmirKhusru,thecourtpoetofAlauddin
Khilji,seemstopersisttothisday.“ManyTamilMuslimscomplaineventoday
thattheUrdu-speakingMuslimsofnorthIndianorigindonotconsiderthem
asbeingonparanddismissthemverymuchinthemannerofAmirKhusru”
(More 2004, 11). Commonality seems to undermine the Muslim identity of
TamilMuslimsintheIslamicworld.ThiswasalsoevidentinTamilMuslims’
participationintheSelf-RespectMovementfoundedbyRamasamyin1925.Al-
thoughitofferedscopefor intimaterelationsbetweennon-BrahminHindus
andTamilMuslims,itcreatedaproblemofidentitydemarcationamongthe
latter.“Whenthesefrontiers,whichsafeguardedtheidentityoftheTamilMus-
lims,wereunderminedbycertainposturesofthenon-BrahminHindus,espe-
ciallytowardsandafterindependence,theTamilMuslimsnaturallyreactedto
asserttheirseparateidentityandtoremindthenon-Muslimsofthefrontiers
thatexistedbetweenthemandtheothers”(More2004,197).



227PredictorsOfForce-drivenReligiousConflict

 Religiocentrism:PositiveIn-groupAttitudes
Howcanweinterprettheremarkableanddivergenteffectsofreligiocentrism
onattitudestowardsforce-drivenreligiousconflict?Firstwedescribethepos-
siblemechanismsthatexplainhowpositivein-groupattitudesreduceagree-
ment with force-driven religious conflict. Then we discuss how negative
out-groupattitudesamongHinduscaninduceforce-drivenreligiousconflict.

Howdoweexplainthenegativerelationbetweenpositive in-group attitudes
and force-driven religious conflict?We found that Christian and Hindu stu-
dentswithlowlevelsofpositivein-groupattitudesaremoreinclinedtoattri-
buteinterreligiousconflicttoforce-drivencauses.Conversely,strongerpositive
in-group attitudes reduce acceptance of force-driven religious conflict.Two
differentmechanismsmayexplainthisnegativecorrelation:self-esteemand
religiousinvolvement.

(a) Withregardtoself-esteem,wecansaythefollowing.Inlinewithsocial
identitytheory,wedescribedpositiveattitudestowardsthein-groupasintrin-
sicallypartofpeople’sidentityconstruction.Peoplestriveforapositiveself-
conceptandmayachieveitbyassertingtheirdistinctnessfromothers.They
constructapositiveself-imagebyidentifyingwithpositivein-groupcharacter-
isticsandcontra-identifyingwithnegativecharacteristicsofbothin-groupand
out-groups(Tajfel&Turner1979;cf.6.2).Forsomescholars in-groupbias in
generalandpositivein-groupattitudesinparticularrelatedirectlytoself-es-
teem.Thisrelationworksintwodirections:successfulintergroupdiscrimina-
tion elevates self-esteem and threatened self-esteem promotes intergroup
discrimination.Inthisinterpretationrelativelylowlevelsofpositivein-group
attitudesareseenasanindicatorofthreatenedorerodedself-esteem(Epstein
1990;Hogg&Abrams1990;cf.Rubin&Hewstone1998foradetaileddiscussion
of this contested self-esteem hypothesis).Threatened or eroded self-esteem
leadstoconflict,especiallywhenthereiscompetitionforscarcematerialor
immaterialresources.Conversely,conflictisameanstoboostlowself-esteem.
AccordingtoSidel(2007)self-identityisredefinedincontextsofheightened
statesofanxiety.Throughconflictpeople forceothers to take themintoac-
countortrytocommandrespect.Iflowself-esteemrelatestoconflictiverela-
tionswithothers, it follows thatpeoplewith low levelsofpositive in-group
attitudes are readily inclined to attribute interreligious conflicts to coercive
forceinintergrouprelations.Insofaraslowself-esteemisaccompaniedbyfeel-
ingsofshametheout-groupmightbeblamedforthelowself-esteem,adding
toout-groupderogation.Peopleareashamedtobelongtoagroupwhichhas
fewerpositivecharacteristicsthantheyhadhopedfor.AccordingtoTangney
and Dearing (2004, 60) “feelings of shame engender low self-esteem and, in
turn,lowself-esteemresultsinavulnerabilitytofeelingsofshame”.Shamecan
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produce other-directed anger, because aggression tries to externalize the
shame by blaming others.Violent actions serve to neutralize the feelings of
shame.Onecanalsoformulatethisfromtheperspectiveofsymbolicinterac-
tionism.Acoreideainsymbolicinteractionismisthatself-awarenessimplies
constantmonitoringoftheselffromthepointofviewofothers.We‘liveinthe
mindsofothers’,but this intersubjectivebondwithothers isvirtually indis-
cernibleinmodernsociety.Itismanifested,however,inpowerfulsocialemo-
tionsthatresultfromthisawarenessof‘livinginthemindsofothers’,namely
prideandshame(Scheff2005).Shame,anditsweakerformembarrassment,
aretheresultofunfulfilledexpectationsininteraction(Gardner&Gronfein
2005,176).TheidealselfthatIhaveinmindisnotconfirmedbymyinteraction
withothers.Violencedealswiththeshamethatistheresultofdisconfirmation
ofmyidealself.

(b) However,weshouldstress that relatingpositive in-groupattitudes to
self-esteem,letaloneidentifyingthem,isheavilycontested.Adirectrelation
between positive in-group attitudes and self-esteem is regularly depicted as
conflictingwiththetenetsofsocialidentitytheory,becauseitfailstodistin-
guishbetweensocialandpersonalidentity.Afterall,self-esteemreferstothe
overallevaluationofanindividualperson’sworth.Itisapersonaljudgmentof
one’spersonalworthbasedonself-perceivedcompetenceandtheemotions
attachedtoit(Zeigler-Hill2013).Inshort,theself-esteemhypothesistoohast-
ily leaps fromsocial topersonal identity issues, thusoverlookingthe ‘social’
strategies to maintain a positive self-concept like social mobility and social
creativity(Long&Spears1997;Turner&Oakes1997;Rubin&Hewstone1998;
Turner & Reynolds 2003). Religious involvement might therefore be a more
straightforwardexplanationofthenegativerelationbetweenpositivein-group
attitudesandforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Maybe it issimplythatpositive
in-groupattitudesareanindicatorofreligiousinvolvementwithandcommit-
menttoone’sownreligioustradition,withoutincludingnegativeevaluationof
others.Religiouslyinvolvedandcommittedmembersofareligioustradition
mightfinditdifficulttorecognizethecloseconnectionbetweenreligiosityand
conflict.

 Religiocentrism:NegativeOut-groupAttitudes
We also found some support for our seventh hypothesis: negative out-group 
attitudes induce attribution of interreligious conflict to force-driven causes.
ButwefoundthisonlyamongHindustudents,andthenonlyinthecaseof
negativeattitudestowardsChristians(notwithregardtotheirnegativeatti-
tudestowardsMuslims).WhyjustChristiansandnotalsoMuslims?Apossible
explanationmaylieinthedifferentialamountofcontactbetweenourHindu
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student respondents and members of the two minority groups. Our sample
comprisesarelativelargeproportionofHindustudentsinChristiancolleges,
soonecanreasonablyexpectthemtohavemorecontactwithChristiansthan
withMuslims,whichmakestheirattitudestowardsChristiansmorerelevant
intheirdailylife.Furthermore,ethniccompetitiontheoryexplainswhypeople
aremorenegativetowardsotherswithwhomtheyhavemorecontact.Thecore
idea in this theory is that actual or perceived “competition between ethnic
groups,atanindividualaswellasacontextuallevel,mayreinforcethemecha-
nisms of social (contra)identification, the eventual outcome of which is re-
ferredtoasethnicexclusionism”(Scheepersetal.2002,18).Highereducation
canbeseenasacompetitiveenvironmentwheresomesucceedandothersfail
andwherestudentscompetewitheachothertogetthebeststartingposition
inthejobmarket.Studentsworkinginacompetitivecontextmightfinditeas-
iertoattributeinterreligiousconflicttoeconomic,political,socio-culturaland
religiousrivalry.ThisiscertainlythecasewhenHindustudentshavetodowith
Christianfellowstudents,who–inaChristianhighereducationalcontext–
probablyhaverelativelyhighstatus.Furtherclarificationisprovidedbyinter-
groupcontacttheory.Accordingtothistheorymorecontactonlyleadstoless
out-groupderogationunderoptimalconditionssuchascontactonanequal
footing; common goals pursued by all parties involved; intergroup coopera-
tion;andinstitutionalsupportofcooperationfromauthorities, laws,norms,
customs,etcetera.ThesearetheclassicconditionssetbyAllport(1954,281)for
intergroupcontacttoreduceout-groupnegativity.Itisquestionablewhether
theseconditionsaremetinthecaseofourHindustudents.Ifnot,itimplies
thatexperiencesmayalsohinderthedevelopmentofsolidaritywithout-group
members,especiallywhenstrongin-groupidentificationleadstoexclusionary
behaviour(cf.Pettigrew&Tropp2006;Hoogheetal.2009).

 Mother’sEducationalLevel
Finallywefoundadirectinfluenceofthemother’seducationallevelonatti-
tudes towards force-driven religious conflict among all religious groups. For
ChristianandMuslimstudentsthemother’seducationallevelisactuallythe
strongestpredictorofagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.InIndia
themother’seducationallevelisgenerallyconsideredagoodindicatorofthe
family’ssocio-economicposition.Lowparticipationofwomeninhigheredu-
cation is problematic in India. The literacy rate in 2001 was 64%, but even
thoughthegapisnarrowing,thereisstillasignificantdifferencebetweenfe-
male(54%)andmale(75%)literacy.Only1%ofwomenattenduniversityor
college, versus 3% of men (Departments of School Education, Literacy and
Higher Education 2007). Taking the mother’s educational level as a socio-
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economiccharacteristic,highsocio-economicstatusinducesagreementwith
force-driven religious conflict. Mother’s educational level also indirectly
strengthensagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflictthroughpositivein-
groupattitudes.ForChristianstudentsamorehighlyeducatedmothercorre-
lateswithlowerpositivein-groupattitudes,5whichinitsturnleadstogreater
agreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.

Inshort, respondents fromtheuppersocio-economicstratashowsignifi-
cantlymoreagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Amongthepoten-
tial causes of interreligious conflict identified in our measurement are eco-
nomicandpoliticalcauses:economiccauseslikeovertortacitapprovalofvio-
lenceasameansofsocialchange,andpoliticalcauses likepolitical leaders’
intervention in religious matters. In other words, wealth or power are per-
ceivedasreasonsforconflictbetweenreligiousgroupsamongtheuppersocio-
economicstrata.Apparentlytheyreadilyvisualizearelationbetweencompe-
titionformaterialorimmaterialresourcesontheonehandandinterreligious
conflictontheother.

Thisfindingleadstoacompletelydifferenttopic:theroleofbeliefsinwhat
isgenerallycalledtherelationbetweenthespiritualandmaterialworld.Which
beliefs in the religious meaning system influence, mediate or moderate the
possessionof(materialandnon-material)resources?Whichbeliefsaboutpos-
sessionmayreducereligiousconflict?Andwhichofthesebeliefsexacerbate
religiousconflict?Whichbeliefsleadtosolidarityandwhichbeliefsfueldis-
cord? Reflections on justice in terms of mercy, righteousness or salvation
(foundinallreligioustraditions),theconceptofcompassioninChristianity
(Lk6:20–21),zakatinIslam(Qur’an30:39)andcharityinHinduism(Bhagavad
Gita10:05)areexamplesofbeliefsaboutpossessionthatcanreducereligious
conflict.Butneedlesstosay,religiousbeliefsaboutpossessionmayalsostimu-
latereligiousconflicts,forexamplewhensociety,includingthedistributionof
wealthandopportunities,isseenasGod-givenandthereforeunchangeable.

5 Forallreligiousgroupshigherparentaleducationallevelsoftheparentscorrelatewithmore
positivein-groupattitudes:forChristianandMuslimstudentsviathemother’seducation,for
Hindurespondentsviathefather’s.
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Chapter9

Conclusion: Prospects for Theory and Practice

9.1 Introduction

What possible causes of interreligious conflict are discerned by Christian,
MuslimandHindustudentsinTamilNadu?Towhichofthesecausesarecon-
flicts attributed? Which beliefs in the religious meaning system contribute,
positively or negatively, to the perception that conflict between religious
groupsisforce-driven?Istheinfluenceofthesebeliefscomparablebetween
differentreligiousgroups?Inthischapterwerecapitulatetheanswerstothese
questionsbasedonourempiricalresearchamongChristian,MuslimandHin-
dustudentsinTamilNadu.Wealsoreflectonthecontributionofourfindings
tofurthertheorizingonreligionandconflict.

Firstweelaborateon theconceptof force-drivenreligiousconflict (9.2.1)
andthenonthereligiousmeaningsystem(9.2.2).Inbothsectionswesumma-
rizethemainfindings,reflectontheircontributiontotheoryonreligionand
conflict,andmakerecommendationsforfurtherresearch.Finallywereflecton
thepracticalrelevanceofthetheoretical insightswehavegained.Sincethis
studyfocusesoncollegeanduniversitystudents,werestrictourselvestothe
practicalimplicationsofourresearchforeducationalpractice(9.3).

9.2 Theory on Religion and Conflict

9.2.1	 Attribution	of	interreligious	conflict
Whatdoweknowabouttheperceptionofcausesofconflictbetweenreligious
groups?First,wemakeatheoreticaldistinctionbetweentheattributionofin-
terreligious conflict to realistic causes (i.e. socio-economic and political cir-
cumstances) and identity-driven causes (i.e. ethno-cultural and religious
conditions).Nextwemakeanempiricaldistinctionbetweenforce-drivencon-
flictandstrength-drivenconflictastwocross-religiouscomparativeexplana-
tionsofinterreligiousconflict.Finallywestressthatreligiousidentitybecomes
amorepressingconcernincontextswithrelativelyhighlevelsofanxietyand
uncertainty.Foreachtopicwe first summarize the insightsgained fromour
researchandthenproposesomefurtherstepstodevelopatheoryonreligious
conflict.
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 RealisticandIdentity-DrivenCausesofInterreligiousConflict
Theoreticallywedistinguishbetweenfourpotentialcausesofconflictbetween
religious groups: socio-economic; political; ethno-cultural; and religious
causes (cf. 7.2 above). Socio-economic causes include access to jobs, equal
wages,housingandcleanwater.Politicalcausesinclude(equal)rightstovote
orbeelectedandreligious leaders’undueinfluenceor lackofdesiredinflu-
enceonpolitics.Ethno-culturalcausesincludetheconnectionbetweeneth-
no-religiousidentificationontheonehandandnationalidentityontheother,
whichlowersthestatusofsomeethno-religiousgroupswhileraisingthestatus
ofothers.Religiouscausesmayrefertospecificreligiousconvictionsunderly-
ingtheunderstandingof thesacredthat leadto intoleranceorevenenmity
towardsothers.Socio-economicandpoliticalcausesarebasedontheconvic-
tionthatconflictarisesfromcompetitionforscarce(materialandnon-materi-
al)resourcesanddisagreementaboutthedistributionoftheseresources.Rival
interestsbetweenreligiousgroupsareconsideredthemainreasonforconflict
inso-calledrealisticconflictgrouptheory.Ethno-culturalandreligiouscauses
donotconsidercompetitionforscarceresourcestobeanecessarycondition.
Theselasttwoinourseriesofpotentialcausesofconflictregardgroupidenti-
ficationassufficienttoleadtoconflictiverelationships(socialidentitytheory).
Although these four causes can be distinguished, at least theoretically, they
overlapaswell.Inallfourpotentialcausesofinterreligiousconflictviolentac-
tionsare ameans to (re)defining religious identityand(re)claiming theau-
thorityofone’sownreligion.Toacertaindegreeconflictsbetweenreligious
groupsserveasmeanstoreachendsrelatingtothereligious identityof the
individualsandgroupsinvolved.Atthesametimetheconflictsarejustifiedby
theend,beingreligiousidentity.AccordingtoHannahArendt(1970;1998)this
means-endthinkingentailsariskofviolence,becauseitdisregardsthefree-
dom of members of other religious groups to consent to this end. In other
words, theaimisnot livingandacting inconcert,buttosecuretheendsof
specificgroupinterestsbyeverymeans.

Thetheoreticaldistinctionoffourcausesofinterreligiousconflictwasnot
confirmedbyourempiricalresearch.Butdoesthismakeitirrelevant,consid-
eringthe(re)definitionofthereligiousidentityofgroups?Wedonotthinkso.
Maybeidentityissues‘spread’toeachpotentialcauseofconflictincontextsof
uncertainty and anxiety. Differences between religious groups in India are
complexandpervasivewhenitcomestowealth,power,ethnicity,language,et
cetera.Incontextswherecross-religiousdifferencesaredeepandpervasiveall
potential causes seem to be perceived as relevant to interreligious conflict,
whileitcouldwellbethatinothercontexts–forexampleincountrieswhere
the economic gap between (groups of) individuals is relatively small – the
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differentcausesarenotperceivedasequallyrelevantorapplicable.Thereare
alsohistoricalinstancesofconflictengravedinthememoryofreligiouscom-
munities that influence theattributionof interreligiousconflict inacertain
direction.Memoriesofconflict–eitherpersonalmemoriesofviolenceorcol-
lectivememoriesofpersecution–arelikelytoinfluencetheattributionofcon-
flict(Bar-Tal2003).Migrationisanotherkeyfactorintheperceptionofconflict
becauseofconcomitantcompetitionandgroupthreat(Verberketal.2002).To
determinewhetherthedistinctionbetweendifferentcausesofreligiouscon-
flictholdswaterfurtherresearchshouldcomparedifferentreligiousgroupsin
differentcontexts,takingintoaccountadditionalrelevantvariables(cf.Ster-
kensetal.2010).Becauseconflictcanhaveitsoriginsinacombinationofreal-
isticandidentity-relatedissues–provenbyampleempiricalresearchinthe
traditionofsocialidentitytheory–thereisnoreasontoignorethefourfold
distinctionbetweeneconomic,political,culturalandreligiouscausesofcon-
flict.It isunlikelythatthesepotentialcauseswillalwaysclustertogetherfor
eachgroupofrespondentsandineveryimaginableresearchcontext.

 Force-drivenandStrength-drivenReligiousConflict
Whilefactoranalysesdidnotconfirmfourcross-religiouscomparativecauses
amongourChristian,MuslimandHindustudentrespondents,wedidfindtwo
cross-religiouscomparativetypesofinterreligiousconflict.FollowingArendt’s
politicaltheory,welabelledthemforce-drivenreligiousconflictandstrength-
drivenreligiousconflict. ‘Force’and‘strength’dealindifferentwayswiththe
powerthatisgeneratedwhenindividualsactandspeaktogetherinfreedom
(cf.7.4above).Force ischaracterizedbyacapacity forviolentaction,which
imposescoercion inasocial sphereand involvesacertain levelofviolence.
Forceexercisedbyonegroupimpliesabsenceofthepowertoactandspeakin
anothergroup.Whilepowercanbesharedwithoutdiminishingit,forcecan-
notbeshared.Whenforceisexercisedanincreaseinsomepersonorgroup’s
potential to act decreases the potential to act of others (Arendt 1998, 203).
Strength ischaracterizedbyincreasedpossibilitytoactandspeakinspiredby
one’s convictions, but it leaves the integrity of all individuals and groups in
societyintact.Actionsarecharacterizedbystrengthifanindividualfindsways
ofcopingwithviolence“eitherheroically,byconsentingto fightanddie,or
stoically,byacceptingsufferingandchallengingallafflictionthroughself-suf-
ficiencyandwithdrawalfromtheworld”(Arendt1998,203).Wehavedealtwith
force-drivenconflict insomedetailonlybecauseofthepsychometricweak-
nessofourstrength-drivenconflictscale.Neverthelesswethinkthisdistinc-
tionisworthdevelopingfurtherinthecontextofinterreligiousconflictinview
oftheneedforaspacetospeakandactinconcertinapluralcontext.How
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couldeverybodybegiventhefreedomtoactandspeakwithduerespectfor
theirdifferences?Thisisacrucialnormativequestioninthepoliticalrealm.

Wearenotsurewhetherthemeasurementsofforce-drivenreligiouscon-
flictandstrength-drivenreligiousconflictwillbeusefulforother(ethno-)reli-
giousgroupsinothercontexts.Thelogicbehindthisdistinctionistheneedto
speakandactinconcertinapluralsociety.Isthedistinctionbetweenforce-
drivenandstrength-drivenintheattributionofinterreligiousconflictalsoap-
plicable in other contexts? And is that distinction a useful theoretical
perspectivetoconstructothermeasurementsofreligionandconflict,forin-
stance measuring the approval, legitimacy or support of conflict among re-
spondents?Weneedtoassesstherobustnessofthisdistinctionbytestingour
measurementinothercontexts,amongotherethno-religiousgroupsandon
other,relatedtopics.

9.2.2	 Religious	Meaning	System	
Whatdoweknowabouttheinfluenceofreligiousmeaningsystemsonforce-
drivenreligiousconflict?Wefirstdescribesomebuildingblocksforatheoryof
religionandconflict.Webrieflysummarizethepreviouschapter,inwhichwe
explainedwhywechoseameaningsystemapproachandwhatitentails,how
thisapproachcanhelpustomapthedualrelationbetweenreligionandinter-
religious conflict, and how dissonance reduction plays a role in the (re)ar-
rangementofbeliefsinsomeone’spersonalreligiousmeaningsystem.Thenwe
outlinesomefurtherstepsfortheorizinginthestudyofinterreligiousconflict
fromameaningsystemapproach.

Ifreligiousidentityplaysacrucialroleinunderstandinginterreligiouscon-
flict,weneedtomapthereligiousmind-setsofbelieversinregardtoconflict.
Whichbeliefsinfluencetheinterpretationofthestarkfactthattherearecon-
flictsbetweenreligiousgroups?Morespecifically:howdobeliefsinfluencethe
attributionofinterreligiousconflict?Wehaveoptedforameaningsystemap-
proachtoidentifydifferentreligiousbeliefsforseveralreasons.Firstly,weas-
sumethatallhumanbeingshaveameaningsystemwithcomparablefunctions
andstructures.Ameaningsystemisnotasui generisconceptrestrictedtoreli-
giouspeople.Secondly,ameaningsystemencompassesall(religious)beliefs
whichcanplayaroleintheinterpretationandunderstandingofreality.Many
authorswhostudyreligionandconflictfocusonspecificreligiousconvictions
suchasholywar(jihad),absolutetruth,divine(final)judgment,fundamental-
ism,millennialismorbeliefsaboutanafterlife(cf.Kimball2008;Lincoln2003).
Althoughsuchconceptscanbehighlypertinent,alimitedselectionofspecific
beliefswithextremecostsandbenefitsisalsoproblematic.Tounderstandthe
truemeaningofspecificbehaviour(inthisstudy:theattributionofreligious
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conflict)oneneeds(a)tomapamodel–ascompletebutassparseaspossible
–whichorientsaction;(b)tomapalternativemodels;and(c)toarguewhyone
modelischosenandothersrejected(Kippenberg2008,13).Onlybystudying
beliefsincompetitionwithotherbeliefscanoneexplaintherelevanceofspe-
cificbeliefstocertainbehaviour.

Areligiousmeaningsystemissimilartoothermeaningsystemsinstructure,
malleability and functioning, but it is unique in centring on transcendence
andinitscomprehensivefulfilmentofthequestformeaning.Wehavestressed
that beliefs in people’s personal meaning system are (partially) shared with
othersbelongingtothesamereligioustradition.Nevertheless individualbe-
lieversdifferintheiragreementwithprescriptiveanddescriptivebeliefswhich
havetheirrootsinreligioustraditions.Prescriptivebeliefsreferto(life)goals,
actionsandemotions.Descriptivebeliefsincludeatheoryoftheself,atheory
oftheworld,andcontingenciesandexpectationsabouttherelationbetween
theselfandtheworld.Althoughwewereabletoincludeonlyalimitednum-
berofbeliefsinourresearch,wehopewehavedemonstratedthestrengthofa
meaningsystemapproachbyincludingbeliefsthatpotentiallyinduceandre-
ducetheattributionofconflicttoforce-drivencauses.Ourmodelincludesde-
scriptive beliefs concerning the relationship between self and others (here
religiocentrismasacombinationofpositivein-groupattitudesandnegative
out-groupattitudes),aswellasthequestionofreligioustruthinareligiously
pluralsituation(heremonism,commonalitypluralismanddifferentialplural-
ism).Theprescriptivebeliefsinourmodelareinvolvementininstitutionalre-
ligious practice and vertical mysticism. We had good reasons to make this
selectionforourresearchpopulationofChristian,MuslimandHindustudents
intherelativelypeacefulIndianstateofTamilNadu,andaccountforitinthe
variouschaptersofthisbook.

Areligiousmeaningsystemmayhaveadualrelationwithreligiousconflict.
Somebeliefsfavourconflict,whileotherspromotepeacefulcoexistence.What
isatstakeinconflictsbetweenreligiousgroupsthatmakespeoplewillingto
act?Acompellingexplanationcanneverbeconfinedtoareferencetothereli-
giousconvictionsthemselves,becausebeliefs–howeverprovocativetheymay
be–merelydescribepeople’smind-set.Onecaninterpretbeliefs,portraytheir
commonalities and differences, or analyse patterns of the relationship be-
tweenreligiosityandconflict,butallthisremainsconfinedtothelevelofideas.
Anexplanationbecomesmorepersuasivewhenit isgroundedinembodied
personsandactualgroupsinspecificcontexts.Manyauthorsdrawattentionto
therelationshipbetweenreligiousidentificationandcontextualfactorswhen
studyingconflict(e.g.Appadurai2006;Sen2006),butwefoundthemostapt
formulationinabookbySidel(2007,1–17):thepurposeofreligiousconflictlies
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in(re)definitionofreligiousidentityand(re)affirmationofreligiousauthority
that reflect individual and collective circumstances in terms of the level of
anxietyanduncertainty.

Finally,wenotonlyneedtomapdifferencesbetweenreligiousmeaningsys-
tems,butalsotoexplainthemechanismwherebyindividualsinreligiouscom-
munities hold different beliefs. In a meaning system approach people hold
beliefsthatareconsonantwithoneanother.Thedescriptiveandprescriptive
beliefsinareligiousmeaningsystemarecognitivelyconsistentwithreligious
persons’preferredactions.Peoplefiltertheirexperiencesthroughthebeliefsin
theirpersonalmeaningsystemwhichshapetheirtheoryofreality.Following
the theoryofcognitivedissonance,weexplained thatbelievers are likely to
interpret (i.e. attribute) religious conflict in a manner consonant with their
religiousmeaningsystem.Initiallycognitivedissonancetheorywasrestricted
tocomparingcognitionswithoneanotherandexaminingtheirlogicalconsis-
tency(Festinger1957),butmotivatedreasoningandtheselfalsoplayarolein
cognitive dissonance (Cooper 2007). Maintaining cognitive consistency is a
way to protect a public self-image. Believers will try to minimize the disso-
nancebetweendifferentreligiousconvictionsintheirreligiousmeaningsys-
tem.Or,toputitdifferently,apersonwillholdbeliefsthatgiverisetomaximum
consonance.

Whatwouldbefurtherstepsfortheorydevelopmentontherelationbetween
religiousmeaningsystemsandinterreligiousconflict?Weofferthefollowing
recommendationsforfutureresearch.

First,werecommendincludingotherpotentiallyrelevantbeliefsinfuture
researchonreligionandconflict.Areligiousmeaningsystemapproachoffers
anoverallframeworkfortheselectionofbeliefs.Wereferherespecificallyto
ourdistinctionbetweentwotypesofbeliefs.First,indescriptivebeliefsexpec-
tationsabout(thedirectivesof)humanactionthateffectchangeinrealitycan
beafactor.Muchoftheliteratureonreligionandconflictfocusesontheseis-
sues,forexamplestudiesofbeliefslikeholywarorsolidarity.Otherdescriptive
beliefsmightberelevantdependingonthereligiousgroupsinvolvedandtheir
specificcontext.Wealsoincludedprescriptivebeliefswhichorientpeopleto
theirfuturesurvival.Whatkindof(life)goalsshouldIpursue?WhatshouldI
doinordertosurvive?Andwhichemotionsarehelpfulinacertainsituation?
Connectedtogoals,actionsandemotionsarecostsandbenefits.Forexample,
thelifegoalofsacrificingone’slifeasareligiousdutycanbeinterpretedagainst
thebackgroundofthebenefitofeternalrewardfromGod.

Oneofthesurprisingfindings inourresearchwasthedirect influenceof
socio-economic background (here the mother’s educational level) on the



237Conclusion:ProspectsForTheoryAndPractice

attributionofinterreligiousconflicttoforce-drivencauses.Accordingtoour
theory,personal(bothindividualandcontextual)characteristicsshouldrelate
toreligiousidentityaswell.Personalcharacteristicsarenotmerefactsbutare
interpretedintermsofbeliefsinthereligiousmeaningsystem.Andtheother
wayround:toacertainextentpersonalcharacteristicsdeterminethebeliefsin
thepersonalmeaningsystemoftheindividualbeliever.Socio-economicposi-
tioncanthereforehaveadirectandanindirectinfluenceontheattributionof
interreligiousconflict.Inthecaseofpersonalcharacteristics’directinfluence
onforce-drivenconflict,theyareneverthelessinterpretedinreligiousterms.In
thecaseofindirectinfluencetheyaremediatedbythereligiousmeaningsys-
tem. We need to theorize on the question of which beliefs in the religious
meaningsysteminfluencetheinterpretationofone’ssocio-economicposition
andwhichconcernthe(non-)possessionofmaterialresources.Thereligious
meaningsystemcanhaveadualrelationwithconflict,soweneedtostudyre-
ligious beliefs about possessions that either decrease or encourage conflict.
Religiousideasaboutpossessionswhichcandecreasereligiousconflictarethe
ideaofjustice(foundinallreligions)andtheideaofgivingtothepoor(e.g.
compassioninChristianityandzakatinIslam).Religiousideasaboutposses-
sions which can contribute to interreligious conflict are, for example, ideas
aboutanunchangeableorderinsociety(includingthepositionsofrichand
poor)aspre-givenbyGod.

9.3 Practice: The Contribution of Education

HowcanourresearchontheattributionofinterreligiousconflictamongTam-
ilNadustudentscontributetopeacefulrelationsbetweenreligiousgroupsor
decreasethelikelihoodofconflict?Ourreflectionsinthissectiongobeyond
ourdirectfindings.Wecannotsimplysay:ifoneinvestsinx (e.g.educationin
interreligious dialogue), the effect will be y (e.g. no outbreaks of violence).
Suchaclaimwouldneedtheproofofempiricalresearchwithquasi-experi-
mentaldesigns.Butourfindingsinvitethoughtontopicsthatmaycontribute
tothepreventionofinterreligiousconflict.Werestrictourselvestoeducational
practices,notonlybecauseourresearchpopulationcomprisesstudents,but
alsobecauseeducationalinstitutionsteachthenextgenerationtoliveandact
inconcertinapluralsociety(cf.Arendt1970).

Whatcaneducationcontributetothisgoal?Wearenotsuggestingthatedu-
cation isdoingnothing inthisareaatpresent.Afterall,wehave foundthat
Christian,MuslimandHindustudentsstudyingartsorthesocialsciencesre-
portrelativelygreateragreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Students
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oftheartsandsocialsciencesmaywellbeapopulationwithdifferentcharac-
teristicsfromstudentsofphysicalandlifesciences.Butourfindingsuggests
that education also influences the interpretation of interreligious conflict.
Seeminglyitiseasierforstudentsofdisciplinesinwhichreligionislikelytobe
studiedtorecognizetheforce-drivencausesofinterreligiousconflictthanfor
studentsofdisciplinesinwhichreligionisnotstudied.Studentsindeedlearn
to understand the complexity of social problems, including the historical
backgroundtoconflictswhicharevividinpersonalandcollectivememories.
Theycanlearntoreflectcriticallyonhumanbehaviour;tointerpretthemean-
ingofactions;tounderstandtheimplicationsofculturaldiversity;andtolook
forcommongroundamidstculturalplurality.Alltheseeducationalgoalsare
morelikelytobefoundinthecurriculaoftheartsandsocialsciencesthanin
thephysicalandlifesciences.

Weexaminethreeissuesrelevanttothecontributionofeducationtocon-
flictprevention:criticalreflectiononbeliefsinthereligiousmeaningsystems
ofChristians,MuslimsandHindusthataffect (the levelof)agreementwith
force-driven conflict (9.3.1.); the integration of religious education with citi-
zenshipeducation(9.3.2);andthecharacteristicsofsuccessfulcitizenshiped-
ucation (9.3.3.). In conclusion we pay some attention to the role of the
educators.What knowledge, attitudes and skills do educators need to teach
thenextgenerationtoliveandactinconcertinapluralsociety(9.3.4)?

9.3.1	 Foster	Critical	Thinking	
Whatcaneducationcontributetodiminishinginterreligiousconflictsinsoci-
ety?Wethinkthatthemajortaskofhighereducationistofostercriticalthink-
ingaboutinterreligiousconflict.Highereducationshouldnotonlystimulate
criticalreflectionontheattributionofinterreligiousconflicttocertaincauses,
butshouldalsoexploretherelationbetweenreligiousbeliefsandconflictat-
tribution.Welookintobothaspects.

First,whyshouldstudentslearntoreflectcriticallyontheattributionofin-
terreligiousconflicttoforce-drivencauses,eitherrealisticoridentity-driven?
Toanswerthisquestiononeneedstodistinguishbetweenevaluationof the
accuracyoftheattributiontocertaincausesandnormativeevaluationofthe
factthatinterreligiousconflictsindeedhavetheirorigininthesecauses.Ina
descriptivesenseitmightbecorrecttosaythatforce-drivencausesleadtoin-
terreligiousconflict.Forexample,itisprobablytruethatreligiouslymotivated
militantorradicalgroupsandovertortacitapprovalofviolenceasameansof
socialchangebysomereligionsencourageinterreligiousconflict(seeTable7.1
for all items measuring force-driven religious conflict). Although we think
there isampleevidenceof thesecausesof interreligiousconflict ingeneral,
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oneshouldcriticallyevaluatewhethertheattributedcausesapplyinspecific
contexts.Whatevidencedowehavethattheattributionswemakeareindeed
true?Isthereanyinformationavailablethatconfirmsourattributions?Orcan
we find data that contradict our spontaneous explanations of interreligious
conflict?Inthefirstplace,attributionsshouldbecheckedagainstfacts.Once
wehaveconcludedthataspecificconflictbetweenreligiousgroupsisrightly
attributed to the causes we had in mind, we still have to make a normative
evaluationofforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Studentsshouldbechallengedto
becriticalabouttheuseofcoercivepowerasameansofachievingtheeco-
nomic,politicalorsocio-culturalgoalsofreligiousgroups.Theuseofcoercive
forceasareactiontoathreattogroupinterestsshouldnotjustbetakenfor
grantedandacceptedeo ipseasajustifiedtypeofaction.Althoughitisanin-
controvertiblefactthatpeopleusecoerciveforcetorealizegroupinterestsand
althoughgroupthreatmotivatesthemtosupportconflict,weneednotaccept
thesecausesfromanormativepointofview.Inshort:studentsneed(tolearn)
toevaluatetheattributionofinterreligiousconflictagainstthebackgroundof
allavailable informationthateitherconfirmsor refutes theaccuracyof this
attribution;andstudentsneed(tolearn)toevaluateforce-drivenconflictac-
cordingtothenormativecriterionofhumandignity,whichentailsthatdiffer-
entpeoplelivetogetherasfreeindividualswiththepowertoactandspeakin
concert.Morespecifically,butnotexhaustively,studentsneedtolearntore-
flect critically on the following issues: (1) human beings are susceptible to
wrongdoingbecauseoffreewill;(2)moralresponsibilityisonlypossiblewhen
it isnotblamedoncircumstances,othersoreventheOther;(3)thelinebe-
tween perpetrator and victim is not always clear-cut, but is often fuzzy and
blurred; (4) religions may corrupt free will by wrongfully turning religious
ideasintoabsoluteknowledge,butcanalsoplayavitalroleintheregeneration
offreewill;(5)theexperienceofsuffering(‘whyme?’)opensupunderstanding
oftheaporiaofevilwhichdefiesanydescriptionorexplanation;(6)moralre-
sponsibilityemergesinthecryforhelpofthesufferingother,independentof
groupbelonging;(7)individualpeopleandsocietiesasawholeshareamoral
dutytoallvictimsofinterreligiousconflict;(8)thememoryofsufferingneeds
toidentifyvictimsasvictimsandperpetratorsasperpetrators;(9)forgiveness
ofradicalevilisanimpossibleacthiddenintheabyssofourunderstanding,
butneverthelesshappens;and(10)forgivenessrestoresthedignityoftheper-
petratorasapersonwhocantakeresponsibilitybyactingandspeaking.

Second,fosteringcriticalthinkingincludesstimulatingreflectiononthere-
lation between religious beliefs and conflict attribution. In this research we
foundrelationsbetweenprescriptiveanddescriptivebeliefsontheonehand
andagreementwith force-drivenreligiousconflictontheother.Thismeans
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ourreligiousbeliefshaveademonstrableeffectonhowweinterpretinterreli-
gious conflict. We explained earlier that religions have a dual relation with
conflict:somebeliefssupportconflict,whileotherspromotepeacefulcoexis-
tence.Thereisasimilardualrelationbetweenbeliefsandtheattributionof
conflict:somebeliefsinducetheattributionofinterreligiousconflicttoforce-
drivencauses,whileothersconfineittosocio-economic,political,ethno-cul-
tural or purely religious causes. To give two examples: we found that more
institutional religious practice correlates with more attribution of interreli-
giousconflicttoforce-drivencausesamongallgroupsofrespondents(Chris-
tian, Muslim and Hindu); but greater agreement with positive in-group
attitudesisassociatedwithlessagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict
among Christian and Hindu respondents. The attribution of interreligious
conflicttoforce-drivencausesis likelytobeinlinewithone’sownreligious
meaningsystem.Peopleare inclinedto lookforexplanationsofconflictbe-
tweenreligiousgroups(i.e.throughattribution)thataccordwiththebeliefsin
their personal religious meaning system.The psychological grounds for this
relationcanbefoundinthetheoryofcognitivedissonance.Thistheorymain-
tainsthatpeoplearedrivenbyasearchforconsonancebetweendifferentbe-
liefs,betweentheirbeliefsandtheirbehaviour,andbetweenexpectationsand
reality.Dissonantcognitionsareuncomfortable inthattheyarousenegative
emotionscausedbyastateofmental tensionasaresultof logical inconsis-
tency.Peoplewill interpret theveryexistenceofconflictsbetweenreligious
groupsdifferentlydependingontheirpersonalreligiousmeaningsystem.Har-
monizinginterreligiousconflictswiththereligiousmeaningsystemcanwork
intwoways.Ontheonehandconflictsbetweenreligiousgroupscanbeinter-
pretedinsuchawaythattheyaccordwithone’sownreligiousschemesand
structures(i.e.assimilation),orthecontentorimportanceofbeliefsinthere-
ligiousmeaningsystemcanchangetobe in linewithacceptanceofcertain
causesofconflict(i.e.accommodation).Bothprocessesimplythatconflictat-
tributioncanbeunderstoodasameansof (re)defining religious identityor
evenasameansof(re)claimingtheauthorityofone’sownreligion.Fostering
criticalthinking,then,includesstimulatingreflectionontherelationbetween
beliefsandconflictattribution.Educationshouldmakestudentsawareofthe
potentialrelationbetweenone’sownbeliefsandtheattributionofreligious
conflict tocertaincauses.Critical reflectiononthis relationwillenablestu-
dentstoadoptamoredetached,lessbiasedpositiontowardsconflictiveevents
aroundthem.Thecriticalreflectionisnotaimedatchangingreligiousbeliefs
(as if certain convictions are intrinsically objectionable), but at increased
awarenessofthefactthattheattributionofinterreligiousconflictisshapedby
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belief,oftenimplicitlyandunconsciously.Criticalreflectionshouldenablestu-
dentstoloosenthedirectlinkbetweenbeliefsandconflictattribution.

Inourempiricalresearchwefoundthatsome(prescriptiveordescriptive)be-
liefsinduceagreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflict,whileothersreduce
thisagreement.Becausethereareonlyafewcross-religiouslycomparablebe-
liefswithsimilareffectsonconflictattributionamongChristian,Muslimand
Hindustudents,wediscusseachreligiousgroupseparately.Foreachreligious
groupwedistinguishbetweenbeliefsthatinduceagreementwithforce-driven
conflictsandbeliefsthatreducesuchagreement(alsoseeTable8.5inthepre-
viouschapter).

Which significant relations between beliefs and conflict attribution do
Christianstudentsneedtoreflectupon?

Firstly, theyneedtoreflectcriticallyonthepositiverelationshipbetween
institutionalreligiouspracticeandtheattributionofinterreligiousconflictsto
force-drivencauses.Wehaveconsideredthemeasurementofinstitutionalre-
ligiouspractice(i.e.motivationtolearnmoreaboutthebeliefsanddoctrines
ofone’sreligioustradition;ratingthestudyofsacredscripturesasimportant;
keeninterestinthemoralvaluesofone’sreligion;andconsideringparticipa-
tion inreligiousworship important)asan indicatorofrespondents’willing-
nesstocomplywiththeauthorityoftheirreligious institutions. Institutions
striveforself-preservationandmakeeveryefforttoproveandmaintaintheir
relevance.Theyalsohaveaconsiderableimpactontheformationofindividu-
alreligiousidentity.Greaterinstitutionalinvolvementwithone’sownreligious
traditionseeminglyleadstomoreattributionofinterreligiousconflicttoforce-
drivencauses.Christianstudentsneedtobeawareofthisandreflectcritically
onthe(potential)rolesofreligiousinstitutionsandreligiousauthoritiesinthe
interpretationofconflict.Thisapplies, for instance,whenrespondentswith
relativelyhigh institutional religious involvementattributeconflictbetween
religiousgroupsmainlytononreligiousreasons(e.g.approvalofviolenceasa
meansofeffectingsocialchange, interventionbypolitical leadersor linking
ethnicornationalidentitytoaparticularreligion),orwhenindividualswith
close institutional involvement attribute conflict – implicitly – to problems
withgroupstheydonotidentifywith(e.g.militantorradicalgroups,orsupe-
riorityfeelingofsomereligions).

Secondly,wefoundthatagreementwithdifferentialpluralismrelatestoless
agreementwithforce-drivenreligiousconflicts.Apparentlythebeliefthatdif-
ferences between religions are a source of mutual enrichment and growth
leads to less agreement with force-driven religious conflict. Evaluating reli-
giouspluralityassomethingpositive,evenas ‘partofGod’splantosavethe
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world’, leads to less recognition of force-driven causes in interreligious con-
flicts.Reflectiononthis findingmayleadtoamorecriticalattitudetowards
personalattributionsofinterreligiousconflicttospecificcauses.

Thirdly, we found that positive in-group attitudes reduce attribution to
force-drivencauses.Insofaraspositivein-groupattitudesareasignofcommit-
menttoone’sownreligiousgroup–byassociatingpositivecharacteristicslike
faithfulness,goodnessandtheabilitytospeakmeaningfullyaboutGodwith
thereligiousin-group–itisseeminglymoredifficulttoseereligionasinter-
twinedwithorevenresponsibleforconflict.

Finally,Christianstudentsshouldreflectonthepositiverelationbetween
socio-economicstatus(specificallythemother’seducationlevel)andattribu-
tionofconflicttoforce-drivencauses.Studentsbelongingtouppersocio-eco-
nomicstrataaremoreinclinedtoattributeconflictsbetweenreligiousgroups
toforce-drivencauses.Studentscouldlearntoreflectontherelevanceofso-
cio-economicstatustodailylife.WhatdoestheChristiantraditionsayabout
(renouncing) possessions, justice and compassion? And how do these ideas
appealtotheprivileged?Besides,oneshouldalsobeawarethatmanypersonal
characteristics indirectly influence attribution via the belief system: gender,
urbanization,fieldofspecializationand,again,mother’seducationallevel.All
thismakesitclearthattheattributionofconflictnotmerelymirrorsfacts,but
isdeeplyrootedinthebeliefsandcircumstancesoftheattributor.

Muslimrespondentsshouldbestimulatedtoreflectcriticallyonthefollowing
relationsfoundbetweenbeliefsandconflictattribution.

Firstly,Muslimsneedtobecriticaloftheconnectionbetweeninstitutional
religiouspracticeandtheattributionofconflict to force-drivencauses.This
relationworksinthesamewayforMuslimstudentsasforChristians.Muslim
studentsshouldlearntobealerttotheroleofreligiousinstitutionsandreli-
giousauthoritiesintheattributionofcausesofreligiousconflict,andsome-
timesevenfortheirroleinjustifyingit.

Secondly,Muslimsneedtoreflectcriticallyontheroleofcommonalityplu-
ralism in conflict attribution. Commonality pluralism entails the belief that
religionsrevealdifferentaspectsofthesameultimaterealityandcontribute
uniquelyto(common)ultimateliberation.Whydotheseconvictionsbolster
agreement with the attribution of conflict to force-driven causes? Muslims
whoagreewithpluralisticviewsarerelativelymoreinclinedtoattributeinter-
religiousconflicttoreligiousaspectstheydonotidentifywith(e.g.militantor
radicalgroupsorsuperiorityfeelingsofsomereligionsareresponsibleforcon-
flict)ortoreasonsthatarenotreligiouslyinspiredassuchlikeethnictensions,
nationalismorpoliticalintervention.Thisexampleshowsthattheinterpreta-
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tionofinterreligiousconflict(i.e.throughattribution)isconsonantwiththe
religiousmeaningsystem.

Finally,Muslimstudentsshouldbeawareofthepositiverelationbetween
highersocio-economicstatusandattributionofconflicttoforce-drivencauses.
Questionsofhowsocio-economicbackgroundinfluencessomeone’sinterpre-
tation of conflict (direct influence) and critical evaluation of how religious
meaningsystemsareinfluencedbypersonalbackground(resultinginindirect
influenceonforce-drivenconflict)couldfosteracriticalattitudetowardstheir
ownattributionsandthoseofothers.

Hindustudentsshouldbestimulatedtoreflectcriticallyonthefollowingrela-
tionsbetweenreligiousbeliefsandtheattributionofinterreligiousconflictto
force-drivencauses.

Firstofall,likeChristianandMuslimstudents,Hindustudentsshouldbe
critical about the role of institutional religious involvement that results in
greateragreementwithforce-drivenconflict.

Secondly,wefoundthatverticalmysticismreducesagreementwithforce-
drivenconflict.Mysticalexperiencesofferapossibilitytomergewithanulti-
materealitybeyondthecontrolandauthorityofreligiousinstitutions.Higher
levels of mysticism among Hindu students reduce attribution of conflict to
force-drivencauses.Studentsneedtorelatethisfindingtotheprovenreverse
influenceofinstitutionalreligiouspractice.

Thirdly,thereisanegativerelationbetweenmonismandtheattributionof
interreligiousconflicttoforce-drivencauses.Inthe‘polytheistic’Hindutradi-
tionsabsolutetruthisformulatedintermsofafixedsetofrulesregulatingthe
societalorder.Greateragreementwithtruthclaimsregardingthesocietalor-
der(ifweallowthisover-simplifiedinterpretationofmonismamongHindus
for the sake of discussion) reduces attribution of conflict to force-driven
causes.

Fourthly,criticalreflectionshouldfocusontherelationbetweennegative
attitudestowardsChristiansandforce-drivenreligiousconflict.Aretheyaware
oftheirnegativeout-groupattitudesandhowtheseaffecttheinterpretationof
conflict?Howcanprejudicebereduced?

Fifthly,Hindustudentsneedtoreflectcriticallyonthenegativerelationbe-
tweenpositivein-groupattitudesandtheattributionofconflicttoforce-driv-
encause.Hindustudentswhoviewtheirownreligionpositivelyarelesslikely
to associate religion with conflict by attributing interreligious conflicts to
force-drivencauses.
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Finally,socio-economicstatusinfluencesagreementwithforce-drivencon-
flict.Hindustudentsneedtoreflectcriticallyonthisrelationshipbasedonthe
ideasoftheirownreligion.

9.3.2	 A	Concept	of	Citizenship
Teachingfuturegenerations“toliveandactinconcert”(Arendt1970,52)ina
pluralsocietyispartofwhatiscalledcitizenshipeducation.Citizenshipedu-
cationneedstoincludereflectiononreligiousmeaningsystems,becausethey
influencethewaywelookatconflictsbetweenculturalandreligiousgroups.
Theaimofcitizenshipeducationisnotknowledgeoforcommitmenttoreli-
gionassuch,buttoliveandactinconcert.Itsaimisgoodcitizenshipinasoci-
etyfreefromviolenceandforce-drivenconflict.Butwhatisgoodcitizenship?
There are many different − sometimes opposing − concepts of citizenship,
such as the liberal-individualist, communitarian and republican theories.
Whatfollowsisnotabalancedreflectionondifferenttheories,butratheran
ideaofcitizenshipthatreflects(notechoes!)thepoliticaltheoryofHannah
Arendt.OurmajorinspirationisabookbyVanGunsteren(1998),whodevel-
opeda theoryofcitizenshipwhichhe labelled ‘neo-republican’. Ithas three
coreelements:focusonthepublicrealm;organizingplurality;andorientation
toaction.

First,aneo-republicantheorysituatescitizenshipinthepublicrealm.Itisa
matterofpublicinstitutionsandpublicethics.Wefindthesameideainrepub-
licantheoriesofcitizenship,butVanGunsterendoesnotdemandtotalalle-
giancetotherepublic.Theproblemofsuchanallegianceisthatitultimately
deniesother loyaltieswhichpeoplecouldhave, suchas loyalty to their reli-
giouscommunity.“[Neo-republicancitizenship]doesnotrequirethatpeople
alwaysputloyaltytotherepublicabovethoseotherloyalties.Butitdoesre-
quirethatinsituationswherepeopleneedtodealwiththeirdifferences,they
dosoascitizens–thatis,insuchawaythataccesstopoliticalequalityremains
arealoptionforallpersonsinvolved”(VanGunsteren1998,26).

Secondly,citizenshipshouldfocusonthetransformationofa‘community
offate’inwhichdifferentpeoplelivetogetherintoarepublicthatcanbewilled
byall.Becausewelivetogetherwithotherswhomwehavenotchosenandwho
aredifferentinallkindsofways(ethnic,religious,socio-economic,cultural),it
is actually a duty to develop competences to organize plurality. For Arendt
(1998,7)pluralityis“thecondition−notonlytheconditio sine qua non,butthe
conditio per quam−ofallpoliticallife”,andfreedomistheraison d’êtreofpoli-
tics (Arendt 1993, 146).We simply have to deal with differences because we
cannotavoidlivingwithothersinthepublicrealm.Citizenshipdemandsnot
onlytoleranceandrespectforothers,butalsothecultivationofcompetences
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to deal with differences. Citizenship needs to create a position of political
equalityforall,fromwhicheverybodycanraisetheirownvoiceanddeclare
theirchoice(cf.VanGunsteren1998,26–27).

Thirdly, citizenship should be actively realized by citizens. “While many
theoriesfocusontheconditionsandlimitsofcitizenship,neo-republicanism
concentrates on the actual situated exercise of citizenship” (Van Gunsteren
1998,27).Whileperfectcitizenshipmaybeunattainable,itisimportantthat
peopleprogresscivicallythroughconcreteeffortstodealwithplurality.This
appealtoactionrelatestoArendt’snotionsof‘spaceofappearance’and‘time
ofnatality’.Fromthemomentofbirthpeoplearepromptedtoact.Hencethe
humancapacitytoactandspeakfreelyhasontologicalroots.ForArendt(1998,
198)thepoliticalrealmis“theorganizationofpeopleasitarisesoutofacting
andspeakingtogether,anditstruespaceliesbetweenlivingtogetherforthis
purpose”.This‘spaceofappearance’emergeswhereverpeoplearetogetherin
theirmannerofspeechandaction.WhereasArendtuses‘space’withreference
tothemanifestationoffreedomaspotentiality,sheuses ‘time’torefertoits
realization.

Theaforementionedthreeprinciplesofneo-republicancitizenshipare in
linewithArendt’spoliticaltheoryandactiontheorywhichweusedinthethe-
oretical development of our concept of force-driven conflict (cf. 7.4.2). But
thereisalsoamajordifferencebetweenVanGunsterenandArendt,namely
theirdifferentviewsontheroleandimportanceofpoliticalinstitutions.Ar-
endtremindsusthatpoliticalinstitutionsdonotlivebyconflictorviolence
butbyrecognition.Thelegitimacyofpowerexercisedbypoliticalinstitutions
can only stem from the freedom of people acting together.This creation of
politicalpowerneeds tobedistinguished fromthedeploymentofpoweror
‘rule’(Habermas1977,17).VanGunsterenstressesthenecessityofpoliticalin-
stitutionsindemocraciestoexercisepower.Becausecitizenshipisnotanatu-
ralhumanattribute,the“voiceofthecitizenneedsanorderofinstitutions,a
hierarchy, both to sound and have effect” (Van Gunsteren 1998, 29). Legiti-
mizedpowervestspersonswithrightfulauthoritytomakebindingdecisions.
Withoutauthoritytoruleitbecomesproblematictoliveandacttogether.Po-
liticalinstitutionsalsonormalizethestruggleforpoliticalpowerbyadmitting
opposition, legalizing labourstruggles,etcetera.Struggleforpoliticalpower
whichisnotstrictlyregulatedwouldinevitablyleadtostructuralviolence,be-
causepoliticalpartieswouldtrytoimplementtheirideasinthepoliciesofthe
state.HerevanGunsterenconcurswithHabermas’spleaforunrestrictedcom-
munication, including possibilities to criticize the decisions of authorities.
Citizens need to be part of the political debate on the fairness of rules and
shouldbeabletoarguewithpoliticalauthorities.
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9.3.3	 Aspects	of	Civic	Education
Whatdoesciviceducationbasedonthisconceptofcitizenshipimply?Wedo
notofferafull-blowntheoryofciviceducationbutrestrictourselvestothose
elementswhichareattheheartoftheforegoingconceptofcitizenship.

Thefirstthingtostressisthateducationisitselfaninstitutionalsetting,that
isaformofactingtogetherwithotherpersons(vanGunsteren1998,48).Stu-
dentsarepartoflearningenvironmentsinwhichtheyarethoughttoexercise
theirfreedomtoacttogether.Citizenshipneedspracticestoexpressandlearn
whatitmeanstobeahumanpersonwiththepowertospeakandtoact.Col-
legesanduniversitiesarespacesoflivingtogetherinwhichstudentscande-
velopcompetencestospeakandactwith−sometimesverydifferent−others.
Whatdoesitmeantoactinconcert?Howdowelearntorecognizethefree-
domofothers?Howdowelearntocommunicatewithotherswhohavevery
differentideas?Andhowdoweinvolvepeopleinactionsthatrealizecitizen-
ship?Educationalinstitutionsprovidevariouspossibilitiestoinvolvestudents
inpractices. Inthe firstplace,studentscanbepartofpolicy-makingbodies
(educational programme committees, selection committees, representative
advisorybodies,etc.).Secondly,theeducationalprocesspresentsmanysitua-
tionsinwhichstudentsneedtolearntoacttogether:allkindsofgroupwork;
classdiscussions;internships;assigningresponsibilitiesfortheorganizationof
asymposium;etcetera.Theaccenthereisnotsomuchonthescientificcon-
tentofeducationasonthepoliticaldimensionofthelearningenvironmentas
aninstanceofactingandspeakinginconcert.Finally,onecanalsothinkofall
kindsofextra-curricularactivitiesinwhichstudentscanbeinvolved,suchas
theorganizationofstudytours,involvementin‘opendays’whenvisitorsfrom
outsideinformthemselvesaboutwhatishappeninginuniversities,orpartici-
pationinsocietallyrelevantdiscussions.Educationalinstitutionsarenotonly
where students study to graduate in a specific field; they are also places in
whichtheypractisecitizenship.

Secondly,itisimportantthatweseeactinginconcertnotasanaddendum
totheacademiclearningprocessbutassomethingthatcanberealizedthrough
appropriateactivities.Academiclearningisoftenindividualistic,butwecan
alsousegroupingandpairingofstudentsinordertoachieveeducationalgoals.
‘Actinginconcert’ineducationalinstitutionsshouldimplyformsof‘learning
inconcert’,suchascollaborativelearning(Barkley,Cross&HowellMajor2004)
or reciprocal learning (Brown & Campione 1996; Palinscar 1998). Merely
organizingstudentsingroupsandpairsisnotenoughtorealizecollaborative
learning,whichhasthefollowingcharacteristics.Theremustbesomeinterde-
pendence,inthesensethatgroupmemberscannotattaintheirownlearning
objective without input from other members. Each student has a specific,
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clearlydefinedcontributiontothelearningtask.Learningshouldbeinterac-
tive,implyingconstantexchangeofinformationbetweenstudents.Students
shouldpossesscertainskillstobeabletocollaborate,suchaslistening,conflict
resolution,solicitinghelpandhelpingothers.Andthelearningprocessshould
beevaluatedintermsoftheachievementoflearninggoalsaswellasthepro-
cessoflearninginconcert(cf.Hermans2003,312).

Thirdly,withregardtothecontentofciviceducationweshouldnotonly
introducestudentstorelevantpoliticalinstitutions,butalsoinitiatethemin
politicaltheorythatdealswiththenormativereasonswhywefavouracertain
way of living together. In our study we used the political theory of Hannah
Arendt,whichisgroundedinhertheoryofhumanaction(cf.chapter7).Atthe
heartofcitizenshipisthenormativeideaofthedignityofthehumanperson
toactandspeakinfreedom.Politicalinstitutionsmaynotbefreefromtheex-
erciseofforce,buttheirlegitimacyrestsonthepowerofindividualstoactin
concert.

Fourthly, in keeping with what we said above, we cannot separate moral
educationfromciviceducation.Livingtogetherinpluralityimpliesnormsand
values.Itisimportanttopayattentiontohumanrightsandtheirrelationto
religion(VanderVen2010;Anthony2013).Wecannotignorethefactthatplural
societies contain different value systems. The meaning systems of religious
communitiesincorporateprescriptions(norms,values,rules)ofwhatpeople
shoulddoandshouldn’tdo.Studentsneedto learntounderstandthevalue
systemsofdifferent(religious)groupsinsociety,andtoseehowdifferentreli-
giousmeaningsystemscancontributetopeacefulcoexistenceandjustinstitu-
tions.Inciviceducationstudentsshouldlearntoconsiderinhowfarsociety
canbegroundedinreligiousrulesand/orhumanrights.Thereare(groupsof)
peoplethatadvocatetheprimacyofreligiousrulesandstrivefortheestablish-
mentofastatereligionorevenareligiousstate.Whatproblemsdoesthispose
forpluralsocieties?Civiceducationnotonlyreflectsonmoralcontent,butis
alsocriticalofdifferenttypesofmoraleducationsuchasmoralsocialization,
valuetransmission,valueclarification,valuecommunication,moraldevelop-
mentandcharacterdevelopment(VanderVen1998).Herewewanttostress
theimportanceofvirtueeducationinciviceducation.Virtuescanbedefined
asgoodcharacteristicswhichmotivatepersonstoactinacertainway,forin-
stancetolerance,respectandjustice(Willemsetal.2010).Virtuesarelearntin
practicebyactingvirtuously.Byactingvirtuouslyonegrowsinvirtuousness.
Thisrelationbetweenactingandvirtuousnessisimportantinviewofthepur-
pose of civic education: to speak and act in concert. Not all forms of moral
educationstressthiscloserelationbetweennorms,valuesandrulesontheone
handandactingontheother.ButfollowingArendt’spoliticaltheory,wewould
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liketostresstheimportanceofactingandspeakinginciviceducation.Human
dignity(personhood)emergesinthepowertoactandtospeaktogether.

Fifthly, civic education should include the inculcation of argumentative
communicationskillstodealwithdifferences.WeagreewithVanGunsteren
(1998,28)thatitisnotnecessarytoovercomedifferencesbyreachingconsen-
sus,butwehavetobeabletoorganizedifferencesinsuchawaythateveryone
hasarespectedplace.Habermasoffersinsightintothekindofargumentative
skillsthatareneededtodealwithdifferences.Hedistinguishesthreelevelsof
presuppositionsofargumentation:thelogicallevelofproducts,thedialectical
levelofprocedures,andtherhetoricallevelofprocesses.First,argumentation
isdesignedtoproduceintrinsicallycogentargumentswithwhichwecanjus-
tifyorrepudiateclaimsofvalidity.Examplesoflogicalrulesare:“Nospeaker
maycontradicthimself[...and...]EveryspeakerwhoappliespredicateF toob-
jectA mustbepreparedtoapplyF toallotherobjectsresemblingA inallrele-
vant aspects” (Habermas 1990, 87). Second, procedurally arguments are
processesofreachingunderstandingthatareorderedinsuchawaythatpro-
ponentsandopponentscantestvalidityclaimsthathavebecomeproblematic.
Forexample:“(2.1)Everyspeakermayassertonlywhathereallybelieves.(2.2)
Apersonwhodisputesapropositionornormnotunderdiscussionmustpro-
videareasonforwantingtodoso”(Habermas1990,88).Finally,ataprocess
level argumentative speech is a process of communication motivated by a
jointsearchforargumentsforactingtogether.Inargumentativespeechwesee
thestructuresofaspeechsituationexemptfromrepressionandinequalityin
aparticularway:itpresentsitselfasaformofcommunicationthatadequately
approximatestheidealspeechsituation.Thefollowingrulesofdiscourseregu-
late process in argumentative communication: “(3.1) Every subject with the
competencetospeakandactisallowedtotakepartinadiscourse.(3.2)a.Ev-
eryoneisallowedtoquestionanyassertionwhatever.b.Everyoneisallowedto
introduceanyassertionwhateverintothediscourse.c.Everyoneisallowedto
expresshisattitudes,desires,andneeds.(3.3)Nospeakermaybeprevented,by
internalorexternalcoercion,fromexercisinghisrightsaslaiddownin(3.1)
and(3.2)”(Habermas1990,89).

Inthesixthplace,westresstheimportanceofintercultural(includinginter-
religious) communication in civic education. Misunderstandings are more
likely inpluralcontextsbecauseof lackofsharedknowledgeand/orshared
patternsofcommunication.Thislackofcommongroundininterculturalcom-
municationleadstoculturalism(Leeman&Reid2006)oressentialism(Nasir
&Hand2006).Inthisstudywewereabletoshowthatreligiousgroupsdifferin
theeffectsofbeliefsonthelevelofagreementwithforce-drivenreligiouscon-
flicts.Tounderstanddifferencesfouraspectsofinterculturalcompetencecan
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beidentified:displayingopen-mindednessinlisteningtootherness;express-
ingothernessinclassroominteraction;suspendinganevaluativejudgmentof
othernessonthebasisofone’sowncategories(beliefs,values,norms,gender
roles,practices);andreflectingontheothernessofotherstudentsinorderto
buildcommonground(Ting-Toomey&Oetzel2001).

Finally,civiceducationshouldbecriticalregardingtheendemicproblems
ofinterpersonalandintergroupdifferencesingender,socio-economicstatus,
ethnicityandculturalbackground.Educationisneverneutralbecauseofso-
cialinequalitiesinpower,statusandmoney.Weneedtobecriticallyawareof
thistoavoidreproducingsocialinequalitiesineducation.Inthisstudysocio-
economicbackgroundprovedtobeanimportant(direct)indicatorofagree-
mentwithforce-drivenconflict.Ifstudentscomefromanaffluentfamily,they
aremorelikelytoagreewiththeattributionofconflicttoforce-drivencauses
likecompetition forscarceresourcesandpoliticalpower.At thesametime,
civiceducationcannotbegiventheresponsibilityofsolvingproblemsofciti-
zenshipandinequality.Civiceducationshouldoffercriticalaccesstotheman-
ifestationofcitizenshipinthepublicdomain,butthemajorresponsibilityto
solveproblemsofinequalitybelongswheretheymanifestthemselves:inthe
publicdomain(cf.VanGunsteren1998,82).

9.3.4	 Role	of	Educators
Weendthischapterwithsomeremarksontheeducators.Maybethebiggest
and most complex issue in civic education is: who educates the educators?
Educatorsplayacrucialroleinciviceducation.Amongotherthings,theyneed
toorganizeactivitiesinwhichstudentslearntoactandspeakinconcert;to
shapetheclassroomand/oreducationalinstitutionintoacollaborativecom-
munityofpractice;tosetamoralexampleandhelptheirstudentstodevelop
moralvirtues;toengageinargumentativediscoursewithstudents;toengage
in intercultural communication and help students to develop intercultural
competences; to engage in dialogue on differences and commonalities be-
tweenreligiousgroups;andtodisplaycriticalawarenessofallformsofsocial
inequality.Itwouldbewrongtopresupposethateducatorsalready‘know’how
toplaythisrole.Thusthereisadiscrepancybetweeneducators’self-judgment
oftheirroleasmoralexamplesandthejudgmentofpupils(Willems2013).In
our study we included negative out-group attitudes as a predictor of agree-
ment with force-driven conflict. Among Hindu students negative out-group
attitudestowardsChristiansinducetheattributionofinterreligiousconflictto
force-drivencauses.ItmightbethatHindustudentshadnegativeencounters
withChristianfellow-studentsorwithteachersinChristiancollegesoruniver-
sities.Whateverthecasemaybe,civiceducationisnotjustamatteroftrans-
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ferringinformationorlearningskillstostudents.Educatorsneedtocreatea
learningenvironmentinwhichstudentsputintopracticewhatisneededfor
citizenship(see9.3.3).Thisimpliesthateducatorsshouldepitomizethequali-
tiesofgoodcitizenship.Civiceducationinvolvestheeducatorasaperson,and
thismakesitallthemoreimportanttotrainthem.

How can we train educators effectively? We need to offer training pro-
grammeswhichareadaptedtotheirspecificneedsandallowin-depthdiscus-
sionandreflection.Withoutprofessingtobeexhaustive,westressthefollowing
elements.

Tomakeaqualitativedifferencetotheroleofeducatorsinciviceducation
oneneedsprogrammesthatinvolvethempersonallyontheleveloftheiriden-
tityaseducatorsengagedinconcreteeducationalpractice.Theyneedtolearn
tomonitortheircomplex,multi-layeredroleinciviceducation.Thisincludes
reflectionontheirroleasmoralexamples,arolewhichtheysometimesmis-
judge(Willems2013).

Several studies suggest that educators allow little scope for expression of
differencesinlearningsituations.Theyprefertostressculturalharmonyand
offer littlehelptostudentstodeterminetheirownpositionindifferentper-
spectives(Leeman&Ledoux2005,588).Inclassroomcommunicationeduca-
torslookforthecorrectanswerasdefinedinhandbooks,andthusaffordlittle
scopefordiverseviews(Schihalejev2009).Butdealingwithdifferenceisex-
tremelyimportanttoteachthenextgenerationtoliveinconcertinaplural
society.Civiceducationtrainingprogrammesshouldpayspecialattentionto
opennesstodifference.

Finally,researchintointerculturalcommunicationinteachertraininghas
highlightedthepositiveroleofstorytellinginunderstandingotherness.Story
tellingcreatesasituationinwhichparticipantsfeelrespected,enterintoacol-
laborativeprocessofmeaning-making,learntolistenactivelyandlearntore-
alizethecontextualaspectsofidentityconstruction(Li,Conle&Elbaz-Luwish
2009).
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 Appendix A: Colleges participating in the research: location, religious 
affiliation, sex, and respondents participation

Name of the College Location Religious 
affiliation

Sex Number 
respondents

Percent

1. PresidencyCollege Chennai Government Men 103 5.4
2. QueenMaryCollege Chennai Government Women 39 2.0
3. UniversityofMadras Chennai Government Co-ed. 73 3.8
4. VivekanandaCollege Chennai Hindu Men 125 6.5
5. EthirajCollege Chennai Hindu Women 75 3.9
6. NewCollege Chennai Muslim Men 137 7.1
7. SIETCollege Chennai Muslim Women 118 6.1
8. MadrasChristian

College
Chennai Protestant Men 129 6.7

9. Women’sChristian
College

Chennai Protestant Women 129 6.7

10. LoyolaCollege Chennai Catholic Men 119 6.2
11. StellaMarisCollege Chennai Catholic Women 140 7.3
12. BishopAmbrose

College
Coimbatore
(city)

Catholic Men 95 4.9

13. FatimaCollege Madurai
(city)

Catholic Women 115 6.0

14. HolyCrossCollege Tiruchirappalli
(city)

Catholic Women 122 6.4

15. St.Joseph’sCollege Cuddalore
(Town)

Catholic Men 124 6.5

16.AuxiliumCollege Katpadi
(Town)

Catholic Women 139 7.2

17. SacredHeartCollege Tirupattur
(Town)

Catholic Men 138 7.2

Total 1920 100.0
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 Appendix B: Questionnaire on agents of religious socialization

Whatrolehavethe followingpersonsplayed inyourunderstandingandpracticeof
yourreligion?Youranswercanbeoneofthefive:(1)veryunfavorable;(2)alittleunfa-
vorable,(3)alittlefavorable,(4)veryfavorable,or(missing)Nocontactwithsuchper-
sonsorgroups.

Influence of family
1. Yourmother
2. Yourfather
3. Yourcloserelatives

Peer group influence
4. Yourclosefriends

Influence of the religious community
5. Religiousleadersofyourreligion(outsidetheschoolandthecollegesetting)
6. Religiousgroupsorassociationsofyourreligion(outsidetheschoolandthe

collegesetting)

Influence of the educational community
7. Religiousgroupsorassociationsinsidetheschoolandthecollegesetting
8. Teacherswhoofferreligiousormoraleducationintheschool
9. Professorswhoprovidereligiousormoraleducationinthecollege

Influence of the mass-media
10. ThosewhoappearintheTVorradioprogramslinkedtoyourreligion

 Appendix C: Questionnaire on dimensions of religiosity

A. Inthissection(items1-10),youareinvitedtoindicatehowoftenyoupractice
thefollowing.Youranswercanbeoneofthefour:(1)Never,(2)Rarely,(3)Oc-
casionally,(4)Frequently.

B. In this section (items 11-20), please indicate what importance, conviction or
interestyouattachtothefollowing.Youranswercanbeoneofthefour:(1)Not
atall,(2)ALittle,(3)Much,(4)VeryMuch.

Institutional doctrinal knowledge
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11. Areyouinterestedinlearningmoreaboutthebeliefsanddoctrinesofyourre-
ligion?

1. Doyoureflectuponquestionsrelatedtoyourreligiousbeliefs?
5. Doyouexplainyourreligiousbeliefstothosewhoarenotofyourreligion?

Personal belief outlook
14. AreyouconvincedoftheexistenceofGod?
20. Areyouconvincedthatthereislifeafterdeath?

Institutional ethical consequence
18. Areyouinterestedinlearningmoreaboutthemoralvaluesupheldbyyourre-

ligion?
8. Doyouhelpthepoorandtheneedyinsomeway?
19. Isitimportantforyoutohelpthesickandthesufferinginsomeway?

Personal moral consciousness
10. DoyouseekGod’sforgivenessforyourwrongdoings?
7. Doyouexamineyouractionstoseeiftheyaremorallyrightorwrong?

Institutional formal ritual
12. Is it important for you to participate in the religious worship officiated by a

priestorleaderofyourreligion?
2. Doyousingandpraytogetherwiththefollowersofyourreligion?
15. Isitimportantforyoutoprayataparticulartimeofthedayoroftheweek?
16. Isitimportantforyoutoreadthesacredscripturesofyourreligionbyyourself?
6. Doyoumakepilgrimagetotheholyshrinesofyourreligion?

Personalpopulardevotion
9. Doyouperformdevotionalpracticesinyourfamilyenvironment?
13. Isitimportantforyoutowearareligioussymbolonyourbody?
3. DoyoumakethanksgivingofferingstoGodortosaintsforthefavorsreceived?
4. Doyouprayormeditatebyyourself?
17. Isitimportantforyoutoconsultastrologyorhoroscope?

 Appendix D: Questionnaire Mysticiscm

Inthispart,youareinvitedtoindicatewhetheryouhavehadthefollowingtypesof
experiences.Youranswercanbeoneoffour:(1)certainlyno,(2)probablyno,(3)prob-
ablyyes,or(4)certainlyyes.
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Extrovertive mysticism
3(8). Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhicheverythingseemedtobealive?
6(24). Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichyourownselfseemedtomergeinto

somethinggreater?
9(19). Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichyoufeltthateverythingintheworld

waspartofthesamewhole?
12(12). Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichyourealizedyouronenesswithall

things?

Introvertive mysticism
2(11). Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichyoulostthesenseoftimeandspace?
5(4). Did you ever have an experience in which everything seemed to disappear

fromyourminduntilyouwereconsciousonlyofavoid(emptiness)?
8(32). Didyoueverhaveanexperiencethatcannotbeexpressedinwords?
11(3). Did you ever have an experience in which something greater than yourself

seemedtoabsorbyou?

Religious interpretation
1(25). Didyoueverhaveanexperiencethatleftyouwithafeelingofwonder?
4(20). Didyoueverhaveanexperiencethatyouknewtobesacred?
7(13). Didyoueverhaveanexperienceinwhichanewviewofrealitywasrevealedto

you?
10(5). Didyoueverexperienceasenseofprofoundjoy?

Note: NumbersinbracketsrefertothecorrespondingitemsinHood’sMysticismScale
(intheso-called“formD”of1975;seealsoHill&Hood1999,363ff).

 Appendix E: Questionnaire Models of interpreting religious plurality

Pleaseexpressyouragreementordisagreementwithstatementsthatrepresentdiffer-
entwaysofunderstandingyourreligionandtheotherreligions.Youranswer
canbeoneof four: (1)Disagree, (2)Tend toDisagree, (3)Tend toAgree, (4)
Agree.

Replacement monism
19. ThetruthaboutGod,humanbeingsandtheuniverseisfoundonlyinmyreli-

gion.
6. OtherreligionsdonotofferatrueexperienceofGod(anubhava).
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1. Onlythroughmyreligionpeoplecanattaintrue liberation(salvation,mukti,
paradise).

4. Eventuallymyreligionwillreplaceotherreligions.

Fulfilment monism
3. Comparedwithmyreligion,theotherreligionscontainonlypartialtruths.
10. OtherreligionsdonotofferasdeepaGod-experience(anubhava)asmyreli-

gion. 
5. Comparedwithotherreligions,myreligionoffersthesurestwaytoliberation

(salvation,mukti,paradise).
8. Otherreligionswilleventuallyfindtheirfulfilmentinmine.

Commonality pluralism
7. Differentreligionsrevealdifferentaspectsofthesameultimatetruth
14. Differentaspectsof thesamedivinerealityareexperiencedindifferentreli-

gions.
9. Everyreligioncontributesinauniquewaytotheultimateliberationofhuman

beings(salvation,mukti, paradise).
12. Thesimilaritiesamongreligionsareabasisforbuildingupauniversalreligion.

Differential pluralism
11. Differences between religions are an opportunity for discovering the truths

ignoredbymyownreligion.
18. DifferencesinGod-experience(anubhava)madepossiblebyvariousreligions

challengetheideathatGodisone
13. DifferencesbetweenreligionsarepartofGod’splantosavetheworld.
16. Differencesbetweenreligionsareabasisformutualenrichmentandgrowth.

Relativistic pluralism
15. Allreligionsareequallyvalidwaystoultimatetruth.
2. AllreligionsprovideanequallyprofoundexperienceofGod(anubhava).
17. Allreligionsareequallyvalidpathstoliberation(salvation,mukti,paradise).
20. Althoughtherearemanyreligions,atthedeepestleveltherearenorealdiffer-

ences.

 Appendix F: Questionnaire Religiocentrism

SectiontobeansweredonlybyChristians(Catholics,Protestants,andthoseofother
Christian denominations). Some statements concerning your religious group and
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otherreligiousgroups(HindusandMuslims)aregivenbelow.Doyouagreeordisagree
withthem?Youranswercanbeoneofthefollowing:(1)Disagree,(2)TendtoDisagree,
(3)TendtoAgree,(4)Agree.

	 Christian	respondents
Christian in-group positive
1. ChristiansrespondtoGodthemostfaithfully.
8. Thankstotheirreligion,mostChristiansaregoodpeople.
14. ChristiansarebestabletotalkmeaningfullyaboutGod.

Muslim out-group negative
5. Muslimsareoftenthecauseofreligiousconflict.
7. Muslimsmaytalkaboutdoinggooddeeds,buttheydonotpractisethem.
9. Whenitcomestoreligion,Muslimsareintolerant.

Hindu out-group negative
4. Hindustalkabouthighspiritualideals,buttheydonotpractisethem.
6. Hindusbelieveinfancifulmyths.
11. Hindusareoftenthecauseofreligiousconflict.

	 Muslim	respondents
Muslim in-group positive 
Theitemsofthisscalearesimilartothescale‘Christian in-group positive’.Obviously,
“Christians”shouldbereplacedby“Muslims”.

Christian out-group negative
7. Christianstalkaboutdoinggooddeeds,buttheydonotpractisethem.
9. Whenitcomestoreligion,Christiansareintolerant.
13. Christiansareoftenthecauseofreligiousconflict.

Hindu out-group negative 
4. Hindustalkabouthighspiritualideals,buttheydonotpractisethem.
6. Hindusbelieveinfancifulmyths.
11. Hindusareoftenthecauseofreligiousconflict.

	 Hindu	respondents
Hindu in-group positive
Theitemsofthisscalearesimilartothescale‘Christianin-grouppositive’.Obviously,
“Christians”shouldbereplacedby“Hindus”.
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Christian out-group negative
4. Christianstalkaboutdoinggooddeeds,buttheydonotpractisethem.
6. Christiansaretoomuchworriedaboutconvertingotherstotheirreligion.
18. Christianspracticemanyforeignritesanddisregardlocalculturalpractices.

Muslim out-group negative
5. Muslimsareoftenthecauseofreligiousconflict.
7. Muslimsmaytalkaboutdoinggooddeeds,buttheydonotpractisethem.
9. Whenitcomestoreligion,Muslimsareintolerant.

 Appendix G: Questionnaire: Causes of religious conflict

Accordingtosomepeoplethe followingarethecausesofreligiousconflict. Inyour
opinion,towhatextentdothefollowingactuallyfavourorencourageconflictamong
religions?Youranswercanbeoneofthefour:(1)Notatall,(2)ALittle,(3)Much,(4)
VeryMuch.

Socio-economic causes of conflicts between religious groups 
2. Thehumanrightsawarenesspromotedbysomereligionsfavoursreligiouscon-

flict.
4. Theovertor tacitapprovalofviolenceasameansofsocialchangebysome

religionsencouragesreligiousconflict
14. Foreigneconomicsupportfortheexpansionofsomereligionsorsectsincreas-

esreligiousconflict.

Political causes of conflicts between religious groups
3. Interventionbypoliticalleadersinreligiousmattersencouragesconflictamong

religions.
6. Theinterferenceofforeignreligiousleadersininternalpoliticalmattersofthe

countryencouragesconflictamongreligions.
9. Religiousconversionthatchangesthepoliticalequationwithinademocracy

increasesconflictamongreligions.

Ethnic-cultural causes of conflicts between religious groups
11. Linkingethnicornationalidentitytoaparticularreligionisconducivetoreli-

giousconflict.
13. Theimpactofmoderncultureonreligionsincreasesreligiousconflict.
15. Theeagernesstopreservethenativeculturalheritagefavoursreligiousconflict.
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Religious causes of conflicts between religious groups
1. Affirmingone’sreligion,wheretherearemanyreligions,encouragesreligious

conflict.
5. The belief in the necessity of bloody sacrifices upheld by some religions in-

spiresreligiousconflict.
7. Emphasising religious motives for the fight against injustice and oppression

increasesconflictamongreligions.
8. Thefightagainstevil,demandedbysomereligions,inspiresreligiousconflict.
10. Religiouslymotivatedmilitantorradicalgroupsencouragereligiousconflict.
12. Thesuperiorityfeelingofsomereligionsencouragesreligiousconflict.
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