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RESEARCH

Orthodox, Humanitarian, and
Science-Inspired Belief in Relation to
Prejudice Against Jews, Muslims, and

Ethnic Minorities: The Content of One’s
Belief Does Matter

Frans W. P. van der Slik
Radboud University, Nijmegen

Ruben P. Konig
Radboud University, Nijmegen

In this study, we empirically explored the relation between (a) the content of people’s
orthodox, humanitarian, and science-inspired beliefs and (b) three measures of preju-
dice. Using survey data from a representative subsample of indigenous Dutch (n =
582), we found that orthodox, humanitarian, and science-inspired convictions that
had different relations with prejudice could be discerned in The Netherlands. Most
important, we found that humanitarian convictions could make people show compas-
sion for their fellow human beings and could, thereby, work against the acceptance of
prejudice. In contrast, orthodox convictions did not seem to work against the accep-
tance of prejudice against ethnic minorities, Muslims, and Jews. Science-inspired
convictions were found to be unrelated to prejudice.

What if God was one of us
Just a slob like one of us
Just a stranger on the bus…?
—Eric Bazilian1

THE INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL FOR THE PSYCHOLOGY OF RELIGION, 16(2), 113–126
Copyright © 2006, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Correspondence should be sent to Frans W. P. van der Slik, Radboud University, Department of Lin-
guistics, P.O. Box 9103, 6500 HD Nijmegen, The Netherlands. E-mail: f.v.d.slik@let.ru.nl

1ONE OF US. Words and Music by ERIC BAZILIAN © 1995, 1996 HUMAN BOY MUSIC. All
Rights Administered by WB MUSIC CORP. All Rights Reserved. Used by Permission.
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Almost half a century ago Allport (1954) wrote, “The role of religion is paradoxi-
cal. It makes prejudice and it unmakes prejudice” (p. 444). He meant that most reli-
gions teach a theory of neighborly love and a brotherhood of man, whereas the
practice of these religions often leads to exclusion and violence, an observation
that, unfortunately, has lost nothing of its actuality. Students of religion have fre-
quently reported that religion and prejudice go hand in hand (Batson, Schoenrade,
& Ventis, 1993; Gorsuch & Aleshire, 1974; Hunsberger, Owusu, & Duck, 1999),
and a number of explanations for this intriguing paradox have been suggested
(Hunsberger, 1995). However, all of these explanations seem to have one feature in
common. They all are, in their own way, concerned with the way in which people
believe and not so much with the actual content of people’s belief (Laythe, Finkel,
& Kirkpatrick, 2001). Essentially, however, Allport’s paradox is only a paradox
when the content of people’s beliefs matters. Without “thou shalt love thy neighbor
as thyself,” the paradox would be nonexistent, and although in most of his work,
Allport has concentrated on the way people are religious as related to prejudice, he
clearly suggested that theological positions might be responsible for prejudice and
intolerance as well (Allport & Ross, 1967, p. 433). In other words, the content of
one’s theology does matter when it comes to prejudice and, especially, its absence.
In this study, we, therefore, concentrated on what is easily forgotten: an explana-
tion of the relation between the content of people’s beliefs and prejudice.

THEORY

It will hardly come as a surprise when we state that Christians do not all share
the same convictions. They sometimes even differ on every jot and tittle. There-
fore, it would be very difficult, if not impossible, to identify a comprehensive set
of convictions that empirical researchers could use to measure the extent to
which all Christians adhere to the content of their beliefs. Subsequently, it would
be equally difficult to correlate such a measure to measures of prejudice. There-
fore, we concentrated on three different sets of convictions or beliefs to which
people could adhere: orthodox convictions, humanitarian convictions, and sci-
ence-inspired convictions.

As to empirical research on the relation between religious content and preju-
dice, research has typically focused on the measurement of orthodox, creed-like
convictions. This set of orthodox convictions has involved, among other convic-
tions, the belief in a transcendent realm and a God who is involved with every indi-
vidual personally. Measurement instruments for the subscription to this set of con-
victions were constructed by, for instance, Glock and Stark (1966), King and Hunt
(1969), Batson and Ventis (1982), Fullerton and Hunsberger (1982), and Felling,
Peters, and Schreuder (1991). Sample items from these scales include (a) “I be-
lieve in life after death” (Batson & Ventis, 1982), (b) “God hears all our prayers”
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and “Through the life, death and resurrection of Jesus, God provided a way for the
forgiveness of people’s sins” (Fullerton & Hunsberger, 1982), and (c) “There is a
God who cares for every individual personally” and “There is a God who revealed
himself through Jesus Christ” (Felling, Peters, & Schreuder, 1991).

These measurement instruments appear to have two important qualities in com-
mon. First, they express the relationship of oneself or of others to God, whereas no
reference is made to the relationship of oneself to other people. Second, orthodox
religious convictions have shown a positive correlation with indicators of preju-
dice in a vast majority of empirical studies (Batson et al., 1993; Gorsuch &
Aleshire, 1974).

As to the first common feature, the absence of a reference to connectedness of
oneself to other people indicates that these instruments tap a belief content that
may be labeled individualistic (van der Slik, 1994). These statements appear to ex-
press a personal relationship of God with every single individual, a relationship
that in the end, could lead to personal salvation. Scoring high on these instruments
does not imply that one has to love one’s neighbor as oneself, as the concern for
other people is not included in this set of individualistic orthodox convictions. That
is not to say that people scoring high on these scales are not interested in other peo-
ple. It merely means that whether or not people are interested in or show compas-
sion for other people is not covered by the set of orthodox convictions in these
measurement instruments. That means that people who, for one reason or another,
come to hold prejudice against outgroups (e.g., Jews, Muslims, members of ethnic
minority groups) may or may not combine this prejudice with these individualistic
orthodox convictions. The content of the orthodox convictions in these measure-
ment instruments neither prevents one from holding prejudice nor does it make one
prejudiced. Hence, these propositions seem to imply that prejudice and orthodox
convictions (as measured with these instruments) are unrelated.

However, the second common feature of these measurement instruments for or-
thodox convictions is their positive correlation with prejudice, as found in the vast
majority of empirical studies. Yet, a positive correlation does not necessarily mean
that adherence to orthodox beliefs causes prejudice. The relation may very well be
spurious, caused by other characteristics of people who combine individualistic
orthodox convictions with prejudice. Authoritarianism or dogmatism is a fine can-
didate in this respect. Authoritarianism makes people prone to prejudice, and it is
mostly positively correlated to measures of orthodox beliefs (Adorno,
Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950; Altemeyer, 1988; Altemeyer &
Hunsberger, 1992; Eisinga, Felling, & Peters, 1990b, 1991; Eisinga, Konig, &
Scheepers, 1995; Heinz & Geiser, 1971; Hoge & Carroll, 1975; Lutterman &
Middleton, 1970; Middleton, 1973, 1976; Panahi, 1980; Rokeach, 1960). To check
for this spuriousness, we also included authoritarianism in our research.

Next to these individualistic orthodox convictions, there is another set of beliefs
that is central at least to Christian religion but perhaps to other major religions as
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well: convictions concerning neighborly love and the belief that God may reveal
himself in the relationship between human beings. Such humanitarian convictions
put the relationships with other people to the fore. Therefore, the content of such a
humanitarian theology should engender compassion for fellow human beings, and
therefore, it could prevent people from holding prejudice. However, as far as we
know, this has never been tested. Humanitarian convictions have yet to be corre-
lated to prejudice.

Both theologians and social scientists have emphasized the importance of hu-
manitarian convictions as supplementaries or even alternatives to individualistic
orthodox convictions. Batson, Beker, and Clark (1973), for example, stressed that
the teachings of Christ are not meant to offer comfort for the individual who is
searching for personal salvation by means of a rigid adherence to the Scripture but
should be taken as a challenge by those who try to meet their fellowmen in their
own reality. Several theologians have stressed that such immanent interpretations
of transcendence are present in Christian tradition as well (Borg, 1997; Neville,
1980; Schillebeeckx, 1980; Van Buren, 1963), occasionally by pointing to the
walk to Emmaus (Luke 24: 13–35) as an example. Various students of the social
sciences have tried to operationalize such other-directed beliefs, although none
have provided a scale measuring humanitarian belief. Stark and Glock (1968)
identified a new theology (ethicalism), which is “manifested less in what one be-
lieves about God than what one believes about goodness, justice, and compassion”
(p. 217). Davidson (1975) focused on horizontal beliefs, indicated by items refer-
ring to helping one’s fellow man and the need to love one’s neighbor. Felling, Pe-
ters, and Schreuder (1986) designed a common humanity scale, which measures
values such as tolerance, justice, mutual understanding, and helpfulness. Although
these scales may be useful when measuring religiously inspired ethics, the main
objection against these scales is that they do not refer explicitly to transcendent re-
ality, which is an essential part of every religious worldview. In this study we used
a humanitarian belief scale that did refer to transcendent reality and simulta-
neously focused on the relationships between people. In contrast to the results of
most studies on the relation between religious belief and prejudice, we expected to
find a negative relation between this humanitarian belief scale and various forms of
prejudice.

However, there is yet another set of convictions to which believers may sub-
scribe. More than ever before, contemporary man faces a competing worldview
presented by science. Science promulgates a worldview that propagates evolution
and the laws of nature as explanations for the existence of mankind. Some believ-
ers may completely reject such a science-inspired worldview, but many others try
to accommodate their faith to the knowledge of science. We deemed it important
not to ignore this facet of modern life in our study and, therefore, operationalized
this science-inspired belief as well. Because, logically, no moral values can be de-
rived from this science-inspired worldview, we did not expect this worldview to be
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correlated to prejudice. Like orthodox convictions, science-inspired convictions
should neither make one prone to prejudice nor should they prevent people from
holding prejudice.

RESEARCH GOALS

In this study, we first tried to show that orthodox, humanitarian, and science-in-
spired convictions could be measured as distinct sets of convictions. In doing so,
we did not confine ourselves to the operationalization of Christian convictions per
se, and we believe that the statements might be meaningful to believers in other
major religions as well. Second, we tested the robustness of these distinct sets of
convictions by repeating these analyses for church members and nonmembers sep-
arately. Third, we related these belief scales with measures of prejudice. In other
words, we tried to demonstrate that the content of orthodox and science-inspired
convictions were inconsequential to prejudice, whereas the content of humanitar-
ian convictions could prevent people from holding prejudice.

METHOD

Participants and Analyses

We used data from the national Dutch survey Social and Cultural Developments in
The Netherlands. A stratified probability sample of the Dutch population between
18 and 70 years of age (N = 2,019; response rate = 51.5%)2 was interviewed in
face-to-face situations with a computer-assisted standardized questionnaire in the
winter of 1995 to 1996. Additionally, the respondents were asked to fill out a
self-administered questionnaire in the week following the interview and to return it
by mail (return rate = 1,646 or 81.6%).3 This self-administered questionnaire con-
tained the religious belief statements presented in this study. Questions pertaining
to prejudice and related subjects were administered only to a random subsample of
indigenous Dutch (n = 703). Consequently, our study pertained only to the popula-
tion of indigenous Dutch. For more details on the sample, questionnaires, and
other aspects of the survey, refer to Eisinga, Konig, Peters, and Scheepers (1999).

BELIEF CONTENT AND PREJUDICE 117

2As Mangione (1995) pointed out, additional work has to be done when the response rate is between
50 and 60% because a low response rate may seriously affect the representativeness of the sample. Fortu-
nately, comparison with census data (CBS, 1996) revealed that our sample was representative of the
Dutchpopulationas toregionanddegreeofurbanizationof theplaceof residence, sex,andmarital status.

3Additional analysis, not presented here, showed that compared to the entire sample, no systematic
nonresponse occurred as to sex, marital status, and age.
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To reach our research goals, we commenced as follows. First, we excluded
respondents who had 25% or more missings on the religious belief statements.
As a result, 1,528 (92.8%) respondents remained for the analysis. We then im-
puted the missing data on the belief statements of these 1,528 respondents by
means of the expectancy maximization algorithm (EM; Rubin, 1987), included
in Schafer’s (1999) data imputation program NORM. To meet our first research
objective, we performed principal axis factoring (oblique rotation) with the con-
ventional extraction criteria: (a) an eigenvalue greater than one and (b) a scree
test for this entire sample and for the subsamples of church members and non-
members. Next, with regard to the subsample of indigenous Dutch, we excluded
respondents who had more than 25% missings on the prejudice and authoritari-
anism statements. As a result, 582 (= 82.7%) respondents remained for the final
analyses. Again, we imputed their missing data by means of NORM. To reach
our third research goal, we performed hierarchical multiple-regression analyses
using information from these 582 respondents.

Measurement Instruments

Orthodox, humanitarian, and science-inspired beliefs. Fifteen 5-point-
items in the self-administered questionnaire, ranging from 1(not convinced at all)
to 5 (entirely convinced), measured orthodox, humanitarian, and science-inspired
beliefs (see Table 1). We adopted the majority of these statements from previous
research by van der Slik (1994). Six items constituted the Orthodox Theology
scale. This scale was developed to measure the degree to which people believe that
God is concerned with every individual personally and that there is a transcendent
reality. The items originated from Fullerton and Hunsberger (1982), Felling et al.
(1991), and from the Dutch version of Hunt’s (1972) Literal, Anti-literal, and
Mythological (LAM) scales (Van der Lans, 1991).

In addition, six items represented humanitarian convictions. This Humanitarian
Theology scale was designed to measure the degree to which people believe that
God reveals Himself in the actual contact between people; thus, this expresses a si-
multaneous orientation to both God and the relationship with one’s fellow human
beings on the basis of mutual trust. The majority of these items was newly devel-
oped. One item (Item 12 in Table 1) originated from the Dutch version of Hunt’s
LAM scales. The items referred to what might be called transcendent–immanent
and immanent images of God (cf. Borg, 1997; Schillebeeckx, 1980; Van Buren,
1963). Because of the rather close connection between transcendent reality and the
relationship between people that is expressed in the belief that God may reveal
himself in the relationship between human beings, transcendence and immanence
were strongly intertwined in our operationalization of a humanitarian theology.

Finally, two of the three items that expressed science-inspired beliefs originated
from Felling et al. (1991), whereas the third one was newly developed.
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Prejudice against Jews, Muslims, and ethnic minorities. Prejudice against
Jews was measured with five 5-point items, (scale ranged from 1[don’t agree at all] to
5 [agree entirely]) derived from Eisinga et al. (1995) and Konig, Eisinga and
Scheepers (2000) and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .91. A sample item was “Jews
have too much power in the financial world.” Prejudice against Muslims was mea-
sured with four new 5-point items(identical scale). A typical item was “Muslims
misuse their religion for political aims.” Cronbach’s alpha was .81 for this scale.
Prejudice against ethnic minorities was measured with four 5-point items (identi-
cal scale) derived from Scheepers, Felling, and Peters (1989) and Eisinga, Felling,
and Peters (1990a, 1990b). A sample item was “Gypsies are never to be trusted”.
Cronbach’s alpha of this scale was .75. We used these scales as measures of dis-
tinct forms of prejudice because principal axis factor analyses with conventional
extraction criteria (eigenvalue-larger-than-one and a scree-test) revealed that the
items of the three prejudice scales represented three correlated but nevertheless
distinct concepts (correlations = .50–.60).

BELIEF CONTENT AND PREJUDICE 119

TABLE 1
Factor Analysis of Orthodox, Humanitarian,

and Science-Inspired Convictions

1 2 3 h2

Orthodox convictions
To me God is like a person who sees and hears me in all I

am doing.
.97 –.01 .06 .86

God hears all our prayers. .96 –.02 .02 .88
God made man out of dust in His own image and breathed

life into him.
.86 –.00 –.03 .77

God judges our actions. .83 –.01 –.06 .76
There is a God who concerns Himself with every

individual personally.
.76 .04 –.07 .67

In heaven we meet again our beloved ones. .55 .21 –.08 .52
Humanitarian convictions

To me God is what is worthwhile in people –.04 .87 –.00 .72
To me God is a symbol of what is good in humankind. .07 .84 –.01 .76
God is where people trust each other. .14 .82 –.05 .82
I encounter God in the real meeting with my fellowmen. .11 .74 –.06 .65
To me believing means to have faith in people. –.11 .59 .04 .30
Heaven is where people realize part of God’s kingdom. .36 .52 –.00 .58

Science-inspired convictions
Life is merely an evolutionary process. .06 –.03 .83 .64
Ultimately our lives are determined by the laws of nature. .03 .01 .76 .55
It is pure coincidence that human life developed on earth. –.25 .05 .45 .37

Notes. n = 1,528; KMO = .93; Explained variance = 65.7%; oblique rotation was used. Maximum
loading for each variable is underlined
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Authoritarianism. Authoritarianism was measured by a short version of the
California F Scale (Adorno et al., 1950). A typical item was “There are two sorts of
people: the strong and the weak.” This Likert scale consisted of four 5-point items,
ranging from 1(don’t agree at all) to 5(agree entirely), and had a Cronbach’s alpha
of .72.

Sociodemographic variables. Additional information about sex, age, high-
est education completed, and occupational status (Ganzeboom, De Graaf, &
Treiman, 1992) was also collected.

RESULTS

Factor Analyses

A principal axis factor analysis (see Table 1) showed that orthodox, humanitar-
ian, and science-inspired beliefs could indeed be discerned. Both the scree-test
and the eigenvalue-larger-than-one criteria pointed in the direction of three fac-
tors. Score sums were computed for all three factors. Internal consistency for the
resulting Likert scales was meritorious for science-inspired convictions
(Cronbach’s α = 75) and excellent for orthodox and humanitarian convictions
(Cronbach’s αs = .94 and .90, respectively; see Table 2). The means of these
scales were just below the midpoint of the range, which corresponded to answer-
ing patterns dominated by the categories unconvinced and in uncertainty. This
was in line with a vast body of literature on the fairly secularized Dutch society
(Lechner, 1996).

These sets of convictions, or beliefs, were not at all independent from each
other. The Orthodox Theology scale and the Humanitarian Theology scale were
highly correlated (r = .55). Because neighborly love is as central a tenet of Chris-
tianity, as is the belief in a personal relationship with God, this was hardly surpris-
ing. People’s beliefs, whether strong or weak, usually involved both orthodox and
humanitarian convictions. In contrast, the science-inspired convictions scale was
negatively correlated to both the Humanitarian Theology scale and, particularly,
the Orthodox Theology scale (rs = –.18 and –.53, respectively; see also Konig &
van der Slik, 2004).

We repeated these analyses for subsamples of members of Christian churches
and nonmembers. Factor analyses (not shown here) revealed similar solutions. For
both church members and nonmembers, separate scales for the orthodox, humani-
tarian, and science-inspired convictions could be discerned. The psychometric
qualities of the scales for these two subsamples were satisfactory (Cronbach’s αs =
.63–.92). Church members scored much higher than the nonmembers on both the
Orthodox Theology scale (t = 30.08, p < .001) and Humanitarian Theology scale (t
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= 16.43, p < .001), whereas the reverse was found for the Science-Inspired Belief
scale (t = –16.01, p < .001). The mean scores of the church members on the Ortho-
dox Theology scale (M = 24.1, SD = 5.6) and the Humanitarian Theology scale (M
= 21.4, SD = 5.0) indicated that they tended to adhere to these convictions, whereas
the scores of the nonmembers indicated that they were inclined not to adhere to
these convictions (M = 15.7, SD = 5.3, and M = 16.8, SD = 5.7, respectively). For
the science-inspired convictions, the opposite was found. Mean sores for church
members and nonmembers were 8.5 (SD = 2.9) and 10.8 (SD = 2.6), respectively.
Clearly, the three belief scales were quite robust and discriminated rather well be-
tween members and nonmembers.

Hierarchical Regression Analyses

We performed hierarchical Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression analyses
to assess whether the three belief scales uniquely contribute to the prediction of

BELIEF CONTENT AND PREJUDICE 121

TABLE 2
Hierarchical OLS Regressions of Prejudice Against Jews, Muslims,

and Ethnic Minorities on Orthodox, Humanitarian, and Science-Inspired
Convictions; Authoritarianism; and Sociodemographic Factors:

Standardized Beta Coefficients and R2 Statistics

Prejudice Against

Jews Muslims Ethnic Minorities

Model 1
Orthodox convictions .25*** .27*** .34***
Humanitarian convictions –.08 –.15*** –.12**
Science-inspired convictions .13** .16*** .16**
R2 .03 .04 .06

Model 2
Orthodox convictions .03 .07 .11*
Humanitarian convictions –.04 –.11** –.08*
Science-inspired convictions –.01 .03 .00
Authoritarianism .51*** .46*** .56***
R2 .27 .23 .34

Model 3
Orthodox convictions .02 .05 .10*
Humanitarian convictions –.04 –.09* –.09*
Science-inspired convictions –.00 .02 .01
Authoritarianism .43*** .41*** .47***
Sex –.06 .02 .01
Age –.14*** .01 –.17***
Education .07 .10* .04
Occupational status .03 .06 .03
R2 .30 .25 .36

Note. n = 582.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001, one-tailed.
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prejudice against Jews, Muslims, and ethnic minorities, that is, when we con-
trolled for authoritarianism and sociodemographic factors (sex, age, education,
and occupational status). In Table 2, we report the standardized regression co-
efficients (βs) and the amount of explained variance (R2) when the belief scales
were simultaneously added in Model 1, the authoritarianism scale were added
in the second model, and when the sociodemographic factors were added in
Model 3.

The results presented in Table 2 (Model 1) reveal, as expected, that the asso-
ciations of orthodox beliefs with prejudice against Jews, Muslims, and ethnic
minorities were all significantly positive. This was in line with a large body of
previous research. Seemingly, Allport’s (1954) paradox has lost nothing of its
actuality. Controlled for authoritarianism (see Model 2), however, the effects of
orthodox beliefs on prejudice were reduced substantially. In fact, when we addi-
tionally took the effect of sociodemographic factors into account, only the effect
of orthodox beliefs on prejudice against ethnic minorities remained significant
(β = .10, p = .02). The content of orthodox theology did not seem to invoke prej-
udice against Jews or Muslims, although it did not seem to prevent people from
holding such prejudice either. Our hypothesis that orthodox beliefs were not re-
lated to prejudice against ethnic minorities was refuted; we were left with a sig-
nificant, although weak, effect.

Not only did we expect orthodox beliefs to be independent of prejudice; we also
expected science-inspired beliefs to be independent of prejudice. The outcomes
presented in Model 1, however, showed that we might have been wrong (βs =
.13–.16, ps < .01). However, bringing in authoritarianism as a control variable
(Model 2) resulted in a diminution of these effects to insignificance, a picture that
was not altered when we controlled for sociodemographic factors (Model 3). Thus,
science-inspired beliefs did not seem to invoke prejudice against Jews, Muslims,
and ethnic minorities, nor did it seem to prevent people from holding prejudice.

With respect to humanitarian beliefs, we expected that they would instigate
neighborly love and compassion for one’s fellow human beings. We, therefore, ex-
pected to find a negative effect of humanitarian convictions on measures of preju-
dice. Table 2, Model 1, shows the expected negative relation, although the negative
effect of humanitarian convictions on prejudice against Jews was not significant.
Adding authoritarianism (Model 2) and sociodemographic factors (Model 3) as
additional controls reduced the effects of a humanitarian theology on prejudice
against Muslims and ethnic minorities but they remained significant (β = –.09, p =
.02, and β = –.09, p = .02, respectively). Therefore, we concluded that humanitar-
ian beliefs could somewhat prevent people from endorsing prejudiced views about
ethnic minorities and Muslims. Humanitarian beliefs, however, did not seem to
work against prejudice against Jews, although they did not seem to invoke such
prejudice either.
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this study, we explored the relation between the content of people’s beliefs and
measures of prejudice against Jews, Muslims, and ethnic minorities. With the use
of data from a national Dutch survey, we showed that both orthodox and humani-
tarian convictions and science-inspired convictions could be discerned in The
Netherlands and that these convictions had different relations with prejudice
among indigenous Dutch. Most important, we showed that humanitarian convic-
tions were negatively associated with prejudice against Muslims and ethnic minor-
ities when we controlled for authoritarianism and sociodemographic factors. Thus,
the content of humanitarian beliefs could indeed have made people show compas-
sion for their fellow human beings and, thereby, could have worked against the ac-
ceptance of prejudice. These convictions involved neighborly love and relation-
ships with other people. Further, we showed that the relation between orthodox
convictions and prejudice could be spurious, caused largely, but not entirely, by au-
thoritarianism. Finally, we found that science-inspired convictions were unrelated
to prejudice.

This study had several limitations. First, we confined ourselves to self-reported
measures of prejudice. As a consequence, it remains an open question as to
whether one’s humanitarian convictions can really put the lid on prejudice. Instead
of a paper-and-pencil method, observational designs are needed to come to more
conclusive answers to this question (see Darley & Batson, 1973). Second, we con-
fined ourselves to a sample of indigenous Dutch. Although The Netherlands is one
of the most secularized nations in the Western world (Lechner, 1996), “it is never-
theless historically a Christianized society, and therefore, the people who hap-
pened to fill out these nonsectarian belief items come from that kind of history,
whatever they may or not may believe at the present time” (R. F. Paloutzian, per-
sonal communication, September 17, 2003). The items of the Orthodox Theology
scale and the Humanitarian Theology scale do not seem unique to Christianity,
however, and they might be meaningful to believers of other major religions. It
would, therefore, be advisable to replicate this study in other nations, among
Christian and non-Christian, to test whether the negative relation between preju-
dice and humanitarian beliefs could be found there as well. Finally, we used a
shortened version of the F scale to measure authoritarianism. According to Ray
(1988, 1990), Adorno’s F scale may measure an old-fashioned outlook rather than
authoritarianism. Although such an interpretation is not incompatible with the out-
comes of this study, one has to bear in mind that our hypotheses are based on theo-
ries about authoritarianism or dogmatism. We, therefore, recommend the use of a
less ambiguous measure for authoritarianism in future research.

Despite these limitations, this study produced the novel finding that humanitar-
ian convictions could prevent people from holding prejudice. This implies that
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Allport’s paradox should no longer be conceived of as a paradox. The relevance of
these findings is, however, not restricted to the study of the relation between reli-
gion and prejudice. The outcomes also relate that the study of the content of belief
in relation to other spheres of life should not be restricted to orthodox convictions.
To only measure orthodox belief would render an incomplete and, therefore, dis-
torted image of people’s beliefs. Putting humanitarian convictions on the research
agenda might do justice to the beliefs of large groups not studied adequately in the
past.
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