A level Religious Studies

BRIDGING UNIT

What does this course require of me?
In Religious Studies, you will focus on some of the most profound, difficult and important questions
that humans have ever asked of themselves: questions about what is real, questions about what is
right and wrong, questions about what it means to live as a human being. In this course, you will
learn about the variety of answers to these questions, and you will participate in the ongoing debate
that these questions raise for us all.
How will this unit help me to prepare for the A level?
This unit requires you to read about the some of the issues and questions we will study in this
course. There are 6 articles, each one with a set of questions to answer. All of them are relevant to
the A level RS course and will help you to begin thinking about these important questions.
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Each article has a series of series of questions you need to answer. Read the questions first, then
you know what you are looking for as you read.
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When you have read the article, answer the questions. These answers will need to be handed to
your teacher in September.
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Euthanasia – RS Review 2.3 John Kersey
Article 1
1. What is euthanasia?
2. What does it mean to say that ‘Euthanasia should always be voluntary and require
informed consent?
3. What is the current legal position in the UK in relation to euthanasia? What sentence
can be given to those found to have assisted someone to die?
4. With reference to Switzerland, what is the legal position there?
5. Read the arguments FOR/AGAINST euthanasia. Choose the strongest arguments
both for and against and explain why you feel they are strong arguments.
6. What is meant by the term ‘slippery slope’? What did Dr K Gunning say on this
matter?
7. What position may the ‘slippery slope’ put doctors in? Why? What impact might
legalising euthanasia have on the disabled?
8. What is meant by the term ‘Doctrine of Double Effect’. How do many doctors
already apply this principle?
9. Explain fully why most Christians are against euthanasia. You should refer to Genesis
9:6, Image of God, Sanctity of Life, Pope John Paul II and ‘Love thy neighbour’.
10. Look at the views on euthanasia in Judaism, Islam, Buddhism, Hinduism and Sikhism.
How are they similar? What are the main differences?
11. After considering the views above, what are your initial thoughts on euthanasia?
Should the law in the UK change?
EXTENSION
What terms or ideas in this article are new to you? Can you find out what these mean?
What further reading have you done in response to what you have read here?
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Situation Ethics – RS Review 7.2 John Mayled
Article 2
1. Joseph Fletcher argued that there are essentially three ways of making moral
decisions. Define the terms Legalism and Antinomianism?
2. Situationism is different. Who are placed before rules? What is placed before
principles?
3. Agape is best explained as ‘selfless love’. Read Mark 12:29-31, John 14-16 and John
4:7. What do these texts suggest about how you should treat others?
4. Fletcher proposes four working principles and six fundamental principles to guide
moral decision making. After reading these ten concepts, try to sum up in a small
paragraph how you think moral decision making should be made according to
Situation Ethics.
5. Using the section on the strengths and weaknesses of Situation Ethics, draw up a
table to present them. Which are the strongest strengths and weaknesses in your
opinion? What is your view on Situation Ethics? Should people come before rules?
EXTENSION
What terms or ideas in this article are new to you? Can you find out what these mean?
What further reading have you done in response to what you have read here?
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Cosmological Argument – RS Review – Sarah Tyler
Article 3
1. What is an infinite regress?
2. Why do supporters of the cosmological argument reject the infinite regress?
3. Give two ways in which scientific evidence challenges the cosmological argument.
4. Why is Richard Dawkins unconvinced by the cosmological argument?
EXTENSION
What terms or ideas in this article are new to you? Can you find out what these mean?
What further reading have you done in response to what you have read here?
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New Atheism – Challenging Religious Issues 13 – David Wilkinson
Article 4
1. What event does David Wilkinson identify as leading to ‘A new intellectual
movement among a number of people who were concerned with the power and
potential harm of fundamentalist religion’?
2. What was the shared goal of ‘New Atheism’? What were Richard Dawkins and the
other atheists referred to? Why?
3. Briefly make notes on the ‘New atheists’. Who were they? What are their views.
(Sam Harris/Daniel Dennett/Richard Dawkins/Christopher Hitchens) Look at the list
of other ‘New Atheists’. Do you recognise any names?
4. Why has Richard Dawkins argued that atheists can feel threatened and discriminated
against? Do you agree that it is possible to be an atheist who is happy, balanced,
moral and intellectually fulfilled?
5. How is science in conflict with religion? What can you remember from GCSE on this?
6. Dawkins argues that you cannot prove God’s existence. What arguments that
attempt to prove God’s existence can you remember from GCSE? Do you agree with
Dawkins?
7. Dawkins argues that faith is irrational. How does he present God on P31?
8. What do the new atheists mean when they say that religion is the product of
evolution?
9. How does Richard Dawkins argue that religion poisons humanity? Is he right to claim
this or is it too negative a view?

EXTENSION
What terms or ideas in this article are new to you? Can you find out what these mean?
What further reading have you done in response to what you have read here?
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New Atheism
David Wilkinson
In this article, the main proponents and arguments of new atheism are discussed with
reference to their particular strengths and weaknesses and to earlier forms of atheism.
Specification links:
WJEC/CBAC Unit 5 Philosophy of Religion: Theme 1: Challenges to religious belief
(part 2), C: Issues relating to rejection of religion - Atheism (=EDUQAS Component 2:
Theme 2, F).
EDEXCEL Paper 1: Philosophy of Religion, Topic 2.5 … types of atheism; and Paper
4, Option 4B: Christianity; Topic 4.2 Secularisation (2).
OCR Developments in Christian thought, 6. Challenges: The Challenge of Secularism.
AQA Component 2: Study of religion and dialogues; 2B Section A: Christianity;
Christianity and the challenge of secularisation.
Introduction
On the morning of Tuesday, September
11, 2001 a series of four coordinated
terrorist attacks by the Islamic terrorist
group al-Qaeda were carried out on the
United States, killing nearly 3000 people
and destroying the Twin Towers of the
World Trade Centre in New York.
The act would lead to a political
earthquake and a controversial and
tragic war with Iraq. But ‘9/11’ would also
lead to a new intellectual movement
among a number of people who were
concerned with the power and potential
harm of fundamentalist religion.
‘New atheism’ was the movement that
united a number of atheist thinkers into a
close friendship and a shared goal: to

oppose the influence of religion in the
contemporary world. Its main leaders
had up to that time all been highly critical
of religion, but now Richard Dawkins,
Christopher Hitchens, Sam Harris and
Daniel Dennett were dubbed by their
critics ‘The Four Horsemen of the
Apocalypse’ for the concerted way they
attacked traditional religious beliefs and
practices. Beginning with the 2004
publication of Sam Harris’s The End of
Faith, new atheism was promoted
through best-selling books, the
broadcast media and social media
(Dawkins 2006; Dennett 2006; Harris,
2004, 2006; Hitchens, 2007).
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Who are the new atheists?
Sam Harris (b. 1967) has a PhD in
neuroscience and was the first to
achieve popular publishing success. He
attacks not only ‘extremist’ religion but
also ‘moderate’ religion, which he
believes is just as dangerous because it
contributes to the problems of the world
by tolerating and teaching things that are
false. So, alongside Christian and
Muslim fundamentalists, he also attacks
Roman Catholicism and mainline
Protestantism. His language is at times
extreme: ‘Some propositions are so
dangerous that it may even be ethical to
kill people for believing them’ (Harris,
2004, p. 52). His books were consistently
high on the New York Times bestseller
list.
Daniel Dennett (b. 1942) is a professor
of philosophy interested in the nature of
mind, brain and consciousness, as well
as the nature of biological evolution. He
has argued that religion is simply a biproduct of evolution.
Richard Dawkins (b. 1941) worked for
a number of years in zoology and is
highly regarded as a brilliant populariser
of science especially in the area of
evolution. When he was appointed as
the (Charles) Simonyi Professor for the
Public Understanding of Science at
Oxford University, he gained the freedom
to allow his intellectual interests to widen,
not least in seeing science as in conflict
with religion. Dawkins’ seminal
contribution to New Atheism is The God
Delusion (2006), which peaked at
number four in the New York Times
bestseller list, number one on
Amazon.co.uk, number two on
Amazon.com, and has been translated
into thirty-one languages. It sold over 2
million copies worldwide.
In contrast, Christopher Hitchens
(1949-2011) was not an academic but an

accomplished journalist, prolific writer
and debater. His book god is not Great,
which was also a worldwide bestseller, is
vicious in its arguments against religion,
claiming that religious heroes such as St.
Francis of Assisi, Gandhi, Mother Teresa
and the Dalai Lama are duplicitous,
ridiculous, or at best hampered by their
faith in any good they did or do.
Of course, there are many others who
shared the intellectual ground and
arguments of new atheism. From Peter
Atkins, the Oxford chemist, through to
comedians such as Stephen Fry, Ricky
Gervais and Tim Minchin, new atheism
had a wide influence. Even the physicist
Professor Stephen Hawking became
more outspoken about his atheist beliefs
in his The Grand Design published in
2010.
While it would be fair to say that the
popularity of New Atheism peaked 10
years ago, certainly in terms of its
publishing success, the ripples of its
argument continue to move through
Western culture.
What are the central themes of new
atheism?
New atheism is difficult to understand as
one philosophical position. It is better to
think of it as a broad position made up of
some common themes shared by and
promoted by a group of friends sharing a
common concern. These themes will not
be held with equal force by all new
atheists, but you will see them in their
writings or interviews. I will use Dawkins
and The God Delusion to illustrate them.
1. You should be proud to be an
atheist
Dawkins wrote The God Delusion in
order to give fellow atheists the
confidence to ‘come out of the closet’. He
feels that in so much of the world religion
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has power and a privileged place in
society, so that those who are atheists
can feel threatened and discriminated
against. New atheism gives the
intellectual resources and leadership to
make space for atheism in the
contemporary world.
In God and the New Atheism, John
Haught highlights important differences
between the New Atheists and existential
atheist philosophers such as Albert
Camus, Jean-Paul Sartre, Friedrich
Nietzsche and, to some extent, Bertrand
Russell (Haught, 2008). While new
atheists celebrate atheism and antitheism as liberating, Camus, Sartre and
Nietzsche are deeply concerned with
what they see as the nihilistic cost in
denying God’s existence. For example,
Sartre mourned, ‘Indeed everything is
permissible if God does not exist and as
a result man is forlorn because neither
within him or without does he find
anything to cling to’ (in Marino, 2004,
p. 349).
In contrast, Dawkins comments, ‘You
can be an atheist who is happy,
balanced, moral, and intellectually
fulfilled’ (Dawkins, 2006, p. 23).
2. Science is in conflict with religion
For the new atheists, science becomes a
major way to attack religion. They fear
the growth in six-day creationism and
intelligent design, seeing this as a
menace to science teaching in schools
and our understanding of the world in
general. But more than that, they argue
that science rules out the possibility of
religious belief. This is based on:
a. their belief in the ‘conflict model’ in
history, which reads events
surrounding Galileo or Darwin as
battles between science and the Bible.

b. their sharing, with older generations of
atheists, Auguste Comte’s positivist
philosophy and subsequent ‘Logical
Positivism’, which sees science alone
as the sole reliable source for true
knowledge. There are therefore no
limits of scientific theory or, to put it
another way, there are no meaningful
statements that lie outside science.
This conflict model of understanding the
relationship of science and religion has
been widely discredited by the historians
of science (Harrison, 2015; see also
Shapin, 1996, p. 195; Brooke, 1991, p.
42); and most philosophers long ago
rejected Logical Positivism.
3. You cannot prove the existence of
God
Dawkins gives a standard critique of the
three traditional philosophical arguments
(cosmological, design and ontological)
for the existence of God. Here there is
nothing beyond what was said by
eighteenth-century philosophers such as
David Hume and Immanuel Kant.
In this, Dawkins ignores one of the central
tenets of the Abrahamic religions
(Judaism, Christianity and Islam), which
believe that you cannot prove the
existence or nature of God, but that God
is known by his self-revelation, particularly
in acts of history or in scriptures. While
some Christians have used the
traditional proofs for the existence of
God, most believe that God exists and
his nature is love because of the
evidence of Jesus of Nazareth, whom
they believe was God himself become a
human being.
4. Christian faith is irrational
In a now famous passage, Dawkins
writes,
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The God of the Old Testament is
arguably the most unpleasant
character in all fiction: jealous and
proud of it; a petty, unjust, unforgiving
control-freak; a vindictive, bloodthirsty
ethnic cleanser; a misogynistic,
homophobic, racist, infanticidal,
genocidal, filicidal, pestilential,
megalomaniacal, sadomasochistic,
capriciously malevolent bully. (Dawkins,
2006, p. 31)
He argues how this is inconsistent with
a claim that the New Testament
demonstrates a God of love. This
criterion continues a tradition of an
earlier atheist tradition exemplified by
Thomas Paine’s critiques of biblical
morality.
In a much deeper critique, Dawkins
argues that Christian theology is not a
real academic subject at all, and should
not be allowed in a university:
What has ‘theology’ ever said that is of
the smallest use to anybody? When
has ‘theology’ ever said anything that
is demonstrably true and is not
obvious? (Dawkins, 1993)
Dawkins used this argument to object
to the appointment of the philosopher
Keith Ward, who joined him at the
University of Oxford as Regius
Professorship of Divinity. In robust
exchanges, Ward argued that new
atheism seems to have a deeply
emotional antipathy to the idea of a
moral and spiritual purpose for human
life, which is rooted in a view of religion
as anthropomorphic, literalistic, and life-,
joy- and freedom-denying. But to
characterise all religion in this way is to
fail to make important discriminations
between various kinds of belief in God
(Ward, 2008).

5. Religion is the product of evolution
To explain the existence of religion, new
atheists such as Dawkins and Dennett
call for a scientific explanation. Using the
tools of evolutionary biology and
evolutionary psychology, they suggest
possible theories regarding the origin of
religion and subsequent evolution of
modern religions from ancient folk beliefs.
The picture that emerges is that as we
learned that we lived in a world of other
minds, we extended this insight to
ascribe to agency any things that puzzle
or frighten us. This led to our postulating
gods who were simply the ‘agents who
had access to all the strategic
information’ that we desperately lacked.
Out of this came religious leaders and
rituals to give us access to such
information.
Thus, religion is not a response to the
reality of the divine; it is a product of a
human need to cope better with the
natural world. Here again, while the
language of new atheism in terms of
genetics may be very different, the thrust
of the argument is not too far from that of
Ludwig Feuerbach, who argued, ‘The
substance and object of religion is
altogether human; we have shown that
divine wisdom is human wisdom; that the
secret of theology is anthropology; and
that the absolute mind is the so-called
finite subjective mind’ (Feuerbach, 2008
[1841], p. 270).
6. Religion poisons humanity
While new atheism rightly criticises acts
of inhumanity associated with and
sometimes tolerated by religion,
including sex abuse, homophobia and
gender injustice, it goes much further to
claim that religion’s very presence and
persistence in a society is detrimental to
the health of that society. Thus ‘child
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abuse’ for Dawkins includes teaching
children about Christianity.
Perhaps one of the main differences
between new atheism and older atheism

is a sense of anger at religion, and the
damage it causes in the world.

Links
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P5
ZOwNK6n9U (Ricky Gervais and
Stephen Colbert)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A4
RxzzxYan4 (Andrew Brown and Dan
Dennett)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FJ
O4aYoaleg (Tim Keller)
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ga4JvEMiXw (Sam Harris)

http://www.wired.com/wired/archive/
14.11/atheism.html (Gary Wolf,
‘The Church of the Non-Believers:
A Band of Intellectual Brothers is
Mounting a Crusade Against Belief
in God. Are They Winning
Converts or Merely Preaching to
the Choir?,’ Wired, 14(11),
November, 2006)

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MQ
ox1hQrABQ (Chris Hitchens)

Discussion points
1.Is ‘moderate’ religion as dangerous
as ‘fundamentalist’ religion?
2.From the point of view of a Christian,
a Jew or a Muslim, what responses
could be given to each of the new
atheist arguments?

3.Is the view that ‘everything may be
explained by science’ itself a
scientific claim?
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Was Jung correct? – Challenging Religious Issues – Leslie Francis
Article 5
1. What is Freud’s view of religion? What is Jung’s view of religion?
2. What is meant by religious affiliation?
3. What is meant by religious practice?
4. What is the difference intrinsic and extrinsic religious orientation?
5. Why is it difficult to measure how ‘religious’ people are?
6. Why is it difficult to measure psychological wellbeing?
7. What conclusion did the researcher reach?
8. Give one piece of evidence that supports this conclusion.
EXTENSION
What terms or ideas in this article are new to you? Can you find out what these mean?
What further reading have you done in response to what you have read here?
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Was Jung Correct: Is Religion Good for the
Psychological Wellbeing of Normal People?
Leslie J. Francis
The article draws on the empirical science of the psychology of religion to test the
thesis that religion is good for the psychological wellbeing of normal people. To do so
the article discusses the complex problems of conceptualising and operationalising
both religion and wellbeing before focusing on evaluating the evidence.
Specification links:
WJEC/CBAC/EDUQAS Unit 5: The Philosophy of Religion, Theme 1: Challenges to
Religious Belief (part 2), B: Carl Jung: religion necessary for personal growth; religion
as source of comfort and promotion of positive personal and social mindsets arising
from religious belief; the effectiveness of empirical approaches as critiques of Jungian
views on religion.
Introduction
At face value, Sigmund Freud and Carl
Jung seemed to take opposing views on
the contribution made by religion to
human flourishing: Freud seemed to see
religion as a force for bad, while Jung
seemed to see religion as a force for
good in human development. Such
opposing views have been taken as a
challenge by the empirical science of
the psychology of religion to test the
evidence that may support or may
contradict such views.
The starting point for the empirical
science of the psychology of religion is
always with the twin concerns of how

religion is conceptualised and measured,
and then with the twin concerns of how
the correlates of religion are
conceptualised and measured. In other
words, if we are concerned with
exploring the connection between
religion and psychological wellbeing we
need to start by examining what we
mean by religion and what we mean by
psychological wellbeing. The present
paper pursues these two questions with
the specific intention in mind of testing
the position that argues that religion is
good for psychological wellbeing.
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Conceptualising and measuring
religion
Within the empirical science of the
psychology of religion, religion is
recognised as a complex and multifaceted
construct. As soon as you start to explore
the correlates of religion (for example in
terms of psychological wellbeing) it
becomes clear that different answers
may emerge from focusing on different
facets of religion. The two most frequently
accessed facets are affiliation and practice,
and there are conceptual problems
associated with each of these facets.
Religious affiliation is the aspect of
religion commonly used in national
censuses, like the question included
since 2001 in the census for England and
Wales and in the census for Scotland.
Affiliation is concerned with an aspect of
individual identity, like ethnicity, sex and
language. Religious affiliation may overlap
with all kinds of ethnic, cultural and familyrelated strands. To know that someone is
‘Church of England’ or ‘Muslim’ may not
always tell you much about their personal
religion.
Religious practice is often measured in
terms of frequency of public worship
attendance. The problem with taking
worship attendance as a measure of
religion was spotted by Gordon
Allport (1966) and Allport and Ross
(1967) when they were researching the
correlates of prejudice. Religions, they
argued, generally support openness and
inclusivity. Yet the empirical evidence
suggested that frequent churchgoers
were often more prejudiced against
minority groups than non-churchgoers.
This empirical finding prompted Allport
and Ross (1967) to look more closely at
divergent motivations underpinning
churchgoing. They distinguished
between two opposing motivations that
they characterised as intrinsic religion

and extrinsic religion.
According to Allport (1966, p. 454) the
distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic
religiosity separated ‘churchgoers whose
communal type of membership supports
and serves other, non-religious ends,
from those for whom religion is an end in
itself – a final, not instrumental good.’
Allport (1966, p. 455) proceeded to
argue as follows about the nature of
extrinsic orientation.
While there are several varieties of
extrinsic religious orientation, we may
say they all point to a type of religion
that is strictly utilitarian: useful for the
self in granting safety, social standing,
solace, and endorsement for one’s
chosen way of life. (Allport, 1966, p. 455)
Regarding the nature of intrinsic
orientation, Allport made the following
case.
The intrinsic form of the religious
sentiment regards faith as a supreme
value in its own right . . . . A religious
sentiment of this sort floods the whole
life with motivations and meaning.
Religion is no longer limited to single
segments of self-interest. (Allport,
1966, p. 455)
Religious affect
In much of my own research within the
empirical science of the psychology of
religion, I have been attracted by Allport’s
focus on intrinsic religiosity and on trying
to access and measure the individual’s
deeper internal commitment to religion.
The problem, however, with Allport’s
measures of intrinsic religion is that they
focus on differentiating the motivations
underpinning outward religious practice
(like churchgoing). I take the view that
people can be deeply open to religion
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without engaging in this form of outward
practice. In my own tradition of research,
I have been keen to access a deep
interior commitment to religion that I have
conceptualised as religious affect and as
the attitudinal dimension of religion. I first
measured and operationalised this notion
of religion in the Francis Scale of Attitude
toward Christianity (Francis, 1978a,
1978b). The reliability and validity of this
measure has been supported by a number
of studies (Francis, Lewis, Philipchalk,
Brown, & Lester, 1995). Studies have
shown a high correlation between my
measure and measures of intrinsic
religion.
While the Francis Scale of Attitude
toward Christianity was originally
constructed to assess religious affect
within Christian or post-Christian
societies, subsequent measures have
been constructed to operationalise the
same construct among Muslims (Sahin &
Francis, 2002; Ok, 2016), Jews (Francis
& Katz, 2007), Hindus (Francis, Santosh,
Robbins, & Vij, 2008) and Buddhists
(Thanissaro, 2016). It is this family of
instruments with which I have tried to
monitor the connection between religion
and psychological wellbeing.
Conceptualising psychological
wellbeing
The notion of psychological wellbeing is
no less problematic or contested than the
notion of religion. When people speak of
psychological wellbeing they may have
very different things in mind. The empirical
science of the psychology of individual
differences begins the task of clarifying
this problematic notion by distinguishing
between two core ways in which the term
may be used. One way is concerned with
psychological pathologies, and the other
way with different levels of wellbeing
among normal and healthy people. These

are two very different fields of study.
Psychological pathologies may include
phenomena like psychotic and neurotic
disorder. There are ways in which religion
may become involved in such disorders,
but this is not the focus of the present
study. Here the focus is on psychological
wellbeing among normal and healthy
people, which belongs to the domain of
positive psychology. Within positive
psychology there remains considerable
debate among different conceptualisations
and measures of psychological wellbeing
including measures of satisfaction in life
(Diener,Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin,
1985), purpose in life (Crumbaugh &
Maholick, 1969) and personal happiness
(Argyle, Martin, & Crossland, 1989; Hills
& Argyle, 2002).
From among these varied
conceptualisations and measures of
psychological wellbeing, my research
group has favoured the measures
proposed by Michael Argyle and his
colleagues, and in particular the Oxford
Happiness Inventory (Argyle, Martin, &
Crossland, 1989). This Inventory is built
on a rigorous and clear definition of the
construct being assessed and has been
shown in a number of studies to possess
good properties of reliability and validity
(Francis, Brown, Lester, & Philipchalk,
1998). Argyle’s notion of happiness
embraces three components. The first
component is the frequency and degree
of positive affect or joy. The second is
the average level of satisfaction over a
period of time. The third is the absence
of negative feelings, such as anxiety and
depression. The important point is that
these three components do not function
independently but rather as coordinated
indicators of a stable underlying construct.
It is this stable underlying construct that
Argyle regards as happiness.
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Linking religious affect and personal
happiness
Building on these reflections on the
definition and measurement of religion
and psychological wellbeing, my
research group set out in the mid-1990s
to explore the connection between
religious affect and personal happiness
by inviting a sample of 360 first year
undergraduate students to complete a
survey that included both the Francis
Scale of Attitude toward Christianity and
the Oxford Happiness Inventory. The
survey also included questions about
age and sex and the Eysenck Personality
Questionnaire Revised (Eysenck,
Eysenck, & Barrett, 1985). In exploring
the correlation between religious affect
and happiness, age, sex and personality
were important control variables to take
into account. Eysenck’s three dimensions
of personality (extraversion, neuroticism
and psychoticism) have been shown by
other studies to be significant predictors
of individual differences both in relation
to the Oxford Happiness Inventory
(Francis, Brown, Lester, & Philipchalk,
1998) and in relation to the Francis Scale
of Attitude toward Christianity
(Francis, 1992).
The results of this first study, reported
by Robbins and Francis (1996),
demonstrated a significant positive
correlation between religious affect and
happiness, after controlling for age, sex
and personality. In other words, the
study indicated a positive association
between religions and psychological
wellbeing.
In building up a body of scientific
knowledge the notion of replication has
an important part to play. The results of a
single initial study should always be
treated with caution until other studies
conducted with the same individuals
have been given the opportunity to check

whether they generate the same findings.
With this aim in mind, my research group
invited further samples to complete the
same set of measures. In these studies,
there were 212 undergraduate students
in the United States of America (Francis
& Lester, 1997); 295 individuals, ranging
in age from late teens to late seventies,
recruited from participants attending a
variety of courses and workshops on the
psychology of religion (Francis & Robbins,
2000); 994 15- to 16-year- old secondary
school students (Francis, Jones, &
Wilcox, 2000); 496 members of the
University of the Third Age (Francis,
Jones, & Wilcox, 2000); 456
undergraduate students in Wales
(Francis, Jones, & Wilcox, 2000); and 89
students in Wales (Francis, Robbins, &
White, 2003). Taken together, these
seven samples (in which N = 360, 212,
295, 995, 456, 496, 89) demonstrated a
consistent pattern of a significant positive
correlation between religion and
happiness based on employing the same
instruments in different contexts. The
scientific strategy of replication seemed
to be bearing fruit, although further
studies remain desirable.
The next stage of the programme of
research extended the replication studies
beyond the Christian or post-Christian
context. The first extension of the research
was within a Jewish context in Israel
using the Katz-Francis Scale of Attitude
toward Judaism alongside the Oxford
Happiness Inventory. Between 2002 and
2014 three studies were published that
all reported a significant positive
association between religion and
happiness among students in Israel: 298
Hebrew-speaking female undergraduate
students (Francis & Katz, 2002); 203
Hebrew-speaking male undergraduate
students (Francis, Katz, Yablon, &
Robbins, 2004); and 348 Hebrew-
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speaking female undergraduate students
(Francis, Yablon, & Robbins, 2014).
Further replications are currently under
way in Israel.
The second extension of the research
was within an Islamic context in Turkey,
using the Ok Religious Attitude Scale
(Islam) (Ok, 2016) alongside the Oxford
Happiness Inventory. This study
conducted among 348 students studying
at a state university also found a
significant positive association between
religion and happiness (Francis, Ok, &
Robbins, 2016). The second study within
an Islamic context was reported by
Tekke, Francis, and Robbins (in press)
among 189 students studying at the
International Islamic University in
Malaysia who completed the SahinFrancis Scale of Attitude toward Islam
(Sahin & Francis, 2002) and the Oxford
Happiness Inventory. This study also
reported a positive correlation between
religion and happiness.

Conclusion
This paper set out to explore the
evidence for the view that religion is
good for the psychological wellbeing of
normal people. The research question
was refined and sharpened by serious
discussions of what is meant by religion
and what is meant by psychological
wellbeing. In light of these discussions a
long-established research programme
was introduced that set out to explore the
associations between religious affect and
happiness. Employing these definitions
and measures, a series of studies
conducted in Christian, Jewish and
Islamic contexts has generated consistent
evidence to support the view that religion
is good for the psychological wellbeing of
normal people. In turn, this view is
consistent with the broader position
advanced by Carl Jung.
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Glossary
Attitude is defined as a relative stable
underlying predisposition to evaluate
specific phenomena positively or
negatively.
Conceptualisation refers to the way in
which an idea is formulated and
shaped.
A construct is an abstract noun or
quality (which is often carefully
defined and ‘operationalised’)
Control variables are ‘constructs’ that
need to be taken into account to
clarify the association between two
key variables under consideration.
For example, if females are both
more religious and less happy than
males, sex differences may
contaminate the association
between religion and happiness.
Consequently, sex needs to be
taken into account as a control
variable.
Correlation refers to the extent to
which one variable varies
consistently with another variable.

Items are the individual sentences,
phrases or words in a questionnaire
that combine to generate scales.
N is the statistical notation that
means the number of participants in
a study.
Operationalisation refers to the way in
which a concept is measured.
Reliability is defined as the extent to
which psychological measures
produce stable measures.
Validity is defined as the extent to
which psychological measures
actually measure what they claim to
measure.
Variables in empirical research are
‘constructs’ that can carry two or
more values. For example, sex
carries two values (coded male=1,
and female=2), and a ‘Likert rating’
carries 5 values (disagree
strongly=1, disagree=2, not
certain=3, agree=4,and agree
strongly=5).

Discussion points
1. How do you understand the
notions of ‘intrinsic religion’ and of
‘religious affect’? If you were
measuring these constructs, what
items would you include in your
questionnaire?

3. How important do you think the
idea of replication is in
establishing a body of scientific
knowledge?

2. How do you understand the notion
of happiness? If you were
measuring this construct, what
items would you include in your
questionnaire?
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Consciousness – RS Review – Oliver Lindon
Article 6
1. What is consciousness? Give a simple definition
2. How did Descartes understand the soul?
3. What problems are there with Descartes’ idea?
4. Outline two ideas about consciousness that emerged in the 1990s.
EXTENSION
What terms or ideas in this article are new to you? Can you find out what these mean?
What further reading have you done in response to what you have read here?
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