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pertaining to how individuals think about themselves"with

" hypothesized that, compared to the non-committed, the

—_—

W1th1n a cogn1t1ve perspectlve, a well‘formulated
1deologlcal system can be concelved as an 1nterpretatlonal
framework organizing: information about one s self and the world

into a well-knit global,cognltlve structure. The consequence of

%thjs is a sense of certainty as to 'what might‘be'. In the.

'present study, "Future Selves", an aspect of se;f-knowledgej

reference to ‘the future (Markus and Nurius, .in preSS), vas
proposed to be related to one‘'s commitment to an 1deologlcal

system. To investigate the nature of this relatlonshlp,

'Evangellcallsm was selecteo as an 1deologlcal system. Future

Selves of 60 university students were studled Thirty of these
&
students~were strongly committed to Evangellcallsm, while 30

were not committed to any ideological system. It was

Evangelicals would view i) a larger proportion of their Future
Selves as desirable, ii) their desirable Future Selves as more

likely to be realized than their undesirable Future Selves, jii)

[

'their desirable Futur;ﬁéelves as very desirable and*their

unde51rable Future felves as very unde51rable, iv) their Future

Selves w1th1n a range of 11m1ted p0551b111t1es. The data lent

cred1b111ty to the second and the th1rd hypotheses, whereas ‘the

first and the fourth hypotheses were only partially supported.
The implications of the findings are discussed in the light "of

[ 1

the theory. ’

iii
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INTRODUCTION . = IR

Considering the.sheer vastness of the universe onwone hang,

and the limitations of the human cognitive-eapacity on ‘the

~

other, Lecky (1945) proposed that, immersed in_an environment

that cannot be understood in its entirety, human eings are
forced to create a substitu£e~world which they can| understand.

This view has achieved sophlstlcatlon within the c ntempOrary

i

cognitive paradlgm in psychology, which conceives ok human mind,

not as a passive recipient of information, but ‘as a |"knowing
system' which actively constructs views of the world)|and the
individual's place in it by méking cognitive generalizations of

ekperiences. Thus, knoéfedge is not a matter of discovering the

nature of reality which is "out there"” so to speak, but rather

it is a matter of constructing a cognitive representation of it -

(Neisser, 1967!. ' » ’x

This is not to imply that there is no 'objective reality’

. But

the \i

senses, but by complex systems which interpret and reint rpret -

There certainly is a real world of trees, people and car
whatever we know of reality has been mediated not only b
1nformat10n For example, the cognitive construction of an ocean
will be quite different for a marinerbiologist a captaln of a
ship, a ppet, and a boy who had almost drowned in it (Relly,

1955). To duéte w.Il. Thomas s famous dictum, "A thlng defi Zg\as
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q

~real is real only 'in its c

*

onsequené@s“'(ln Merton, 1968, p.175).

The nature of Knowiedge Structures . -

.
=

Al

Imposing an ‘order' on discrete pieces of ,information is a

key property of the human mind. This creative act results in the

construction of cognitive models which are call;dtxnowlgdge

Structures! Properly defined, Knowledge Structufes are richly

hinigrconntcted networks of information‘®relevant 10 vart

concepts (Fiske and Linville, 1980). Kncwledge Structures can be

\

thét'provide structure for incoming information. They a

ous

re

viewed as something akin to cognitive scaffolds within the mind

4

explanatory frameworks built through experience, which;ﬁerve as..

heuristic devices to catalogue the world of expe;ience} to
.' ) B ‘ ' V;} .
explain,; interpret and Spp31with the continual influx of E
. : iy
information. . SR S
- Doy % ;
= o E ' ':?? . T
Once constructed, Knowledge Structures selectively 'filte@“kg
. ) 3 S o . o e ;
new relevant information and every attempt i made ;L c 'é}t new R

<]

information into the existing cognitive pattern. Thisﬁgnhances

cognitive efficiency, but often it alsc results in alterfing the

form of the information altogether, a phenomenon known

Y

2

as

-
[N

'cognitive biases and errors’ (Nisbett and Ross, 1980). This

doés not imply that Knowledge Structures -are static. In the

@‘Si -

~light of new info;yat%ﬁ@mhgpme reconstructicn becomes necessary.

| - 19
oo b LA ) e,
However, a ma]org§gg3mstrué;}pn can be guite traumatic,

a k)

‘conversion' experience, fOr “example.
' T

&

g

é
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~model vividly.

"Seif-structure® are used interchangeably and they are to be ' o

The Seif: A Knowledge Structure . ‘ ' , .

<

One of thn earliest theories to emphasize that the self

structure was of major importance in organizing one's

interpretation of the world was proposed by Combs and Snygg

v{!949).‘fherfoklgving;example‘illustratés Combs and Snygg's | .

w

s BN
L PO
o Lo -

A busy executive is absorbed in hisrﬁpfk in his office on sixth

. .floor. Suddeniy‘he he#rs a loud bang frompdown the street. He o

-~y

iooks up and mutteridg to—himseif, "...there goes some £o0ol's
car ..." continues with his work. Five minutes later, his
secreta}y rushes into his office saying, "Sir, it was ...
your... car...” Lo and behold the executive's cognitive and

affective processes...’ f - ~

Though tically a goldmine oé aAconcept,Athé/qelf has
remained onfafgiigélmost ;ontroversiél i;sues in psychology.
Récentlg hﬁuever'i: has ;eteiiédga,stronédempiricalﬂtopting ‘ I
within':he cog;itive paradigm. In thisiberspedti;e,éself is

viewed, not as some mysterious entity, but instead as a
Knowledge Structure that lends coherence to one's self-relevant’
experiences. (For a full discussion of these ideas, see Markus,

»

1977; Epstein, 1973: G;eenuaid and Pratkanis, in press;

‘Rihlstrom and Cantor, f984; Markus and Sentis, 1982; Rogers et

al. 1877, 1981}, In simple terms, the Self connotes an
individual's subjective understanding of what kind of a person

he or she is. In the present study, the terms "the Self” and



[

1n:erpteted as 'Se‘f as-a- Knowledge Structure’. Conceiving the A

sezf in *hfs‘perspec*rve*fs4pa'*iv4a4matter‘of‘theoretttai““““‘*“‘*

convenience and partly an’ act of faith'. The leap of faith i1s _ .

to bel:eve in the cognxtxve content of the "Black Box" (Linville ‘

and Fiske, 1?80i;§ . o /‘ _

Though the human mind constructs many knowledge structures,
the Self has been considered the mosthundamental Knowledge
}Structure due to its pervasive rolé iﬁ selecting, -encoding and 
processiné‘the incoming informatioﬁ (Rogers. et al., 18977;
Greenwald, 1980). Iﬁéfact, Greenwald (1980) has conceptualized
the Self sttnctﬁre as a "Totalitarian Ego” to iﬁbly its towering _
influence in directing all the other éoépitive and affective
proc;sseé. There is growing empirical evidence (Swann Jr, 19842
" supporting Combs and Snygg's theory that the Self structure is -
'indeed the fundamental frame ofxrefe;ence, our anchor to

"reality". The world seems to pivot around it

Possible, Selves

By iﬁtroducing’an empiricalliy testable concept of "possible —
Selves™, Markus and Nurius (in press) have added a dimension of
temporal continuity to the Self. Possible Selves represent

. TR

indibi&ﬁals‘ ideas of what they might become, what they would

like to become and what they are afraid of becoming. There arg/'
three categories of Popssible Selves : i) The Past Selves, which
represent an individual's ideas of wnat he or she could have

\

possibly become in the past, ii) the Present Selves, which



represent the ideas of what he or she.is at present, and iii)

the Future Selves, which represent the ideas of what he or she

-

could possibly become in-the future. e

— ~ ' Of particular interest for the present study is the category

aspects of the phySical angﬁxhe social world, which in the

-of the Future Selves which_isfdefinea as the cognitive

representation of what might be, both what is hoped for and what

is Eeared in relaiion‘to one's self. The 'hopedefor' Future
"Selves are the P051tive Future Selyes implying what one would

like to become, and the ‘feared’ Future Selves are the Negative

f

Future Selves implying what one would rather not become. For
example, I am now a psychologY‘graduate, and I could become a

renowned psychologist, or I could become a miserable academic

L

failure. , L

Markus and Nurius have prgposed their model of Possible
Selves as a motivational-behavioral link, emphasizing thar a
mejoriey of one's dsin ectivities are regulated not by one's
current view of one's $elf, but instead to views of what might
be possible for the Self in the distant future. Inaeed, a large
cognitive component of the Self is future oriented. It reflects

the human mind's cognitive capacity to journey back and forth on

a temporal dimension.

Views of 1he World

1

3 , ,
Besides the Self, there are many other Knowledge Structures

. “ L~

*representing an indiVidual s understanding of the various



¥

Es . N - . - .
- present study have been subsumed under the label, 'Views of the

World'. S o =~

S

However,’a guestion ariééé as to the posSibie réiéiionship. )
‘betﬁeen-the Self and the Views of the World. Theréfi; éré;ing -
;empirical evidénce that the cognitive Constuctighvof the Self
and the Worldxpre'dialectically related (Snydgé; 1984; Swann
Jr., 1984;.Ge%gan, 1977;:tantof and Kihlstrom) 1983; /Carver and
Schigr, ]931;‘1982: Swann and Read,°1981). Views of the World
are the context in which theVSelf étruc;ure operates.
Accordﬁngly, how we conceptualize the Seif and how we |
cdnceptualize our Views of the World are not totally indepéndent
processes. Tﬁe Self emerges from the total field of experiences
through it5vinteractions'vith the Views of the WerdA(Rogersq~e;
al., 1977; Lovlie;~1982).'1ndéed "we iive in a-world of our own
creation - like 2 moth in its own cocoon™ (An ancient Indian
metaphor, in Paranjpe; 1984). The following diagram illustrates
this: | |

Figure 1 = : {:‘




Shared Consiructions —~
, -

Although thére,is

~

some idiosyncracy in each i:dividual's

understandingrofyénat the world is like and whgt”isrbné‘s pléce
~in it, someicomppngnté of these cognitive constructions are
always shared with others, resulting.in what is known as the
'social construction of reality' (Berger and Luékman, 1966). For
‘example, some components'of a woman's Sélf-struciure'will.be
"shared by other women in her social;cultural setging,‘ ome will
be shared by her colleagues at work, some by her family mémbers

and so on. This is necessary for an effective functioning of the

social system in which we all must live,

However, when a largé‘component of;one's understanding of -
the Self and the World is concretized at a'gnoup ievel} these
'shared‘constrﬁctions’ ofggn result in a skewed model of tne
Views of the World and the Self (Conor, 1875}, It is_considered
'skewed', since it cognizes people, events, objects and the o
individual Self in a characteristic fashion which may be totally
in contrast to the views of some ofher groups of inéividuals who
may not share the same cognitive model. Since no 6ng group can
cla}m‘to have 'perfectly'lmodeled the nature of the world qnd

the individual's status in it, different and éompeting Views of

the World and the Self emerge. What is important is that to tie

-
e —

groups, their own views shared by the fellow members seem wholly
convincing. Cognitive heuristics then operate to 'confirm' the

views of each group: In Snyder's (1984) words, “"belief creates

Mu' (p. 262). S .



=

This phenomenon is most sallent among. the organlzed -

religions and among some of ‘the political systems of the world

q

The rejection of éontradiiizij prop051tlans is a product of the
14, ‘

'conservative bias' (Gree . 1980) of the organization of

knowledge at all levels.
Construction of an Overarching Knowledge'Stfucture

-

3

One of the most complex cognitive activities of human beings
seems to be their continual striving to comprehend the totality
- : ' SN
of their experiences. It is a 'striving' since the totality of‘
the universe is 51mply<i%o vast to be comprehended by any one

individual, or even by\a group of individuals. Fragments of it

may be understood, but the whole pattern is not.

Though Knowledge”Structuresbsutceedias'heuristic devices and
have an indispensible functional valae, they are neverthelesak‘
like geographical maps which do not have everyffdformatgbnal*
detail. Zllport (1950) pointed out ‘that every individual 1is
aware of this void and searches for "...a tbﬁplete knowledge,van

unfissured truth”™ (p.18). Bakan (196€) considers it a search to

make manifest what is unmanifest.

A mature mind demands a comprehensive conception of nature
of the world and oneg's life tnat is reasonable, intelligible and
acceptable. This is reflected in the common human expressions :
n

" Who 1 really am ?" Qr, "Where do I really come from ?" Or,

¥hy the world is as it is?" and the like. These are the

3 —

. "Ultimate Concerns” of human beings and can be aately assuned to
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be universal (Yinger, 1976).. N . - ‘,f-

Presumably people deal with thls v01d by maklng various

aséumptlons and p:esupp051tlons about ‘some 'Iarger forces that
govern life in a global context, i. e., by constructlng an
Overarching Knowledge S(ructure (OKS). An OKS may be in. the form
of phllosophlcal notions, or in the form‘of rellglous or
pollt1cal ideolougies, or in the form of mere 'hunches ~about
life. It may be explicit or implicit, ¢Tear or unclear, complex
or simple, shared with & groﬁp of peoplé or idiosyncratic.

Whatever ﬁay be its form, it exerts considerable iﬁfluence on

one's conduct. In fact, years ago, the German school of
" ! :

e

Verstehende psychoiogié insisted that the major charaétersti¢rof
any individual personality was the individual's pgllosophy of

11fe, that is to say , his Lebensverfassung. In simple terms, it
consists of an 1nd1v1dﬁal‘s coping strategies which‘deal with |

. \{ - .
his or her Ultimate Concerns by arriving at some global
§ v ¢ -

underétanding of what the world and human life are all about.

Phildsophy of science too ackpowleages that in the final
analysis, the 'érder‘ in the .world is not 'given' so to speak,
but is rather imposed by the scientific loglco deductive
enterprise of the human mind. This is well reflected in
Einstein's famous dictum,"That the world is an ordered and
comprehensive unity is a relig{ous sentimént"” (193k p. 35).
Whether we are atheists or theists, we are prone togbbé}eotypeA

the world in which we ;1ve In this respecgfan OKS is akin to

the concept of Weltanschauung, which was explained by Freud



(1933) as '...an intellectual construction which solves &IT the

———

preblemsgé£ﬁea%wex%s%eﬂee UﬂifOfﬂéfomh%he—baS484ef4aﬁ4;*4444444444f4*

1

overriding hypothesis, whichAéécordingy leaves no guestion

unanswered and in which ever&thing that iQterests us finds ‘its
fixed place... Believiné in it, one can feel secure in life, one
can know wha} tc‘strive for and how one can deal most y
expedieﬁtly with one's emotions-and interests" (p.192).

- \

>Tailored’ vys 'Privatized’ Ideology

LI
¥

An ideoiogy refers to a highly structured set of ideas
providing a global explanation about the nature of the world and

. , v
human life. It may be considered as a cognitive strategy to '

. % , -
resolve some of the Ultimate Concerns. Historical/ archaelogical o
evidence (e.g., Marchak, 1976) points out that human beingé'
strﬁggle tqlcopefwith their Ultimate Con:efns is indeed very
ancient, and from time to time there have "...emerged/;he’many
worlds of myths, rituals and religions Ehat provide tradifional,ﬂ,,ﬁ;;
-~ answers to questions. of what it means to be human" (Smith, 1978,
p.1055).. These traditional answers may‘be conceived as 'Tailored
,Ideologie;' which represent a 'package deal' so to speak,
offering a cognitive framework covering most of the Ulgimate
Concerns of individuals. The moSt\Qslient feature of a Tailored ‘Q{

N

Ideology is that it tends to be institutionalized, I.e., it hag™

ey

a group of followers who are committed to it to various degrees;"
Buddhitsm and Hinduism, two of the world's religions, as well as
some 'spiritual' groups like the Rajnishis and the.ﬁboﬁies, are

some of the examples of the various 'package deals' available to

Lo

2zl
R

-

10



indiViduals. These Tailored ideologies are gederally
we.el-ﬂdeﬁmed and mdu.zlduals smwmwpoimmmi

‘an organized soc1al unit, sharlng many common bellefs and

.behavioral practices within the group.. '0'

4 On the other hand, some inéiviqgalsf Ultimate Concerns may
. lead them to construct their own ideology. This*individually
constructed ideology may be conceived as the 'Privatized’,
ideology, to borrow the term_from LuckmanA(1967). He scecplated
that there possibly exist many 'invi§iple privatizec reiigions‘
which may combine vafious political, religious and philosophical
'thoughts. ConStructing‘one's own well-defined ideology precludes
_the neei/to join-any group following a particulaf Tailored
W

Religion: A Tailored Ideology ’ l | ,

ideolog .

Religion is a mult1d1mens1onal ghenomenon and needs multlple

approaches to study it (Wuthnow, 1979). One major dimension of

~it is its.cognitive dimension which is the focus of the present

study. Accordingly, religion may be conceived of as:a global

interpretational framework. The theolggical premises of a L T e
*ologica.

religious ideology provide a metaphysfcéiZfoundation‘fdf”é

.cognitive constructlon of how *and why the world is as it is and

what is one's place in it, Acceptance of these premises results
in a well-structured OKS. As a conseguence, not only does every

discrete experience find a meaningful interpretation, but

‘individuals experience a sense of "meaningful existence in the

1"
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universe".

v

L D : ';WS%S
However, at this point it must be. acknowledged that, -

t. Religion does not have monopoly in»defining:the Woria4an¢””ﬂ7444*

 ‘the Self. (Machalek and Martin, 1976), let alone any
: ) .

particular religion. Yinger (1969) has provided gmpiricai

evidence supportiné theléonclusioﬁ”ihat people may ehplqy a
Vmuch greater érray of beliefs and behaviors to cope with
their Ultimatg Concerns. | )
2. Individuals Ean function quite adeguately without following.
| any ideological framework. (Bibby, 1983).
3."Not all individuals reach a eohcldsive and meaningfu
understaéding of themsé}ves (Marcia,1976). ’
4. 1ndividuals are not aiways cleafLwhéther-they legitimatel;’
'belong' to anydgroup that follows é>Taiiored iaéology.v}‘
5. ' The degree of 'commitment' to any well-defined idéolog¥$

whether Tailored or Privatized,.varies fromAindividuagyto

individual. 2 -
With these considerations, the distribution»of.inqgéidualgg
in terms of the degree of their commitment to an'idegfsgy can be
divided roughly into 3 broad categories. ; |
1)The Committed Y%o a Tailored or Privatized iﬁeolq%y).
11)The Partially-Committed; | B

111)The Non-Committed.

12
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The fb;lowing;diagram illustrates this.

| I - | : eev.- Continuum of Commitment b o
\ The Non-Committed
(-"5“1"‘3’@ .
i = The Partially Committed

. Tailored Ideologies
- +%, Privatized Ideologies
1)The Committed: (The Outer ring)

These individuals are at the upper extreme on the continuum

of commitment. Their OKS is highly structured, reflecting their

definitive understanding of the world and themselves. These
individuals may have made their commitment to either i) a
Tailored ideoiogy'or ii) to their own Privatized ideology.

~N .
i)Individuals commited to a Tailored ideology are the ones who

have accepted the 'package deai' Bf a well-defined ideolog& éha
a%q%&iﬁely to have joined a group of individuéls who share this
iQeology. They are_hlso likely to accept a iabel designatgd by
the group to des;égbe themselJes; e.g., The ISKCON,' popularly
known as ;he~Hare Krishna»grqué.

ii)Individuals'committed to their own Privatized ideology are.

the ones whose well-defined ideology may have combined some

' The International Society for Krishna Consciousness.

13

=N TR Alil @ The Committed = 7



}

political, some religious and some philosophical thoughts into a

highly'sfructhéé personal philosophy of life. —

I1) The Partially-Committed: (The Middle ring) . e

N These individuals are at the middle range on the continuum

of commitment. The structure of their OKS is only partially

" defined, reflecting that their commitmenf to a Tailored or

‘Personalized ideology is only partial. E.g., an individual may

accept some tenets of Christian ideology, and may attend church
services once in a while, but may mot accept a label such as
"Christian" to describe himself or herself, indicating that his

or her commitment to the Christian ideology is oniy partial.

" Most ideological organizations may be expected to have a

continuum of committed individuals, i.e. a g;oup'bf strongly
committed followers as well as the moderately committed

individuals.

111)The Non-Committed: (The Inner ring)

These individuals are at the lower extreme on the continuum

of commitment. Their OKS is very loosely structured. They .have

made no commitment to any ideoiog?:a{ framework, whether J

Tailored or Privatized. As Bibby (1983) pointed out, individuals

‘can function quite adequatély without'having-any ideological

framework. It may be speculated ﬁhat the qUesEions on "Meaning

of life" and "Real Self" etc., either do nob;concern them, or if

thg;\ég concern them, they conéider them tg be irrelevant. In

any case, the§ have refrained from making éﬁy commitmént'to any

iéeology. Whether these individuals will reﬁain Non-Committed .
N
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all their lives is another issue.

: ; o
The Scope of*t1he present sgudy

Reviews of fhe;émpdrical l&teratufe, from both the
bsybhologital and'sopio;ogical perspective'(Suls, 1982;;Zufcher,
1977; Epstein, in press)fréveai>that except for the "ideal |
self", dimensions othér thanéfhe?éﬁrrent~;elf;have\not Eeenr
emphasizéd, There have been a vériefYtSfxejggggé,to em;irically
éxpibre individualg"understanding"df fhé'future‘in terms of
fTime Origntafion"“(Goldrich, 1967),‘"Deiayea Gréfificétion“

- (e.g., Davids and Sidmén, 1962), and "Future Time Pe#sQeqtivé"
(Lessing, 1968; Teahan, 1958; DeVoider‘and Léns, 1982; Wallace,
1956), but thisrk;;k has rarpl}mbeen concerned with‘how'the
future fs representea in tﬁe Sélf-struclu}e; The few empirical
findings (McGuire and Padawer-Singer, 1§7q;rRosenberg, 197%) on
what people believg to be possible for them, suggeSt.that_
individuals do have access to this type of self-knowledge and

‘are willing to report it. However, these studies have focussed’

exclusively on "positive” possibilities only. Markus and
Nurius's model of Possible Selves is novel, in that it not only
deals with the self-knowledge pertaining to future, but also

deals with the "negative" possibilities.

Based on the Markus and Nurius's conceptualization of
Possible Selves, the present study aims to investigate the

‘relevance of Future Selves (FSs) to other Knowledge Structures

representing individuals' global understanding about the nature

—
1
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of the world in terms of a religious ideolngy. Studies on the

‘various aspects of religion (Allport, 1950; Bafgon and Ventis, - \\

1943; Lensky, 1963; Pruyser, 1960; 1970;»SadIE:+WJL+F4U[HL
Wuthhow, 1979) have Qener;llyuobserved that,religionAaffects‘the 3
central perception about oneséﬁf and life itself. it is likely

‘to change the notlon of who you are and/whether your life has

- any meaning and purpose. It would be interesting then to
1nvest1gate the nature of FSs of 1nd1v1duals yho make aAstroﬁg
commitment to_lhe Téilored‘ideology of a religion which brovidééw
;a hypotheticai'bUt_definitive ﬁndg;standing about ‘iife‘

<

The reason to turn to religious ideqiogy ih ;elétion to FSs
is that religion tends to offer perspectives on what is in store
for humanity in th$¥fuﬁure. Consider for~exam§1¢;~the Christian . 'n
notions of The.Dayfﬁf Judgemént,:Heaven and Hell, the Islamic |
notions of Ka)ZMQt; Zannat and Zahannum,é and Hinduism;s nofions
of Swarga and Narﬁka; 3 pPsychologically, the purpose of thésé .

grand perspectives may be to help individuals cope with the:r

Ultimate Concern about their uncertain future.

The majorfissue addressed iﬁ the present study 1is: whét is
the relationship between‘FSs and a wellfstructured OKS modeled
after, a Tailored.ideology? The following aspects of FSs are
proposed as related to comﬁitment to a Tailored Idgology:

The Range of FSs: The sheer number of’FSs,’representing vérious

2These three terms refer to-the Islamlc parallelis of the three
Christian notions. ,

3These two terms are the Hindu parallels of the notxons of
Heaven and Hell,

—~ 16 \ . : T
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'possibili:ies"‘or one to become in tne future, is lxkely to be (-~

A-

o

Jlimited as & conseqﬁiﬁii"o arriving at a definitive

undazs:anding about the %elf. Shariné nhiS'glgbﬁlconcgpLinn'rA

with fellovw members of the group may not bnﬂyvclarify-what méy '

{Se expec¥ed‘of the Self, but may also lend cred:bmlxty to these

fadeas. This is especxally more likely where the group meets A‘;j
requently to dxscuss T he goal of human life within the B
framevork of their Tailored OKS. The alternative goals bexng

de- emphas%zsd, various azve'se and conflicting FSs are lxkely :c

"be re)ec:e? from the cognitive framework of the Self. ‘This would

al§5'a§éid:any confusion. that is likely to arise f}bm )

coéttutting too many alternative scenarios for the future.

!n contrast, by -remaining non-committed to any ideology, one
? ﬁhg-feei free o con&ep:ualiie a wider raﬁge of ’posSibiljtigs',
\sihcg there §$ ;o Eognitive boundary to limit this vision.
Bias towards Positive FSs: One of the hajor features (rathervghg
"attraction”) -of most of the Tailored ideologie§ is their -
;p:dmise of '3 "Peositive Jutcoﬁe' for-thértollowers. The non- /
a;knésiedgeﬁfngrof the negative future pbséiﬁilities is
accomplished by proviéing a frame -of reference such that the
views of life-even;SAEré‘filtered'_through hope and optimism,
Consequently, whatever be the state of the Prese;t Self, the

vision of the FSs is indeed very positive for the followers of

[

the Tailored ideology. As mentioned earlier, often the view of
the future is extended to the lother worldly' domain; e.g.,

heaven. It is likely then that these individuals would

17 . ' .
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conceptualize more of the Positive FSs and less of the‘Negative‘

FSs. - ' < e

In contrast, the non~éommitted individuals are mofé”iikéif
to consider a relatively greaten’numbef of thé»Négétige‘FSs‘
since théy may not- have a po;itively biased frame of feference;
Attainability of FSs: The positive'bias of the Tailored ideolqéy’
: may’ai§p oéerate on hdeattainable one may*ccnsidér one's FSs.

The Posigive bias"coupled with the otherFuorldlyvorientation
which characterizes most of the Tailored ideoiogies e likely-to
render the Positive FSs far more attainable ané theNegative FSs
less attaingﬁle. This attainability aspect may-also be related
to the ’kihdS'Aof FSs which are constructed withih the frame of
the Tailored OKS. For'example, when Other-ﬁorld;y éSs are
co;structed, they'arg;almosg ’guarantéédi within the Tailored

ideoclogy, angd hence they are viewed as more attainable.

In contrast, for the non-committed individuals whb-héve
neit?er aﬁy "Tailored” propositions as to the kinds of the FSs,
nor any "guaranteed” attainability éf their FSs, no such pattern
‘may be expected. |
Shared construction of FSs: Individuals who share a Tailored
1deology aé a group are‘likely»to share a large number of their °
FSs as well. Therefore, within such a group, uniformity in the
kinds and in the various@dimensions of the FSs may be expected.

For each group which shares a particular Tailored ideology, _

there may be greater similarity 1in FS§ within the group, but

"these FSs may be guite distinct é&ross the groups which may be

18



‘Evangelicalism

following diffe;ent'Tailored ideoiogies.

1Y

In contrast, the non-committed individual .are‘likely to

’conceptualize more diverse FSs, since they do not follow any

definitive ideology, nor do they form any distinct homogenous

A
9

group.

-

R One example of a Tailored ideology is Evangelicalism which
is the focus of the present study. As a religion, Evangelicalism

has many social and psycholcgical dimensions. However,its

‘cognitive dimension is of special interest for the present

study, The theological system of Evangelicalism is based on
certain propositions and assump;ions about the natﬁre of,human.'
life and thé‘world, resulting in a comprehensive explanatory
fra&ewo}k. Within this framework, the world is perceived as a
unﬁverse of ;yﬁical trings, eventsi ;e1ations;‘and-abobe all,
the Self as a central part of this coherent pattern. It indeed
serves as a global context of meaningrfos—aﬁﬂindividuél's

phenomenal world by forming an intérnalized matrix of

interpretation, i.e., as an OKS. Being institutionalized,

individuals committed to it form a well-structured social unit.

Members meet regularly, participate in their chufch—relatea
actiéitigs and share their 'spiritual' experiences. The group
labels, 'the New-born Christian' and 'the Evangelical’ by which
the members describe themselves has a special significance for

them, (For'a summary of the major premises of Evangelicalism,

S
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. see Appendix A) . B ‘ S

AlthOUgh any other Tailored ideology (e.g., some other .
religion)ycould egually serve the purpose ofrohr'resegfcﬁg £Héﬁri .

reasons for chéosing Evangelicalism are as follows:

1)Being well-researched, a lot of data on the empirical and

demographical research on Evangelicalism are available (For

reviews of these_research) see Wuthnow, 1979, Hunter, 1983),

%//#hﬁs provides rich sources for drawing research hypotheseéf

2)Being based on a clearly defined set of theological tenets,
touching every aspeét of an individual's life (Hunter,1983),

Evangelicalism provides a relatively unambiguous ground for

£ ) =

empirical investigation. S

-k

3)Like the most Tailored ideologies, Evangelicalism not only

‘deals with the past and the present concerns of individuals, but

also provides a clear conception of 'what might be' in the

future for the individual. Evangelicalism is therefore expected

to have 2 bearing on an individual's coriception of his or her

K

N

FSS. ‘ . oo
: >

4)Being 'Institutionalized', Evangelicalism warrants
investigation of the extent of the 'shared construction' of FSs

among- its members.

Hunter (1583), in his research on Evangelicalism's 1dy§amicsA
of cognitive bargains” (p.73-f02) proposes thathvange}icélismA
offers a very distincF and posifive view of the Self, especially
in terms of its future, no matter how distant. In an analysis of

what he terms Psychological Christocentrism he concludes that



Evangelicalism touchesyeve;yrdimension of the life of its.

followers by'makiné’tﬁé‘§¥gie relevant to the 1ntra;psychic —

gueries of the modern man..

- —

B It follows then that if Evangelicalism indeed functions as
an OKS, its relevance ought to be observed empirically on other
Knowledge Structures. Will an individual strongly committed to
Evangelicalism construct some components'of the Self and the
Views of the World some&hat differently than an individual not
so committed? Will the fact of their adceptance of the Tailored
ideology of Evangelicalism and joining of a group of thé
like-minded individuals who all accept their group-designated
iébel to describe themselves, relate to their FSs? If so, then
which aspecté of their FSs may be expected to be related to
their commithent_to Evangelicalism? More specifically, if a
group of individuals models their OKS after the Tailored
ideology of Evangelicalism, and if'an OKS is related to the

Self) then what may be expected of these individuals' FSs?

v =
In the followihg, specific ways in which Evangelicalism
might be related to FSs are indicated. Althougg the study is
focussed on tﬁe Tailored ideology of Evangélica;ism, the
fBllowing aspects ‘of FSs may be equally relevant to most of the
Taililored ideologies to which individuals.@ay be strongly

committed, "sharing" them as a group.

1. The number of FSS: A strong conviction as to 'what might be’
is expected to limit the number of FSs of the Evangelicél.

2, The number of Positive and Negative FSs: After reviewing the

21



Evangelical literature in detail, Hunter (19837 proposed

that Evangellcallsm offers a very dlStlnCt and a positive

view of the Self, especially in terms of its.future, n;¥«~ﬂ'm7*~—*
matter how distant. In view of thlS proposition, the
Evangelical is expect@ér;o view a large proportion of hlS or

. her FSs as P051t1ve.

3. The Polarization of the Positive and the Negative FSs:

Hunter (1983) has further proposed that Evangelicalism
offers "cognitive clarity" and a well-defined set of

Qﬁ%; normative codes, i.e., what ier“proper" and what is "notr
proper". ﬁith this consideration, the Evangelical 1s
expected to conceptuallze his or her P051t1ve FSs as very
Positive and the Negati%e FSs as very Negative.

4., The attainability of FSsxiThe emphasis of Evangelicalism on

'que} and 'Optimism’ is expected to lead the Evangellcal to

view his or her Positive FSs as more attainable, i.e., more

likely than the Negafive FSs. -
‘ e

5. Unifermity of the FSs: A uniformity in the various aspects
of FSs is expected among‘the Evahgelical as a group, since

r

they share Evangelicalism as an OKS.

Choosing the comparison group

Y

Drawiné valid coﬁclusions from research -about the nature of
the Evangelicals' FSs necessitates an approﬁriate comparison
with FSs of the non-Evangelicals. The criterion group, the
Evangelicel, can be well-defined in terms of a strong commi;menﬁ

to the tenets of Evangelicalism, but the consideration of the

22



distribution of commitment discussed earlief~ﬁ?écludes‘any

,sfﬁpliétic,désighafion of the gqqpariscn“gféﬁpf;éigiif'The

Non-Evangelical”.

Considering the aim of the research, the following seems to
be -the most appropriate comparison.,' . -

Fiqure 3 r

= = - —Continuum of Commitment

pho-
4* .
VA : :
i ”’ [ — The ‘Evangelicals
[ €The Criterion Group)
N > . :
j%r\\\\\;
° " - r
4 [e) ) -
T - _The Non-Committed

(The Comparison Group)

Accordingly, the criterion and the comparison group may be

descriﬁed as folloks:

The criterion group is comprised of - the Evangelicals, who
have arrived at some definitive understanding and convictions
about human life and. the nature of the world. Théj have a
well-structured OKS in their cognitive repertoire, sharing it
with their fellow members, all of wQPm accept the labél "the

Evangelical" and "New-born Christian” to describe themselves.

The comparison group is comprised of the Non-Committed
individuals; i.e., individuals who are not only
- non-Evangelicals, but are not following any other ideology

either, whether Tailored or Privatized. They have not made any
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definitive conclusions about the nature of human life and the

world, and have not constructed'ahyiﬁéiifstructdfed'oxs.

Choosing these groups for comparison would make the
impliéations of the finéings quitergenefal, i.e., any other
Tailorgd ideology may be substituted in place of Evangelicalism(
to study how it is related to therFés of its committed

followers, in contrast. to the FSs of individuals who make'no>

commitment to any ideology. d
The Hypot heses

Between the two groups of individuals categorizéd as the
Evangelical and Non;Committed, the following relationships'ére
expected. | ‘

1. The mean number of FSs of tKe Evangélical group is lower
than that of the Non-Committed,group.

2. The mean number of the,Posifivé FSs of the Evangelical group
is higher than that of the Non-Committed group.

3. The mean number of the Neéative FSs of the Evangelical group
is lower than that of the Non-Committed group.

4. The mean "Desirability” fating‘of‘Positive FSs of the
Eyangelical group is higher than that of the Non-Committed
group.

5. The méan "Desirability” rating.of Negative FSs of the
Evangelical group is lower that that of the Non-committéd

~.-group.

6. The mean of the "Likely" ratings of the Positive FSs of the

24



’ grbup.‘

r

Evangeliclal group is higher-than that of the Non-Committed

The;mgan 6? the_“Likely“ rat@ng of the Negativg,Fg;ng,;hghﬂ;®ﬁ,W

Evangelical group i5 lower than that of the Non-Commi tted

~

% ] .- [

‘group. - T Y,

There is a greater uniformity in the ratings of the FSs -of
the Evangelical group than in those of the Non-Committed

group.
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CHAPTER 11

& m - - - -

METHOD
Subjects

fhesubjectéwe;e 60 Whit¢, single, North American students
atﬁendiﬁQ:Siﬁon»Frééer_Univérsity or the Uni&ersity of British
Columbia. The ége»of’tﬁeVSUbjéc£S'r$nged from 21 years to 29
years,,with‘é mean of 24 years. Tﬁjfty ;ubjects fofmédkthe
.criterion.éroup of the Evangelical aqd 30 subjects formed the

comparison group of the Non-comnitted. Within each group, there

were equal numbers of males and females. Selection of these

subjects is detailed in _the Procedure section.

-

3

The Questionnaire = -

Four self-report measures were developed for-this study. These

t

were as follows:

- — EE

1. The Sponﬁaneous.FSs: - : - B

This was an open-ended measure with a format of 'What

are your Future Selves?'

2. The FS Appraisal:

'To develop this measure, thé:methodology of Markus and
Nurius's (in press) Possible Selves study was followed. A
pilot study was, conducted. in which 42 students other than
the ones who participated in the main study, were aéked to

simply list their FSs. Eighteen of these 42 students were

26



Al : ’ -

o v / | , )
self-designated Evangelicals, and 24 students were

non-Evangelicals who had indicated that they dig.not have

' ‘any preference for any particular ideological gygggml,Qg;the';ww

a

basis of this,vtwo iists of 22 FSs each were devised. One
“list contained FSs whigh were givgn by the Evangelicals, but
not by any of the non-Evangelicals. The other list contained
FSs which'were given by the non-Evangelicals% but not by any
of the Evangelicaléi_Four independent judges, two
Evangelioals'and two non-Eva;gelicals\tﬁen authenticaﬁed
these lists. Withinp each list, there were equal numbers of
. o : ) - . e »

Positive and Negative FSs. Also equally represented in each
list were ihe domains of tifé-style, Peréonality and
}Occupétion?\(For the categorized list of these FSs, see

. Appendix B). These two lists were then combined into a final

list in which all‘44 FSs were listed in avrandom order.

Each of these FSs were to be appraised on-the following
three dimensions. |
i)ThevThought abour dimension: Whethef the subject ever
considers it as his or her FS. ' R - e
ii)The Desirability dimension: How>much the subjéct»wéuld
like to be described by it in future,‘i.e., how' Positive or
Negative it is for the subject.
1ii)The ' Like!ly’ dimeﬁsion: How likely it 1is toﬁdeSéribe the

subject. in future. .

The first dimension required a categorical response of

YES or NO, whereas the otﬁer two dimensions were to be -
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evaluated on a rating scale of 1 to 7 (1 =low value, 7 =high

value). -

The U.timate CToncerns:

This measure was adapted from Machalak and Martin
(1976).»Thé items represented some of the univgrsalﬁultiméte
Cohcerns originally tapped by Yinger (1970)Zin a:series of
empiriéal investigations. Thié measure also included |
guestions relating to the kinds and degrees of iQeological

commitment (see Appendix C).

The Tenets of Evangelicalism:

&

<This measure contained 9 majqr tenets of Evangelicalism.
It was developed from three sources. i;\Huntgr's (1983)
research on Evangelicalism. ii) Sasaki;s (1979) feview and
analysié of various official surveys (includiné Gallup

Polls) on various aspects of religious commitment. iii)

'Personal consultations with some of the Evangelical lezders, -

in charge'of their church-related youth activities.

»

‘To ensure the authenticity of the 9 tenets of Evangeliéalism

thus selected, two Evangelical leaders were asked to judge

whether these tenets properly represented the ideology of

Evangelicalism. On the basis of their judgement, the final

format was prepared (see Appndix D).

These four measures were combined into one questionnaire

with appropriate instructions (The Subject Instructions are

¥

provided in the Appendix E)
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" Procedure

- An Overv1eW°

To obtaln data from 30 Evangel1cals and 30 Non- CQmm1tted

’subjects, guestionnaires contalnlng the 4 measures.were,
disfributed to 1]6,subjects. Each subject was . approached

" individually and was requested to fill out the questionhaire. To
,ehsure the anénymity‘og the subjects, questionnaires were to be

returned in sealed envelopes to one of the three volunteers whpo

helped in collecting the data. - .

Thirty-six ef these subjects were self:designateé
Evangelicals, and the remaining 80 were selected randomly from -
various locations on the campus. (Details of‘iocating the groups
follow in the next paragraph.) Based on their responsee to the
meésures of The Ultimate Concerns ané The Tenets of
Evangelicalism, subjects were categorizea\as the Evangelicalé,
the Committed-Others (i.e., those following ideologies other
than that of Evangelicalism), the Pértially-Committed and ther
Non-Committed. Only the data of subje;ts categorizea'as the
Evangelical and the Non-Committed were used for the main study.
This resulted in a 2 x 2 (éroup X Sex) factoria%wfesigh with 15

subjects in each cell.

Locating the Groups:

——

i)The Evangelicals: To obtain the data from 30 Evangellca;s, ~wo
alternatives were considered. Elthen-collect all the data from
an unselected subject p‘ ulation and then soft out those .

subjects as Evangelicals who agreg to most of the tenets of
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Eva gelicalism. Or, directly approach the on- campus o:;::?:!d

groups

wself-designated Evangelic¢als.

To test the fea51bility of the first alternative, a pilot
study was conducted in which the distribution of Evangelicalism
among univerSity students was tapped In this study, 62 randomly
selected students, other than the ones who part1c1pated in the
main study, were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement
with the 9 tenets of - Evangelicalism. It was observed that only
9.7 % of the students could be designated as Evangelicals. This"
finding implied that a fairly large sahple vould be needed to
identify 30 Evangelicals required for'the main study. It was
therefore decided to choose the second alternative, detzils of

which follow. ’ -

With the help of a volunteer who was a member of an .
, T : T
Evangelical organization, and who was actively involwed in

coordinating various church-related youth activities on campus

(the Inter-varsity Christian Fellowship), data were obtained

from 36 Evangelicals. However, to ensure objectivity in
designating a subject as an Evangelical, an gbjective criterion
of "agreement to at least 8 of the 9. tenets of Evang‘elicali;m?
was set. Accordingly, 30 Evangelicals were identified. The

remaining 6 self-designated Evangelicals agfeed to fewer than 8

tenets of Evangelicalism. They were categorized as

’Partially-Committed Evangelicals and were eliminated from the

main study.

ii) The Non-Committed: To obtain data from 30 Non-Committed
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subjects, questzonna;res vere dxscrzbuted to 80 stuuents These

subjects were selected tandcmly from various loca'xons on

I
e

campus, znclud:ng the on*campus student res:dences. -

To &\%4gma=e subjects as Non—commltte§ three objectxve

F)

criteria were set, all of vhxch had to be fulfilled. These were

85 follows :

'. Zero or low degree of commitment to Evangelicalism. This was

operaticnalized as 'Disagreement with at least 7 tenets of
Evangelicalism, listed in the guestionnaire, "the 9-Tenets

of Evangelicalism®, : o .

<
0

an

P rem————

2. ero or low degree. of commztment to any :deolog:cal

organxzatxon This was_operat;onalxzed as a response off‘&O'

to the following question in the Ultimate Concerns

queétionnaire. A |

"in order o deal with your Ultimate Concerns, (These | —
£.'.‘B:;mr:l.t Corcerns were mentioned in 1 he p}’er:'ous queﬂ{an).
'do you participate in, or belong to any group or

crganization, be it Political (e.g., a Political party),

Religious/Spiritual (e.g., A particular Church, s Buddhist

Meditaion group, a Bible Stﬁdy group), and/or Humanitarian

(e.qg., 3ed7Cross, Peace Movement)?”

or, :

1f the respbnse was 'YE5', then the degree of commitment to
the ideclogical orgaﬁization had to be very low, which was .

operationalized as a rating of >5 on a scale of 1 to 7, to
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~

the following qQuestion in the Ultimate Concerns

v co ¥

-~ gQuestionnaire,. -
"Do you ever consider leaving it?" (1 =rarely, 7 =very
- HJO you . n 8 , r y y

often).

T ?nd'
3. Not following any well-formulated ideology . (other than
Evangelicalism), whether Privatized or Tailored. This was s

operationalized as a fesponse of D;sagree to the following

statement in the Ult1mate Concerns questlonnare,
"My philosophy of llfe 1s s1mllar to that of a partxcular
‘Rel1glon/Ideology/Personal1ty. (Name, if any ). "

. or,
1f the response was ‘YES' and a name wés;mentibﬁed, the
stfucture of the ideology had to be very loo$e1y defined,
which was operationalized as a rating of <3 on a scale of*}
'éo 7 to the following statement in the Ultimate Concerns
guestionniare. )

"I have clearly defined my Philosophy‘éf life' (1 =totally

diasagree, 7 =totally agree).

Accordingly, out of the 80 randomly selected subjects, 30
Non-Committed subjects were 1dent1f1ed Of the rema1n1ng 50
, subjects, 12 (15 %) were Partlally-Commltted Evangellcais, 8 (10
%) were comm1tted in various degrees to 1deologles other than
that of Evangellcallsm Ten subjects (12 5 %) did not return the

ques:ionnaires. Anothen 13 subjects (16.3 %), returned them

incomplete, with a note expressing their unwillingness to
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respond to guestions which they considered 'too personal’,

'unethical' and 'offensive'. Implications of these responses are

discussed in the Discussion section). There wéfé07,$Ubjééf§’(8;§’”"””"

[~

%) in this groﬁp who turned‘out to be Evéngelicals. Their dagg
could have been included among the‘grOUp.of the Evangelicals.
Hoﬁever, having obtained the data from the.requifed nqmber of
the Evangelicals, and to maiﬂiain;equal cell-sizes in the

[

factorial design, these data were not used.

" Anal ysis of the data

Part Analysis of .the specific dimensions of the FSs:

For each subject the following values were calculated, and eaph j
" of these values were anal}sed within the 2'x 2 factorial modei.
(Table 1) _ |
1. The number of tﬁe Thought about FSs; i.e., the number of YES
responses on thé Thought about dimension to the 44 ~.
pre-listed FSs, plus éhe subject's Spontaneous FSs which
were not included in the 44 pre-listed FSs.

2. The number of the Likely FSs; i.e., the number of the
pre-listed and the Spontaneous FSs rated >1 on the Likely
scale.

3. The percentage of the Thought About Positive FSs; i.e., the

B percentage of the Thought About FSs rated >4 on the
ﬁesi{ggjlity scale.

The percentage of the.Likely Positive FSs; i.e., thé

>

‘percentage of the Likely FSs rated >4 on the Desirability

scale,
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10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The

The percentage of the Thoughi

percentage of the Thought about FSs rated <4 on the

De51rab111ty scale.

The percentage of the leely Negatlve FSs,

percentage of the Likely FSs rated <4 on the De51rab111ty

scale.

The mean Likely rating

The mean Likely rating
The mean Likely rating

The mean Likely rating

The mean Desirability rating of the Thought about Positive

FSs.
The mean Desirability
FSs. .

The mean Desirability

‘The mean Desirability

The percentage of the

and 7s, for the Thought about F5s, and the Likely FSs.

Thought About Positive FSs, and the mean Desirability rating.

pf the
of the
of the

of the

rating of the Thought about Negative

rating of the Likely Positive FSs.

rating of the Likely Negative FSs.

¥

about

Thought about Positive FSs.
Thought about Negat1ve FSs.
leely Positive FSs

Likely Negatlve FSs.

of the Thought About Negative FSs,

group means, standard deviations, and the F and p values are

provided in Table 1.

Part II: An overall analysis of the 44 pre-listed FSs:

1 L]

The observed frequency of the Evangelicals and the
Non-committed in terms of their réspbnses (YES/NO) to the

Thou?ht About dimension were analysed using the Chi-square
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Extreme Desirability ratings;

The difference between the mean Desirability ratingrof,the



test. The complete frequency tables and the Chi-square

values are provided in theﬁTables 2, 3, 4 and 5. .

2. "Within the 2 X 2 (Group X Sex)vfactorial:model each'ef the =
pre listed 44 FSs was analysed on the the De51rab111ty
dimension. The group means, stanéard deviations, and the F
and p values are prov1ded in Appendix F.

3. Each of the 44 pre-listed FSs was analysed wlthin the 2-way l
factorial model, on the leely dimenslon. The»group means,
standard deviations, and the F and p values are provided in
Appendix G. |

4. The group variances of the Desirability ratings and the

. Likely ratings on each of the 44 pre-listed FSs were
analysed by usiné the Levene's test of eqguality of
variance:. The F and p values obﬁained by this test are.
provided in Appendix F' and Appendlx G.

Part III: 'Analysis of the Ultimate Concerns:

Within the 2 X 2 (Group X Sex) factorial model, theqfellowing

values, obtained for each subject were analysed.

1. The total score on the Ultimate éoncerns.

2. The ratings on the five specific Ultimate Concerns.

3. The rating on the 'extent of Life Satisfaction'

The group means, standard deviations, and the F and p values are

provided in Table‘6.
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—"CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Part 1: The specific dimensions of FSs:
The 2-way Analysis of Variance of the 16 variables representing

16 specific dimensions of FSs resulted in the main effect for

Group for 9 variables (seé'Figure 6 énd Table 1). Thefedyastan
interaction effect on other 2 variables; the humber<of tﬁéxx DR
Thbhght About FSs, and the ndmber of the Likely FSs (see Figures

4 and 5). No significant main effect or interaction effe;t was | -
6bserved for the remaining 6 variables.

Part Il: Analysis of the pre-listed 44 FSs:

(i) The Thought About dimension: A Chi-square aﬁalysis of the
observed frequency of the~Evangéli¢als and the;Non—COmmittedCﬁin
terms of their response to the?question, 'Do you consider this ..,
to be your Future Self? YES/NO', indicated a significant main
effect of Group on 19 of the 44 pre-listed FSs (Table 5).. Ten of
these FSs were responded with 'YES' by a significantly larger
number of the Evangelicals (Table 2) than by the'Non-Committéa,
and other 9 FSs were responded with 'YES' by a significantly
larger number of the Non-Committed than by ‘the Evangelicals
(Table 3).

(1i) The Desirability dimensionf The 2-way Analysis of Variancé
for §he\9§firability ratings,'ffe., responses to the guestion,
"How much would you like to be descibed by this?", indicated a

significant main effect of Group for 33 of the 44 pre-listed FSs
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- (Appendix F). Twelve c¢f these FSs were rated signifiéantly
higher by the Evangelicals (see FSs listed ' to 12 in Appendix —
F) and the other 21 FSs we:e>rated'significantly higher by thé L |

- -—Non-Committed (see FSs listed 13 to 33 in Appendix F),

In aadition to the main effect of Group, main effect of Sex
was observed on 3 of these 33 FSs. FSs, 'Married more than once'
‘ﬁnd 'Divorced' weré rated slightly but significantly higher by
"the female ;ﬁbjectsthan by the male subjects (See FSs listed 17
and 27 in Appendix F). Whereas the FS, 'Able tovmanipuiaté
people’' was rated higher by tﬂe male subjects (See FS lisﬁed 20

N

in Appendix F).

No significant interaction effect was observed on any of the
44 FSs. |
(iii) The‘Likel} dimension of FSsé The 2-way Analysis of
Variance for the Likely ratings, i.e., responses to the
quesfion, "How likely is this tordeécribé ydu in future?",
iﬁdicated a signif}cant main effect of Grodp for 28 of the 44
»p}e"listed‘FSs (Appendix G). The Evangelicals rated 10 of these
FSs significantly highe} than the Non-Committed (see FSs listed
«~ 1 to 10 in Appendix G), and-the Non-Committed rated the other 18
FSs significantly higher than the Evangelicals (see FSs listed

11 to 28 in Appendix G).

&

In addition tej¢he main effect\ of Group, main effect of Sex
was observed on 1! of these 28 FSs. The FS 'Wear fashionable

clot?;s‘ was rated significantly higher by the female subjects
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than by the male subjects (see FS listed 16 in Appendix G).

There was no significant interaction effect on any of ﬁhe 44
FSs. g
(iv) Ehe uniformity in the FSs ratings: The Levene's test of
equality of vafiances.indicated the group variances in £he.
Desirability ratings to be significhtly low for the- |
Evangelicals on 26 out of the 44 pre-listed FSs. On the Likélyk
ratings, the group variances were significantlyk4ew on 20 of the-
44‘p;e-listed FSs. Thus, of the total 88 values of grdup

variances tested, 52.27 % were significantly low in the case of

the Evangelicals.

Part II1: The Ultimate Concerns:

Tbe 2-way Analysis&ff Variance indicated nolsignificant group
differences on the mean total number »f the Ulp}mate concefﬁs
and on the mean ratings for 3 of the 5 specific Ultimate
Concerns (Table 6). The main effect of Group was observed on two
Specific Ultimate concerns. 'Man-to-God Relationship' was fated'
sigﬁificantly higher by the Evangelicals, whereas '"Knowing my
REAL self' was rated significanfly higher by the Non-Committed

A

(see Table 6, and Figures 7 and 8).
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Table 1

The specific Dimensions of Future Selves: Means, Standarg .

déﬁf&fions,_g,and_g values fromréhe 2?way”ANOVA for the 16

variables representing the specific dimensions of Future Selves -

"EVM= Evangelical Males .
EVE= Evangelical Pemales "
NCM= Non-Committed Males
4 NCP= Non-Committed Pemales
. ¢ gignificant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level
*#% gignificant at .001 level
#*2% Gignificant at .0001 level & s
All the F values are for the
Group Main effect, except vhen
specified by 'x' to indicate
Group X Sex Interaction.

VARTABLE GROUP™  MEAN §D

1) The mean niumber of Thought
About PS

EVM: 30.467 B8.526
EVF: 23.600 6.957
NCM:_ _ 26.533 6.556
NCP: 26.733 6.158

r(1, 56) = 3,71, p = 0.0592 ® x - .
ETIN.73 a3 1

.2Y The mean number of Likely FS EVM:
EVP: 28.467 5.866
NCM: 33.800 6.549
NCF: 34.867 ° 5.902

‘r(1, 56) = 5,37, p= 0.0241 ® x

3Y The mean percenta?e of the EVM: 6578817137032
Thought About Positive FS EVF: 64.566 14,354
. NCM: 61.760 7.396
"NCF: 58.372 18,198
P(1, 56) = 2.10, p = 0.1529 :
4) The mean percentage of the EVM: 55.578 .01 =
Likely Positive ?S EVF: 54.898 10.042
. NCM: 48.845 11,050
. NCF: 46.999 18.287
P{1, 56) = 5.03, p = 0.0289 * - ‘
_The mean percentage of the EVM: 29,603  14.633
Thought About Negative IS EVF: 28.653 14.989
. NCM: 29.751 9.119
i ) Jod 26.407 14.595
r{1, 56) = 0.09, p = 0.7654
6) The mean percentage of the EvM: 40.13¢4 10,734
Likely Negative FS } EVF: 37.037 11,501
” . - NCM: 41.813  11.216
' NCF: 41.856  14.446
r(1, 56) = 1.11, p = 0.2960
7Y Fhe mean Desirability rating EUMT §.621 0.322
of the Thought About Positive EVF: 6.465 0.328
rs KCM: 5.959 0.329
RCF: 6.217 0.293

F(1, S6) = 16.91, p = 0.0001 rar

EVM: 6.377 0.254
EVF: 6.393 0.311
NCM: 5.845 0.452
NCF: 6.221 0.306

v

8) The mean Desirability rating
of the Likely Positive FS

P(t, 56) = 16.20, p = 0.0002 v+
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Table 1 (Continued)

v

GROUP ™~  MEAN SD
§) The mean Desirabllity ratIn? TTEVM: 1,343 5.178
of the Thought About Negative EVF: 1.347 0.304
rs : NCM: 1.77 0.450
T - NCF: 1.753 0.446
F(1, 56) = 14,50, p = 0.00D3 *»*
10) The mean Desirability rating EVM: 1.412 0.200
of the Likely Negative PS EVF: 1,345 0,233
, NCM: 1.701 0.385
- < NCF3 1.668  ..0.324
F{1, 56) = 11,26, p = 0.0014 *»* . .
11) The mean percentage of the EvM: 60.720 14.3508
Extreme Desirability rating. EVF: 53.545 21.628
of the Thought About PS NCM: 39.17¢ 19,952
NCF: 40.179 17.102
r{1, 56) = 12.79, p = 0.0007 #*+ :
12) The mean Likely rating of VM: 5.279 0.486
the Thought About Positive EVF: 5.37% 0.609,
Fs NCM: 4.890 0:702
) , NCF: 5.021 0.589
{1, 56) = 0.0196 * :
13] The mean Likely rating of VM 5.361 0.450
the Likely Positive FS *  EVF: 5.367 0.657
NCM: 4.996 0.575
C NCF: 5.09 0.607
r{1, 56) = 4.63, p = 0.0358 .* . .
13) The mean dlfference between  EVH: 3081 6.387
the Mean Desirability rating EVF: 5.119 0.484
of the Thought About NCM: 4.188 0.652
Positive FS, and the mean - NCF: 4.464 0.574
Desirability rating of the
Thought About Negatijve PS
F(1, 56) = 27.44, p = 0.0000 *#»»
75) The mean Likely rating of EVM: 2.783 1.022
the Thought About Negative  EVF: 2,762 0.832
) £ NCM: 2,883 0.748
NCF: 2.945 0.720
r{1, 56) = 0.43, p = 0.5157
16] The mean Likely rating of ~  EVM: 2,536 0163
the Likely Negative FS EVF: 2.792 0.451
NCM: 2.9 0.406
NCF: 2.795 0.530

F(1, 56) = 0.00, p = 0.9918
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Figure 4

The Mean Number of the "Thbughtmkﬁout‘*Future*Seives'\
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'rhe Mean Percentage of the Bttreme Desirabihty
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Table 2

’ . L e
”

The Thought About Future.Selves of the Evangelicals

EVe The Evangelical :
L NC= The Non-Committed St
- ® Significant at .05 level i
- *+ gignificant at .01 level -
+ %% gignificant at .001 level
**+% gignificant at .0001 level

"“ROMBER OF SUBJECTS

‘FUTURE SELP - _ WHO RESPONDED 'YES' ‘ -

EV. 'NC. .

1} Pull tise ministry - ~T="33 3 TRER -

72) Communicate -God's message 30 L 1 T sues

" effectively to others

3) Having a Christian fllji]‘ ’ 29 14 wees

4) Seeker of god : | .~ 30 12 waan

S) Eternity vith.christ 29 » 14 b

6) Christ-kike 29 12 . T

7) Go to heaven o “28 20 "

8) Active church-involvement 29 11 #ans

9) Bible-scholar : 19 2 e

10) rail to reach my spiritual 22 - 10 b

goals :

Table 3

-

The Tﬁbﬂght About Future Selves of the Non-Committed

NUMBER OF SUBJECTS

FUTURE SE?! ) WHO RESPONDED 'YES'
_ : EV. NC.
1377 LIvIng together ' with a " 7 377" CEEER
spouse o
2) ¥Win a big lottery 15 24 *t
3) Able to manipulate people 10 . 21 "
4) Sexy - 16 23 *
"5) Glamorous Media Personality 4 18 b
6) H;ve an ‘affair’ 5 19 L
7) Have a very attractive body - 17 25 *
8) Occasionally getting drunk 8 22 e
vith friends ' :
9) Divorced . . 1 15 e
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Table 4

The Observed Frequency of the Evangel1cals and the Non—Commztted
in Terms of Thezr Response to the Question, "Do you'ever

consider this Puture Self as your Future Self?‘YES/NO.'

'RUTURE SELF: OWN A BIG LUXURIOUS HOUSE FRUTURE SELF: MARRIED MORE THAN ONCE

™ GROUP ™ arOUP
EV NC TOTAL B N TOTAL
18 22 40 ] 12
o 12 (] I 20 ol zg 5] | a4
TOTAL 30 30 . TOTAL ™ 30 80
FUTURE SELF: POLICE DFFICER sses  RUTURE SELF ICATE §00°S
EPRSBIGATE S
™ GROUP ™ aRoue
Ev N TOTAL v T S
& 10 30 1 41
o 2 25 l 580 o ° W 19
TOTAL 30 &0 TOTAL 30 a0 u\
FUTURE SELF: BECOME A CELEBRITY FUTURE SELF: FRIENCS/FANILY DISAPRROVING
MY BELIEFS & VALUES
™ aroLP ™ GROUP
EV N TOTAL Ev N TOUAL
18 18 a8 18 12
b+ 12 12 24 o " 1B l 3
TOTAL 30 30 80 TOTAL ) 30 (1)
"> FUTURE SELF: ‘LIVING TOGETHER" WiTH =ss= FUTURE SELF: HAVING A CHRISTIAN FAMILY
™ GROUP (Spouse ™ GROLP
vV N TOTAL Ev N TOTAL
. 7 27 & 2% 14 43
oy 23 3 25 o 1 16 H
TOTAL 20 20 60 TOTAL 30 20 80
FUTURE SELF: WORKAHOLIC FUTURE SELF LACK OF SEL DTROL
™ SROUP ™ )
Ev N TOTAL & M TOTAL
1 15 28 18 14
o B i 5 . 1 ] l 1
TOTAL 20 %0 80 TOTAL 2 30 80
ss3%  FUTURE SELF: FULL TIME MINISTRY FUTURE SELF: TURN AMAY FROM G0O
™ GROUP ™ T g
EY o OTOTAL v OTOTAL
23 s 23 1 . 7
= 3 | 2 ) 3 ! 4
TOTAL 20 30 80 TETAL 0 _» 80

44




Table 4 {Continued)

- TN

‘e PUTEN SILF: WiN A 816 LATTERY
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2 B % B
wm b ] ¥ ) ®w
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™ T e
o Y 3
- % 8 i
il *» » )
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™ o
v T T i
= s 3 2
™ »®
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el

M

2“ Lid " TatAL
g & K

ma » ) ®
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eTaL o 20 0
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-
™ © TeTAL
s
o B B
ToTAL 2 % )
FUTURE SELF: VICTIN OF AIDS -
™ o C o
' &y . M

.. .J! u
LS )

B

~

FJTURE SELF: REMAIN SINGLE

™ Nt
34 W oA
THTAL 30 30 . 80

sesc  FUTURE SELF: SEEKER OF GO0

e ow

£ M TOTAL .
R » :z[ 6
ToTAL 30 30 80

RUTURE SELF: LONELY/DEPRESSED

~ . o

£ o ToTa
I
TOTAL 30 20 80

™ SRor

(3] o ToTAL
y 2 zil i
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Table 4 (Continued) |

®s  FUTURE SELF: FAIL 7O REACH My SPIRITUM. **s FUTURE SELF: GLAMDROUS MEDIA PERSONALITY
n arour B GROUP ‘
EV - N TOTAL . £V N TOTAL
2 10 ' 4 1
o 3 20 5 "o 2 B 8
TOTAL 30 30 80 TOTAL 30 0|. 860
ssss  PUTURE SELF: ETERNITY WITH CHRIST FUTURE SELF: GOOD EXAMPLE TO DTHERS
™ BROUP : . m \{ arOUP
. BV N TOTAL EY N TOTAL
o) 14 43 : '
= Bl 8 oy I | %
TOTAL 30 3 80 : TOTAL 30 30 60
FUME SELF: FALL FROM GOD°S SRACE FUTURE SELF: FASHION-MODEL .
o™ aroup ™ arROUP
. v N ToTAL EV N TOTAL ,
(] 7 13 . 4 7 11
o 24 zal 4 ' ) g 26 23 49
TOTAL 30 30 80 TOTAL 30 20 &0
FUTURE SELF: MARRY' A FANDUS PERSONALITY FUTURE SELF: WORK AMONG “‘,‘2’;{{2“
™ SROUP ™ GROUP , ,
Y TOTAL : Ev NC - TOVAL -
12 20 ' T yes T P
oy 23 18 l 40 \ e 4 7 l 1" —
TOTAL - 30 30 50 TOTAL 30 30 60
* FUTURE SELF: SEXY =ses  RUTURE SELF: COHRIST-LIKE
™ BROUP ™ GROUP
EV NC TOTAL EV NC TOTAL
16 23 39 2. 12 4
. boyd B l i "o ' 8 9
TOTAL 30 30 80 ) TOTAL 30 30 60
s=2  FUTURE SELF: OCCASIONALLY GETTING DRUNK FUTURE SELF: BAY/LESBIAN
B VITH FRIENDS
™ BROVP ™ GROUP
. EY N TOTAL Ev N TOTAL
8 22 30 . 4 1 11 .
= 23 .‘ 3 g e zal B o -
TOTAL 30 30 60 TOTAL 30 30 s0o | S




Table 4 (Continued)

o FUTURE SELF: 00 TD HEAVEN ’ " PUTURE SELF: BND UP IN A JAIL
™ ;o ‘ : wn o GRoUP .
& N TOTAL ’ 3 N TOTAL
20 [ v
- IIE = 2 4| o
TOTAL 30 % 80 TOTAL 30 0, 60
sses FUTURE SELF: ACTIVE CHURCH INVOLVEMENT -~ % RJTURE SELF: HAVE A VERY ATTRACTIVE BOOY
- anour ™ ;o
- - N OTOTAL o K TOTAL
BT 40 17 2
o "? 19 20 , o 13 ? I 13
TOTAL 3 30 60 TOTAL 30 30 80
'mm:mmnmmun FUTURE SELF: DEVOTED IN MY DUTY TOWARDS
™ anour ™ arRoyP
EV — N TOTAL B Ev N TOTAL
7 6] 13
= 3 4] 8 = 1 3 9
TOTAL 30 30 f 80 TOTAL 30 0 l 60
L]
- w=s  FTURE SELF: HAVE AN ‘AFFAIR’ . esss RUTURE SELF: BIBLE-SCHOLAR
™ arour ™ anour
. EY. _NC TOTAL_ N 1 2 NC  TOTAL
' 5 v) " u . R 1
oy 2% n % -yl 1" 23 59
TOTAL 30 30 0 TOTAL 30 20 80
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Table 5

re

4

~ The Chi-squa

[

)
/

!

POLICE OFFICER .480
BECOME A CELEBRITY 0.000 -
*LIVING TOGETHER® 27. 148
WITH A SPOUSE
WORKAHOLIC 0.268
FULL TIME MINISTRY 21. 696

MARRTED MORE THAN ONCE 0.417

COMMNICATE GOD'S MESSAGE  27.805

EFFECTIVELY T0 OTHERS
FRIENDS & FAMILY 1.em
bl ING My BELIEFS
& VALUES
HAVING A CHRISTIAN FAMILY 18468 -
LACX OF SELF-CONTROL/ .267
DISCIPLINE .

TURN AWAY FROM GOD - 10.2589

WIN & BIG LOTTERY . 5.93

WEAR FASHIONABLE CLOTHES 1.270

DIVORCED 16.705

ABLE YO MANIPULATE PEOPLE 8.076
IMPOTENT /NON-DRGASMIC 0.000

SUFFER A NERVOUS BREAKDOWN  0.000

SUCCOMB TO WORLDLY 0.073

TENPTATIONS

VICTIM OF AKOS 2.069

REMAIN SINGLE 1.869

SEEXER OF GOD 25.74

LONELY/DEPRESSED 0.087

48 .

1

-

* Significant at .08 leve!
s Significant at .0} leve!
ssss Significant at .00 isvel
sess gignificant at .0001 leve!

o
° ° [ 1 1 1)

0.5048

0.0000 ****

o.o [ 21 1]

0.3006

0.0000 ****

0.6056

0.0 ,
0.0149 **

0.2598 —
0.0000 "*s* -

0.0045 *°

1. 0000

1. 0000

0.7866 - .

0.1503

o' o sses

0.7952

Statistic for the"Thought About”Future Selves

)



Table 5 (Continued)

4S

e,
. VALUE D.F. PROS

NOT BEING MELPRA TO 0.000 1 1.0000

- STHERS
FAIL TO REACH WY SPIR 9.649 1 0.0019 **
ETERNITY WITH CHRIST 18.468 1 0.0000 ®=s=
FALL FROM 9ED°S GRACE 0.098 1 0.7840
MARRY A FAMDUS PERSOMALITY  1.200 1 0.21% -
sexy 3.590 1 0.0881 =
OCCASIONALLY SETTING DRUNK 13.{ 1 0.0003 *==

VITH FRIBOS
GLAMOROUS MEDIA PERSOMALITY 14,087 1 0.0002 *a=
S000 EXAPLE TO UTHERS 0.000 1 1.0000 -
FASH]I ON-MDDEL 1.002 1 0.3169
WORK AMDMG COMMIN/POGR 1.002 1 0.3189
v PEDPLE

~1ST-LIKE 22,269 1=, 0000 =2+
GAY/LESBIAN 1.002- 1 0.3169
60 TO HEAVEM 6.687 1 0.0088 ==
ACTIVE CHURCH- IMVOLYEMENT 24.300 1___0.0DOp mess e
NOT BEING USERL IN LIFE 0.098 -4 0.7840
HAYE AN "AFFAIR" 13.6111 1 0.0002 ===
BNO UP IN A JATL 0.577 1 0.4475
HAVE AN ATTARACTIVE BOOY 5.07% 1 o0.0242°
DEVOYED IN MY DUTY

TOWARDS OTHERS 1.456 1 o221
BIBLE SCHOUAR 22,278 1 0.0000 *==»




Table 6

Means, StandardﬁDezlat1ons14E4and—p;values—from—the*?*way‘ﬁnovx““‘

for the rat1ngs of the Ult1mate Concerns .

o

EVM=Evangelical Males

EVF= Evangelical Females

NCM= Non-Committed Males

NCF= Non-Committed Females
® gsignificant at .05 level

** Significant at .01 level
*a* Significant at .001 level
*aat Significant at .0001 level

-Group X Sex Interaction

All the F values are for Group
Main effect, ‘except when
specified by 'x' to indicate

VARIABLE GROUP  ~ MEAN $D
1) The mean total score of EVM: T 27,0007 8L
the Ultimate Concerns EVF: 28,933 7.146
. NCM: 27.667 7.724 ®
NCF: 28.333 5.080
r(1, 56) = 0.00, p = 0.9847 i
2) Concern 1: Man-to-God EVM: 6.33377T00NATT
relationship EVF: 6.667 0.816
. NCM: 4.333 2.160
NCF: 4.267 1.907
F(1, 56) = 30,58, p = 0,0000 %eee
3Y Concern 2: Life-after- .~ EVM: 026777710438
death EVF: 5.133 1.506
, NCM: 4.800 © 2.111
® NCF: 4.000  1.309
F(1, 56) = 3.97, p=0.0513 * x :
4] Concern 3: Knowing my - EVM: ™" TT30333 1,348 -
- -'Real’self——————EVP+— 45867 1,642 - o
NCM 5.800 . 1.082
NCE: 6.067 1.100
F(1, 56) = 15.49, p = 0.0002 #**=*
5] Concern 4: Meaning & Pupose EVM: 1,800 1,474
of life EVF: 5.467 1.767 ° -~
: NCM: 5.333 1.633
- NCF: 5.800 1.424
F(1, 56) = 1.13, p = 0.2928
6) Concern 5: World Problems™ EVM: 1.887 1,807
EVF: 4.733 1.223 Y
NCM: 5.267 1.223
- NCF: 5.200 1.424
F(1, 56) = 1.36, p = 0.2485
7Y The mean rating on EVM: 5,487 1.060
'Life Satisfaction' EVF: 5.800 0.775
’ ' NCM: 4.867 1,246,
NCF: 5.067 1.033

P(1, 56) = 6.14, p = 0.0163 *
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Figqure 7 .

The Mean Rating on the specific Concern 3

'Man-tq-God,Relationship'
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'Figﬁre°§

- The Mean Rating on the Specific Concern :

"Knowing my REAL Self"
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RATING 4
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CHAPTER IV

.DISCUSSION -

The number of Future Selvek
It was probosed in the first hypothesis that the mean number of
FSs of thé Eva;gelfcals woul d be lower than that of the 1 |
Non-Committed. It may be recalled thét the the mean nﬁmberrof
FSs were computed for two dimeﬁsions of FSs, i) théA"Thougpt
About" and ii) the "Likely" dimensions. The number of the s
"Thought Aboutﬁ FSs was the total number of the 'YES' responses
to the 44 pfe—listed‘FSs, plus the number of the Spontaneous FSs
listed by the subject, not covered by thex44'pre-listed FSs. The
number of the Likely FSs was thertotal ngmbet of the FSs rated

>1 on the 7 point Likely scale representing 'how Likely' was

‘each of the 44 pre-listed FS, plus the number of the similarly

rated each of the Spontaneous FSs not covered by the 44

pre-listed FSs.

This hypothesis was only partially supported, because as

shown in Table 1, there is no significant difference between the

Evangelicals and the Non-Committed in their mean number of the

Thought About FSs and in their mean number of the Likely FSs.

-However, there was a significant interaction effect between the

_two variables, Group and Sex, for the mean numberrof the Thought

About and the Likely FSs, which is illustrated in Figure 4 and
5. Of the four groups, the Evangelical males, the Evangelical

females, the Non-Committed males, andrthe Non-Committed females,
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the highest mean number of the Thought.About FSs and the Likely

FSs were conceived by the Evangelical males and the lowest mean

number of the Thought About and the Likely FSs were conceived by . ..

the Evangelical females. The Non-cdmmitted males and females

conceived almost an equal number of FSs.

The finding of the interaction effect raises the question as
to why the Evangelical women should conceive a E&gnificantly
lower number of future possibi%ities for themselveé, compared to
the Evangelical men and the Non-Committed men and women. The.
answer to this guestion may be found within the context of the
Biblical world-view, which is said to prescribe a restrictive
role for women, mainly as an obedient Wige and a devoted mother.
In comparison, men's positions are not so restricted. As a
conséquence, the Evangelical women are iikely to -have

conceptualized their FSs within this limited role-prescription.

The present study offers some evidence suggesting that the
Evangelical women's FSs are centered around the domain 6f
"family' Aore than the Evangelical men's FSs., An analysis of the
Spontaneocus FSs listed by the subjects showed that about 26% of
ghe total 119 Spoﬁtaneoﬁs FSs of the'ﬁvangelical feméles,
related to the domain of family. (E.g., "married"” "mother"
"grandmother”, "homemaker"). Whereas for the Evangelical males,
the family-related FSs were only 11% of the total 138

Spontaneous FSs., It would be interesting to investigate this

matter more directly in future research.
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Though the‘specific hypothesis was not well supported, the

finding that Evangelicalismlsmdiiie%en%iaiﬁ£eie—pfesefip%iéh¥%sf—/—%

reflecﬁed in thé significantfy different number oﬁ'thg FSsA-
conceived by the'Evangelicai men and the Evangelical women,
however, provides a partial support for the general thecretical'
proposition that thérconstruction of FSs is influenced by the
OK3. |

The first hypothesisrabOUt the number of FSs stems from the
general assumption Ehat, having accepted a Tailored ideology,
the Evangélicals woﬁld be, on the whole, restricted‘in the range
of alternatives constructed for their future, compared with the
Non-Committed, who have presumably not accepted such a Tailored
ideology. The.findings indicate that such restrictions are’
placed on the Evangelical women, but not on the other observed
groups. The lack of support of the hypothesis on the whole might
be attributed either to unclear theofizing, or to an
inappropriate meéhodology. Theoretica;ly speaking, the lack of?
clarity follows from the difficulty in specifying whether there
is restriction on the sheer number of alternative FSs, or on the
gxgggrof FSs. Theg'types'gof FSs might mean types of occupations
(e.g., blue collar ¥s. white collar), or categories of social
roles (e.g., famiiy vs. some otﬂer institutional roles). It may-
be that an ideology directs the cognitive constructiops in'favdr
of certain types of FSs as in the case of the Evangelical women
favog}ng family role-restricted FSs. But it is perhaps wrong to

expect the number of FSs to be {ifiigg by a Tailored ideology.



' Methodologically, the study depended on cbunting numbers of FSs

rather than on grouping FSs into types. The necessary refinement

in theory and method to circumvent these problems should be the

task for futﬁ;e research.

(2) The number of Positive Future Selves

The second hypothesis proposed that t he mean number of the
Positive FSs would be higher fo} the Evangelical group than for
t he Non-Committed. It may be eﬁphaSized that the 44 pre—listea
FSs contained an egqual number of generally liked and disliked
FSs (Appendix E), based on a pilot study. Iﬁ order not to imposek
this'pre-judgément-about ;he Positive and Negatiye4FSs on.the
subjects' responses, a Positive FS was operationalized as a
rating of >4 on a 7 point Desirability scale, indicating how
much the subject would like to bé~described by the listed FS.
Thus a éositive FS would imply how desirable it is fdf the |
subject. The mean percentage of the Positive FSs for each
subject was calculated from the total number of his or her
Thought About FSs, as Qell as from the total number of his or

hef Likely FSs. This resulted in two categories, i) the Thought

About Positive FSs and ii) the Likely Positive FSs.

The finding that the mean percentage of the Likely Posifive
FSs of the Evangelical groub is significantly higher, supports
\the hypothesis. The Evangelicals have indeed viewed a larger
proportion of their Likely FSs as Positive. As indicated in the

review of the literature, a major feature of a Tailored ideology
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is a vision of a positive outcome for the future of the -

followers. The idéoldgy of Evangeiicaiisg*does*not*zuvruwr?? ‘

‘that the followers would never havé negative experiences in the _

future, but it provides a slanted interpretational framework,
such that the conceptions of the Self and the World are viewed

more positively. Consider for instance the very title of a book

of an Evangelical author (Eggnum, 1979), Feeling Good about

Feeling Z2ad . The mqssége is not that'oné will not feel bad, but

that 'feeling bad' is to be interpreted as4'feeling good'. The
positiveiy biased guidelines for interpreting'the Self is aptly
summed up by another Evangelical author, Shuller (1979) in his
message to the Evangelicals, "You can becqme a wonderful and a
worthwhile person. Simply affirm, 'Christ lives within me, SO i”<
am a wonderful person'" (p.108). Equipped with such guidelines,.

the OKS of Evangelicalism indeed provides a positive view of the

Likely FSs to its followers. This is shown to be the case in so

far as the Evangelicals have expressed more Positive FSs than

the Non-Committed.

4

It may be useful to emphasize the role of an ideology as ap
interpretational framework, because what it makes possible is
not so much as to actually realize pésitive outcomes, but to

allow one to see certain outcomes as positive. The findings

" indicate that what is conceived as very desirable by one group

is conceived as equally undesirable by another group. For
example, the Likely FSs, "Active church involvement”, "Full time -

ministry”", and "Christ-like" are viewed as very Positive FSs by
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the Evangelicals, but the same are viewed as Negg;?ve FSs by the
Non-Committed (see FSs listed 10, 1, and 8 inwApéeﬁdivaif—Oﬂ—i:———Qi

2 . . -
the other hand, the Likely FSs, "Win a big lottery", "Living -

together Qith a SP°US?" (as in common law), "Own a big,luxuriousl
Qouse" afé congeived as Positive FSs by the Non-Committed,
whereas the saﬁevFSs ére conceived as Negati&e FSs by the
Evangelicals (see FSs listed 18, 15 and 13 in Appendix F). As
Schutz (1962) had poinfed out in his paper 'On multiplé |
realities’, human'beings are liable to think differently on the-
same issues, and once having done so, they can choose which way -
of thinking to adhere to and which to disregard. Indeed 'one
group's meat may be anothe; group's poison'! An ideology
provides not merely a framework for constructing the nature of
the world, but also guidelines for evaluating objects'and events

in the world. Ideologies shape not only beliefs, but also .

vélue%likes and dislikes.

However it needs to be noted hére'that the hypothesis was
not supported in the case of the mean percengage of the Thought
About Positive FSs. This finding requires a closer examination
of the difference between the Thought About FSs and the Likely
FSs. Both weresbased onrtwo different guestions which were asked
about the pre-listed 44 FSs. The Thought About FSs were based oh
the question, "Do you ever consider this as one of ybur FSs?”,
whereas the Likelvasé were based on the gquestion, "How [ikely
is this to describe you in future?" On the Thought About

dimension, both the groups have reported almost an equal number
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of FSs (Table 2 and 3), and except for one negative FS reported

by each group, all ﬁhg,,,zminini,f'§s _are Positive. This

indicates that perhaps there is a genera/ bias in considering
Positive FSS-&S one's FS5s on this dimension.rln their pioneering -/
study on the Possible Selves, Markus and Nurius have observed (
that giﬁe;‘aq;opportunitytothiﬁk'about one's future,
individuals tend to'eonceive more of Posi;ive‘péssibilities for
themselves. It 'is inconceiveable‘thatnmaﬁ} individuals would
consider their future possibilities as; e.g., a “Victim»of AIDS"
or as "Suffering a nervous breakdéwﬁ”. Theréfore, ;hén asked!

. direétly if‘they conﬁidered these Neéative FSs as their FSs,
masfrsdbjects have responded with NO. Whereas when asked the
same question about FSs like "Good example to others”, "Devoted
ir my duty towards others”, most subjects ha&e responded with
YES, which is tc be expected since these FSs are in general
considered as desirable -FSs. On the other hand, if individgzls;
are asked if contracting AIDS or suffering‘ﬁervous’breakdown
were their L:kely FSs, Some may say, "who knows, I might -

| contract Aids”. What is not thougﬂt ébout as a possible FS may
be recognized as a likelihooé when specifically asked. It would -
be reasonable therefore to expect significant differences in the
Likely dimension but not in the Thought About dimension of FSs.
The finding of a significant group difﬁerencéion the Likely
dimension may imply that the specific question about the
iikelihood of FSs has succeeded }n cressing the general biaé

discussed earlier, and has tapped a broader domain of

- -individuals' conceptions of their future, Positive as well as
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Negative.

The significant finding that the Evangelicals héve°t6tally—
excluded many of the Negative possibilities from the view of
their future, whereas the Non-Committed have not, is indicative

of the role of an OKS in the construction of the FSs:
The mean number of the Negative FSs

This hypothesis'proposed‘that t he mean nuﬁbeerf 1 he
Neéative FSs would be lower for 1 he Evangelicals t han for thg
Non-Com;i:ted. Based on therperationalization of the Negative
FSs as a rating of <4 on the 7 point Desirability scéle, once
again the mean percentage of the Negative FSs were calculated

for the Thought About and for the Likely FSs.-

»

The hypcthesis was nof supported in either category. The
general bias discussed earlier may.explain this finding. Pruyser
(1963) has remarked that human beings are 'hoping beings'.
People may differ in terms of the number of their Positive FSs,
but it seeems to be a general cognitive strateéy of human béings
to envision a 'brighter future'. Taylor (1983) in his analysis
of what he terms "illusions", pointgd out the importance ;fv
"holding onto hbeliefs which have yet to yileld any factual basis
for support™ (p. 1162). However this may seem contradictory to
what was stated earlier about the Positive bias of the
Evangelicals. The implication is not that only the Evangelicagg
possess a positively biased framework. It is acknowledged “hat

human beings in general possess this cognitive bias.
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) ‘ o e
Nevertheless, the Evangelicals seém to possess a larger share of
this bias. TheAques%ieﬂ—%ha{rfemaéﬂé—%e;be—éﬂswefed—théﬁ—%s—that————
if all the human beings have a positive cognitivé,bias, what
special purpose4maj be served by accepfﬁng a Tailoredrideology?
The'answer would reguire a deeper probe into the dynamics of a
Tailored ideology. As was pointed out”eérlier,>there may be many
dimensions to a Tailored ideology. 1In the present study, only
its cognitive dimension is focussed, within which it was
observed that a Tailored ideology seems to heighten the positiQe
cognitive bias of the followers. Perhaps a future inQeétigation
in this area may throw some light on the special dynamics of a

Tailored ideology. )

The Desirability rating of the Positive and Negative Future

Selves

The fourth and the fifth hypotheses, respectively, proposed

" that when compaf;} with the Non-Commiited, 1 he Evangklicals ',
would rate their Positive FSs as very desirable, and 1t heir

Negative FSs as very undesirable. These propositions were well
supported by the observation that compared to the Non-Committed,

the Evangelicals tended to choose more extreme ratings (1s and

7s) on fhe 7 point Desirabilityrscale. (See Table 1, and Figure

€). This finding indicaées the Evangelicals; stronger level of
convictions as to what may be considered desirable and what may

e

be considered undesirable for their future.

i
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‘The observed polarization in the Desirability‘ratihgs of the
.Evangelicals.is consonant with the theofef%cai~propositionsffhe"
.véry purpose of the ideologies in general, and of Tailored 7-
ideologies in particular, is to foster a sense of certainty and
remove ambiguity in the individuals' understanding of the world
and themselves. As suggested, the OKS based on the ideology of
‘Evangelicalism provides é very clearly defined set of normative
guidelines, which leave no scope for doubts about who one iS'and
what the world is'like. Questions as to what is right and ;rong
which pose a great challenge tb philosophers and laymen alike

- are made easy for the Evangelicals. A well-constructed OKS
pfovidgs the:Evangelfcals with a framework whereby every bit of

information falls into its pre-designated plaéé. There is

nothing that cannot find a clear and meaningful interp;gtation.

The issue that remains to be highlighted is, what do the
Evangelicals' strong convictions as to 'what 1i1s desirable and
what .is not' imply? Do they indicate cognitive 'clarity'? Or, do
they indicate cognitive 'dogmatism'? Indeed, the line dividing
_the two interpretations is very thin! With a view to retain a
. value-free research approath, this issue‘is ieft for the readers

to decide,
The Likely rating of the Positive Future Selves

The sixth hypothesis proposed that compared to 1 he

e

Non=Committed, the Evangelicals would consider their positive

FSs more Likely ., This hypothesis was well-supported.
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JAccordingly, to the Evangelicals, not only a larger proportion
of their FSs seem—desiégble, but these desirable FSs seem very —

likely to materialize as well. o S | , g

. As suggested earlier, one of the reasons as to why many

individuals are attracted to the Tailored ideologies is

precisely that they promise that a pOSitiVe future is indégd

" attainable. Evangelicalism clearly makes such promisés, Cbﬁsidef
for example the Evangélical“leader Billy Graham's (1977) promise
to the Evangel{calé, *Levels of Ziving we have never attained
await us. Peace, satisfaction and joy we have never exﬁéiienced
are available to us * (p.33). By accepting these promises, the
Evangelicals seem to be "moving ahead with possibility thinking"

(Schuller, 1979),

3

It would be relevant to explore the nature %f the promised
future of the Evangelicals. The global framework of ;
Evangelicalism not'only makes the coﬁcefps about the future of
life-in-this-world anxiety-free, but i£ also extends this
promise to the 'other-worldly' domain. In the case of
life-in-this-world, as suggested earlier in the discussion,
Evangelicalism's poéiti;elf biased framework creates a vision of
a positive future. Tﬁe promises like 'You can change your
personality' (Bustanby, 1577) and 'You can prevent a nervous
breakdown' (Caldwell, 1978) may fuse the Evangéiicals with a.
sense of attainability of a positive future. for 1hemselves. The
Evangelicalism's promise in the 'other?worldly‘odomain is

vell-reflected in the Evngelicals' FSs. Future Selves such as

¢ | 63



"Go ‘to Heaven", "Eternity with Christ", "Seeker of God", were

all chosen by the Evangelicals to a fiuch greater degree but not

by the Non-committed. This finding indicates once. again the

[§

A

relevance of the OKS to FSs. i : }
The Likely rating of the Negative Future Selves

The seventh hypothesis proposed that The mean Likely rating
-of the Negative FSs of the Evangelicals would be lower than t hat
of the Non-Committed. This hypothesis was not supportéd. There

were no significant group differences in terms of how likely one

e i,

considered one's Negative FSs.,

"It is an interesting fihding that winile compared to the
Evangelicals, the Non-Committed had ccnceived a larger

percentage of Negative FSs in the Likely dimension (i.e., "I

mi ght become this way"), these Negative FSs are not considered

by them as likely to be realized . The Evangelicals and the

Non-Cdmmitted have differed only in so far as how many of their
Likely FSs they have considered,as,desirable, th not in whether
what they have considered undesirable is more likely or less

likely to be realized in future. The fact that the Non-Committed

have at least acknowledged some of the negative future

possibilities for themselves whereas the Evangelicals have not
even acknowledge%‘them, raises the issue whether the
Evangelicals are being 'unrealist{c', or 'optimistic'é Future
research might investigate the specific role of Tailored

1deologies in this context.
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The uniformity in the ratings =

VTHe last hypothesis'pnoposedthatth;feQWould be a greater
uﬁtformity ;n the ratings of the FSs ofrphe,Evangelicalskthan;in
! hat of t he Non-Cocmmitted. This hypothesis was supported to the
extent that 52.27 % of the total Desirability and the Likely
rat{ngs of the évangelicals on the 44 pre-listed FSs had
significantly lower variances than that of the Non-Committed.
Aizhough this percentage is not very high, if nevertheless
" points out that within an OKS based on a Tailo;;d ideology,
there are many 'shared constructions' as'diseussed in the v
vIntroduction section. It was observed that there was a total
absence of variability in many of tﬁe'ratings of the
Evangelicals; e.g., on FSs "Divorced" and "Fall from God's
grace”. As explained earlier, sharing cognitive constructions
within a group lends credibility to the individuals'
Tnterpretations of the Self and the World. The partial éupport
of the theoretical proposition that a shared OKS would result in
shared-construction of the/?Ss is indicative of a trend. Perhaps
lfutur; ipvestigétidn might explain the nature of the shared

cognitive constructions more specifically.
The Ultimate Concerns

In response to gquestions regarding the Ultimate Concerns
(Appendix C), the Evangelicals expressed a significantly higher
degree of concern about Man-to0-God Relationship than the '

Non-Committed (Figure 7). While this is easy to understand, it

65



is intfiguing that the EVanéelicals were hUch lggg éoncerned

about Knowi ng—my—&E—{iL Sel f, than-the N@are@%t&&&@ﬁ%&%—
Nevertheless, @his'is undefstandable if we eiémine\gpese | B
responses in the light of the theofy of QKS. The very purpbée of

an OKS, as suggested earlier, is to fill the gaps‘and remove
uncertaintie§~in one's undérspanding Qf the Self and the World.
Evangelicélism seems to close the gaps in the follower's
‘Self-structure by having the;follower conceive himself or

herself as a 'child of God'. This global 'hypothetical'

proposition seems to have patched up the 'holes' in the

cognitive map of théﬂggigrand'thexWorld for the Evangelicals.

By transferring the focus from the concern about the Self to
the{concern about God, Evangelicalism perhaps frees its
followers not only from the existential anxieties.but%aISO from
the uncertainties and fears about'dealing wi%h the limitations
of the Self., Individuals no longer need to strive for, 6r
compete to be anything like an'fall—American boy', since 'the
relationship &iih God' 1s more important than the m@ndane
concerns about the Self. Consider for example the following
message for the Evangelicals, "God does not promise an éscape
from every fearful situation, but He does promise-to'walﬁ with
us through every experience. And we can be strong and unaffaid
because”’God is the strength of our life" (Nartamore, 1969, p.

7‘\‘ -
44) .,
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- Some general observations about responses to the 44 pre-listed

FSs | -

The Evangelicals' choice of the Thought About FSs, and their

ratings on the Desirability and_Likel§ dimensions refleﬁt the
ideology of Evangelicalism. e.g;, FSs "Liviné together with a’
spouse” (as in'common&law); ;hich is more or less an acceptable
social}pattern iq the contemporary Weétern sociefy, is
considered as highly négative and unlikely in their own case by
‘the Evangelicals. Thé strong Biblical taboo on p;emarital and |
extramarital relationships may offer an}explénation for this:.
That this OKS is well-structured is indicated by the
Evangelicals choosing to "swim aninst thg tide", in that, what

&
is considered as "fun" by their peers (e.g., "Occasionally

getting drunk with friends") is not a part of the Evangelicals'

chosen life-style.

On'the Likely dimension, a large number of.Negative FSs have
been rated higher by the Non-Committed. Though the differences
in the mean ratings of the two groups are not large,
-nevertheless they are significant enough to warrant an
'explanatioﬁ. FSs "Divorced", "Gay/Lesbian", "Married more than
once” "Have an Affair" are considered as Negative FSs by both
fhe groups, but wHereas the Evangelical group has considered
them‘as leaét Likely, the NonfCommittea have not. The
Evangelicals have totally excluded the.possibility of these
Negative FSs from their Self-structure, but the Non-Committed

have at least acknowledged to some ektent that they mi ght become

1
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this way;

The sex diffefences observed on 1 of ﬁhe 44 pre-listed FSs
1nd1cate sbme 1nterest1ng socio- cultural 1nfluences on the'
Self- structure of men and women. FSs “D1vorced“ “Marrled more
than once" and "Wear Fashionable clothes" were rated higﬁer by
the female sugjects on.the Désirability dimension. The increaseé:
‘divorce rate and hence the possibility ofibeing married more
than once have beén incorporated in many“contemporary women's °
Self-structure, but not in the men's Self-structure. This may be
indicative of the different social préssures that operate on men
and women. It may be that womeg,_more than men, con$i§er.the
issue of marriage as much more relevant and important in their
lives. However it must also be noted that a higher rating'of
these FSs on the Deirability rating is not to be interpretedvag
women considering the possibilities of divorce and beihg married

more than once as 'desirable'. But rather i£ indicates that
these issues are not considered aé highly undesirable‘by'women.
It is perhaps more indicative of the "tolerance" of these
possibilities by women, compared to men. .For the FS "Able~g;
manipulate people” seems to be more desirabégmji: Likely. The

social/cultural influences on the Self-stucture are thus

highlighted by this finding.
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Who are t he Non-compliant subjects?

N

Beforé conclﬁdingrthiév}eébrt aboutrthe subjécts who
completed the guestionnaire, it iéjnecessary'to to say sométhiﬁg'
_about those who were apprpached, but refused to complete the
questionnairg. Interestingly, the questionnaire evoked Qery,
strong negative responses from 10 subjects, who returned ;ﬂe
incomplete Questionnaires with some neéative comments. Their
demographical backgfound was not much different from that of the
compliant subjects. To beAspecific, there ;eré 7 males‘and 3
females among them. Eight were graduate students from the

Science faculty and 2 were from the Arts faculty. ’/

In the light of their written and verbal comménts, it is
possible to speéulate on the reasonhs behind their negative
responses. Such speculation is in order in view of the light it
might throw oh the TSsues under study. It is possiblé that tﬁe
negative responses were elicited by'different ideological .
backgrounds of these subjects: | -

i) The Committed other: These subjects might have been committed
strongly to some other OKS, and théreforé considered the
guestionnaire containing some items related to the Evangelical
ideology as 'irrelevant'. For instance, one subject commented,
"I am é scientist. God does not exist for me. If we believe that
* God will solve problems, we are a doomed society". This comment
may be-interpret?d as indicative of a strong commitment to a -~
Privatized ideology. |

ii) The Partially committed: These subjects might be still
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searching for a framework, but have decided that it is'certainly

not Evangelicalism. Therefore the guestionnaire seemed

L 4

"irrelevant', or even threatening, since it seemed to sugges
that it is better for a person to think about Ultimate Concerns
and make ideological commitment one way or another. One subject
commented, "I believe there is 'something', but your

‘ —
Questionnaire implies that anyone who enjoys life (including

sex) -is not a good person. I don't have to be a Christian to be

~
\

a good person". Another subjectfs comment, "I am insulted by
this guestionnaire. I think this is a highly'unethicai study",
seems to suggest, to borrow ; concept from Marcia's (1976)
theory of the Identity Stages, a Moratorium.

iii) Or, perhaps there is a category, of 'Anti-Evangelical' who
were angered by the apparently 'leading' questipns. One of the
non-compliant subjec; angrily remarked, "Why can't these peoplé
accept the fact that life in heaven is a farce?" It may be tﬁat,
for almost every Tailored ideology, there exists a group of
individuals who are 'anti-that particular ideology..
Incidentally, there also‘seems to be individuals who are
'anti-psychology research', e.g., "This study reveals what is
wrong with most of the psychological research. Sorry, but I

would rather not complefe".
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CONCLUSION

|
-
|
I

The importance of the study of Future Selves is'aptlg

captured in the following quotation.

},

"...As a matter of fact; a great many states of mind are
. |

i H

adequately described only in terms of their futhrify...fpeople,

s . . . . |
it seems are busy leading their lives into future, wherﬁas

psychology, for the most part is busy tracing them into past™”
_ C
(Allport, 1955,.p.51). |

_—

It is hoped that the present study will add to a greater
understanding of the'Self in terms of the future, the area of

; - [
research which has remained neglected.

= The study has attempted to establish that Future Selves,.

besides being individuals' cognitive reprsentations of fé£;§ and
hopes as pointed out by Markus and Nurius, are reflections of
individuals' comprehensive understanding of themselves and the

world in a global context.

One promising area of future research seems to be thelrole
of Future Selves as a cognitive-behavioral link. Can an
individual's present behavior be explained and future behavior
be predicted from his or her Future Selves? e.g, If an
individual's Future Selves are "Christlike" & "work among common

people", what kind of behaviorjmay be expected of him or her?
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‘Another que§tion that follows from the study is, géQén that
Ultimate<Concerns are universal, why someuindividualséae%ive}y—————+4i
seek to reach at an ali-encompassing answer to thgm,‘while‘ pme
may either actively avoid deaiingrwith fﬁem, or.méy decide fto
accept the cognitive gaps in the Self-structure as” "a pértﬁof -
being a human"? Perhapsna future investigation may ;hrow/S%me . |

light on this issue. . N : S



APPZNDIX A

S —

A summary of the major prem1ses'6f‘Evange11callsm

natfihe. v

o

‘The word Evangelicalism comes from a Greek root Euangelion,

meaning 'the Good News', For Evangelicals, Evangelicalism is the

* sctive proclamation and demonstranidn of the good news that

Jesus Christ came into the world to save 'sinners' from the

-

consequences of their sins, to reconcile them to God. .

The major premi sh

‘1.

wt

Bible is perfect, inerrant and 1nfa111ble with regard to all

rspiritual ethxcal and rel1g1ous matters. It is the f1na1

authcrzty in mattets pertaxnxng to spiritual and everyday
aspects of lzfe. It is the sole authoritative testzmony to

‘Absolute Truth', No part of Bible is to be regarded as

L

mythical, folklore or imagery. .

Devil is & personal being who directly influences people to

dc wrong.

. The origir of man began with God's cfeation of Adam and Eve

after His own image.

V.‘.

Personal relationship with God must be establ1shed by -

receivi&% Jesus Christ as one’'s personal Lord ahd by asking
Him o come into.one’'s life. Mere Belief is not e%ough. One
must be " Born Againr’

Everyday life as an Evangelx<2i involves

a. Continuous personal communion with God and reliance on

the imminent strength and wvisdom of God to meet the

©



demands and pressure of life in an alien (sinful) world.

-

b. Regular Bible reading and praying. . .
c. A meaningful involvement in the Church activities.

6. A Continual experience of joy, happiness, peace of mind,

satisfaction and optimism about life ‘are the consequences.

—~—

of

>

being a 'True believer'

-

-

Behaviorally, Evangelicals are characterized by an
individuated and experiential orientation towards spiritual -
salvation.

P4 ‘ .
{Based on Hunter, 1983)
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APPENDIX B

The categaor1zat1on of the pre- listed 44 Future Selves

The Future Selves of the Evangelicals

Positive:’

' LIFE(:szE T - PERSONALITY
-1) Active church-involvement 1) Christ-like
2) Go to heaven 3 2) Bible- scholar
3) Having a Christian family
4) Communicate God's message OCCUPATION
« effectively to:others _ ,
5) Good example to others ~.» 1) Full time ministry -
6) Seeker.of God , ‘ 2) Wcrk among common/
7) Devoted in my duty towards : - poor people
others , ,

8) ‘Eternity with Christ

Negative:.

L]

LIFE STYLE " PERSONALITY

1) Frlends & family ' 1) Lack of control/
d1sapprov1ng my beliefs -~ discipline
& .values , 2) Workaholic

- 2) -Turn away from God

3) Remain singte

4) Fall from God's grace
5) Succomb to worldly temptations
6) Not being helpful to others

7) Fail to reach my spiritual goals
8) Net being useful in life

[
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., Future Selves of 1t he Non=-Commiited

- Positive:

LIFE STYLE PERSONALITY
1) Become a celebrity. 1) Sexy
2) 'Living together' with a 2) Able to manipulate
‘ spouse - o people
3) Own a big luxurious house:
4) Wear fashionable clothes . OCCUPATION

5) Win a big lottery

6) Glamorous media personality 1
7) Marry a famous personality 2
' 8) Maintain an attractive body

b) Police officer
) Fashion-model

Negative:
LIFE STYLE : - PERSONALITY

Have an 'affair' 1) Lonely/Depressed
Divorced ' ' ~ 2) Suffer a nervous
Victim of AIDS breakdown
Occasinally getting :
"drunk with friends
Have an 'affair’
End up in a jail
Gay,/Lesbian
" Married more than once

© W N -
~ N S
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APPENDIX C

The Q'uestiOnnaire:V 'rligé Ultimate Concerns

1)The follovingsare some issues which are the Ultimate Concerns
of some people. Indicate how often you think about them.
(Circle an ppprobriatc number on the rating scale).

. VERY

1)Man-to~God .rclatiomhip 123 456 /‘_F\\
A . 2)Life-after-death 12 3 4 5 _é_ 2 \\

3)Xknowing my ‘Real’ Self 12.3 T8 s 1
4Meaning/purposs of life 12 3 & 5§ 1

5)world probless. e.g. Poverty, War, 1 2 3 4 5 6 1

Fatal disasters, Exploitation etc.
€)Other issues that c’ﬁccrn you. 1 2 3 45 6 1

Specify (if any)s....:

11



Appendix C (Continued):

L4

°

11)1n order to deal vwith your Ultimate Concerns, do you
perticipate in, or belong to, any ?roup or
or“?lniution. may it be -{e.g. a Political party),
i

Eelitical : r
Re 2&0&13(52&“&1 {e.g. a particular Church, a Buddhist
itation group, a Bible study group) and/or Humsnitariap

(e.g. Red Cross, Peace Movement. ?
IES /O

Q)

1t your ansver is YES, please describe the groups or
. organizations as specified below, . . .- e
5

- Aame of the )hjot/lin Do you ever consider
. group or leaving it? (Circle .a
organization, . number on the scale) A
: - . VERY

hd - ' L « 4
1) 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
2) = ’ i 1 2 3 4 5 6§ 7
3) ) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
0 ‘ 1 2 3 405 6 2

{Now tura to the asxt page)
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Appendix - C (Continued):

*

111)In dealing with the Ultimate Concerns, some people tend

to define their 'Philosophy of life'. In this respect,
&\/l indicate hov the folloving statements apply to you.

~_A) 1 have clearly defined my Philosophy of life.

TOTALLY
DISAGREE
1

2 3 4 5 6 7

B) My Philosophy of 1ife is quite similar to that of

1) ®» particular Religion

ii) a particular Personality

-

ii11) a particular 1deology

iv) no particular other

TES/NO
If YES, NaBe: ..cccceaven
YES/NO _
If YES, Name@: ..ccccecvee
YES/NO '

C If YES, Bawe: ...neeen...
TES/NO (

I1V)Hov satistied are you vith your life in gcncul?_ .

(Circle an appropriate number on the scale)

.

MOT AT ALL
SATISFIED
1

HIGHLY
_ SATISFIED
2 .3 ¢ 5 6 1
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APPENDIX D

The Questionnaire: The 9-Tenets of Evangelicalism —

PART ¥
Please indicate your answver by putting a(v)mark
sppropriately under YES / RO/ DO NOT KNOW,

YES MO Do NOT
() ’x.believe that Christ is a living reality. — — —
(2) The Bible is God's vord, and all it says ! .
is trve. ‘ '
(J) Church activities (meetings & commitee work —_ 1 — —
.ctc.) are a major source of satisfaction ia ' | '
sy life. ' ”
. (4) Praying to Jesus/Holy Spirit is a regular - - —
) pirt of my belhvior.
{s) 1 trequ;nt;y feel very close to Jesus/Holy —_ — —
Spirii in prayer,  during public worship, eor '
.at an \i-portint moment in my life.
'{6) 1 have discovered goals & clear purpose inmy | _ —_ —
life as a Ch'rlstian.
(7? My religious belieis as a Christian are vhat ‘ —_— __ —_—
‘really lie behind my vhole approach to life.
(8) : try hard to carry my Christianity over —_— —_— _
into all my othér de2lings in life. ' . ' -
(S) Would you say that you have had an - —_ — ) —_—
‘experjence’, a turning point in your
life vhen you committed your life to Christ?
Ia which year did this experie;\ce occur? 19....

i " *DD 'F PART V* / .

{Please go on to the next page)
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4 APPENDIX E .

Subject -Instructions

<0

General Instructions , oy

=g

This 1is anvanonymous'qestionnaire._?lease do’not write your
name on it; All the inforhation Supplied by YOu will be treated
confidential. It will be used for research éurposevonly.
Although we would like you to complete the entire qﬁestionnaire,

if for any reason you wish not to complete it, pledse feel frge‘

to quit. ’ /}}

| To ensure anonymity, please return this Questionnare in a
sealed envelope, which is'supplied to you. If you wouldflike to
know the outcome of this reseach, please leave your name &
address on a separate piece of paper, so that we could send you
a summmary of the findings. (Pleage go on to the next page)

A STUDY OF FUTURE SELVES

This study is aimed-at investigating people's thoughts about.
their 'Future Selves'. Probably everyone thinks about the future
to some extent. When doing so, we often think about the kind of

péople we might become. Some of these 'Future Selves'“are very

desired & hoped for (positive), while others are worried about

or feared (negative). We may look forward to some of these
Future Selves, but we may be quite concerned about others. In
short, given appropriate circumstances, we can all probably

imagine a number of~p055ible Future Selves.
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This booklet cgnfains Five parts. They are to be completed

in the order in which they appegzg,in this questionnaire. You

must first complete part I before proceeding to part I1I, which

hust;be‘completed before proceeding to pdrt 111 and so on. You

must not-look at any part until due instructions are given.
§ ,

Pleaée work rapidly. Answer with the first responses that

come to your mind. Try to be hopest. Do not mull over your

"answers. -Do not worry about contradictions, inconsistencies or

uncertainties. (Now‘open this booklet and proceed to PART 1)
Instructions for PART I: The spontaneous Future Selves

Please think of what you might become or what you might be,

at any time)ih the fwture. List below these 'Future Selves',

-

that you have thought about as possible for you, Positive as
well as Negative, i.e. what you would like to be or become, as,
well as what you would rather avoid becoming. Please answer with

F

your first thoughts. You may write \§\Q§ny»as come to your mind.

(Proceed to PART Il on next page only after completing this

PART)

Instructiaons for Part II: The Pre-listed 44 Future Selves

=

Listed in this PART are a number of 'Future Selves' that
have been provided by some people. We are interested in what

Future Selvés you may have g¢bnsidered. for yourself.
. ‘ e

There are three columns next to the list of the Future

Selves, Each column asks a specific question about these Future
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Selves. Your task is to respond to each future Self according to-

" the specific question in the column. Again, please answer with

what you have listed in PART 1, or aboﬁi,any 'apparent = ///’*\\

contradictions' in your responses. For instance, it is quite

the first responses that come to your mind. Do not worry about ;

’.possible for people to visualize themselves as both, 'Poor' as
well as 'Rich'.

The guestion in the first column, askﬁfwhether you ever think of

this as your Future Self. If you do, then, mark, (M7.), and if

you do not, then mark (JX..).

The Second & Third columns ask different questions which are to

be answered by circling an appropriate number on the given
scaies. e.g. The guestion in the Second column asks how much you

- \\

woﬁld like this Future Self to describe you in the future. gf

"1".

you would never like to be described this way, circle
the other hand, if you would very much like to be described this
way, circlg "7". And for less extreme judgements, use
appropriate numbers in between. Using the scale similarly,
answér the question in the third column,.which asks how Iikely

it 1s to describe you in future.

~

(Adapted from Markus and Nurius, in press)

Instructions for Part 111

Now go back to Part 1 wliere you have given a list of your
Future Selves. 1f any of your Future Selves are not covered in

Part II, listfthem in the form-on the next page and give your

answers the same way as you did for Part iI, according to the
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guestions in the columns. Bnt if your future selves are all

covered in Part II, you do not have egfeompiete—%h%S—Pa%%————————————
Slmply proceed to PART 1V,

’
/
é

Instructions for Part IV: the Ultimaté Concerns

Probabiy everyone has given some thoughts to what human life

~is all about. This PART aims to investigate people's 'Ultimate

Concerns', i.e. concerns of life which are beyond the temporary

& immedia;e issues gﬁlthe day. Please answer the fbllowing

carefully'& honestly.

Instructions for Part V. The 9 Tenets of'Evange!icalism
Please indicate your answers by -putting a (}1:Q mark

appropriately under YES / NO/ DO NOT KNOW.
Instruction at the end of t he questionnaire

Please write your comments, if you have any about this
study.

~* THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION *
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APPENDIX F

~

-

Means, Standard Deviations; F and p values from the 2-way ANOVA;

g,dndjg values from the Levene's Test of Equal Variances, for

-

2

A

the "Desirability"” Ratings oﬁ the 44 pre-listed Future Selves.

EV= Evangelical Males
S EVFs Bvangelical Females
nel= Non-Committed Males
NCP= Non-Committed Females
.* Significant at .05 level
ot gignificant at .01 level
sos gignificant at .001 level
ssss Significant at .0001 level
All the F values are for the main
effect of Group. The main effect
" of Sex is indicated by '+’ ‘
L = Levene's test for equal variances

P, 56) = 53.48, p = 0.0000 *ean
L(3, 56) » 20.23, P = 0.0000 *##*

4Y Saeker "ol God

"I TFGTORE SELF GROGS ™~ REAR " "5D
1) Pull time ministry EvM: 5,200 1.9
EVP: © 4.400  1.765
WCM: 2,000 1.773
P(1, 56) = 39.67 0.0000 seea Tt 2.0 1.309
[ - . P - .
L(3, 56) = 1.14, p = 0.3422 e
© 2V Communicate GodTs message . 37 TR T+ Rt T b
effectively to others - T BVPe 6.733 0.458
NCM: 2,733 2.154
' NCr: 3.133  2.066
P(1, 56) = 95.63, p = 0.0000 *##e
L(3, 56) = 19.62, p = 0.0000 #**s+ .
3V Having a Christian Tamily T EUMs . 8.733 0By
~ - A EVP: 6.933  0.258
- NCM1 3.333 , 2.024
nCP: 4,133 2.503

LR £ S e 1

EVP:  7.000 0. ~
NCM: 3,333 2.610
NCF: 3.067 2,120
F(1, 56) = 52,14, p = 0.0000 #see '
L(3, 56) = 17.42, p = 0.0000 *##e
5 Etarnity with Christ EVi: 1] i T Y
EVP: 6.867 0.516
NOM: 3.600 2.694
, , KCP:  3.867  2.3%6
P(1, 56) = 43,06, p = 0.0000 wean
L{3, 56) ='29.49, p = 0.0000 #wee
6) Good example to ctRers™ T T TEVMT 7.000 0.0
: ’ VP 6.467 1.552
nOME 6.200 0.775
NCF: 0.961

ri1, 56) = 3.81, p » 0,0558 *
L(3, 56) = 4.42, p = 0.0074 **

€.267
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~GROUP — MEAN  SD T
; A \
7) Work among common/poor EVN: 5.333 1.234 \xﬁJ/
people EVFP: 4.867 1.885
NCM3 3.600 1.7658
: - . NCF:  4.733 1.668
r(1, 56) = 4.76, p = 0.0333 * :
L(3, 56) = 0.98, p = 0.4070
8y Christ-1ike EViM: 8.93377pTERE T
. EVF: 6.867 0.516
NCM: 3.200 2.597
. . RCP: 2,800 2.178
r(1, 56) = 77.21, p = 0.0000 *#ee
L(3, 56) = 26.00, p:= 0.00‘00 bbb
97 Go to heaven EVi: 8.533 072387
- BVP: . 6.933 0.258
NCM: 4.400 2.923
NCF: 4.867 2.475
(1, 56) = 21.45, p = 0.0000 dneae
L(3, 56) = 45.10, p = 0.0000 %ew+
107 ActIve church ™ Involvesment EVi: £.000 1.1557 7"
: . EVF: 6.600 0.737
_ NOM:  3.067  2.251
‘ " NCP: 3.400 1.844
r(1, 56) = 54.06, p = 0.0000 *#ee A
L(3, 56) = 9.32, = 0.0000 ®ant
17) Devoted In my duty EUi: 8,487 37518
tovards- others’ EVP: 5.867 1.685
* NOM: 5.000 1.813
Ner: 4.867 1.246
r(1, 56) = 10,72, p = 0.0018 **
L(3, 56) = 0.57, = 0.634 *
12Y°B1ble scholar EViM: Boadd 1.458°°
EVF: 5.000 1.604
] - NOM: 2.067  1.438
. I NCP: '’ 2.067 1.668
r(1, 56) = 61.79, p = 0,0000 *#ae -
L(3, 56) = 0.07, = 0.9768
137 "0wn a big TuxurIous house EVN; 2.533 1.934
EVP: 3.333 1.718
NOM: 4.733 . 2.086
' NCP: | S.067  2.085
P(1, 56) = 12,13, p = 0.0010 #u# .
L(3, 5‘5) = 0.16, p = 0.9063
131} Become a celebrity Evi: 3.733 750
EVP: 2.467 1.727
NCM: | 4.267 1.792
NCP: ° 4.000 ; 1.852
r(1, 56) = 5,11, 0.0277 * )
L(3, 56) = 0.03, 0.9922

-

v
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Appendix F (continued):

4
GROUP MEAN SD
187 "LIving together’ with .  EvM:  3.087 T2 S0
8 spcuse EVP: 1.467 1.302
NCH: $.73) 1.870
NCF: $.333 2.57
r(1, S56) = 34.35, p = 0.0000 #9ee
L(3, S6) = 7.55, p = 0.0002 ***
. 18] Workabolic™ 77777 FoTTTTTEETTTTT C3 PR It 1.1 N Y -F1
EVrP: -1.667 0.900
NCM: 2.867 1.885
NCP: 2.667 1.397
r{1, S6) = 11,01, p = 0.0016 ** .
L(3, 56) = 6.54, p = 0.0007 ®ee
17} Married more than once A TR I 111 N DY AR
BVr: 1.200 0.77S
MOM: 1.067 0.258
NCF: 2.33) 0.024
P(1, S6) = 4.54, p = 0.0376 *
r(1, 56) = 6.78, p = 0.0118 *
L(3, 56) = 20.15, p = 0.0000 *ewe
i &
18y win"a big Iottery -~ T TTTTTTTT BT 3040677720383
- EVPs 03.733 1.981
_ noN: 6.267 1.100
' NCr: 5.333  1.759
P(1, S6) = 22.19, p = 0.0000 *eee :
L(3, S6) -\qifz. p = 0.0232 ¢
- 131 Gaar Tashionable clothas ~ ~~~~ BT ITEIITTVIEYTT
EVP: 4.133 1.5%2
NCH: 4.5 1,727
— NCF: 5.400 1.882
- p(1, 56) » 5.97, p = 0.0178 *
L(3, 56) « 0.85, p = 0.4736
207 Abla o manipulate people™ T T A7 TR I & E R DY ] [ 3
) ZVP: 1.400 0.737
| o} 4.267 1.907
. N 4] 2,933 1.38¢
r{1, SE) = 26.97, p = 0.0000 *v*ee
P(1, S6) = 6.29, p = 0.0152 *
L(3, 56) = 4.42, p = 0.0074 *»
27T Marry a lamous personality” BT P TSR IT 1
. EVY: 2.067 1.280
WM : 2.667 1.496
nCP: 3.800 1.897
F(1, 56) = 9.40, p= 0.0033 **
L{3, 56) = 1.67, p = 0.1849.
23V7SERY TR [ TR PO YT - SN T &
— EVE: 3.200 2.077
NOM: 4.933 1.438
- ) NCP: 4.93) 1.751
F(1, 56) = 5.40, p = 0.0238 » )
L{3, S6) = 2.14, p = 0.1052
......... _.----------------------_--,----_--------——--.zﬁ---
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Appendix F (continued):

\

Joowb

MEAMN sb

GROUP
237 Glamorous MedIa Personality EVN: 1,800 1787
BVP: 1,333 0.617
. . nOM: 3.400 1,682
: NCP: 3.333 1,839
P(1, 56) = 22,19, p'= 0.0000  *oee )
L(3, 56) = 5.01, p = 0,0038 **
24) Fashlon-model Ei: - 1.800 " 1.373
w EVP: 1.667 0.900
. . NCH: 2.200 1.424
: - NCP: 3.000 2.000
P(1, S6) = 5.17, p = 0.0269 ® .
. L(3, 86) » 2.95, p = 0.0402 ¢
28) Have an Taffalc™ " Vi 1.1337778733%2
BVF: 1.333 1.047
NOM: 2.267 1.751
. NCP: 2.600 1.682
F(1, 56) o 12,14, p ® 0.0010 oo ‘
L(3, S6) = 7.87, p = 0.0002 eor -
267 Have a very attractive body 7 T 1.333777783
- ’ - " BVPs 4.000 1.964
noM: $.200 1.612
NCP: 6.000 1.309
P(1, S6) = 10.67, p = 0.0019 ¢
L(3, 56) = 1,12, p = 0.3499
27Y Divorced™ """ TTTTTT T Evi: 1.0807 776307
EVP: 1.000 0.0 -
? NOM: 1.067 0.258
. NCP: 1.667 0.900
P(1, S6) = 9.21, p = 0.0037 **
P(1. 56) » 6.16, p » 0.0161 * +
L{1, S6) = 21,81, p = 0.0000 veee -
287 GayZiesbian™ """ -t EN: 1.0007°76,67
EVF: 1.000 0.0
NCH:: 1.467 . 1,246
“NCP: 1.667 1.767
- ?{1, 56) = 5.7C, p = 0.0203 * .
L(3, 56) = 10.59, p = 0.0000 teee
257 Friends i Tamily disapproving  BVM:  1.467 0.640
my beliefs & values — — EVP: 1.200 0.561
NCM: 2.200 1.568
nr: 1.254

P(1, S6) = 7.42, p = 0.0086 **
L(3, S6) = 10.58, p = 0.0000 **ee

r(1, 56) = 16,02, p = 0.0002 e
L(3, S6) = 18,12, p = 0.0000. seee

2.000

PO S I 1 1

1.000 0.0
2.733 2.120
2.267 1.870




Appendix F (continued);

89

GROUP MEAN = SD .
31Y Succomb~to wvorldly EVi: 1,087 0,258 w.
temptations EVP: 1.20084 0.561
© NOM: 2.867°, 1.598
(o] H 2.067 1.580
F(1, 56) = 19,65, p= 0.0000 #*=»
L(3, 56) = 11.33, p = 0,0000 *#nse ) -
32V Pall from God"s grace gV 11 I N
) EVE: 1.000 0.0
NCM: 2.133 1.767
. NCP: 1.800 1.424
r{1, 56) = 10.88, p = 0.0017 &= - .
L{3, 56) = 19,54 p = 0.0000 e
33V 0ccasionally getting drunk™~ EVM: 1.1337 803820
vith friends - EVP: 1.400 0.%10
NCM: 4.600 2.1
- - NCP: 3.333 2.193
F(1, S6) = 42.45, p = 0.0000 **es '
L(3, 56) = 14.42, p = 0.0000 ##es )
34Y Police officer EVi: T1.800 1. 285
EVE: 1,600 1.404
, NCM: 2.267 1.792
: NCP: 2.067 1.534
F(1, 56) = 1.43, p = 0.2367
L(3, 56) = 0.76, p = 0.5213
38) Lack of “self-control/ T T TBVM: _1.400  1.238
discipline EVF: 1.133  0.516
: NCM: 1.400 0.632
NCF: 1.333 0.816
F(1, S6) = 0.20, p = 0.6575
L(3, S6) = 1.12, p = 0.3476
38Y Impotent/Non-orgasmic EVM: T C1.133TT0C38
) EBVF: 1.067 0.258
NCOM: 1.200 0.561
NCP: 1.200 0.561
P(1, 56) = 0.73, p = 0.3957
L(3, 56) = 1.40, p = 0.2515
37Y suffer a nervous breakdown  EvM: 1.0007 8.0
' EVP: 1.000 0.0
NCM: 1.000 0.0
NCT: 1.000 0.0
38Y Victim of AIDS T TTTTTTTTTTTT A7 TR T T N N R
EVP: 1.000 0.0
NCM: 1.000 0.0
RCP: 1.000 0.0



Appendix F (continued):

< GROUP MEAN  SD
35) RemaIn"single” T TEVM: 1.53377706.743
EVP: 2.333 1,543
NCM: 1,933 1.486
NCP: . 1.867 1.356

P(1, 56) = 0.01, p = 0.9225
L(3, 56) = 3.07, p = 0.0349 »

~T1,20000.567

40) "Lonely/Depressed EWi:
EVP: 1.067 0.258
NCM: 1.067 - 0.258
NCF:

1,133 0.352
P(1, 56) = 0.12, p = 0.7340 .
L(3, 56} = 1.91, p = 0.1377 1.

1Y Not belng helpful to """~~~ EVM: 1.067° 776,258

* others EVF: 1.067 0.258
NCM: 1.267 0.549

NCF: 1.267 0.799

P(1, 56) = 2.14, p = 0.1495
L(3, 56) = 3.09, p = 0.0342 *

) Pail lo razch my spiritual ~ " "EVi: 1.100°°70%0
goals EVF: . 1,467 1.552
NOY: 1,333 0.724
: WCF: 1.533 0.015
P(1, 56) = 0.64, p = 0.4284
L(3, 56) = 3.51, p= 0.0210 *
43) Not belng useful " In Iife™" EVM: 1.8060° 0.0
EVP: 1,067 0.258
NCM: 1.000 0.0
NCF: 1.067 0.258 JJ—
Pi1, S6) = - 0.00, p = 1.000 '
"L(3, 56) = 3.09, p = 0.0342 ¢
44V End " up In"a"Jail T EVM:~ 1.067 ~"0.258"
- EVF: 1.133 0.516
NCM: 1.133  0.352
NCF: 1.267 0.799

P(1, 56) = 0.55, p = 0.4623
L(3, 56) = 1.65, p = 0.1874
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APPENDIX G ‘ x

—— T

—
N
~

~ - ' .
Means, ‘Standard Deviations; F and p values from-the 2-wvay ANOVA, —

F and p values from the Levene's Test of Equal Variances, for

the "Likely" Ratings of the 44 pre{iistedrFutute Selves.

-

— EVM= Evangelical Males
) EVF= Evangelical Pemales
. NCM= Non-Committed Males
NCP= Non-Committed Pemales
® significhnt at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level S
*** Significant at ,001 level
*ett Significant at .0001 level
All the P values are for the
Group Main effect. Main effect
for Sex is specified by '+°
L = Levene's test for equal variances

- s

1) Pull time ministry EVM
. EVF

F(1, 56) = 38.70, P = 0.0000 =#e=
L(3, 56) = 6.73, p = 0.0006 ==+

2) Communicate God"s message
effectively to others

r(1, 56) = 76.02, p = 0.0000 *ese
L{3, 56) = 1.28, p = 0.2887 . : o o

- - - - - - - - - . o - - - -

3) Havini}a Christian family

F{1, 56) = 35.43, p = 0.0000 *eee
L(3, 56) = 4.51, p = 0.0042 =+

- W - O A > G G - e - -

4) Seeker of God EVM: 5,733 1.387
6.133 1.060

NCH 3.133 2.066

RCP z.apo 1.781

P(1, 56) = 50.36, p = 0.0000 sees
L(3, 56) = 4.25, p = 0.00B9 **

b d *r

5) Eternity with Christ™ ~~ " " "EVM:  6.B67 ~0.352 -

P(1, 56) = 65.09, p = 0.0000 #*wes
L{3, 56) = 20.61, p = 0.0000 *exe

_67'55'EB'EEEGEE""""""""""'"’?""37335';"6T377"’

Pl1, 56) = 27.06, p = 0.0000 =ave N
L(3, 56) = 32.58, p = 0.0000 *e++ .
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Appendix G (continued):

GROUP MEAN 5D  _
. 1T Active church Involvement - EVi: 5.8607 77748
o ) EVP:  6.000  1.254
A : ~ NCH: 2.933 2.154

: 2 NCP: 2.933 1.751
F(1,°56) = §9.86, p = 0.0000 **#s
L(3, 56) = 3.41, p = 0.0237 ¢

8] Devoted In"my duty "TEVM. 5L487 " 70.743
tovards others LEVP: 5.400 0.986

. ' NOM: 4.400 1.595
NCF: 4.400 1.595

r(1, 56) « 9.69, p = 0.0029 ** )
L(3, 56) = 2,41, p = 0.0763 , A .

9y Bible-scHolar - Evi: i.733 1457
. = EVF: §.067 1.668

: NCM: 1.667 1.175

NCP: 1.667 1.113

r(1, 56} = 47.22, p = 0.0000 #**s
L(3, 56) = 0.70, p = 0.5563

~

10 Christ-ITke """~ ""7TTTTTTTTTTTT EViM: T TTBU333TTTTITI8T T
: ' EVFP: 5.067 1.100
NCM: 1.867 1.302

F(1, S56) = 105,32, p = 0.0000 **e+
L(3, 56) = 0.39, p = 0.7635

177 0wn"a big Tuxurious house ™ ~ " "EWM: 3.067  1.710
' . : EVF: 2.867  1.598
: NCM: 4.333 1.799
: 4.333 1.633

F(1, 56) = 9.85, p = 0.0027 **
L(3, S6) = 0.45, p = 0.7177 -

127 TLivIng together ™ with  —  _~ EVM:  3.B00 2.537 "
8 spouse o EVF: 1.667 1.496
. : NCM: 5.600 1.404
: - NCF: 5.333 2,257
L F(1, 56) = 39,09, p = 0.0000 *nre
L(3, 56) = 4.50, p = 0.0067 #**
13 Workaholle™ """ TTTTTTTTTTT EVM 3,087 "C17280
, EVF: 2,667 1.447
NCM: 4.133 1.846
NCF: 3.267 1.486

P(1, 56) = 4.46, p = 0.0393 *
L(3, 56) = 2,01, p = 0.1226

. 14) Married more than once EVM: 1.200 0.414

- EVF: 1.267 0.799
NCM: 1.867 0.915

NCF: —2.733 2.052

F(1, 56) = 11.66, p = 0.0012 s*+
L(3, 56) = 11.42, p = 0.0000 *+s+




‘Appentdix G (continued):

P(1, 56) « 14.74, p = 0,0003 *»¢
L(3, 56) = 1.82, p-= 0.1541

=~

GROUP MEAN SD
157 Win"a"big fottery T EVM:TTTTTT1I2000 LA 0
., EVF: 1.200  0.414
NCM: 2.000 1.648
: NCF: 2.133  1.060
FP(1, 56) = 10.78, p = 0.0018 **
L(3, 56) = 4.33, p = 0.0081 **
16) Wear fashionable clothes™ -~ "EWM:  ~3.267  1.781
EVF: 4.133 1,552
NCM: 4.067 1.668
NCF: 5.067 1.870
P(1, 56) = 3.83, p = 0.0552 % :,
(1, S6) = 4.45, p = 0,0394 * +
L(3, 56) = 0.41, p = 0.7432
17) Able "to manipulate people Evi: T 272677777038
- _ EVP: 2.067 1.033
NCM: 4.000 1,733 —_—
g NCP: 3.867 1.506
(1, 56) = 22,29, p = 0.0000 #***
L(3, S6) = 2.44, p = 0.0735
18) Marry a famous personality BVM: T TTTT17800 C1.800°"
— EVF: 1.400 0.507
NCM: 2.000 1.195
: NCF: 3,133 1.922
r(1, S6) = 8.95, p = 0,0041 **
L(3, 56) = 8.12, p = 0.0001 tees
18 TSEXY T T YT EW:T 77T 3.6677 77178157
EVF: 2.533 1,767
NCM: 4.333  1.496
. - NCF: 4.400 1,298
P(1, 56) = 8.98, p = 0.0041 **
L(3, 56) = 1, 08, p = 0.3670
20) Glamorous Wedia Personality AT "R 1T A D T T
EVF: 1,333 0.352
- : , NCM: 2.267 1.033
i : NCF: 2.667 1.676
F(1,°56) = 13,81, p = 0.0005 ***
L(3, S6) = 12,78, p = 0.0000 ****
21) Fashion-model ~~~~~"TTTTTTTTTTT Ew: 77 1.067 "0.258""
EVF: 1.267 1.033
- NCM: 1.400 0.828
NCF: 1.867 1.186 ¢
?(1, S6) = 4.05, p = 0.0491 * '
L(3, 56) = 3.90, p = 0.0133 * X
22V Have an Taffair’ T TTTTTTTTT EVM: TTTTT178007 T0.%86
EVF: 1.400 1.121
NCM: 2.800 1.612
NCF: 2.867 . 1,552 —~



Appendix G (contihued):

v

GROUP MEAN $D
337 fave a very attractive body Ei: 385337710852
: ’ EVP: 3.267 1.100
NCM: 4.200 1.656
L - NCP: 4.733 1.831
(1, 56) = 7.03, p = 0.0104 **
L(3, S6) = 1.34, p = 0.2718
24) Divorced ~ EVMr 1.000 0.0
: : EVP: 1,000 0.0
NCM3 2.533 0.834
¢ ’ NCF: 2.467 1,727
"P(1, 56) = 36.72, p = 0.0000 www
L(3, 56) = 21.81, P = 0.0000 *#*=¥ B -
28Y Gay/Lesbian EVii: 1.067  ~0.258
. EVP: 1.067 0.258
NCM: 1.400 1,298
. . - NCP: 1,867 1,807
r(1, 56) = 3,79, p = 0.0566 *
L(3, 56) = 6.43, P = (0.0008 w#e+
28Y Turn avay from God EW: 1,487 7707831 ¢
EVF: 1,400 0.737
. NCM: 3.067 2.052
- NCF: 1,933 1,624
P(1, 56) '= 8.44, p = 0.0052 »* ’
L(3, 56) = 4.80, P = 0.0048 ** i
27 7all from God"s grace EVM:  1.467  0.640
EVF: 1.267 0.594
NOM: 2.267 1.486
. NCFs | 2.200 1.612
r(1, 56) = 8.09, p = 0.0062 ** T
L(3, 56) = 6.36, P » 0.0009 wr* ’
28Y Occasionally getting drunk BV TTTTIUIITTLO00CC
with friends - EVF: 1.467 0.834
NCM: 4.667 2.160 .
NCF: 3.533 2.475
P(1, 56) = 29.54, P = 0.0000 svee
L{(3, 56) = 11.49, P =-0.0000 *%ee -
23) Friends & family disapproving  EVM: 3.5337 7T 1TEEE T
my beliefs & values EVF: 2.533 1.457
’ NCM: 2.867 1,506
NCF: 2.667 2.667
F(1, 56) = 1.29, p = 0.2608
L(3, 56) = 0,24, P = 0.8652
30) Police officer ~ T TTTT°T EW: T TT1.400 TT0LE2E
EVF: 1,133 0.352
NCM: 1.800 1.781
. NCF: 1.533 1.533
P(1, S6) = 1.63, p = 0.1988
L(3, 56) = 2,97, p = 0.0394 ®
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Appendix G (continued): . \

GROUP MEAN SD
37V Lack of self-control/” EVM: 887 VBT
’ ~_discipline EVF: 2,333  1.047

: NCM: 2.867 1.356
’ NCPF: 2.667 . 1,496
P(1, 56) = 0.25, p = 0.6168 : /
L{3, 56) = 0.82, p = 0.4891 |
32) Impotent/Non-orgasmic EVM: 1.3337770.877
: . EVF: 1.400 0.737
NCM: 1.667 1.113
’ NCP: 1.667 0.900
r(1, 56) = 1.82, p= 0.183
L(3, 56) = 1.0 p = 0.3980
33) Suffer a nervous breakdown EVM: 107336 EEY
EVF: 1.400 .0.507
NCM: 1.800 1.082
, NCP: 2.067  1.534
P(1, 56) = 1,77, p = 0,1890°
L(3, 56) = 2,96, p=0.0399
31) Victimn of AIDS TR 1720077040
- EVP: 1.067 0.258
NCM: 1.267 0.458
. NCP: 1.533 0.990
F(1, 56) = 2.99, p = 0.0895
L(3, 56) = 9.46, p = 0.0000 s .
357 Ram-TTTRTIZVETTT - EVM: 3.0007°°7.137
EVP: 2.800 1.859
NCM: 2.400 1.502
- NCPF: - 2.267 1.534

P(1, 56) = 0.03, p = 0.8666
L(3, 56) = 3.34, p = 0.0257 *

38) Lonely/Depressed " "TTTEWM: 27667 C1.387°
. ’ EVF: 2.267 1.438
_ NCM: 2.600 1.502
. B NCF: 2.667 1.447
P(1, 56) = 0.20, p = 0.6672
L(3, 56) = 0.08, p » 0.9702
37 "Not being helpful to ~~~~~"°°"" EVM: T TTTTNU833 IO
- others EVP: 1.600 0.737
NCM: 2.000 1.134
: , NCP: 1.800 1.207
F(1, 56) = 0.25, p = 0.6225
L(3, 56) = 0.77, p = 0.5154
38Y Pail to reach my spiritual-  EWM: 3.200° 71,658
goals EVP: 3.000 1.558
» NCM: 2.067 1.668
. NCF: - 2.733 1.438

P(1, 56) = 2.93, p = 0.0922
L(3, 56) = 0.23, p = 0.8766
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Appendix G (continued):

i

) GROUP MEAN SD
357 Not belng useful In Iife EVi: 1,667  0.724
EVF: 1.600 0.986
NCM: 1.933 1.486
: ‘ . NCF: 1.533  0.834
P{1, 56) = 0.14, p = 0.7133 .
L(3, 56) = 2,10, p = 0.1100
107 End up In"a Jail™" EVM: 1.800° 8.737°
EVF; 1.200 0.561
NCM: 1.265 0.458
NCF: 1.400 ~ 1.056
P(1, S56) = 0.12, p = 0.7279
L(3, 56) = 1.47, p = 0.2314 .
7Y Become a celebrity EVM: 2.533 1,060
’ . " BEVF: 1,867 1.060
NCM: 2.467 1.125
NCP: 2.933 1.831
r(1, 56) = 2.18"p = 0,1450 .
L(3, 56) = 1.90, p = 0.1400
43) Succomb tgﬂigrfali =T TTEwM: 2.000 T I
- temptations EVF: 2.800 1.859
NCM: 2.400 1.502
NCP: 12,267 1.534
r{1, 56) = 0.03, p = 0,866
L{(3, 56) = 3.34, P = 0,0257 ¢
437 Good example to others eV 5Ta00 0.737
. EVF: . 5.267 1.280
NCM: 5.400 0.828
RCP: - "5.333 1.29
r(1, 56) = 0.01, p = 0.9039 )
- L(3, 56) = 1.91, P = 0.1384 _ ‘
41) Work among common/poor BEVM: T 4.467 1,187
. people EVF: 4.467 1.922
. NCM: 3.333 1.799
NCF:

, 4.133  1.642
r(i, 56) = 2,92, p = 0.0929 i )
L(3, 56) = 1,12, p = 0,350!
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