PAGE  
1

Mark Schneider

Qualitative Methods
Prof. Ann Lin
Spring 2005
Religiosity: In Search of Conceptual Validity 


America is one of the most religious countries in the world. Norris and Inglehart found the U.S. to hold the highest level of private religious participation of any post-industrial democracy and the third highest level of organized religious worship behind Ireland and Italy.
 In this context, religious beliefs appear to have profound effect upon political beliefs. For example, 71% of protestant evangelicals and 38% of non-Latino Catholics considered religion either more important than or equally import to any other factor in determining their vote for president in 2004.
 Recent research on the relationship between religion and politics suggests that a high degree of religious devotion/commitment-- labeled religiosity—predicts conservative political opinions. Nonetheless, an evangelical bias pervades operationalization of this concept. This bias toward capturing religiosity as a measure of how closely survey respondents fall from evangelicals-- if not the Christian right itself-- has impeded scholars’ ability to understand the link between religion and politics.
 Thus, I argue that the positivist relationship between religiosity and political opinion cannot be valid with such an inadequate concept for the former. In this paper, I attempt to form a viable conceptualization and measure for religiosity rooted in interview data. In this process, I critique previous measurement of religiosity (mostly based on NES survey data) and suggest more effective indicators following the Adcock and Collier (2001) method. 
Addressing this concept suffers from several limitations in terms of the quantity and diversity of data. First, I restrict my data to eight interviews with Christian parishioners. These interviews include respondents from various denominations who attend church regularly. Since I am interested in demonstrating that religiosity can be high among those who fall outside the scope of its common measurement, it is reasonable to include those of faith exclusively. If I were to follow a positivist argument for the linkage between religion and politics, including the secular among negative cases would be necessary. Here this is not the case. Further, I do not include interviews with religious leaders due to their unique religious backgrounds and tendency to speak as representatives of institutions rather than as individuals.
I restrict my analysis to interviews because I am interested in how people understand the role of religion in their lives and the specific language they use to describe it. Interview data provides rich information regarding religious participation and the importance of religion in daily life as exemplified in a variety of questions. I argue that field notes and official documents from religious organizations do not provide such information. The field notes included in the course archive largely constitute participant observations of worship services and the official documents are largely written by or largely influenced by elites. In none of these documents is the issue of religiosity at the individual level illuminated. 
Why Religiosity?

Religiosity is important for American political science because it has the potential to influence political views and voting to a greater degree than any other source. According to interview data, those I code as high in religiosity expressed political opinions in terms of their religious beliefs and prioritized issues according to the same logic while secular people did not. While I disagree with the claim that religiosity causes individuals to hold conservative positions, I accept that religiosity and the religious moral values that flow from it account for dominant considerations in political opinion formation. This is particularly evident in interviews with evangelicals and one Catholic who invoked religious moral values as their primary determinant in voting for President and/or in taking a variety of positions on social issues. Nonetheless, before addressing the measurement and coding of religiosity it is necessary to understand what it represents both within itself and in explaining politics.

I understand religiosity to refer to the importance of religion in one’s belief system distinct from collective religious practice. In other words, religiosity captures the degree to which individuals understand the world around them in terms of religious beliefs, which may or may not be influenced through their church involvement, but are not constituted by church attendance. Religiosity has been understood to include both the components of religious participation and religious beliefs. Deciding how to conceptualize religiosity requires an understanding of the causal mechanisms of these components of religion as they pertain to religious devotion. 
One hypothesis for the former would be that attending church makes religious doctrine and inculcation of religious values accessible and routine. In experimental designs in the subject of media and politics, Iyengar and Kinder (1989) found that respondents placed increasing importance on issues given copious attention in the media.
 It may be argued that since weekly church attendees spend over an hour in church each week that they are similarly likely to prioritize religious values. In this case, religious participation represents the opportunity for indoctrination of religious beliefs. Additionally, it is possible that membership in a church social network plays a socializing role in bringing parishioners to adhere to religious principles in the way they live their lives. In this case, the church community plays two roles. First, community activities that provide a sense of belonging to members simultaneously reinforce religious principles. For example, church social activities attended by many devout Christians surround religious themes that reinforce religious teachings from bible study to social gatherings. Further, the threat of social sanctions against members who do not hold to religious principles provides incentives not to defect if belonging in the church community is valued. The problem with this argument is that those whose religious participation is limited to worship services as audience members may or may not adopt the theological content discussed in church outside of church and may or may not have close relationships with the church community. Thus, church participation on a weekly basis may or may not translate into commitment to religious principles. I argue that religious participation is given weight in understanding religiosity because it is expected that commitment to religious principles will be the outcome. This suggests that the latter captures the essence of religiosity. Therefore, commitment to religious principles otherwise described as religious salience best captures the background concept of religious devotion and stands as my systematized concept from which my discussion of indicators will follow.

The best test of conceptual validity for religiosity pertains to its explanatory power in explaining political views. If there is no relationship between the two, there is little purpose in developing a concept of religiosity to understand it. Based on interview data in the course archive it is clear that religious Christians differ markedly from secular respondents in how they think about politics. Those who reported that religion was of primary importance in their lives discussed politics in terms of their religious views regardless of the ideological nature of those views. The secular group generally rooted their political views in terms of civic values, partisanship, personal experiences, and their understanding of political information. This difference is made explicit by interviews with Amber (secular) and JF (highly religious).
AMBER: My political beliefs are part of what’s driven the cementing of my feeling where I stand spiritually, because I don’t see a lot of the principles and practices advocated by organized religion as reconcilable with the humanistic and political views that I hold on different issues.
  
JF: I would consider myself a fiscal conservative but now that’s changing. Hopefully I’m coming more in line with the convictions captured in the scripture. 
In these statements, it appears that religious Christians’ think about politics in terms of religious discourse whereas secular people (and weakly religious Christians) think about politics in terms of non-religious values and political considerations. The belief systems of religious Christians place primary weight in religious doctrine while less religious Christians and secular people place greater weight in non-religious considerations than religious ones when making political decisions. I argue that religious salience captures the concept of religiosity effectively without being confused with other aspects of the religious experience because it addresses the belief systems of religious people. This validly explains how the faithful form their political views. 
Religiosity and the Evangelical Bias: A Brief Review 
Adcock and Collier (2001) argue that measurement is valid when “the scores derived from a given indicator can meaningfully be interpreted in terms of the systematized concept that the indicator seeks to operationalize.”
 I argue that the literature on religiosity largely fails to meet these criteria. A systematized concept has rarely if ever been made explicit. The indicators used in measuring this concept do not measure religious devotion in general but characteristics of religious fundamentalism. And scoring perpetuates evangelical and denominational biases. These problems of measurement validity are consistent with Adcock and Collier’s argument that systematic measurement error arises when the links between concepts, indicators and scores are poorly developed.
 In this section, I challenge the effectiveness of previously used indicators of religiosity. This provides a context for the following section on selection of appropriate indicators grounded in course data.
A brief review of the literature on religiosity suggests that scholars have proposed indicators consistent with the defining features of evangelical Christians if not evangelical Christians with conservative affinities. According to interview transcripts in the class archive, evangelicals hold the bible as absolute and literal truth, consider themselves born again, and rate religion at high importance in their daily lives regardless of context. To illustrate this depiction, an evangelical named Sam said, 
I am a Christian, and what that means is that I am giving my heart and my life to Jesus Christ… That means I should spend time doing what he tells me to do… [Being a Christian] is about living your life and understanding that the best thing for me is to please my father. [It’s about] Realizing you were in darkness and finding your father.

Most blatantly biased among measures of religiosity includes Miller and Wattenberg’s (1980) six indicators for religiosity: thermometer rating of moral majority, affective closeness to moral majority, importance of religion, religion provides daily guidance, identify as born again, and consider bible as G-d’s word. Based on the aggregate score for these indicators and their relationship to political opinions on a wide variety of issues, Miller and Wittenberg argue that a clear relationship exists between religiosity and politics. They write,

Those higher on the religiosity scale were more likely to accept the label of conservative: 80% of those at the most fundamentalist end of the scale considered themselves as such…Generally support for  conservative policy preferences on social issues was found to increase linearly with religiosity.

I argue that this finding is tautological because religiosity is conflated with conservative political views. If one includes affinities toward the Christian right within the measurement of religiosity it is not surprising that religiosity is related to conservative politics. It is also not informative in explaining the role religiosity (religious devotion isolated from politics) plays in influencing political views.  

Laymen and Carmines (1997) exclude questions of affinity toward the religious right, but perpetuate the evangelical bias. They base their measure for religiosity—also referred to as religious traditionalism-- on questions concerning whether on not the bible should be taken literally as the word of G-d, conservatism of denomination (with evangelicals gaining the highest score for this indicator), frequency of church attendance, and the degree of guidance religion plays in respondent’s lives.
 Norris and Inglehart (2004) use a similar set of indicators but exclude the denomination indicator.
 

These measures suffer from problems of conceptual and measurement validity if we expect religiosity to capture the degree of religious commitment across all Christians in the United States. Although systematized concepts for religiosity are not made explicit in these works, it appears that religiosity I these works refers to fundamentalist religious beliefs held by (Protestant) evangelicals. Beyond limitations for generalizability, this conceptualization is conflated with the outcome variable. Miller and Wattenberg (1980) include conservative political affinities in their concept of religiosity and demonstrate that religiosity is linked to conservative political views. Others limit their concept to aspects of Christian fundamentalism and demonstrate that religious fundamentalism relates to political positions consistent with religious fundamentalist views. Both cases suggest tautology.


These scholars’ indicators also show a systematic bias toward measures specific to evangelicals. First, indicators for religiosity emphasize the degree of literalness of biblical interpretation. This measure leaves out Catholics who hold church dogma rather than the bible as their primary source of church dogma. Second, denominations that line up most closely to those represented by the Christian right are considered higher on the religiosity continuum. It is not clear why religious doctrinal commitment should be affected by liberalness of denomination; yet, it appears that denominations most associated with evangelical religious movements gain higher scores of religiosity.
 Third, the invocation of the born again experience is specific to evangelicals and not helpful for understanding religious devotion as a general concept. Fourth, participation does not capture the salience of religion in people’s lives directly. Several cases in the class data set consider themselves ethnic Christians or report attending church either for social reasons or because they wanted to raise their children with religion regardless of parents’ own religious commitments. Finally, respondents’ subjective interpretations of the question of religious importance capture little information in terms of the degree of influence. This question suffers from variance in interpretation by interviewees, response bias based on how the question is asked by interviewers, and potential bias in over-interpretation by researchers.
 
Grounded Theory and Religiosity

Interview data from the course archive suggests that many commonly used indicators for religiosity do not effectively measure religious devotion despite defining the concept as such. The grounded theory approach holds that concepts should be discovered from data and constantly refined through the coding process. Glazer and Strauss (1969) focus on building concepts and theory rather than testing and criticize those who test theories in order to refute them without providing further theoretical innovation. In this section, I use Adcock and Collier’s methods of content and convergent/discriminant validation in order to establish the most fruitful indicators and challenge those either contradicted in the data or biased to specific demographics. Since I posit that religious salience is the most appropriate concept available to capture religiosity, I practice convergent/discriminant validation by comparing scoring of my measure for religiosity (religious salience) to other indicator(s). 
Religious Salience

Previous measurement of religious salience in NES survey data leaves scholars with a shallow and unreliable measure for an indicator vital in understanding religiosity and its links to political views. This indicator is captured in survey data by asking respondents how important religion is to them in a multiple choice format. This method is prone to measurement error. Respondents may provide an answer that exaggerates the importance of religion on their personal lives in a closed question or they may answer with a different conception of importance than the interviewer. Open-ended interviews control for these problems to a significant extent. They allow respondents to explain the importance of religion in their own words and allow the researcher to trace religious invocations throughout the interview in search of further observable implications of religious salience.


As said earlier, I understand religious salience to refer to the importance religion plays in daily life based on two indicators. The first refers to how respondents answered open-ended questions about the role religion plays in daily life.
 This question (asked in various ways) allows respondents to explain personally felt religious salience in their own words. As respondents must come up with their own answers, there is less bias toward higher religious importance in answering this question than in closed-questionnaire formats. It is also possible to learn more qualitatively through an analysis of the language used by respondents to describe religious salience. Amber (low religiosity) exemplifies the added richness of interview data for this indicator.

PAUL:  Has your religious upbringing influenced your life as an adult?  Do you have any religious tenants that you live by in your life?

AMBER:  I would consider myself to have very strong spiritual beliefs.  I don’t believe in participation of organized religion.   Not that I don’t believe that it lacks value for people who choose to do that, but I don’t feel it has a place in my life.

Although this question could have been worded in a manner more conducive to open discussion, the free response requirement allowed Amber to provide qualitative details about the nature of religious beliefs and made it difficult to provide a shallow answer.  The second source for coding records invocations of religious doctrine or references to religious values in the interviews. Here, I understand religious doctrine to refer to any denomination’s source of religious principles/teachings. For Protestants the bible is the dominant source although church may also be emphasized. For Catholics church dogma is primary. If this approach extended to Muslims, Buddhists, and Hindus, invocations of their primary religious texts and doctrines would be coded. I argue that this indicator provides an additional measure of religious importance. Since such invocations are not explicitly invited by interviewers, the invocation of religious doctrine provides an observable implication for religious salience and provides insights concerning the role religious beliefs play in respondents’ belief systems. Those who self-identified as devout all made such references to doctrine in interviews.
My coding rules for religious salience are as follows. Where doctrinal invocation occurs in non-political discussion and where religion is explicitly deemed of high importance, I code high religiosity.
 Where religion is deemed important without invocation of religious doctrine, I code intermediate religiosity.
 And where religion is not deemed important and religious doctrine is not invoked, I code low religiosity.
 The logic of this coding is that religious beliefs are most salient when individuals’ feel guided by them in various arenas of life. I assume that if religion is salient (among those who are active in organized religious practice) that doctrine plays some role in shaping personal views and will be invoked in articulating these views. I also assume that if religion serves as a central guide, respondents will assert this in a form understandable to the researcher when directly asked a question about it. To illustrate my coding choices, I provide an example of a high religiosity case with an interview I conducted with JF. 
JF is a conservative evangelical who considers himself extremely religious and who frequently references scripture in responses to non-political and political questions.
M: How would you say your daily life is influenced by your religious beliefs in terms of practical decisions or political decision?

JF: It’s key. My understanding of what the scripture says and what Christ says gives me a philosophy of life and a philosophy for life. 
M: What do you mean by that?
JF: …It gives me a broader picture of what I should be giving my life to [and] what life is all about... Ideally my life will be fully integrated with my religious beliefs. There would ideally be no difference between my inner life and my outer life.

In this excerpt it is clear that religious doctrine and religious values play a significant role in JF’s life. JF wishes to have all of his thoughts and behavior follow from his religious beliefs, which are rooted in scripture. According to my indicators for religiosity, I code JF with high religiosity. Applying this scoring to nomological validation, JF’s political views are also primarily informed by and framed within his religious beliefs. Therefore, I argue that my measure of religiosity passes those tests of validation suggested by Adcock and Collier.
Participation

As discussed above, interview data suggests that religious participation is an inconsistent measure for religiosity as my (religious salience) indicators hold weak relationship to this indicator in several arguably non-outlier cases. Adcock and Collier write, 

Stronger associations constitute evidence that supports interpreting indicators as measuring the same systematized concept—thus providing convergent validation; whereas weaker associations support the claim that they measure different concepts, thus providing discriminant validation.
 
Course data suggest that where community ties to the church are strong-- whether ethnic, racial, or otherwise—high participation may not relate to high religious salience. Additionally, high recent participation among parents who wish to raise their children with faith does not necessarily correspond to high levels of religiosity. Nonetheless, in both cases the participation indicator would receive high scores, inflating the aggregate religiosity score. 

The first situation is highlighted by Kenyatha Lothis’ interview with I. In this case, ‘I’ understands her church in almost purely secular ways and does not invoke religious teachings in her discussion about religion and politics.
K: Do you see a connection between your religious life and how you understand politics?

I:  They are inherently related.  At my first church there was a tapestry of Martin Luther King, John F. Kennedy, and Bobby Kennedy on the wall.  Yet, there was no picture of Jesus.  The church, to me is about community.  It was in the church that I learned about service to the community.
In this excerpt, ‘I’ makes references to political figures rather than religious ones and sees her church as the source of her community activism. She does not mention the influence that religious doctrine or church theological teachings play and diminishes its impact later in the interview. Her absence of invocation of religion in both discussion of politics and her church suggests that I’s religious beliefs do not dominant her daily life. 
I:  I think I am an ethnic Christian.  You can’t be black in America and not be associated in some way with Christianity…  It’s part history and part socialization.  But the institution is socially backwards; with its focus on self-judgment.  For example, the minister of the church that my family currently attends is very active with George W. Bush.  He did the prayer at Bush’s first inauguration.  How could a Black minister hang out with a Republican President?  So I’ve thought about this a lot.  The Pastor does not control who I am and what I do.  I can be strong in what I believe in and do what I want...
I think that this new and developing disconnect between individuals’ secular lives and their religion is good.
  
Here, an individual with high religious engagement takes strong disagreement with the black church as an institution, its religious leaders, and strongly supports the separation of religion from the civic sphere. Further, ‘I’ consistently places her personal views over her religious views and limits the church to the social sphere. Interestingly, when ‘I’ mentions the ubiquitous linkage between religion and politics, she sees politics present in church but not necessarily church present in politics in the theological sense. 

The second category of high religious engagement without high religiosity is captured in Carolyn Loh’s interview with D. In this case, the respondent did not begin attending church consistently until she had children. She also continues to be ambivalent about religion and has an atheist husband (named J). 
After we had kids, I wanted to find a faith community and make that part of our lives.  J. is an atheist—he grew up going to church but eventually found that other people were hypocritical and became very cynical.  So when I said I wanted to find a church, he was pretty dubious; he’s pretty uncomfortable with Christianity.  But he’s a member of a lot of German clubs, and a lot of those fun old German guys go to Bethlehem United Church of Christ.  So I suggested that we go there, about three years ago, and two years ago we became members.  J. sings in the choir and he can go on being an atheist… I’m trying to figure out if Christianity is working for me.  I’m just trying to figure it out right now.

This respondent would have received a high score on the religious participation indicator of all studies of religiosity cited in this paper. However, there appears to be a strong disconnect between church attendance and salience of religious beliefs. For example, D’s husband attends church and participates in the choir while retaining his atheism. D herself has been attending frequently for two years but remains unsure whether or not Christianity is for her.


These cases present problems for measuring religiosity. If religious devotion is to be captured by religious participation, how can three individuals (including J), attend church regularly without any invocation of religious doctrine and a seemingly low level of importance of religion in their daily lives? While all of the cases in the course archive which I code as high religiosity report weekly religious participation at minimum, these examples suggest that religious participation is perhaps a necessary but insufficient component of religiosity. For this reason, I exclude religious participation as an indicator for religiosity.

Evangelical Bias: Dismissing the Irrelevant


Several indicators used to measure religiosity are specific to evangelicals. Many of the interviews in the course archive which I code as high on religiosity share these features of evangelicals; however, the evangelical selection bias among the high religiosity category in our interview data should not lead to acceptance of conceptual bias toward evangelicals in the literature. Although the interviews that I have coded are overwhelmingly evangelical, I argue that evangelism or religious fundamentalism does not capture the essence of religiosity as a concept. Therefore, I dismiss the indicators measuring for identification as born again Christians and making distinctions of religiosity by denomination or connection to religious movement. 


For example, Paul is a highly religious Catholic. He invokes his religious beliefs and Catholic church doctrine in everything he does from politics to school work, but as a Catholic he would not say he had be saved and would receive a score four points lower than an evangelical on the Laymen and Carmines (1997) denomination scale. Paul epitomizes religiosity and demonstrates high religious salience; however, he does not share evangelical traits because he is not an evangelical.  
 Paul:  I try to look at anything that comes in front of me you know like an assignment or if someone asks my advice on something…I use my faith as the baseline for whatever opinion or whatever take I’m going to do on something, let’s say writing or something.   I don’t necessary need to spell it out explicitly, but I reflect in light of my faith… I try to translate faith into action through that...  And I just try to manifest the faith through my words, actions, etc.

Scholars such as Leege and Welch (1989) attempt to address the failure of this literature to address Catholics, but avoid the term religiosity.
 This suggests that religiosity as a concept is exclusively applicable to Protestants and evangelicals in particular. As this is a case of systematic bias, I suggest eliminating those indicators that cannot be exported beyond the evangelical category.
Doctrine

Another common indicator for studies of religiosity in America is doctrinal orthodoxy or theological traditionalism as labeled by Green et al. of the Pew survey. In his discussion of coding for traditionalist Christians, Green wrote that the measure of biblical authority (how literally should the bible be followed) is a suitable measure for religious beliefs.
 This however suffers from two major problems at the denominational and individual levels. First, biblical authority is important to those denominations that emphasize direct relationship of the bible most. This leaves out Catholics and other denominations that emphasize the bible to varying degrees. For example, the Catholic respondent—Paul-- invoked Vatican orders rather than the bible in discussion of his political beliefs.
 I argue that doctrinal authority should extend to church dogma if that is prior to the bible. The restriction to the bible as doctrinal source leads to denominational bias which codes those from denominations that place most authority in literal biblical interpretation most highly in religiosity.  
Additionally, it is not clear what respondents might be thinking when responding to a multiple choice question on doctrinal authority. Does saying that the bible should be followed to the word mean that respondents with that answer follow the bible in such absolute terms, or, are they answering the question based on their religious schooling in youth regardless of the current influence of the bible on their daily lives? Further, it is not clear how individuals with this response apply biblical teachings across issue spheres. Since respondents are unlikely to think deeply about how biblical authority should be applied, it is not clear how their answers should be interpreted. Due to the complications with this indicator as it has been measured and due to the fact that few interviews explicitly ask the question of doctrinal importance, I do not measure doctrinal authority in its own category. Instead, following suggestions by Glazer and Strauss to combine indicators where appropriate, I code for invocations of doctrine in my religious salience indicator explained above.
Conclusion and Prospectus

To conclude, I have argued that religiosity should be understood as religious salience measured by the two indicators of invocation of religious doctrine and expressed importance of religion in daily life. Using grounded theory and techniques of validation, I found all other indicators used to capture the concept of religious devotion inadequate due to a failure of convergent/discriminant validation or evangelical bias in indicators. Following the four levels of conceptualization and measurement presented by Adcock and Collier, I have attempted to define religiosity, extract a systematized concept from it, and establish those indicators that best capture the concept. Through my coding scheme I have also delineated rules for scoring, which hold up to nomological validation. In essence, I have applied the concept of religiosity to all steps outlined by Adcock and Collier that I deemed appropriate to my purpose. 
That said, my conceptualization of religiosity has been guided by debilitating limitations of data in format, content, diversity, and quantity. Although I consider the cases mentioned in this paper typical of the American faithful, it is not possible to determine how representative they are in America or even Ann Arbor. Further, although I have resisted the evangelical bias in conceptual terms, the over-sampling of evangelical respondents in the data-set made it impossible to sufficiently understand how and if religiosity differs across Christian denominations. The fact that only one high religiosity Catholic case was included in the course data-set makes it unclear whether religiosity has a similar impact across denominations or if it does not with a few extreme exceptions. Additionally, the lack of consistency across interview questions and contexts impedes the ability to draw inferences across cases.
These data limitations may have influenced my indicator for doctrinal invocation. Although my coding showed this indicator applicable to all cases of those who considered themselves devout in their religion, it may be argued that the magnitude of evangelicals made it more likely that religious respondents would invoke religious doctrine. I attempted to address this problem by including invocation of religious values in that indicator as well, which was applicable to Paul (Catholic), but the absence of further data from non-evangelicals leaves this indicator in need of further testing. Further, reliability may be threatened under these limited data conditions. In my own analysis, I code with the identical spelled-out rules and argue that my coding would be identical in re-coding. Nonetheless, since some of my data came from interviews conducted by others with different research questions in mind and variations in interview content and emphasis, the type and frequency of religious and non-religious invocation in non-political and political discussion may have been affected. For example, certain questions about religion and politics are more likely to elicit responses with religious language and some questions may be more likely to elicit biblical references than others. If reliability in part refers to methodological consistency, inconsistency in data collection poses a threat to reliability across data collectors.  
These problems could be rectified with a stratified random probability sample including all denominations of Christianity represented in the sample according to their proportion in the U.S. population. Qualitative methods would remain the strategy due to the strengths discussed earlier; however, quantitative methods would be applied to control for education, income, and region. In this scenario, I would pursue semi-structured interviews in which all questions are identical (with amendment only for differences in denominational vernaculars) but responses are free. This will remove problems of reliability associated with questionnaire inconsistency and will remove the evangelical bias in our class data. Further, the questionnaires would directly cater to those areas of religiosity deemed relevant in its measurement and would investigate the relationship between religious beliefs and a wider variety of topics including family, personal, and political issues. This will increase the diversity of observable implications of religious salience independent of politics while allowing for data collection on the link between religion and politics for positivist applications in later stages of research.

Research pursuing positivist questions on the link between religiosity and political opinion would also be valuable. One interesting question would ask how religious Christians from Christian majority and minority countries differ in the degree to which their political and religious beliefs cohere. The hypothesis briefly supported in this paper suggests that high religiosity relates to an understanding of politics shaped by religious beliefs. Nonetheless, studies of religiosity among Christians have been primarily if not entirely based on members of majority religions. Holding constant primary sources of religious doctrine and, where possible, (broad) denomination, this type of study could provide insights on the role of religiosity in political opinion formation in a sharply different context. Here, we would avoid the geographical, demographical, and denominational biases and gain the opportunity to see how coherent the belief systems of religious Christians are across contexts. I would carry out this study through collecting in-depth interview data from a representative sample of Christians from two Christian majority countries and two non-Christian majority countries following the paired comparison method.
 This project would necessitate a multi-stage grounded theory approach. First, a concept of religiosity in each context that matches members’ understanding would need to be drawn from data. Second, in-depth interviews only measuring for religiosity (not political views) would need to be taken among a representative sample. Third, those coded high religiosity in the first round would need to be interviewed again on the link between religion and politics regarding a large number of issues. The interview process would likely need to be undertaken by trained students from the local community, particularly for Christian minority interviews where respondents may be afraid to speak as Christians. This research project would need an extreme level of planning beyond the purview of this section; however, I argue that moving the literature on religiosity from context-specificity to greater generalizability outside the U.S. should be a major goal for scholars of religion and politics.

In conclusion, I have argued that religiosity as a concept that explains political beliefs has been abused and biased. Following the grounded theory suggestion to build concepts from data and exclude or combine concepts as deemed appropriate through the coding process, I argue that religious salience best captures the concept of religious devotion based on limited data. A way to improve validity and address biases with greater generalizability would be to collect data representative of the diversity of Christian groups in diverse contexts. If our interest is to understand the dynamic and complicated relationship between religiosity and politics, I advocate transcending American cultural stereotypes of the pious for the greater benefit of social scientific innovation.
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� One way to more easily control for region might be to make within country comparisons. For example, one could compare between Christians in Northern Nigeria where they are in the minority and Southern Nigeria where they are in the majority. 





