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Cultural religiosity has received little attention in psychology.
This is an oversight, as cultural religiosity is an impactful cross-
cultural dimension. We proceed to demonstrate that cultural
religiosity shapes human psychology through three paths. First,
cultural religiosity influences personal religiosity, which has
many personal consequences. Second, cultural religiosity
engenders personal consequences, independent of personal
religiosity. Finally, cultural religiosity qualifies many of the
effects of personal religiosity on personal consequences. The
three paths are not unique to cultural religiosity; equivalent
paths exist for virtually all cross-cultural dimensions. Yet, the
three paths are particularly impactful in the domain of cultural
religiosity.
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When psychologists think of cross-cultural dimensions,
cultural religiosity does not spring to their minds imme-
diately. We argue here that this is unfortunate, because
cultural religiosity is an important cross-cultural dimen-
sion. In Section ‘Cultural religiosity’, we describe cultural
religiosity. In Section “Three paths on how cultural reli-
giosity shapes human psychology’, we delineate three
paths on how cultural religiosity influences human psy-
chology. In Section ‘Cultural religiosity is particularly
powerful’, we document the power of those paths.

Cultural religiosity

Culture is situated at different geographic levels [1°°].
Cultural religiosity can be observed at the country level
(people score higher on religiosity in Indonesia and lower
in Sweden 2°°), at the state-level (people score higher on
religiosity in the US state of Mississippi and lower in the
state of Vermont 3), and at more granular geographic
levels (e.g. regions — 4°; cities — 5°). Formally, then,
cultural religiosity means the average religiosity of people
within a given geographic unit. But what does it mean
psychologically?

Cultural religiosity is a global construct. Like most global
constructs at the person level, cultural religiosity is prob-
ably best conceptualized as hierarchical (¢f. 6). At an
abstract level, cultural religiosity reflects a global cultural
norm to be religious. At a more concrete level, it reflects
more specific norms shared by all world religions [7],
including communion (i.e. altruism, forgiveness, warmth;
8°) and conservation (i.e. tradition, restraint, security; 9°).
At an even more concrete level, cultural religiosity
reflects very specific norms, including honoring poor
people as much as rich people [10], refraining from feeling
superior to others [8°], and disapproving of suicide [11°°].
The top half of Figure 1 displays the hierarchical struc-
ture of cultural religiosity.

Three paths on how cultural religiosity shapes
human psychology

This section describes three paths on how cultural religi-
osity influences human psychology (Figure 1). The rele-
vant empirical evidence has originated largely in sociol-
ogy, illustrating the potential for synergy between
psychology and sociology.

Path 1: Cultural religiosity shapes personal religiosity,
which has personal consequences

People introject social norms, a behavioral law endorsed
across social sciences (psychology: 12; sociology: 13; polit-
ical science: 14). As an instance of this law, socialization in
religious cultures makes people more religious [15°°].
The effect of cultural religiosity on personal religiosity
is by itself an illustration of how cultural religiosity shapes
human psychology (Figure 1’s path ‘CltRel — PrsRel’).
Once shaped by cultural religiosity, personal religiosity
has personal consequences (Figure 1’s path ‘PrsRel —
PrsCsq’). Stated otherwise, cultural religiosity most
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Three paths that describe how cultural religiosity shapes human psychology.
Note. The figure only includes the paths focal to the present article, while omitting (for clarity reasons) other paths, such as the one from basic
personality to personal religiosity.

likely exerts many of its effects indirectly through per-  of income inequality on lower life satisfaction [21]. In
sonal religiosity (e.g. psychological health — 16; self-  these cases, cultural religiosity probably attenuates all
control — 17; social trust — 18°). those intraindividual effects indirectly through personal

religiosity.
Personal consequences can be not only single variables
(as per the above three examples), but also intraindividual ~ Basic personality moderates Figure 1’s path ‘CltRel —
effects, like the effect of stress on substance use. Personal ~ PrsRel — PrsCsq.” Within the Big T'wo framework, high
religiosity appears to attenuate that effect [19]. Likewise, = communion and low agency are linked to norm confor-
personal religiosity appears to attenuate the effect of  mity [22]. Hence, the association between cultural and
sensation seeking on substance use [20] and the effect  personal religiosity is strengthened by those Big Two
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characteristics [23]. Within the Big Five framework, high
agreeableness, high conscientiousness, and low openness
are linked to norm conformity [24]. Hence, the associa-
tion between cultural and personal religiosity is strength-
ened by those Big Five characteristics [24]. Finally,
within the HEXACO framework, the association between
cultural and personal religiosity is strengthened by high
honesty-humility, high agreeableness, high conscien-
tiousness, and low openness [25].

In summary, the evidence for the ‘CltRel — PrsRel’ path
is plentiful and so is the evidence for the ‘PrsRel —
PrsCsq’ path. Future research will need to provide direct
evidence for indirect effects of cultural religiosity through
personal religiosity on personal consequences.

Path 2: Cultural religiosity affects personal
consequences, independent of personal religiosity
Cultural religiosity also has personal consequences inde-
pendent of personal religiosity (Figure 1’s ‘CltRel —
PrsCsq’ path). For example, cultural religiosity is linked
to conservative views of morality [26], opposition to
euthanasia [27], and disapproval of homosexuality [28].
It is also linked to lower personal acceptance of suicide
[29]. Building on Durkheim’s [30] view, the sociological
explanation for that independent effect of cultural religi-
osity is ‘that suicide is more strongly prohibited by
churches than it is in other settings, and that the role
of religious communities goes beyond that of protecting
their own members’ (11°%; p. 802). More generally, reli-
gious norms pervade religious cultures and, thus, also
impact their inhabitants independent of personal
religiosity.

Cultural religiosity also has intrapersonal effects (inde-
pendent of personal religiosity). Cultural religiosity
appears to attenuate the intrapersonal effects of lower
income on psychological maladjustment [10], financial
hardship on lower life satisfaction [31], affective experi-
ences on higher life satisfaction [32], and injustice on
lower well-being [33].

In summary, the evidence for path 2 is considerable, but
more research is needed. One should assess personal
consequences at the person level, and control for personal
religiosity [18°], thus assuring that the effect of cultural
religiosity is not indirect through personal religiosity (i.e.
the ‘CltRel — PrsRel — PrsCsq’ path) or spurious to
personal religiosity. Future research should also examine
whether basic personality moderates path 2.

Path 3: Cultural religiosity qualifies the effect of personal
religiosity on personal consequences

Cultural religiosity can additionally shape human psy-
chology by qualifying the effects of personal religiosity on
personal consequences (Figure 1’s ‘PrsRel x CltRel —
PrsCsq’ path). The ‘religiosity fit effect’ is a classic
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example [34]. It stipulates that personal religiosity confers
greater health benefits when cultural religiosity is high
[35°°]. To illustrate, one study (V = 1,188,536) examined
whether the association between personal religiosity and
self-esteem is moderated by cultural religiosity at the
country-level (# = 28), state-level (# = 243), and city-level
(7 =1932) [35°°]. The results revealed that country-level,
state-level, and city-level religiosity moderated the asso-
ciation between religiosity and self-esteem independent
of each other. In effect, a rather strong association
between personal religiosity and self-esteem was esti-
mated in the most religious city of the most religious state
of the most religious country, 8 =.31,95% CI [.27, .36]. By
contrast, no significant association was estimated in the
least religious city of the least religious state of the least
religious country, 8 = —.02, 95% CI [-.05, .01].

Basic personality moderates the ‘PrsRel x CltRel —
PrsCsq’ path. Within the Big T'wo framework, low agency
and high communion breed the desire for person-culture
fit [23]. Consequently, the religiosity fit effect is particu-
larly powerful for people high in communion and those
low in agency [36°]. For similar reasons [24], the religios-
ity fit effect is particularly powerful for people high in
agreeableness and neuroticism and those low in openness,
extraversion, and conscientiousness [36°].

The religiosity fit effect is a specific instantiation of the
‘PrsRel x CltRel — PrsCsq’ path. Other instantiations
follow. Personal religiosity predicts disapproval of suicide,
most so when cultural religiosity is high [37]. Personal
religiosity predicts a higher sense of control over one’s
life, but only if cultural religiosity is high [38]. Personal
religiosity predicts distrust in science, but less so if
cultural religiosity is high [39]. Religious people are less
likely to hold a university degree, but less so if cultural
religiosity is high [40]. Finally, personal religiosity pre-
dicts self-enhancement in self-central domains (e.g. com-
munion), but that effect is #os attenuated in religious
cultures [8°]; in fact, religious people self-enhance more
in religious cultures [8°41]. Those latter results indicate
limits to the effectiveness of religious cultural norms
(here: anti-superiority beliefs; Figure 1): Cultural religi-
osity is apparently not powerful enough to curb basic
psychological needs (self-enhancement; 42). Notably,
though, the evidence is restricted to a few Western
cultures [8°%,41]. Cross-cultural studies on religiosity and
self-enhancement are in high demand.

Cultural religiosity is particularly powerful

Cultural norms influence individuals (Section ‘Path 1:
Cultural religiosity shapes personal religiosity, which has
personal consequences’), but the strength of such effects
is different for different cultural norms. The effect of
cultural religiosity on personal religiosity is particularly
strong [15°°], accounting for about 35% of the variance in
personal religiosity — a convergent finding in sociology
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[43°°] and psychology [44]. By contrast, the ‘who-is-who’
of cross-cultural dimensions account for much less vari-
ance in their person-level equivalents: collectivism (10%),
social values (8%), cultural tightness (7%), basic person-
ality (7%). Indeed, from the 19 cross-cultural dimensions
studied, cultural religiosity emerged as the single most
powerful one by clear margin (cultural religiosity: 34%,
average of other cross-cultural dimensions: 12%; 44). But
why so?

The answer, according to sociology, is the sociality of
religion, ‘a predominantly social phenomenon, in which
people are socialized, controlled, and possibly sanctioned
by their parents, family, neighbors, religious community,
schoolteachers, and other socializing agents’ (45°°, p.
870). From a psychological perspective, sociality matters
for an additional reason. Norms related to social phenom-
ena are publically particularly visible and can, thus, be
perceived more readily and more accurately. Accurate
perception of cultural norms is a precondition to confor-
mity [46].

Thisanswer, however, isincomplete, given that many other
cross-cultural dimensions concern social phenomena, too.
We supplement it by capitalizing on a more unique feature
of religion, the ambivalence that accompanies contemporary
religious belief. When people are ambivalent towards an
issue, they pay more attention to relevant social norms and
conform to them [12]. Ambivalence pertinent to religion
takes the following form. On the one hand, religious belief
is tempting, because it satisfies many psychological desires
[47]. For instance, most Christian believers feel a close
personal connection with an omnipresent, almighty, and
perfectly benevolent God [48]. That personal relationship
feels like a safe haven [49] and allows Christians to bask in
God’s reflected glory, providing a boost to self-esteem [42].
On the other hand, people desire to stay in touch with
reality [50]. That desire may conflict with religiosity, which
can be considered irrational [51] or even delusional [52]; in
fact, psychiatrists often face the difficult decision to judge
whether a person’s beliefs reflect religiosity or schizophre-
nia[53]. Taken together, people will be ambivalent towards
religion, because they will experience an inherent conflict
between what Freud called the pleasure principle (a reli-
gious craving) and the reality principle (an obligation to
reject irrational beliefs). Ambivalence, in turn, will encour-
age conformity to the religious cultural norm.

The strong effect of cultural religiosity on personal reli-
giosity is relevant not only for the ‘CltRel — PrsRel’ path,
but also for the other two paths. More precisely, two
conclusions follow from the strong effect of cultural
religiosity on personal religiosity. First, cultures are rela-
tively homogenous in their endorsement of religiosity,
and that homogeneity renders it difficult for religious
deviants to diverge from ambient religious norms (¢f.
54). Second, cultures vary widely in their religiosity

(compared to variance within cultures), and large variance
is a statistical precondition for finding strong effects.

There is another reason, pertaining to all paths, why
cultural religiosity is so powerful. Religious norms are
sacred for believers [55]. Therefore, believers consider
religious norms non-negotiable [56]. Consequently,
believers may well be insistent that others adhere to
those norms, even when those others are not religious
themselves. Believers may also feel perturbed, if others
violate religious — and, thus, sacred — norms. In an effort
to spare believers’ feelings and for the sake of interper-
sonal relationships, non-religious people in religious
countries may also adhere to religious norms.

Conclusion

When psychologists think of cross-cultural dimensions,
cultural religiosity does not immediately spring to mind.
We sought to make a case that it should, though. We
outlined three paths on how cultural religiosity shapes
human psychology, and reviewed evidence documenting
their effectiveness. The synergy of psychology and soci-
ology promises to sketch out new and exciting research
directions.

Conflict of interest statement
Nothing declared.

Acknowledgements

Supported by the German Research Foundation (DFG; GrantsGE 2515/2-1
andGE 2515/6-1) and the John Templeton Foundation(The Character
Project at Wake Forest University; Grant ID #15519-11-011).

References and recommended reading
Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review,
have been highlighted as:

e of special interest
ee Of outstanding interest

1. Cohen AB: Many forms of culture. American psychologist

ee Psychol 2009, 6:194-204.

Makes the important theoretical point that culture is not refined to
countries at large.

2. Joshanloo M, Gebauer JE: Religiosity’s nomological network

ee and temporal change: Introducing an extensive country-level
religiosity index based on Gallup World Poll data. European
Psychologist Psychol 2020, 25:26-40.

Provides the most complete index of cultural religiosity at the country

level.

3. Diener E, Tay L, Myers DG: The religion paradox: if religion
makes people happy, why are so many dropping out? J Pers
Soc Psychol 2011, 101:1278-1290.

4. Ebert T, Gebauer JE, Talman JR, Rentfrow PJ: Religious people
only live longer in religious cultural contexts: A gravestone
analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology Pers Soc
Psychol 2020, 119:1-6.

Provides evidence that cultural religiosity varies meaningfully accross US
regions.

5. T.M.Entringer, J.E. Gebauer, J. Eck, W. Bleidorn, P.J. Rentfrow, J.

e  Potter, and S.D. Gosling. (in press). Big Five facets and religiosity :
Three large-scale, cross-cultural, theory-driven, and process-
attentive tests. J Person Soc Psychol. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pspp0000364.

Current Opinion in Psychology 2021, 40:73-78

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0020
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000364
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspp0000364

6. Saroglou V: Believing, bonding, behaving, and belonging: the
big four religious dimensions and cultural variation. J Cross
Cult Psychol 2011, 42:1320-1340.

7. Stavrova O, Siegers P: Religious prosociality and morality
across cultures: how social enforcement of religion shapes
the effects of personal religiosity on prosocial and moral
attitudes and behaviors. Pers Soc Psychol Bull 2014, 40:315-
333.

8. Gebauer JE, Sedikides C, Schrade A: Christian self-

e enhancement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology Pers
Soc Psychol 2017, 113:786-809.

Provides evidence that communion is an important religious norm.

9. Saroglou V, Delpierre V, Dernelle R: Values and religiosity: A

e meta-analysis of studies using Schwartz’s model. Personality
and Individual Differences Individ Differ 2004, 37:721-734.

Provides evidence that conservation is an important religious norm.

10. Gebauer JE, Nehrlich AD, Sedikides C, Neberich W: The
psychological benefits of income are contingent on individual-
level and culture-level religiosity. Soc Psychol Pers Sci 2013,
4:569-578.

11. Van Tubergen F, Te Grotenhuis M, Ultee W: Denomination,

ee religious context, and suicide: Neo-Durkheimian multilevel
explanations tested with individual and contextual data.
American Journal of Sociology J Sociol 2005, 111:797-823.

Explains why cultural religiosity can affect personal consequences, inde-

pendent of personal religiosity.

12. SherifThe Psychology of Social Norms. New York, NY: Harper &
Row; 1936.

13. Bourdieu P: Distinction. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press; 1984.

14. Campbell A, Converse PE, Miller WE, Stokes DE: The American
Voter. New York, NY: Wiley; 1960.

15. Kelley J, De Graaf ND: National context, parental socialization,

ee and religious belief: Results from 15 nations. American
Sociological Review Sociol Rev 1997, 62:639-659.

Provides evidence that cultural religiosity shapes personal religiosity.

16. Smith TB, McCullough ME, Poll J: Religiousness and
depression: evidence for a main effect and the moderating
influence of stressful life events. Psychol Bull 2003, 129:614-
636.

17. McCullough ME, Willoughby BL: Religion, self-regulation, and
self-control: associations, explanations, and implications.
Psychol Bull 2009, 135:69-93.

18. Traunmiiller R: Moral communities? Religion as a source of

e social trust in a multilevel analysis of 97 German regions.
European Sociological Review Sociol Rev 2011, 27:346-363.

Highlights the importance of appropriate statistical models.

19. Wills TA, Yaeger AM, Sandy JM: Buffering effect of religiosity for
adolescent substance use. Psychol Addict Behav 2003, 17:24-
31.

20. Galbraith T, Conner BT: Religiosity as a moderator of the
relation between sensation seeking and substance use for
college-aged individuals. Psychol Addict Behav 2015, 29:168-
175.

21. Joshanloo M, Weijers D: Religiosity moderates the relationship
between income inequality and life satisfaction across the
globe. Soc Indic Res 2016, 128:731-750.

22. Gebauer JE, Sedikides C, Ludtke O, Neberich W: Agency-
communion and interest in prosocial behavior: social motives
for assimilation and contrast explain sociocultural
inconsistencies. J Pers 2014, 82:452-466.

23. Gebauer JE, Paulhus DL, Neberich W: Big two personality and
religiosity across cultures: communals as religious
conformists and agentics as religious contrarians. Soc Psychol
Personal Sci 2013, 4:21-30.

24. Gebauer JE, Bleidorn W, Gosling SD, Rentfrow PJ, Lamb ME,
Potter J: Cross-cultural variations in Big Five relationships with
religiosity: a sociocultural motives perspective. J Pers Soc
Psychol 2014, 107:1064-1091.

cultural religiosity Gebauer and Sedikides 77

25. Ashton MC, Lee K: Religiousness and the HEXACO personality
factors and facets in a large online sample. J Pers 2019,
87:1103-1118.

26. Finke R, Adamczyk A: Cross-national moral beliefs: the
influence of national religious context. Sociol Q 2008, 49:617-
652.

27. Verbakel E, Jaspers E: A comparative study on permissiveness
toward euthanasia: religiosity, slippery slope, autonomy, and
death with dignity. Public Opin Q 2010, 74:109-139.

28. Kuntz A, Davidov E, Schwartz SH, Schmidt P: Human values,
legal regulation, and approval of homosexuality in Europe: a
cross-country comparison. Eur J Soc Psychol 2015, 45:120-134.

29. Stack S, Kposowa AJ: Religion and suicide acceptability: a
cross-national analysis. J Sci Study Relig 2011, 50:289-306.

30. Durkheim E: Suicide. New York, NY: Free Press; 1897/1951.

31. Jung JH: Country-level differences in the effects of financial
hardship on life satisfaction: the role of religious context and
age-contingent buffering. Soc Ment Health 2018, 8:123-140.

32. Joshanloo M: Cultural religiosity as the moderator of the
relationship between affective experience and life
satisfaction: a study in 147 countries. Emotion 2019, 19:629-
636.

33. Joshanloo M, Weijers D: Religiosity reduces the negative
influence of injustice on subjective well-being: a study in
121 nations. Appl Res Qual Life 2016, 11:601-612.

34. Rosenberg M: Society and the Adolescent Self-Image. Princeton
University Press; 1965.

35. Gebauer JE, Sedikides C, Schonbrodt FD, Bleidorn W,

ee Rentfrow PJ, Potter J, Gosling SD: The religiosity as social value
hypothesis: A multi-method replication and extension across
65 countries and three levels of spatial aggregation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology Pers Soc Psychol 2017, 113:
e18-e39.

Reviews the prior literature on that effect and provides the firmest

evidence to date for the religiosity fit effect.

36. J.E.Gebauer, J. Eck, T.M. Entringer, W. Bleidorn, P.J. Rentfrow, J.

e  Potter, S.D. Gosling. (in press). The well-being benefits of person-
culture match are contingent on basic personality traits. Psychol
Sci. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620951115.

37. Neeleman J, Halpern D, Leon D, Lewis G: Tolerance of suicide,
religion and suicide rates: an ecological and individual study in
19 Western countries. Psychol Med 1997, 27:1165-1171.

38. Jung JH: Religion and the sense of control in cross-national
perspective: the importance of religious context. Soc Curr
2019, 6:67-87.

39. O’Brien TL, Noy S: Cultural authority in comparative context: a
multilevel analysis of trust in science and religion. J Sci Study
Relig 2018, 57:495-513.

40. Schwadel P: Explaining cross-national variation in the effect of
higher education on religiosity. J Sci Study Relig 2015, 54:402-
418.

41. Sedikides C, Gebauer JE: Religiosity as self-enhancement: a
meta-analysis of the relation between socially desirable
responding and religiosity. Pers Soc Psychol Rev 2010, 14:17-
36.

42. C. Sedikides, J.E. Gebauer. (this volume) Do religious people self-
enhance? https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2020.08.002.

43. Ruiter S, De Graaf ND: National context, religiosity, and

ee volunteering: Results from 53 countries. American Sociological
Review Sociol Rev 2006, 71:191-210.

Provides evidence that cultural religiosity explains unusually high

amounts of variance in personal religiosity and offers an influential

explanation for that finding.

44. Saucier G, Kenner J, lurino K, Bou Malham P, Chen Z,
Thalmayer AG et al.: Cross-cultural differences in a global
“survey of world views. J Cross Cult Psychol 2015, 46:53-70
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022114551791.

www.sciencedirect.com

Current Opinion in Psychology 2021, 40:73-78


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0175
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620951115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2020.08.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022114551791

78 Religion

45. Ruiter S, van Tubergen F: Religious attendance in cross-

ee national perspective: A multilevel analysis of 60 countries.
American Journal of Sociology J Sociol 2009, 115:863-895.

Provides an explanation for why cultural religiosity is such a powerful

predictor of personal religiosity.

46. Gebauer JE, Leary MR, Neberich W: Big two personality and Big
three mate preferences: similarity attracts, but country-level
mate preferences crucially matter. Pers Soc Psychol Bull 2012,
38:1579-1593.

47. Sedikides C: Why does religiosity persist? Pers Soc Psychol Rev
2010, 14:3-6.

48. Hodges SD, Sharp CA, Gibson NJS, Tipsord JM: Nearer my God
to thee: self-god overlap and believers’ relationships with
God. Self Identity 2013, 12:337-356.

49. Granqgvist P, Mikulincer M, Shaver PR: Religion as attachment:
normative processes and individual differences. Pers Soc
Psychol Rev 2010, 14:49-59.

50. Gregg AP, Sedikides C, Gebauer JE: Dynamics of identity:
between self- enhancement and self-assessment. In
Handbook of Identity Theory and Research, , vol 1. Edited by

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

Schwartz SJ, Luyckx K, Vignoles VL. New York, NY: Springer;
2011:305-327 ISBN: 978-1-4419-7987-2.

Weber M: The Sociology of Religion. Boston, MA: Beacon Press;
1920.

Dawkins R: The God Delusion. Boston, MA: Houghton Mifflin;
2006.

Koenig HG: Schizophrenia and other psychotic disorders. In
Religious and Spiritual Issues in Psychiatric Diagnosis: A Research
Agenda for DSM-V. Edited by Peteet JR, Lu FG, Narrow WE.
Arlington, VA: American Psychiatric Association; 2011:31-51.

Asch SE: Studies of independence and conformity: a minority
of one against an unanimous majority. Psychol Monogr 1956, 70
(Whole No. 41 6).

Rappaport RA: Ritual and Religion in the Making of Humanity.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press; 1999.

Norenzayan A, Shariff AF, Gervais WM, Willard AK, McNamara RA,
Slingerland E, Henrich J: The cultural evolution of prosocial
religions. Behav Brain Sci 2016, 39:e1.

Current Opinion in Psychology 2021, 40:73-78

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(20)30180-9/sbref0280

	Cultural religiosity: A neglected but powerful dimension of culture
	Cultural religiosity
	Three paths on how cultural religiosity shapes human psychology
	Path 1: Cultural religiosity shapes personal religiosity, which has personal consequences
	Path 2: Cultural religiosity affects personal consequences, independent of personal religiosity
	Path 3: Cultural religiosity qualifies the effect of personal religiosity on personal consequences

	Cultural religiosity is particularly powerful
	Conclusion
	Conflict of interest statement
	References and recommended reading
	Acknowledgements


