Chapter 5: Religion and Socialisation

Honour thy father and thy mother: The influence of mothers and fathers on the religious socialisation of adolescents.
A man loves his sweetheart the most, his wife the best, but his mother the longest.
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Abstract

The relative influence of parents on the religious socialisation of their children has been the source of much research.  The aim of the present study was to supplement this research by examining the influence of parents on the religious socialisation of adolescents across a number of markers of religiosity in both secular and non-secular nations.  Data from ten European countries, including Christian, Jewish, and Muslim respondents, were drawn from the Religion and Life Perspectives study (N = 9,781; males = 4,110, females = 5,671).  Respondents, aged between 16 and 18, completed measures of religiosity.  Religious Socialisation was operationalised into three categories: ‘no religious socialisation’, ‘incidental religious socialisation’, and ‘intentional religious socialisation’.  This allowed for the examination of the relationship between the one key predictor variable (religious socialisation by the parents) and four areas of religiosity (religious world view, religion in society, institutionalised religion, religious experience).  The results confirm the significant influence of parents on the religious socialisation of their children across each of the ten countries.  These findings provide further support for the view of the importance of parents on the religious socialisation of their children.  These findings are discussed.

Introduction

Children and the Socialisation of Behaviour and Attitudes

For both emotional and physical protection in their formative years, children are sheltered from the wider ecology by their parents.  In doing so, children are socialised and reared according to an unquestioned ethos that is espoused by the parents.  This ethos includes the moral and religious code of the parents.  As children grow older, the level of physical protection provided by the parents reduces and the child gradually comes into contact with other people and institutions that may transmit a similar or entirely different ethos than that to which they were previously exposed.  Importantly, the parents attempt to maintain some form of control over the exposure and learning that their children have to these other socialisation ‘agents’ (Berger, 2004).

A general finding in the research literature is that parent-child agreement has been found to be strongest in relation to topics and issues that are visible, concrete, and of lasting concern to parents (e.g., religion, politics: Jennings and Niemi, 1974).  Whilst it is entirely possible that genetic and environmental similarities may explain these semblances, a favoured view is that religious socialisation, as with many other aspects regarding the socialisation of children and young people, may be best viewed from the perspective of Bandura’s (1977) Social Learning Theory (SLT).  Here, parents may inculcate religious beliefs and practices in their children directly through teaching, and indirectly through modelling of behaviours that the children replicate.  In terms of religious socialisation, the potency of Bandura’s (1977) theoretically simplistic SLT is evident when viewed concurrently with Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological model of development.

Concerning the understanding of socialisation and socialisation agents, Bronfenbrenner (1979) has proposed a ‘nested model’ of the ‘ecological’ influences on children’s development (e.g., Greene, 1994).  As with any robust theoretical model, Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological model of development is parsimonious and applicable to areas outside of its original purpose.  The nested model proposes that development (socialisation) is influenced by factors within the concentric micro-, meso-, exo-, and macro-systems surrounding the individual.  For example, at the closest level, socialisation within the micro-system is influenced by those who are emotionally and practically closest to the individual (i.e., parents, guardians, family).  At the next level, the model proposes that socialisation is influenced by those who interact with the individual within the meso-system (i.e., school, peers, neighbourhood).  At the wider levels, the model proposes that socialisation is influenced by the wider ecology of television, politics, governments, religion, and so on (e.g., Cairns, 1990).  Thus, in terms of religious socialisation, the theoretical model proposed by Bronfenbrenner (1979) asserts that socialisation and socialisation agents are most potent when they exist within the micro-system of the child.  Coupled with Bandura’s (1977) SLT, the potential impact and potency of the socialisation agents found within the micro-level of children’s ecology (i.e., parents) warrants investigation.

In exploring the attitudes and behaviours of adolescents, it is important to be cognisant of the important cognitive-bio-psycho-social changes with which young people of this age are confronted.  Erikson’s (1950) ‘stage’ model of developmental growth across the life-span proposes that adolescents (Stage 5) seek to ‘shrug-off’ the parental values that have been transmitted to them since birth.  Erikson (1950) asserts that in trying to resolve this ‘normative crisis’ of adolescence, adolescents attempt to develop and ‘try-on’ their own views and opinions.  In terms of Cooley’s (1902) notion of the ‘looking glass self’, adolescents reflect their views and opinions through their peer group.  Indeed, Judith Rich Harris’ (1998) ‘nurture assumption’ asserts that adolescent socialisation and development are entirely reflected through the interactions that these children have with their peers, and not through the parental socialisation process.  Thus, in an often faltering manner, young adolescents in all societies, whether religious or secular, explore their unique persona through the adoption and rejection of attitudes and behaviours of the socialisation agents that they encounter across the different aspects of Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) nested ecology system.  As noted previously in relation to the formative years, parents of adolescents continue in their attempts to maintain some form of control over the exposure and learning that their children have to these other socialisation ‘agents’.

Thus, at a theoretical level, the concept of ‘socialisation’ is conceived of as being dependent upon the quality of the relationship between the individual and the socialisation agent.  In terms of religious attitude and behaviour, the better the quality of the socialisation, the more inclined the person is to accept and adopt the religious perspective of the socialisation agent.  The socialisation agent under analysis in the present study is that of the parents.
Children and Religious Socialisation by Parents

Within the empirical literature in the social scientific study of religion, a largely consistent finding is that the religious behaviours and beliefs of children resemble those of their parents (Argyle, 2000).  Argyle (2000) reports that parental influence is greatest when (i) there are close personal relationships between the parents and the children, (ii) the children are still resident at home, (iii) the mother has a strong belief, and (iv) the parents hold the same religious belief.

For example, Ozorak (1989) found that family background limited the amount of change in adolescents’ religiosity.  Those from the most religious homes became more religious while those from the least religious homes became less so.  Similarly, in exploring the strength of parental influence among a sample of 900 16- to 18-year old adolescents, Erickson (1992) found that the greatest factor was the participation of adolescents in religious activities in the home.  At a more direct level of social learning, children replicate behaviours that are reinforced, such as attendance at religious events.  With a strong desire to keep their children in the faith, fundamentalist Protestants, and to some extent Catholics, demand obedience in relation to religious practice, and employ coercion and corporal punishment to enforce obedience (Danso, Hunsberger, and Pratt, 1997; Ellison and Sherkat, 1993).

As well as exploring the personal religious practices and attitudes of 3,414 Scottish adolescents (11-12 and 15-16 year-old), Francis (1993) explored reports on parental religious practice and determined that parental influence was important for both sexes across both age ranges in relation to religious practice.  The extent of this influence increased rather than decreased between the ages of 11/12 and 15/16.  The author also reports that both parental and maternal practice conveyed additional predictive information in that mothers’ practice was a more powerful predictor than fathers’ practice among both sons and daughters, and that the comparative influence of the father was weaker among daughters than among sons.

Among a sample of 558 students and parents (age range 14 to 38 years) in the early 1930s using the Thurstone Attitude Toward the Church Scale, Newcomb and Svehla (1937) found individual parent-child correlations were quite high: .58 for mothers-sons, .64 for fathers-sons, .69 for mothers-daughters, and .65 for fathers-daughters.  When they completed the correlations within religious preference groups, the relationships weakened.  The correlations of each child with each parent averaged .30 for the Protestants, .35 for the Catholics, .51 for the Jews, and .65 for those without religious affiliation.

Identifying the religious context of a nation as a potentially durable socialisation agent, Kelley and De Graaf (1997) used data from the 1991 International Social Survey Programme (N = 19,815 respondents from 15 countries) to explore whether religious nations differ from secular nations in relation to how beliefs are transmitted from generation to generation.  The 10 nations were divided into five groups ranging from most secular (1) to most religious (5).  Group 1 nations were East Germany and Norway, Group 2 nations were Great Britain, New Zealand, Australia, Hungary, Slovenia and the Netherlands, Group 3 nations were West Germany and Austria, Group 4 nations were the United States and Italy and Group 5 nations were Northern Ireland, Poland, and Ireland.  Controlling for national economic development, exposure to Communism, respondent denomination, age, gender, and education, the authors found that in relatively secular nations, family religiosity strongly shapes children’s religious beliefs, while the influence of national religious context is small.  They also found that in relatively religious nations, family religiosity, although important, has less effect on children’s beliefs than does national context.  The authors report that these patterns held regardless of whether the nation was poor or rich, in formerly Communist nations, and in established democracies, and among old and young, men and women, the well-educated and the poorly educated, and for Catholics and Protestants.  Additionally, the authors propose that people born into religious nations will acquire more orthodox beliefs than otherwise similar people born into secular nations.  They argue that this contextual effect comes about in part through people’s exposure to religious culture (and perhaps pro-religious governmental policies), and in part  because the potential pools of friends, teachers, colleagues, and marriage partners are predominantly devout.  Conversely, they propose that people born into secular nations are likely to acquire secular friends, teachers, colleagues, and marriage partners and so become secular themselves.

Whilst there is a largely consistent finding that the religious behaviours and beliefs of children and adolescents resemble those of their parents (Argyle, 2000), there are examples of research on religious socialisation that demonstrate inconsistent results.  For example, Hoge, Johnson, and Luidens (1994) concluded that parents’ involvement in a local church had no determining influence on the patterns of their children.  Their study showed a negative relationship between the religiosity of the mother and the church involvement of the youth.  When examining the significance of family types and styles of parenting, Nelsen (1980) found that warmth between the parents and adolescent was not a factor in religious transmission.  On the other hand, Myers (1996) reported that family type and style of parenting were significant in aiding or hindering parental influence in religious socialisation.  Myers (1996) found that families who were described as warm and caring were more fertile to parental intergenerational transmission of religiosity.  Myers (1996) also noted that traditional single-income family structures aid in the process of religious inheritance.  In contrast, yet another report indicated that parental education, income, and class had no significant effects on the religiosity of offspring (Francis and Brown, 1991).  Results became even more confusing when Wilson and Sherkat (1994) noted that parents with higher income may produce offspring that are less likely to resemble themselves.  Clark, Worthington, and Danser (1986) provided a further example of contradictory findings in their review of 12 different studies analysing the influences of gender of parent on the child’s socialisation.  In seven of the studies, the mother was more influential in determining the offspring’s religiosity, two found the fathers more influential, and three found no difference.

Some researchers have suggested that the pattern of religious participation has little to do with family transmission at all but is more the result of macro influences that shape the life course.  Stolzenberg, Blair-Loy, and Waite (1995) showed that by separating the effects of marriage and childbearing from the effects of age alone, the data demonstrated that current age and family formation change religious participation.  Firebaugh and Harley (1991) supported this perspective and concluded that church attendance is simply a result of aging.  Among a sample of 220 college freshmen and their parents, Keeley (1976) found that the students were more individualistic and less traditionally religious than their parents.  Hoge, Petrillo, and Smith (1982) studied parent-child value transmission among 254 middle-class mother-father-youth triads gathered from Catholic, Baptist, and Methodist churches in the Maryland suburbs outside Washington D. C. (data collected in 1976; mean age of children = 16 years).  Religious values were measured by the Creedal Assent Index (King and Hunt, 1975), the Religious Relativism Index (Hoge and Petrillo, 1978), the Religious Individualism Index (Hoge and Petrillo, 1978), and the Devotionalism Index (King and Hunt, 1975).  Hoge et al. (1982) found “rather weak relationships” (p. 578) regarding parent-child value transmission, and that “children evidently get their values from extrafamilial culture as much as from their parents.  Something in the larger social structure strongly influences them.” (p. 578).
From this review of the research literature, it is evident that there are consistent findings highlighting the pivotal role that parents provide in the transmission of religious values, attitudes, and behaviours.  However, notwithstanding these studies, there are some research findings that provide contradictions to this trend.  Indeed, there are also examples of research that highlight the non-familial variables that may also be predictive of the inter-generational transmission of such religious values, attitudes, and behavious.

Highlighted in this Introductory section has been the theoretical value of exploring the religious socialisation of children and adolescents by the most potent socialisation agents in the ecology of these young people: parents.  At a basic theoretical level, no distinction is made in relation to the potential differential effects of religious socialisation by parents subscribing to differing religious attitudes and behaviours.  Thus, of extra interest in this area is whether or not there are differing levels of parent-child agreement in relation to religious attitudes and behaviours dependent upon whether the parent-child dyad is from a religious or secular nation.  The aim of the present study therefore was to supplement this research by examining the influence of parents on the religious socialisation of their adolescents across a number of markers of religiosity in both secular and non-secular nations, including Christian, Jewish, and Muslim respondents.

Method

Key variables

The primary focus of the current chapter related to the levels of religious socialisation by the parents, and from this base explored four additional related research questions, as follows: religious world view, religion in society, institutionalised religion, and religious experience.  Religious Socialisation was operationalised into three categories: ‘no religious socialisation’, ‘incidental religious socialisation’, and ‘intentional religious socialisation’.  Each category was derived from scores on two items in the questionnaire that related to the participants’ descriptions of their parents’ or foster-/stepparents’ belief and faith in God or a higher reality, and the importance to the participants' parents or foster-/stepparents that they adopt their faith/belief.  Those participants who reported that their parents’ or foster-/stepparents’ were rather or absolutely disbelieving in God or a higher reality, and who also reported that it was not so important, or not at all important, to their parents or foster-/stepparents that they adopt their faith/belief were categorised as being of ‘no religious socialisation’.  Those participants who reported that their parents’ or foster-/stepparents’ were believing with doubts, or believing absolutely, in God or a higher reality, and who also reported that it was not so important to their parents or foster-/stepparents that they adopt their faith/belief were categorised as being of ‘incidental religious socialisation’.  Those participants who reported that their parents’ or foster-/stepparents’ were believing with doubts, or believing absolutely, in God or a higher reality, and who also reported that it was very important to their parents or foster-/stepparents that they adopt their faith/belief were categorised as being of intentional religious socialisation’.
Thus the present research was concerned with exploring the three categories of socialisation by the parents across these four religious variables among ten national samples representing the participant nations within the Religion and Life Perspectives project (Ziebertz and Kay, 2005, 2006).

Research questions

This chapter employs one key predictor variable (religious socialisation by the parents) to explore four areas of religiosity (religious world view, religion in society, institutionalised religion, religious experience).  The four areas of religiosity, and their associated research questions which will focus the investigation, are as follows:

1) What is the level of religious socialisation by parents?

2) What is the relationship between Christian/Judaistic and Christian/Muslim world view and religious socialisation by the parents?

3) What is the relationship between pragmatic world view and religious socialisation by the parents?

4) What is the relationship of monoreligious attitude towards the relationship between religions by religious socialisation by the parents?

5) What is the relationship between desire for religious experience and religious socialisation by the parents?
Sample

Table 5.1: Breakdown of national samples by gender

	
	
	Males
	Females

	
	Total N
	    N
	  %
	   N
	  %

	Germany
	1918
	  865
	45.1
	1053
	54.9

	Poland
	  788
	  328
	41.6
	  460
	58.4

	Great Britain
	1076
	  463
	43.0
	  613
	57.0

	Croatia
	1061
	  400
	37.7
	  661
	62.3

	Finland
	  587
	  181
	30.8
	  406
	69.2

	Israel
	  849
	  386
	45.5
	  463
	54.5

	Netherlands
	  781
	  335
	42.9
	  446
	57.1

	Sweden
	  753
	  317
	42.1
	  436
	57.9

	Ireland
	1063
	  315
	29.6
	  748
	70.4

	Turkey
	  901
	  516
	57.3
	  385
	42.7

	Total sample
	9777
	4110
	42.0
	5671
	58.0


Table 5.1 shows the breakdown of gender within the ten countries and for the total sample, with 58 percent being female, and the remainder (42 percent) being male.  The slight imbalance of an overrepresentation of female respondents is consistent across all national groups, except for Turkey in which males are over represented.

Results

Results of data analysis are organised under the five themes outlined in the Method section: 1) religious socialisation by parents; 2) Christian/Judaistic and Christian/Muslim World View by religious socialisation by the parents; 3) pragmatic world view by religious socialisation by the parents; 4) monoreligious attitude towards the relationship between religions by religious socialisation by the parents; and 5) desire for religious experience by religious socialisation by the parents.  Analysis of each of these five themes is differentiated by ‘nation’ of respondent.

Theme 1: Religious Socialisation by Parents

The first theme explored in the analyses is the reported religious socialisation of respondents by their parents.

	
	Table 5.2: Frequencies of Religious Socialisation by the Parents
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	N
	%
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	992
	26.2
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	715
	18.9
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	2078
	54.9
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5.2 explores the religious socialisation of respondents by their parents.  Whilst 26.2% (n = 992) of respondents reported ‘no’ religious socialisation by their parents, 73.8% (n = 2,793) reported either ‘incidental’ (18.9%, n = 715) or ‘intentional’ (54.9%, n = 2,078) religious socialisation by their parents.

These figures demonstrate that only a quarter of the young people perceive that their parents offer no particular view of religion.  The remaining three-quarters consider that their parents see religion as a positive influence, and either encourage religious involvement explicitly, or incidentally.  One of the common socialising influences offered to young people across the sample is that of parental support for religiosity.

	
	Table 5.3: Religious Socialisation by the Parents by Nation
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	No
	Incidental
	Intentional
	

	
	Turkey
	 -
	2.6%
	97.4%
	

	
	Poland
	-
	3.5%
	96.5%
	

	
	Israel
	12.8%
	14.3%
	72.9%
	

	
	Ireland
	5.5%
	22.5%
	72.0%
	

	
	Croatia
	13.8%
	22.0%
	64.2%
	

	
	United Kingdom
	30.6%
	26.1%
	43.3%
	

	
	Finland
	43.0%
	37.0%
	20.0%
	

	
	Germany
	55.0%
	30.9%
	14.1%
	

	
	Netherlands
	53.4%
	37.8%
	8.8%
	

	
	Sweden
	73.6%
	20.9%
	5.5%
	

	
	Cramers V = 53***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: ***: p < .001
	


Table 5.3 extends the results reported in Table 5.2 by exploring religious socialisation by parents across the ten countries.  Of note is that all respondents from Turkey and Poland reported either ‘incidental’ or ‘intentional’ religious socialisation by their parents, with no respondents reporting ‘no’ religious socialisation by their parents.  The overwhelming majority of respondents from these countries reported ‘intentional’ religious socialisation by their parents (Turkey: 97.4%, Poland: 96.5%) as opposed to ‘incidental’ religious socialisation (Turkey: 2.6%, Poland: 3.5%).  In contrast to these countries, respondents from the Netherlands and Sweden reported low levels of ‘intentional’ religious socialisation by their parents (Netherlands: 8.8%, Sweden: 5.5%) in comparison to ‘incidental’ religious socialisation by their parents (Netherlands: 37.8%, Sweden: 20.9%).  Indeed, over half of Dutch respondents (53.4%) and nearly three-quarters of Swedish respondents (73.6%) reported ‘no’ religious socialisation by their parents.  Similar numbers of Israeli and Irish respondents (72.9%, 72.0%) reported ‘intentional’ religious socialisation by parents, with rather fewer respondents from these countries reporting ‘incidental’ (14.3%, 22.5%) or ‘no’ (12.8%, 5.5%) religious socialisation by parents.  Whilst nearly two-thirds (64.2%) of Croatian respondents reported ‘intentional’ socialisation, nearly half of Finnish respondents reported ‘no’ religious socialisation by parents (43.0%).  Similar levels of United Kingdom respondents reported either ‘no’ (30.6%), ‘incidental’ (26.1%), or ‘intentional’ (43.3%) religious socialisation by their parents.

These figures show that there is a clear pattern with regard to the way in which parents want their children to interact with religion.  Young people from those countries in which religion plays a more important role are likely to experience their parents as supportive of religion.  They are more likely to experience their parents promoting religion, either through specific endorsement or through exampling religious commitment in their own lives.  Young people from those countries in which a single religion predominates are much more likely to experience explicit religious socialisation by their parents and be specifically taught that religion is of value.

The extent of religious socialisation is high in countries such as Ireland and Israel.  Here can be seen an increased tendency toward incidental religious socialisation alongside intentional socialisation.  In these cases young people develop their perceptions of religiosity through parental example in support of parental expectation.

Among the remaining nations in the study, there is a larger number of young people who do not experience religious socialisation from their parents.  These are the experiences of young people whose parents offer neither encouragement, nor example of religious behaviour.  In those nations that have experienced secularisation or pluralisation, parents may see religion as being relative, and less central to the lives of their children.  Increased secularisation, by definition, increases the likelihood that parents will not model religious behaviours for their children.

Theme 2a: Christian/Muslim world view by religious socialisation by the parents

	
	Table 5.4a: Christian/Muslim world view by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Poland
	N
	m
	Sig
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	11
	 3.55
	 **
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	384
	 4.23
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Turkey
	
	
	
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	19
	4.47
	n.s.
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	705
	4.55
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: T-Test; n.s.: not significant; **: p < .01
	


Table 5.4a explores Christian/Muslim world view by religious socialisation by the parents.  Among the Polish sample, the 384 respondents who reported ‘intentional religious socialisation’ recorded a mean score of 4.23 in relation to the Christian/Muslim world view theme.  This mean score differed significantly from that recorded for the 11 respondents who reported ‘incidental religious socialisation’ (mean = 3.55, p < .01).  However, the large difference between the sample sizes for the two groups should be noted here.  With a similar issue in relation to group sizes for analytical purposes, no statistically significant difference existed between the mean scores of the Turkish respondents in relation to Christian/Muslim world view (means = 4.55 [intentional] and 4.47 [incidental] respectively, NS).

All subsequent analyses regarding respondents from these two countries should take cognisance of the unequal group sizes in relation to ‘incidental’ and ‘intentional’ religious socialisation by the parents.

These findings indicate that even in the relative religious homogeneity of Poland, intentional religious socialisation among parents is likely to promote an increased traditional religious outlook when compared with those parents whose religious socialising influence on their children is confined to setting an example.  On the other hand, the experience of young people from Turkey is not substantially impacted by the kind of parental religious socialisation that is offered by their parents.  The Islamic culture of Turkey may offer a clear holistic social framework that the young people inhabit.  The influence of parents is less clear against this cultural backdrop.

Theme 2b: Christian/Judaistic world view by religious socialisation by the parents

	
	Table 5.4b: Christian/Judaistic world view by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Germany
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	301
	1.91
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	169
	 
	2.65
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	77
	 
	 
	3.63
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	United Kingdom
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	94
	2.05
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	80
	 
	3.09
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	133
	 
	 
	3.86
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Croatia
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	51
	1.98
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	81
	 
	3.41
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	237
	 
	 
	4.15
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Finland
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	58
	2.40
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	50
	 
	3.22
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	27
	 
	 
	4.35
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Israel
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	42
	2.15
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	46
	 
	3.08
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	243
	 
	 
	4.51
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	158
	1.82
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	112
	 
	2.86
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	26
	 
	 
	4.37
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ireland
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	17
	2.68
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	68
	 
	3.26
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	221
	 
	 
	4.02
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sweden
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	266
	1.99
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	76
	 
	2.93
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	20
	 
	 
	3.37
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: ANOVA with Sheffé-Test; 5-point Likert-Scale
	


Table 5.4b shows the results for the second theme, Christian/Judaistic world view by religious socialisation by the parents.  Regarding this theme, a consistent finding is that, across all eight countries, mean scores regarding the ‘no religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than the mean scores of the ‘incidental religious socialisation’ group and the ‘intentional religious socialisation’ group.  For example, this trend can be seen clearly in the data from the United Kingdom (mean scores = 2.05, 3.09, and 3.86 respectively).  A further consistent finding was that the mean scores of the ‘incidental religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than those of the ‘intentional religious socialisation’ group.  For example, this trend can be seen clearly in the data from the Netherlands (mean scores = 2.86 and 4.37 respectively).  As was noted previously, caution should be exercised in relation to interpretation of these trends in the data considering the differences between group sizes in each country regarding each of the three religious socialisation groups.  For example, this can be seen in the number of respondents in the Israeli groups (‘no religious socialisation’ = 42, ‘incidental religious socialisation’ = 46, and ‘intentional religious socialisation’ = 243).

Thus, it can be seen that across each of the ten national samples, parental influence leads to an increase in traditional religious world view formation.  The traditional world view was highest among those young people whose parents gave explicit religious socialisation.  The next highest scores for the traditional religious world view occurred among the group whose parents offered religious socialisation through their religious behaviour.  Both of these groups held more traditional religious world views than the group whose parents offered no religious socialisation.

Young people who are offered religious socialisation by their parents are not only more religious than the young people who do not receive religious socialisation, but they are more traditionally religious.  Young people socialised by their parents to be religious are likely to form a traditionally appropriate religiosity.  Parental influence will not promote indiscriminate religiosity; rather, it is likely to promote the religiosity of the parents.

Theme 3a: Pragmatic world view by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)

	
	Table 5.5a: Pragmatic world view by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Poland
	N
	M
	sig
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	11
	 3.97
	 *
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	384
	 3.58
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Turkey
	
	
	
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	19
	2.87
	n.s.
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	705
	2.90
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: T-Test; n.s.: not significant; *: p < .05
	


Pragmatic world view by religious socialisation by the parents was the next theme to be explored.  Table 5.5a displays the data in relation to this from the Polish and Turkish respondents.  There was a statistically significant difference between the mean score of the Polish respondents who reported ‘incidental religious socialisation’ (3.97) and those who reported ‘intentional religious socialisation’ (3.58) in relation to their pragmatic world view (p < .05).  A similar result was not uncovered among the Turkish data (means = 2.87 [incidental] and 2.90 [intentional] respectively, NS).

It can therefore be seen that young people in the Polish sample who receive incidental religious socialisation score significantly higher than young people who receive intentional religious socialisation on the pragmatic world view scale.  The pragmatic religious world view represents a religious perspective in which the individual has to work out meaning for himself or herself.  It is clear that this perspective is not one that should be generated by intentional parental influence.  It is unlikely that parents would encourage their children to incorporate religion in to their lives, while encouraging them to seek a religious meaning for themselves.

The young people in the Turkish sample do not adhere to this pattern.  While they score lower on this scale than the Polish young people, religious socialisation is not a significant predictor of pragmatic world view scores among Turkish young people.  The holistic nature of Islam may ensure that young people receive effective religious socialisation within society.  This influence may mitigate the potential influence of the parents in this regard.

Theme 3b: Pragmatic world view by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	
	Table 5.5b: Pragmatic world view by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Germany
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	77
	3.49
	 
	 
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	169
	 
	4.25
	 
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	301
	 
	 
	4.52
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	United Kingdom
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	133
	3.26
	 
	 
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	80
	 
	3.80
	 
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	94
	 
	 
	4.11
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Croatia
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	237
	3.91
	 
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	81
	 
	4.22
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	51
	 
	4.41
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Finland
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	27
	2.93
	 
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	50
	 
	4.15
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	58
	 
	4.16
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Israel
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	244
	3.05
	 
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	47
	 
	3.85
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	42
	 
	4.09
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	26
	2.83
	 
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	112
	 
	4.22
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	158
	 
	4.35
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ireland
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	221
	3.86
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	68
	4.04
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	17
	4.08
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sweden
	
	
	
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	20
	3.44
	 
	

	
	Incidental religious socialisation
	76
	 
	4.03
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	266
	 
	4.34
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: ANOVA with Sheffé-Test; 5-point Likert-Scale
	


Table 5.5b presents results in relation to the third theme: pragmatic world view by religious socialisation by the parents.  In relation to this theme, one finding is that in the case of Germany and the United Kingdom, the mean scores of the ‘intentional religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than the mean scores of the ‘incidental religious socialisation’ group and the ‘no religious socialisation’ group.  An example of this is in the German data (means = 3.49, 4.25, and 4.52 respectively).  Secondly, the mean scores of the ‘incidental religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than the ‘no religious socialisation’ group.  This is reflected also in the German data (mean = 4.25 and 4.52 respectively).  With regard to the reporting of pragmatic world view in Croatia, Finland, Israel, Netherlands, and Sweden, the mean scores of the ‘intentional religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than the ‘incidental religious socialisation’ group and the ‘no religious socialisation’ group.  Such was the case in the Swedish data (mean = 3.44, 4.03, and 4.34 respectively).  Finally, in relation to Ireland there were no statistically significant differences between the mean scores of the three groups of religious socialisation on pragmatic world view (mean = 3.86, 4.04, and 4.08 respectively).

Therefore it can be seen that in seven of the eight national samples, young people who experienced deliberate religious socialisation scored significantly lower on the pragmatic world view scale.  When parents offer clear and intentional religious socialisation, young people are significantly less likely to form a world view in which they need to seek meaning for themselves, independent of the possibility of God or a higher reality.

The key exception here relates to Ireland.  It is worth noting the relatively small number in this sample who state that they receive no religious socialisation.  In these terms Ireland remains a highly religious society.  It may be that these factors mask the impact of religious socialisation by parents in Ireland.

In both Germany and the UK, incidental religious socialisation also had an impact.  Here the example set by parents in their own religiosity will have an impact on their children’s perceptions of a sacred meaning in life.  In all national samples (except Ireland, discussed above), young people who receive no religious socialisation are significantly more likely to hold a pragmatic world view that posits no place for God or a higher reality.

Theme 4a: Monoreligious Attitude towards the Relationship between Religions by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)

	
	Table 5.6a: Monoreligious Attitude towards the Relationship between Religions by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Poland
	N
	m
	sig
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	11
	 2.47
	 ***
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	384
	 3.38
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Turkey
	
	
	
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	19
	4.40
	**
	
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	705
	4.03
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: T-Test; **: p < .01; ***: p < .001
	


Table 5.6a presents the results for the fourth theme, monoreligious attitude towards the relationship between religions by religious socialisation by the parents.  In relation to Poland, respondents who reported ‘incidental religious socialisation’ recorded a mean score of 2.47 for monoreligious attitudes towards relationship between religions.  This mean score is significantly lower than that reported by respondents who reported ‘intentional religious socialisation’ (mean = 3.38, p < .001).  Regarding the Turkish data, respondents who reported ‘incidental religious socialisation’ recorded a mean score of 4.40 for monoreligious attitude towards the relationship between religions.  This mean score is significantly higher than the mean score reported by those respondents who reported ‘intentional religious socialisation’ (mean = 4.03, p < .001)
It can be seen therefore that the intentional religious socialisation experienced by young people in Poland is traditionally Catholic.  These young people are significantly more likely to hold the view that their religion is the true path to salvation.  Young people in Poland who experience only incidental religious socialisation are more likely to hold a more open view of religion.

In Turkey, young people who experience intentional religious socialisation are less likely to embrace the view that their religion holds the exclusive path to salvation.  This finding may appear unusual, until it is contextualised against traditional Islamic teaching which promotes a respect for the other religions of The Book, and which recognises the common heritage of Islam, Judaism, and Christianity.
Theme 4b: Monoreligious Attitude towards the Relationship between Religions by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	
	Table 5.6b: Monoreligious Attitude towards the Relationship between Religions by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Germany
	
	
	
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	168
	1.66
	 
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	299
	1.72
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	77
	 
	2.94
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	United Kingdom
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	90
	1.25
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	74
	1.54
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	127
	 
	2.45
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Croatia
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	50
	1.77
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	78
	 
	2.56
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	233
	 
	 
	3.63
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Finland
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	57
	1.92
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	50
	2.30
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	27
	 
	4.18
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Israel
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	38
	2.12
	 
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	38
	 
	2.84
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	228
	 
	 
	4.14
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Netherlands
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	152
	2.15
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	111
	2.41
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	26
	 
	3.65
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ireland
	
	
	
	
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	63
	2.33
	 
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	17
	2.61
	2.61
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	212
	 
	2.90
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sweden
	
	
	
	
	

	
	no religious socialisation
	257
	2.15
	 
	

	
	incidental religious socialisation
	74
	2.28
	 
	

	
	intentional religious socialisation
	20
	 
	4.10
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: ANOVA with Sheffé-Test; 5-point Likert-Scale
	


Table 5.6b presents the results for monoreligious attitude towards the relationship between religions by religious socialisation by the parents.  In relation to this theme the results from Germany, the United Kingdom, Finland, Netherlands, Ireland, and Sweden, the mean scores for those respondents that reported either ‘incidental’ or ‘no religious socialisation’ did not differ significantly.  An example of this is in Finnish results (means = 2.30 [incidental] and 1.92 [no religious] respectively, NS).  However, in relation to these specific countries, the mean scores for those respondents that reported either ‘incidental’ or ‘no religious socialisation’ were significantly lower than the mean scores for those respondents who reported ‘intentional religious socialisation’.  An example of this is in Finnish results (means = 2.30 [incidental], 1.92 [no religious], and 4.18 [intentional]).  With regard to Croatia and Israel, the mean scores of the ‘no religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than the mean scores reported for the ‘incidental’ and the ‘intentional religious socialisation’ groups.  This can be seen clearly in the Israeli data (means = 2.12, 2.84, and 4.14 respectively).  Furthermore the mean scores of the ‘incidental religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than the mean scores reported for the ‘intentional religious socialisation’ groups. An example of this is in the Israeli data (mean = 2.84 and 4.14 respectively).

It can therefore be seen that across the national samples, young people exposed to intentional religious socialisation are more likely to hold a religious world view that states confidently that their beliefs are correct.  These young people are offered religious certainty by the encouragement of their parents.  Incidental religious socialisation is a less important predictor in this regard.  Young people, whose parents have offered religious socialisation by example, generally do not score significantly higher on monoreligious world view than those young people who receive no religious socialisation.  Parental example alone is not sufficient in five of the national samples to foster monoreligious attitudes among young people.  The exceptions to this general trend are Israel and Croatia.  Here can be seen parental example impacting on monoreligious attitudes.

Theme 5a: Desire for Religious Experience by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)

	
	Table 5.7a: Desire for Religious Experience by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Poland
	
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 14)
	
	14.3%
	85.7%
	.14**
	

	
	desirable (N = 373)
	
	2.1%
	97.9%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Turkey
	
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 11)
	
	9.1%
	90.9%
	n.s.
	

	
	desirable (N = 675)
	
	2.1%
	97.9%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: rs: religious socialisation; V: Cramers V; **: p < .01; n.s.: not significant
	


Desire for religious experience by religious socialisation by the parents is the last theme to be highlighted here.  As shown in Table 5.7a, in relation to Poland, there was a statistically significant positive weak association between desire for religious experience and religious socialisation (V = .14, p < .01), with more respondents reporting a desire for religious experience.  Of the 14 respondents that reported that religious experience was not desirable, 14.3% of these were from the incidental religious socialisation group, and 85.7% had reported ‘intentional religious socialisation.’  In comparison, 373 respondents reported that that they did desire a religious experience, 2.1% of these respondents had reported ‘incidental religious socialisation’, and 97.9% had reported ‘intentional religious socialisation.’  Hence, in the case of Poland, desire for religious experience can be seen to be associated with ‘intentional religious socialisation.’

With regard to Turkey, there was no statistically significant association between desire for religious experience and religious socialisation.  However, the majority reported a desire for religious experience.  Of the 11 respondents that reported no desire for religious experience, 9.1% of these reported ‘incidental religious socialisation’ and 90.9% of these reported ‘intentional religious socialisation.’  Furthermore, 675 respondents reported a desire for religious experiences, with 2.1% of these reporting ‘incidental religious socialisation’, and 97.9% reporting ‘intentional religious socialisation.’
These findings illustrate that no clear pattern emerges with regard to the religious socialisation by parents and desire for religious experience.  The numbers of those young people in both the Poland and Turkey samples who see religious experience as undesirable are relatively low.  The one clear trend that emerged was that those young people who consider religious experience as desirable generally received intentional religious socialisation.
Theme 5b: Desire for Religious Experience by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	
	Table 5.7b: Desire for Religious Experience by Religious Socialisation by the Parents (differentiated by Nation)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Germany
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 277)
	79.1%
	19.5%
	1.4%
	.52***
	

	
	desirable (N = 265)
	30.2%
	43.0%
	26.8%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	United Kingdom
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N =100)
	67.0%
	25.0%
	8.0%
	.61***
	

	
	desirable (N = 188)
	12.2%
	27.1%
	60.6%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Croatia
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N =56)
	66.1%
	30.4%
	3.6%
	.68***
	

	
	desirable (N =307)
	4.6%
	19.9%
	75.6%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Finland
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 50)
	66.0%
	30.0%
	4.0%
	.38***
	

	
	desirable (N = 83)
	30.1%
	41.0%
	28.9%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Israel
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 45)
	60.0%
	31.1%
	8.9%
	.69***
	

	
	desirable (N = 264)
	4.2%
	10.6%
	85.2%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Netherlands
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 214)
	68.2%
	30.8%
	.9%
	.59***
	

	
	desirable (N = 81)
	13.6%
	56.8%
	29.6%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ireland
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 39)
	15.4%
	43.6%
	41.0%
	.27***
	

	
	desirable (N = 241)
	4.6%
	20.3%
	75.1%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sweden
	no rs
	incidental rs
	intentional rs
	V
	

	
	not desirable (N = 220)
	87.3%
	12.7%
	 -
	.43***
	

	
	desirable (N = 132)
	51.5%
	34.8%
	13.6%
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Legend: rs: religious socialisation; V: Cramers V; ***: p < .001
	


As shown in Table 5.7b, in relation to the each of the eight countries, there were statistically significant positive associations with regard to religious socialisation and desire for religious experience.  Data from five of the countries demonstrated strong relationships.  In terms of relationship strength, the strongest relationship was uncovered in relation to the data from Israel (V = .69, p < .001).  The relationships from the other four countries were: Croatia (V = .68, p < .001), United Kingdom (V = .61, p < .001), Netherlands (V = .59, p < .001), and Germany (V = .52, p < .001).  Two countries, Sweden (V = .43, p < .001) and Finland (V = .38, p < .001) recorded more moderate associations.  One country, Ireland, had a weak association (V = .27, p < .001).

Therefore it can be seen that religious socialisation reduced the perception that religious experience is undesirable.  Moreover, intentional religious socialisation has tended to reduce even further the perception that religious experience is undesirable.  In all of the national samples, except Ireland, the number of young people who see religious experience as being undesirable was lowest among the group who received intentional religious socialisation from their parents.  However, this does not necessarily translate to the view that those young people who have received intentional religious socialisation are most likely to see religious experience as being desirable.

Young people who have received religious socialisation are significantly more likely to consider religious experience to be desirable when compared with those without religious socialisation across seven of the eight national samples considered in this analysis.  Young people in Israel, UK, Croatia, and Ireland who have received intentional religious socialisation are more likely to see religious experience as desirable.  They see religious experience as something genuine and desirable, and they accept their parents’ assertion that religion is a positive aspect of their lives.  Young people who received incidental religious socialisation in Germany, Finland, and the Netherlands were most likely to see religious experience as being desirable.  This group of young people may be seen as following an authentic exploration of their own religion.  They have an example of their parents’ religious behaviour, and may see religious experience as validating, and that it verifies the example that their parents have given.

Discussion

The aim of the present chapter was to examine the relative influence of parents on the religious socialisation of their children across a number of markers of religiosity in both secular and non-secular nations, including Christian, Jewish, and Muslim respondents in ten national samples.  Of these national samples, eight were at least nominally Christian samples, one Jewish and one Muslim.  To operationalise this research, completed measures of religiosity addressed five research areas: 1) Religious socialisation by parents; 2) Christian/Judaistic and Christian/Muslim world view to religious socialisation by the parents; 3) pragmatic world view between religious socialisation by the parents; 4) monoreligious attitude towards the relationship between religions by religious socialisation by the parents; and 5) desire for religious experience and religious socialisation by the parents.

While there are national differences, there are clear patterns that arise across the national samples.  The first and most apparent conclusion that emerges from this research is that parents can make a clear contribution to the religious formation of their children.  Whether by example, or by deliberate instruction, parents have an obvious role in shaping the beliefs and values of their children.  The impact that parents have on their child(ren) varies depending on national context, and depending on whether the religious socialisation is implicit or explicit.  Some of the key trends are explored further, as follows.
1) What is the Level of Religious Socialisation by Parents?

Only a quarter of the young people perceive that their parents offer no religious socialisation.  There are different ways in which parents socialise their children religiously.  They may actively encourage their children to adopt a religion; or they may simply lead their children by example of their own religiosity.

2) What is the Relationship of Christian/Judaistic and Christian/Muslim World View and Religious Socialisation by the Parents?

A consistent finding across all eight countries was that the mean scores regarding the ‘no religious socialisation’ group were significantly lower than the mean scores of the ‘incidental religious socialisation’ group and the ‘intentional religious socialisation’ group.  Intentional religious socialisation generates traditional religious expressions among young people.

Young people who are offered religious socialisation by their parents are, not only, more religious than the young people who do not receive religious socialisation, but they are more traditionally religious.  Young people socialised by their parents to be religious are likely to form a traditionally appropriate religiosity.  Parental influence will not promote indiscriminate religiosity, rather, it is likely to promote the religiosity of the parents.
3) What is the Relationship between Pragmatic World View and Religious Socialisation by the Parents?

Young people who receive no religious socialisation are significantly more likely to hold a pragmatic worldview that posits no place for God or a higher reality.  An absence of religious socialisation in the home is likely to lead to young people who seek meaning in life without recourse to traditional elements of the sacred.  Parents who value religion, and want to ensure that their children are able to relate to the spiritual dimension of life with confidence, should give clear socialisation on religious matters.

4) What is the Relationship between Monoreligious Attitude Towards the Relationship between Religions and Religious Socialisation by the Parents?

The role of the parents was fundamental to the value formation of young people in terms of monoreligious attitudes.  Parents who provided deliberate religious socialisation gave their children certainty.  These young people are influenced by their parents and are clear that the religion promoted by the parents is ‘correct’.  Like many other areas of socialisation, young people can look to their parents and feel reassured that they are receiving sound guidance.
5) What is the Relationship between Desire for Religious Experience and Religious Socialisation by the Parents?

In all of the national samples, except Ireland, the number of young people who see religious experience as being undesirable was lowest among the group who received intentional religious socialisation from their parents.  However, this does not necessarily translate to the view that those young people who have received intentional religious socialisation are most likely to see religious experience as being desirable, though young people who have received religious socialisation are significantly more likely to consider religious experience to be desirable when compared with those without religious socialisation.
Methodological Limitations of Current Study

The current study employed a large-scale social survey research methodology among a sample of adolescents recruited from ten nations.  The scope of the sampling process has been a key advantage in the current exploration of the religious socialisation of adolescents in these countries.  However, as with all research endeavours, methodological advantages and strengths are tempered by the perceived and actual inadequacies of the research design employed.  Methodological and practical trade-offs require decision-making that undoubtedly impacts on the research process.

The current research design sampled the views and opinions of adolescents only, and contained no data from the children’s parents.  Considering that this research has explored the notion of socialisation and the inter-generational transmission of attitudes and behaviours, a more robust replication of the research would sample both halves of the parent-child dyad so as to explore potential parent-child linkages more directly.  Data reported by one generation is not a reliable measure of real agreement between both parts of the dyad.

Whilst a more robust design would see full exploration of the parent-child dyad, Hoge et al. (1982) highlight potential methodological limitations in such designs.  Firstly, they point out that whilst overall mean scores from the children may resemble the overall mean scores from the parents, this is no guarantee that individual child and parent correlations are in the same direction or magnitude.  Indeed Hoge et al. (1982) report that this characterises many research findings (e.g., Connell, 1972; Jennings and Niemi, 1974; Niemi, Ross, and Alexander, 1978), thus causing speculation about the impact of extrafamilial variables that occur in the wider ecology of the individual (i.e., at the meso-, exo- and macro-system).  Secondly, Hoge et al. (1982) remind us that a decision should be made as to whether assessments of parent-child similarity should use measures of ‘absolute agreement’ or ‘covariation’ (Bengston, 1975), in that covariation could be useful in relation to nations that experience rapid social change and where the magnitude of parent-child agreement may be allowed to be in flux due to this.  Thirdly, Hoge et al. (1982) use the example of Newcomb and Svehla’s (1937) research to demonstrate the fact that even in situations where parent-child covariance or agreement is high, it is not safe to infer that the direction of transmission is from parent to child.  Rather, the possibility exists whereby the child may have some impact on parent as well as vice versa.  Also, as reviewed previously, shared ecology, experiences, and conditions common to both parts of the dyad may account for covariation.  Newcomb and Svehla (1937) uncovered this in their research regarding attitudes towards the church.  Such discussions provide stimulation for future work.

In conclusion, this international study has given clear support to the established view of the influence of parents on the religious socialisation (i.e., ‘no religious socialisation’, ‘incidental religious socialisation’, and ‘intentional religious socialisation’) of their adolescents.  This finding was consistent across a number of markers of religiosity, as well as across a number of nations and faiths.
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