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Abstract
Cultures or cultural values, which are described as constructively created behaviors based on collective beliefs, are omnipresent at multiple levels in every
human behavior and interaction, including in the sphere of religion. Scholars
described religion as a cultural system of symbols, which establish powerful,
pervasive, and long-lasting moods and motivations and naturalized conceptions of a general order of existence. Thus, religion is considered to be a part
of culture and it acts as one among many forms of overtly expressing and experiencing spirituality that is inward, personal, subjective, transcendental, and
unsystematic. In other words, cultural values are seen as a foundation to religiosity. Based on this assumption, this paper reviewed the literature to provide
empirical evidence to the overt practice of religiosity that is embedded in particular cultural experiences and values as a form of expressing and experiencing the human universal of spirituality.
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1. Introduction
Arnet (2008) indicated that much of the research in social sciences in the Western sphere focused on a philosophy of science emphasizing the fundamental
Western values, which ignored the cultural contexts. Arnetthus suggested that a
pertinent goal for social science research should be one that represents a demographic profile of humans in a broader and culturally diverse context, and place
an emphasis on understanding human functioning in a cultural and ethnic context. Pedersen (1991) calls it a multicultural perspective, which “combines the
extremes of universalism and relativism by explaining behavior both in terms of
those culturally learned perspectives that are unique to a particular culture and
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in the search for common-ground universals that are shared across cultures” (p.
6).
In elaborating the rationale for cultural research and multicultural perspective, scholars maintain two broad views, of which one is a culture-free perspective and the other is a culture-embedded perspective (Pedrotti, Edwards, & Lopez, 2009). The researchers with a culture-free perspective argue that there are
universal attributes that transcend particular cultures and politics (Seligman &
Csikszenmihalyi, 2000), whereas those with a culture-embedded perspective argue that human functioning can only be viewed from within a cultural context
(Constantine & Sue, 2006).
Recently, many scholars have been endorsing the culturally embedded view of
human affairs, and in particular, those operating from a multicultural framework argue that human functioning has to be understood in a given cultural
context rather than in vacuum (Christopher, 2005; Constantine & Sue, 2006; Pedrotti et al., 2009), because cultural values are omnipresent at multiple levels in
every human behavior and interaction.
The complex human behavior or interaction can be explained by Kluckhohn
and Murray’s (1953) tripartite model, which describes human beings as simultaneously like all others, suggesting the universal dimension; like some others,
suggesting the cultural or social dimension; and like no other, suggesting the
uniqueness of each individual. There are many ways that human beings are like
all other human beings. People are much more alike than they are different
(Augsburger, 1986). This essential humanness is the fundamental basis for all
empathy and all human relationships (Cooper-White, 2007). Yet, human beings
are not isolated, but relational (Cooper-White, 2007), because they are shaped,
formed, and patterned by the cultural community (Augsburger, 1986). People
are not only born into cultures, but they also participate in and co-construct the
cultures in which they are embedded (Cooper-White, 2007). Finally, every individual human being is unique (Cooper-White, 2007), with a distinctive developmental sequence, experience, life-style, and personality (Augsburger, 1986).
Augsburger (1986) indicated that many socio-psychological theories focus
primarily on the unique and idiographic aspects and thus neglect the culturally
defined expectations or universally accepted natural laws. Some other theories
focus on the nomothetic aspects—common experiences or similar characteristics
of all people—and thus neglect the individual peculiarities. Augsburger maintained that all three dimensions of the tripartite model should inform the culturally valid research and helping professions. He said that “only when the universal is clearly understood can the cultural be seen distinctly and the individual
traits respected fully; only when the person is prized in her or his uniqueness can
the cultural matrix be seen clearly and the universal frame be assessed accurately” (Augsburger, 1986: p. 49). Further, he said that “the universal unites us as
humans, the cultural identifies us with significant persons, and the individual affirms our identity” (p. 50).
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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Based on the aforementioned model, this paper reviewed the literature to validate the model on how the overt practice of religiosity that is embedded in particular cultural experiences and values is a form of expressing and experiencing
the human universal aspect of spirituality.

2. Spirituality: The Universal Dimension
Before explaining spirituality as the universal dimension and given the recent
polarizing developments in the understanding of religion and spirituality, it appears necessary to delineate these two concepts. Recent developments in the
psychology of religion and spirituality have reified religion into a fixed system of
ideological commitments with or without dynamic personal elements, and relegated spirituality to the personal dynamics and subjective experience of religion
(Hill & Pargament, 2003). Based on these developments, scholars proposed three
broad approaches to understanding the meanings of spirituality and religion.
The first approach is that spirituality and religion are seen as a single construct,
in which spirituality and religion or religiosity are interchangeable (see Hill et
al., 2000; Hill & Pargament, 2003; Musick, Traphagan, Koenig, & Larson, 2000;
Zinnbauer & Pargament, 2005). The second approach is polarization, in which
religiosity represents an institutional, formal, doctrinal expression, and spirituality represents a personal, subjective, inward, and unsystematic expression (Hill
& Pargament, 2003; Moberg, 2002). The final approach is viewing them as re-

lated constructs, where religiosity and spirituality represent related rather than
two independently polarized constructs (Hill et al., 2000). According to Zinnbauer and Pargament (2005), both spirituality and religiosity include a significant search for the sacred. This search for the sacred occurs in a larger religious
context, one that may be traditional or nontraditional (Hill et al., 2000); nontraditional implying a search for the sacred in alternative spirituality practices, such
as yoga, astrology, tarot, and horoscopes (Glendinning & Bruce, 2006).
Based on the approaches and the tripartite model being considered here, spirituality and religion are seen as polarized constructs belonging to different dimensions. Religion is considered to be a part of culture and acts as one among
many forms of overtly expressing and experiencing spirituality that is inward,
personal, subjective, transcendental, and unsystematic.
As a separate construct from systematic and overt religion, spirituality is seen
by many social scientists as an essential dimension of human life (Ortiz, Villereal, & Engel, 2000), an ontologically existent phenomenon (Moberg, 2002), and
an innate drive in humans to have a connection with a deeper source of wisdom
(Jerry, 2003). Citing sociologist Sturzo who asserted that every person and all of
society exist within a supernatural atmosphere, Moberg (2002) said that spirituality could be seen as an aspect of universal human experience.
Given this universal dimension to spirituality, scholars rendered spirituality
various descriptions, some of which included the presence of a relationship with
a Higher Power; the human response to God’s call to a relationship with himself;
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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the search for existential meaning; the way a person relates to the ultimate conditions of existence; a transcendent dimension within human experience; and a
subjective experience of the sacred (Zinnbauer & Pargament, 2005; Zinnbauer,
Pargament, & Scott, 1999). Spirituality is also defined as a search for the sacred
(Pargament, 2007); the engagement with the sacred (Barry, Nelson, Davarya, &
Urry, 2010); an innate capacity and tendency to move towards connectedness
and transcendence (Fukuyama & Sevig, 1999); and as a subjective relationship to
larger and transcendental realities (Piedmont, Ciarrocchi, Dy-Liacco, & Williams, 2009).
Not only the descriptions of spirituality, but also the research on spirituality
has been assuming that all people are spiritual beings and a normative value
judgment of universal spirituality has been dominant in research on spirituality.
For instance, a research study by Dy-Liacco and colleagues (2009) established
the generalizability of spirituality as an aspect of universal human experience
across different religious and psychological cultures by providing support for the
hypothesis that spirituality has similar meanings and functions for Filipino
Catholics as for American Protestants. A study by Piedmont and Leach (2002)
has indicated that spirituality is a basic element of who we are as human beings
and it represents a universal aspect of the individual that is recognizable among
people of different faiths and cultures. In other words, human beings’ desire to
connect with some larger and sacred reality has been a constant force in various
human societies over the centuries.
Regarding religion as a cultural tool to experiencing and expressing the innate
and the universal spirituality, all the major religions in the world teach that spirituality represents a uniquely human and universal capacity that is present in all
persons to engage in a personal relationship with a supreme transcendent reality.
Moberg (2002) theorized that spirituality’s central core universally characterizes
all people, no matter how its specifics may have been defined, verbalized,
adapted, and ritualized. For example, God is described in Hebrew, Christian,
and Islamic traditions as a Personal Divine, theistic or theistic-relational in nature. The Hebrew tradition talks about a close and intimate covenant relationship of the Divine with people. The Christian tradition views a loving and personal relationship with God through the manifestation of Jesus as essential for
wholeness. The central beliefs in Islamic tradition include the unity of God and
all things (see Fukuyama & Sevig, 1999; Richards, Keller, & Smith, 2004).
In the Eastern traditions, God is described as the Impersonal Divine or
non-dual in nature, with an emphasis on no separation of self from the Divine.
For instance, a profound Hindu prayer “Aham Brahmasmi” translated into English as “I am Brahman or God,” is a prayer of openness to one’s consciousness so
that the Transcendent presence within may emerge to assume the devotee’s true
identity as the self-centered ego diminishes. The Buddhist perspective encourages mindful awareness through which a person dissolves all illusions of separateness and gains insight into the impermanence of life (see Catoir, 1985; FuDOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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kuyama & Sevig, 1999; Richards et al., 2004).
Thus, the essence of universal spirituality is a transcendent quality that cuts
across cultures and infuses all of the core dimensions of religiosity and human
functioning with meaning (Moberg, 2002). Moreover, there seems to be an empirical support with respect to the possible innateness of spirituality (D’Onofrio,
Eaves, Murrelle, Maes, & Spilka, 1999; Kendler, Gardner, & Prescott, 1997; Miller, Weissman, Gur, & Adams, 2001). Particularly, in a human being who is
goal-oriented and intrinsically motivated (Emmons, Cheung, & Tehrani, 1998),
spirituality reflects an individual’s innate orientation toward a larger transcendent reality (Piedmont, 1999). In fact, Baumeister (2002) and Stark (2001) construed spirituality as the highest level of motivation that arises out of an innate
and unique human quality behind humankind’s search for meaning in life, and
they therefore argued that spirituality definesculture.
On the other hand, because spirituality is still a part of specific religious doctrinal and dogmatic formation, it raises the question of whether or not the universal appeal of spirituality is culturally determined (Nagai, 2007), and whether
it is in many ways a multicultural issue (Oman & Thoresen, 2005). In other
words, the contexts in which spirituality is reflected are the religious practices
that are heterogeneous, dynamic, and culture-specific (Chatters, 2000). For example, a study by Krause, Ingersoll-Dayton, Liang, and Sugisawa (1999) demonstrated the importance of cultural variability and offered evidence that religious
service attendance may be less relevant to health in Japanese culture than in
American culture. On the other hand, a study by Hood et al. (2001) demonstrated the significance of cultural similarity by offering evidence of similar factorial patterns underlying mystical experiences in Christian and Islamic cultures.
These studies suggest that religion, although one form of experiencing and expressing the universal spirituality, is heterogeneous and culture-specific, suggesting that religion is an aspect of a larger cultural framework of the peoples.

3. Religion: A Subset of Culture
Broadly speaking, since culture permeates the whole social fabric of people, it
can be described as a way of life (Smith, Richards, & Granley, 2004), and it is an
important area of interaction and understanding among people (Gasimova,
2008; Miller & Kelley, 2005). Cultures can be learned and acquired, because they
consist of ideas, attitudes, values, beliefs, and philosophies of life shaped by the
upbringing of the people in specific cultural contexts (Fukuyama & Sevig, 1999).
In other words, cultures reflect the patterns of thinking, feeling, acting and
reacting, values and other meaningful systems for people. Culture is usually
transmitted through the principle of cultural succession (Gasimova, 2008) and
collective programming of the mind (Hofstede, 1980), which distinguish members of one group from another with a broad tendency to prefer certain states of
affairs and values to others. Thus, culture is described as constructively created
behaviors based on collective beliefs (Nagai, 2007).
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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Defining culture in broader terms helps us to assume that religious culture is
asubset of culture at large, with meanings that are although overlapping with yet
distinguishable from other subsets such as educational culture, entertainment
culture, economic culture, political culture or media culture. In this line of
thinking, Geertz (1973) described religion as a cultural system of symbols, which
establish powerful, pervasive, and long-lasting moods and motivations and naturalize conceptions of a general order of existence (p. 91). In the recent past,
Zinnbauer and Pargament (2005) compiled the past and present definitions of
religion or religiosity used by various researchers. Some of these definitions included: a system of beliefs in a divine power and practices of worship directed
towards such a power; the inner experience of an individual when she or he
senses a Beyond and active attempts to harmonize his or her life with this
Beyond; a community of faithful people who follow certain teachings that enhance their search for the sacred.
The relation of culture to religiosity means that in spite of the universalism
perspective on spirituality, people experience and express spirituality in diverse
ways based on their social and cultural worldviews that are composed of attitudes, values, concepts, and philosophies of life. For example, the Kluckhohn
model for worldviews provides a structure for understanding cultural values as a
foundation to religiosity and as expressions of spirituality within a cultural context (Fukuyama & Sevig, 1999; Fukuyama, Siahpoush, & Sevig, 2005). The model
includes five value dimensions: a) human nature, which can be seen as good or
bad or mixed; b) relation of humans to nature, which is seen by different cultures where humans are subjugated by or in harmony with or have mastery over
nature; c) activity orientation, which is viewed as doing or being or becoming; d)
time orientation, which is the differential focus on the past or present or future;
and e) relational, which emphasizes either individual or group.
These value dimensions provide a cultural framework in conceptualizing the
religiosity and experiencing the spirituality of people of different cultures. For
instance, the European is likely to hold a value system of mastery, doing, future
orientation, and individualism that influences his or her understanding of religiosity and the experience of spirituality (Fukuyama & Sevig, 1999). Epstein
(1995) emphasized the value of experiential illusions in the Eastern traditions as
opposed to the Western understanding of illusion as perceptional distortion of
objective reality. Epstein further clarified his point by stressing the Buddhist
principle that we are nothing but experience. In helping professions, for example
in clinical practice, the experiential illusions of culture, religiosity, and psyche
help us “being” in therapy rather than overemphasizing “doing”, a Westernvalue that rushes to eliminate symptoms. The understanding through cultural
framework also helps us to be aware of differences between the Western practice
of “working-through” and the Eastern practice of “working-toward” (Epstein,
1995).
One of the ego functions that is valued more in the Western cultures and less
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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in the Eastern cultures is the mastery of nature (Yi, 1995). The Eastern cultures
encourage being contained within nature, while the Western cultures seem to
encourage the mastery over nature (Nagai, 2007; Yi, 1995). Further, some of the
Eastern cultures influenced by Buddhist thought emphasize being in the present
moment; Indian yoga traditions view doing as a means to higher spiritual consciousness; and people who embrace New Age religious values focus on the becoming aspect of religious development. The differences are further defined by
the Western cultural perspective of God or Higher Power as a Personal Divine
and theistic-relational in nature, whereas the Eastern traditions view God as
Impersonal Divine and non-dual in nature (Fukuyama et al., 2005).
In reference to the relational aspect, Eastern cultures use more autoplastic
adaptations in order to accept the demands of others in society (Nagai, 2007). In
this same regard, the defense mechanism of suppression is more commonly observed in the collectivist cultures in order to maintain harmony, whereas repression may be more commonly observed in the individualist cultures (Hsu, 1949;
Nagai, 2007). Along the same line of thinking comes the Eastern concept of self
that is viewed as a constellation of internal representations of relationships with
others, thus leading to multiple self and object representations experienced as
the extensions of families and communities (Tisdale, Key, & Edwards, 1997).
The concept of self in the individualist Western cultures is constrained by selfawareness, self-control and self-esteem, so much so that the Dalai Lama, who is
said to embody the Asian culture and Eastern religion and spirituality, could not
grasp the meaning of self-esteem (see Epstein, 1995: p. 177).
Thus, the Eastern self makes a healthy development by dependency on others
and through the feeling of fusion, while the Western self develops through the
process of separation (Okonogi, 2005). This contrast is illustrated by Nagai’s
(2007) comparison of the punishment for misbehavior in the Asian and Western
cultures. Nagai said that punishment for misbehavior among the Asian cultures
is banishment from the family, indicating separation from the primary objects,
while children in the Western cultures are more opt to be grounded, indicating
the restriction of autonomy and independence.
Moberg (2002) attributed the above variations in value systems to three different approaches: a) theological or dogmatic interpretations, b) anthropological
understandings, and c) historical-contextual approaches. Understanding religion
and spirituality from a cultural perspective falls under the anthropological interpretations and historical-contextual approaches. In other words, many of the
variations in the expression of religiosity and the experience of spirituality flow
from the aspects of cultural influences. That is, particular features of religiosity
dwell upon the richness of certain cultural content. For example, the religiosity
in the Eastern culture can be described as introverted that is primarily oriented
toward the inner life of the human being, whereas in the Western culture it is
described as extroverted. In other words, culture builds up a social mechanism
that maintains the type of religiosity that is acceptable in a given cultural context
(Gasimova, 2008).
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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3.1. Empirical Evidence
As indicated earlier, culture is a way of life, consisting of differing worldviews,
ideas, values, beliefs, and philosophies. Hence, it is no wonder that the researchers have been emphasizing that the study of people should be done in their cultural context, for it is rare for any individual to behave without responding to
some aspect of culture (Pedersen, 1991). One of the cultural constructs that has
been of a great interest to a wide range of researchers has been that of individualism-collectivism (Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995). In the following paragraphs, this construct is briefly described and its relationship to religion and spirituality is explained by citing some of the empirical studies.

3.2. Individualism-Collectivism
Hofstede (1980) defined individualism as having emphasis on personal autonomy and self-fulfillment, and the basing of one’s identity on one’s personal accomplishments. Later research on individualism expanded it to include a focus
on personal responsibility and freedom of choice (Sampson, 2001). Thus, individualism is a cultural worldview that centralizes the personal aspects of people
(Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002; Shulruf, Hattie, & Dixon, 2007), and
emphasizes “I” consciousness, autonomy, emotional independence, and individual initiative (Brewer & Chen, 2007). On the other side, the core element of
collectivism is the assumption that the groups bind and mutually obligate individuals (Oyserman et al., 2002); and that the individuals are interconnected and
are embedded in interdependent social relationships (Brewer & Chen, 2007).
The collectivist societies are communal societies in which common goals and
common values are centralized (Oyserman et al., 2002; Shulruf et al., 2007).
People in the collectivist cultures stress “we” consciousness, emotional dependence, group solidarity, duties and obligations (Brewer & Chen, 2007).
Hofstede (1980) conceptualized individualism-collectivism as bipolar opposites. A review of the literature highlighted that cultures are not pure and individualism-collectivism constructs are not unidimensional, and therefore, it was
proposed to make the distinction between vertical and horizontal individualism
and collectivism (Singelis et al., 1995; Sivadas, Bruvold, & Nelson, 2008; Triandis
& Gelfand, 1998). The horizontal aspect emphasizes equality and the vertical
emphasizes hierarchy. According to the horizontal patterns, one’s understanding
of self is more or less like other selves; in contrast, in the vertical patterns, one’s self
is different from other selves (Chiou, 2001; Singelis et al., 1995; Triandis & Gelfand,
1998). Combinations of relative emphases with individualism-collectivism produce
four distinct patterns: horizontal collectivism (HC), vertical collectivism (VC),
horizontal individualism (HI), and vertical individualism (VI) (Chiou, 2001;
Singelis et al., 1995).
Horizontal collectivism (HC) implies valuing social relations with equals
(Schimmack, Oishi, & Diener, 2002). Well-being of in-groups is important for
HCs, but there is no feeling of being subordinate to their in-groups or authority
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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(Chiou, 2001). HC also emphasizes common goals and interdependence (Triandis
& Gelfand, 1998). Vertical collectivism (VC) implies valuing social relations with
superiors including parents (Schimmack et al., 2002). Vertical collectivists submit to the structures of their in-groups and are willing to sacrifice their personal
identities and goals for the in-group stability (Chiou, 2001). Horizontal individualism (HI) reflects a person’s tendency to have an independent self-concept, to
value uniqueness (Schimmack et al., 2002), and to be distinct from groups
(Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Horizontal individualists seek individuality rather
than distinctiveness (Chiou, 2001). Finally, vertical individualists (VC) stress the
importance of competition (Chiou, 2001; Schimmack et al., 2002); are concerned
with comparing themselves with others (Chiou, 2001); and want to acquire status (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
These two cultural constructs with four distinct patterns categorize the largest
concentrations of the population of the world, predominantly the individualist
Europe and the collectivist Asia. Scholars assume that individualism is more
prevalent in the industrialized Western societies than in more traditional and
developing societies (Sampson, 2001). Research also suggested that the cultures
of Western Europe, Canada, and some ethnic groups in the United States tend to
be individualistic, whereas those of Africa, Asia, and Latin America tend to be
collectivistic (Hofstede, 1980; Sivadas et al., 2008; Triandis, 1989). With regard
to the four-fold typology of individualism-collectivism constructs, for example,
Denmark represents the HI culture in which people consider it inappropriate to
stand apart from their in-group by aiming at status or achievements (Sivadas et
al., 2008; Triandis, 2004). The United States represents the VI dimension in
which people want to be the best and strive for achievement (Sivadas et al.,
2008). India is a VC culture, probably influenced by its historically embedded
caste system in the society. Japan also represents a VC culture (Singelis et al.,
1995). Israel and China represent the HC culture (Sivadas et al., 2008).

3.3. Religion/Spirituality and Individualism-Collectivism
Various studies have indicated the significant relation between religion/spirituality and
the cultural constructs. For example, a study by Dy-Liacco et al. (2009) with 654
Filipino samples indicated a significant correlation between faith measured by
Faith Maturity Scale that is crossed with vertical and horizontal dimensions, religion measured by the Religiosity Index, and a single dimension of Individualism-Collectivism scale. The estimates of correlations with the cultural dimension
of individualism indicated moderate significant negative correlations with vertical faith, horizontal faith, and religiosity. Multiple regression and incremental
validity analyses in the Dy-Liacco and colleagues’ research indicated that faith
and religion were still significant after controlling for personality in predicting
the cultural constructs and explained 4% of the incremental variance. Other studies by Dy-Liacco, Kennedy, Parker, & Piedmont (2005) with 261 Filipino subjects and by Piedmont et al. (2009) in a study with 467 college students from a
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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Midwestern state university in the United States who were predominantly Catholic, also reported significant correlations between spiritual transcendence, religious sentiments, and a unidimensional measure of individualism-collectivism,
with correlation estimates ranging from small to moderate values in magnitude.
In contrast to the above studies, which were mainly based on the Christian samples from the United States and the Philippines, Cukur, de Guzman, & Carlo
(2004) examined the relationships among subjective religiosity and individualismcollectivism in 475 college students in Turkey, the United States, and the Philippines. They found that greater religiosity was related to greater horizontal collectivism and vertical collectivism in all three countries, with the average correlations ranging from 0.24 for horizontal collectivism to 0.33 for vertical collectivism. Turkey had the highest estimate of correlation (0.41) between religiosity
and vertical collectivism and the Philippines had the strongest correlation (0.40)
between religiosity and horizontal collectivism. Horizontal individualism was
insignificant for the participants in all three countries. The analyses by Cukur et
al. (2004) also revealed that for vertical individualism, the American participants
and the Turkish participants scored higher than the Filipinos. On vertical collectivism, the Philippine participants scored higher than the Turkish and the
American participants.
The above results were also supported by the measurement of values and their
relation to individualism-collectivism (Cukur et al., 2004; Oishi, Schimmack,
Diener, & Suh, 1998). For example, collectivism (Cukur et al., 2004) and vertical
collectivism (Oishi et al., 1998) were significantly and positively correlated with
tradition and conformity, which are also values of people high in religiosity.
Vertical individualism was negatively correlated with the value of universalism
(Dy-Liacco et al., 2005; Oishi et al., 1998; Piedmont et al., 2009).
Further, Cohen and Hill (2007) provided a systematic evidence for differing
religious collectivistic and individualistic identity and motivation among three
religious cultural groups (Catholics, Jews, and Protestants) in the United States
and thus proposed the theory that religious cultures vary in the individualistic
and collectivistic aspects of religiousness and spirituality. They considered the
individualistic religious identity and motivation as emphasizing the individual
feelings, faith and personal relationship with God, and the collectivistic religious
identity and motivation as emphasizing the social integration, ritual, and tradition.
Cohen and Hill’s (2007) research results produced an evidence that differences in religious groups can be understood as differences in culture, and that
groups of people who share religious identity could be meaningfully viewed as
sharing different cultural models. Their results evidenced that the American
Jews and Catholics resonated more with the collectivistic aspects of religion and
spirituality than do Protestants. In several studies, using quite different measures, Cohen and Hill showed that the religious and spiritual identities, motivations, and experiences of Catholics and Jews are more socially and collectivist
DOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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oriented than those of Protestants who are more religiously individualistic
oriented.
In contrast to Cohen and Rozin’s (2001) research that found that the American Jews and Protestants did not differ in the independent/interdependent selfconstrual scales, indicating that perhaps Jews and Catholics are more community oriented only in the domains of religion or spirituality (Cohen & Hill, 2007).
Thus, Cohen and Hill proposed that the religious identity and motivation must
be understood within a cultural framework, and that religious group differences
must be conceptualized as cultural differences. Under this perspective, Cohen
and Hill advocated to view religions as subcultures (such as viewing Protestantism as a subculture in America).
Like in Cohen and Hill’s (2007) work that focused on three religious groups
(Catholics, Jews, and Protestants) in the United States, Edara’s (2012) study also
compared various religious groups (Christian, Catholic, Hindu, Buddhist, Jewish) in the United States and found significant differences on the selected religious and cultural measures. For example, Catholics had the higher mean scores
on religious motivation, followed by Christians and Jews. Also, Catholics had the
highest mean scores on spirituality, followed by Jews and Christians. Buddhists
were high on individualism and Catholics were high on collectivism. These results once again suggest to view religions as subcultures of a broad national culture.

4. Conclusion
Cultures can be described as constructively created behaviors based on the collective beliefs that reflect the patterns of thinking, feeling, acting and reacting,
values and other meaningful systems for people, thus distinguishing one group
of people from another with a broad tendency to prefer certain states of affairs
and values to others. These beliefs and values are usually transmitted through
the principle of cultural succession and collective programming of the mind.
Therefore, it is necessary to understand the humans and their systems in a
cultural and ethnic context that requires a multicultural or culture-embedded
perspective, which attempts to combine the elements of universalism and relativism by explaining behavior and values both in terms of the culturally learned
perspectives that are unique to a particular culture and the search for commonground universals that are shared across cultures.
Defining the culture in such broader terms and understanding the humans in
a cultural context helps us to assume that religious culture is a subset of culture
at large, with meanings that are although overlapping with yet distinguishable
from other subsets such as educational culture, entertainment culture or economic culture. Hence, along this line of thought, religion can be described as a
system of collective beliefs in a divine power and practices of worship directed
towards such a power. Religion as a cultural system of symbols and values assists
in establishing the communal, pervasive, and long-lasting motivations and beDOI: 10.4236/aa.2017.74015
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haviors in expressing one’s innate desire for a connection with a transcendental
reality.
Therefore, many of the variations in the expression of religiosity and the experience of spirituality flow from the aspects of cultural influences. That is, particular features of religiosity dwell upon the richness, values, and beliefs of certain cultural content. In other words, culture builds up a social mechanism that
maintains the type of religiosity that is acceptable to a group of people and can
be collectively practiced in a given cultural context, thus making religion a subset of culture.
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