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Abstract: Over the past few years, self-regulation has received an increasing amount of attention 
from researchers in fields as diverse as cognitive science, psychology, and religious studies. 
Their research has demonstrated the existence of a strong positive correlation between religiosity 
and self-regulation proficiency, however, the potentially distinctive relationships between 
specific religions and specific approaches to self-regulation are not yet well understood. A hypo-
egoic approach to self-regulation involves relinquishing deliberate, conscious, control over 
behavior so that one is able to respond more naturally, spontaneously, or automatically than they 
would otherwise. A hyper-egoic approach, conversely, involves high levels of self-reflection and 
effortful self-control. My investigation of these variously associated constructs began with the 
hypothesis that Buddhism promotes hypo-egoic regulation more, and hyper-egoic regulation less, 
than Christianity. After reviewing the relevant academic literature, I created a survey to gather 
the data I needed to test my hypothesis. This survey was, then, administered to sixty seven 
variously identified students of from The University of California, Davis. The survey results 
suggest that my hypothesis was, at least, half-correct. The average hypo-egoic regulation score 
remained constant across all religious groups, which would indicate that Buddhism and 
Christianity promote this approach equally. However, the average hyper-egoic regulation score 
was higher for Christians than Buddhists, suggesting that Buddhism promotes this mode of 
regulating less than Christianity, as predicted by my hypothesis. Below, I attempt to integrate 
these findings with the modern academic understanding of religion, self-regulation, and hypo-
egoic phenomena. I also review the relevant literature and briefly discuss the advantages and 
disadvantages of the various research methods employed therein.  

Background 

 I decided to investigate self-regulation in Buddhism and Christianity because I wondered 

whether the particular beliefs and practices of these religions imparted any noticeable differences 

in the cognitive dispositions of their adherents. After surveying the available literature, it became 

apparent that the best way I could investigate this matter further was by employing the oft-used 
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academic constructs of self-regulation and hypo-egoicism. To my surprise, there was already a 

lot of comparative work being done on the subjects of Buddhism and Christianity, so all I had to 

do was review these studies and figure out a way to replicate them in the light of self-regulation 

and hypo-egoicism. I did this by creating a survey, informed by the relevant literature, and 

administering it to my fellow students at UC Davis. This was a very eye-opening process and I 

discuss it in further detail below. However, before discussing the more personal aspects of my 

experience with this research it is necessary to lay down the conceptual foundations that made 

this work possible in the first place.  

  

Prior Research 

 Self-regulation is a concept that has received a great deal of attention from researchers in 

fields as diverse as cognitive science, psychology, and religious studies. Although its definitions 

vary according to the context of use, this term is generally used to refer to the quintessentially 

human ability which manifests in one’s capacity to inhibit first responses, resist interference from 

irrelevant stimulation, and persist with relevant tasks even when they are unpleasant. The more 

proficient a person is in their ability to self-regulate, the better they are able to monitor and 

control their behavior, emotions, or thoughts, and to alter them in accordance with the demands 

of a situation. 

 The variously associated phenomena which fall under the category of self-regulation 

have been studied through a variety of different frameworks. Once such framework divides self-

regulation into five domains: thought control, emotional regulation, impulse control, motivation, 

and performance. A comprehensive overview of this way of understanding self-regulation is 
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given in the book Psychology of Self-Regulation: Cognitive, Affective, and Motivational 

Processes (Forgas 2009). Numerous studies have shown that an individual’s aptitude in these 

five psychological domains can be strengthened over time. Furthermore, the data suggests that 

proficiency in one domain can be manipulated to increase proficiency in others. Self-regulation, 

thus, has the virtue of being both domain general and domain specific. The practicality of this 

fact can hardly be ignored, for few would deny the opportunity to increase their proficiency at 

thought control, emotional regulation, impulse control, motivation, or performance if given the 

chance.  

 Increasing one’s self-regulation proficiency can, therefore, be understood as tantamount 

to increasing one’s overall quality of life. This idea is supported by recent studies on “ego 

depletion” (Baumeister 2006). One of the most valuable findings of such work is encapsulated 

by the following quote: “self-regulation often consumes a limited resource, akin to energy or 

strength, thereby creating a temporary state of ego depletion…regular exercises in self-regulation 

can produce broad improvements in self-regulation (like strengthening a muscle), making people 

less vulnerable to ego depletion (Baumeister 2006).” 

 Although Forgas and Baumeister’s work provide valuable insights into the nature of self-

regulatory processes, they are limited by their heavy reliance on the notion of goal-oriented 

behavior and by the fact that they do not address the possible meta-cognitive aspects of various 

modes of self-regulation. “When people pursue particular goals, effective performance largely 

depends on their ability to self-regulate; that is, they need to husband their scarce resources 

effectively, monitor and use feedback about progress toward the goal, and switch between 

alternative goals when the situation demands it. In this sense, self-regulation is an essential 
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prerequisite for goal achievement… These two research domains are very closely linked, and the 

psychological mechanisms that are involved in goal pursuit and self-regulation are so closely 

related that the best strategy appears to be to treat them as an integrated whole (Forgas 2009).” I 

argue in favor of a more nuanced understanding of goal-oriented behavior and self-regulation 

than the one that is indicated here. For, if we treat these two constructs as an “integrated whole,” 

we may accidentally ignore the meta-cognitive dimensions of self-regulation that do not directly 

relate to goal-oriented processing. 

 Thankfully, a book entitled The Oxford Handbook of Hypo-Egoic Phenomena provides 

the conceptual tools necessary to navigate the subtle nuances of self-regulation that are 

summarily ignored elsewhere in the literature (Brown 2016). Though not explicitly couched in 

self-regulation terminology, the following quote demonstrates the difference between goal-

oriented versus more nuanced understandings of psychological processes: “In simple terms, 

when people are being hypo-egoic, they do not become immersed in their own self-referential 

psychological states or behavior as easily as humans usually do… we use the label ‘hypo-egoic’ 

to reflect the fact that the disparate cognitions, emotions, motivations, behaviors, and 

physiological processes being studied all involve a lower-than-usual level of egoic processing 

(Brown 2016).” One chapter in this book discusses the process of hypo-egoic self-regulation in 

great detail, and as such I found it indispensable to the research that I would subsequently carry 

out.  

 The name of this chapter, which was elsewhere released as an independent article, is 

Hypo-Egoic Self-Regulation: Exercising Self-Control by Diminishing the Influence of the Self  

(Leary 2006). In short, it describes how a hypo-egoic approach to self-regulation involves 
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relinquishing deliberate, conscious, control over behavior so that one is able to respond more 

naturally, spontaneously, or automatically (Leary 2006). The various authors of this article are 

reputable scholars in the field of personality psychology, as evinced by their numerous 

publications and ubiquitous presence in the Journal of Personality. The intended audience for 

their work was most likely professionals in the field of psychology, and lay people who have an 

interest in learning how to self-regulate effectively. The virtue of this publication lies in that it 

seems to be less concerned with contributing to the academic body of knowledge than it is with 

presenting recent findings in a clear and understandable way, for people to learn and incorporate 

into their individual lives. Consider, “an examination of spontaneously occurring hypo-egoic 

states (such as flow, de-individuation, and transcendence) suggests that hypo-egoic states are 

characterized by lowered self-awareness and/or an increase in concrete and present-focused self-

thoughts. In light of this, people may intentionally foster hypo-egoicism via two pathways — (A) 

taking steps to reduce the proportion of time that they are self-aware (such as repeating a 

behavior until it is automatic or practicing meditation) or (B) increasing the concreteness of their 

self-thoughts (such as inducing a concrete mindset or practicing mindfulness) (Leary 2006).” As 

we shall see, the two approaches discussed here are indicative of the individual variations in self-

regulation ability which may result from the differential cognitive dispositions promoted in 

Buddhism and Christianity. 

 The notion of hypo-egoicism is perhaps best understood by considering its relative 

opposite: hyper-egoicism. The conceptual landscape painted by these two notions (i.e., the aptly 

named “egoic spectrum”) has proven useful enough to be profitably employed by professional 

clinical therapists. Hyper-egoicism, in this light, can be understood as a transdiagnostic factor 
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which underlies a vast array clinically defined mental illnesses (Moore 2016). Evidence in 

support of this way of thinking abounds in contemporary literature on egoic processes, “One 

could easily argue that most depressive and anxiety-related disorders are ‘hyper-egoic’ (Moore 

2016).” Hypo-egoic approaches to psychotherapy have, therefore, been advocated to counter the 

effects of chronic hyper-egoicism in the clinical setting. Discussing this groundbreaking mode of 

psychotherapy, Moore subsumes the modes of “psychodynamic, behavioral, cognitive-

behavioral, and mindfulness-based therapies” into a “new perspective [which] offers promising 

avenues to further enhance the effectiveness of [clinical] interventions, thereby reducing much 

human suffering (Moore 2016).” 

 The foremost, seminal, study for scholarly work on religion and self-regulation is entitled 

Religion, Self-Regulation, and Self-Control: Associations, Explanations, and Implications 

(McCullough 2009). In it, McCullough and his colleagues present a massive amount of empirical 

data substantiating the idea that religion is disposed to promote self-regulation; they also discuss 

the potential mechanisms which might underly the relationship between religiosity and self-

regulation proficiency. The fact that McCullough and his colleagues are regarded as reputable 

authorities on the psychology of religion is demonstrated by their prominence in the field (e.g. 
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this article is cited by 607 outside sources according to google scholar). The authors’ intended 

audience seemed to be researchers in the fields of psychology and religion, for the data is dense, 

complicated, and exhaustive. Compared to the other works I used for my research, this article 

represents a macroscopic overview of the intersection of religion and self-regulation. The breadth 

of topics and religious phenomena it intends to cover is wide indeed, and this is perhaps its 

greatest shortcoming. In order to hone in on the particularities of self-regulation in Buddhism 

and Christianity, I needed to look elsewhere. 

       McCullough co-authored another study that came to be informative to my research entitled 

Why Religion’s Burdens are Light: From Religiosity to Implicit Self-Regulation (Kool 2010). 

This article is more narrow in focus as it discusses religion and self-regulation in the context of 

implicit and explicit modes of operation. This work is relatively well circulated in  the academic 

community (cited by 92 sources according to google scholar) and it draws  upon some of the 

most well respected and substantiated research in the areas of religion and self-regulation. 

Furthermore, this study presents some truly invaluable insights into the nature of the relationship 

between religion and self-regulation. Consider, “Religious individuals generally display fewer 

ruminative thoughts, lower levels of inner conflict, and higher levels of positive emotion 

compared to nonreligious individuals (Koole 2010).” This work is also important because it 

articulates one of the underlying assumptions of my hypothesis; viz. that religious beliefs and 

practices implicate self-regulation strategies that are both specific and unconscious. Consider, 

“many forms of religion may facilitate a self-regulatory mode that is flexible, efficient, and 

largely unconscious. In this implicit mode of self-regulation, religious individuals may be able to 

strive for high standards and simultaneously maintain high emotional well-being. A review of the 
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empirical literature confirmed that religious stimuli and practices foster implicit self-regulation, 

particularly among individuals who fully internalized their religion’s standards (Koole 2010).” 

This understanding was very important for my subsequent research into the religions of 

Buddhism and Christianity. 

         In this vein, I found that a recent study from Stanford University provided the perfect 

launching point for my investigation of the implicit self-regulatory modes promoted through the 

characteristic features of Buddhism and Christianity. This article, Good feelings in Christianity 

and Buddhism: Religious differences in Ideal Affect presents quantitative research and empirical 

data substantiating the idea that Christianity and Buddhism differ in the ideal affective states they 

endorse (Tsai 2007). Their findings “converge with an increasing literature that suggests that 

despite similarities across religions, there exist religious differences in what is viewed as good, 

moral, and virtuous… [and such] findings suggest that Buddhist and Christian conceptions of 

happiness and well-being differ (Tsai 2007).” In contrast to the other works I used, this article 

provides a model for a clear and well-defined comparative research on religion and self-

regulation — even though it does not mention self-regulation explicitly. This article was one of 

the most important sources for my research because it demonstrates how a legitimate quantitative 

comparison of Buddhism and Christianity can be made without bias. Speaking of bias, I came 

across at least one study that could conceivably be accused of preferring one religion over 

another. 

       The study in question was Clobert et. al.’s Buddhist Concepts as Implicitly Reducing  

Prejudice and Increasing Prosociality (Clobert 2015). The researchers behind this study are not 

as established in the academic community as McCullough, or other previously mentioned 
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scholars of repute, so the credibility of this work is liable to be called into question. In contrast to 

Tsai et al.’s study from 2007, this study seems to inhere a negative evaluation of Christianity 

relative to Buddhism. Ultimately, this article is relevant to my thesis because it demonstrates how 

Buddhism and Christianity have quantifiably different effects on cognition, conclusive 

evaluations notwithstanding.  

   Another very important study was presented in Susan Holloway’s article The Role of 

Religious Beliefs in Early Childhood Education: Christian and Buddhist Preschools in Japan. 

The findings of this work are summarized as follows: “In Christian preschools, the guiding 

principle was that each child was a precious gift of God. This belief resulted in a play-oriented 

curriculum that maximized the choices available to children. Teachers also attempted to 

encourage children’s creativity and their ability to formulate thoughts and express them to others. 

A particular focus was on helping children appreciate each other as individuals and learn to form 

relationships based on that appreciation. In Buddhist preschools, the curriculum was designed to 

strengthen children’s virtue, intellect, and physical well-being. Activities were teacher structured, 

with an emphasis on attaining literacy and numeracy skills. Lessons were delivered in a whole 

group context, with an emphasis on absorbing content rather than personal exploration and 

expression (Holloway 1999).” This work outlines some general trends that exist within the 

cultures that surround places of Buddhist and Christian practice. The data presented here could 

thus be said to impinge more upon the level of society than the level of the individual. 

Nevertheless, these findings are significant to the extent that they delineate clearly perceivable 

differences in the prototypical psychological modes promoted by these two religions.  
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 Because each religion prescribes their own particular suite of cognitive dispositions and 

ritual behaviors, it stands to reason that individuals who practice within different traditions may 

manifest different forms of self-regulation. As indicated previously, this understanding is 

strongly supported by a host of comparative research on Buddhism and Christianity (Clobert 

2015, Holloway 1999, Hood 2016, Shiah 2016, Tapanya 1997, Tsai 2007). The studies listed here 

are only a modest portion of the vast store of academic literature on self-regulation, Buddhism, 

Christianity, and the differences between the cognitive dispositions imparted by Western and 

Eastern cultures more generally. Most, if not all, of these studies attest to the existence of both 

qualitative and quantitative differences between the quintessentially religious East and West, as 

well as the quintessentially Buddhist and Christian mindsets of religious individuals. The 

currently available data, therefore, substantiates the notion that Christianity promotes a culture of 

individualism, while Buddhism promotes a culture of collectivism (Clobert 2015, Holloway 

1999, Tsai 2007). It appears to be more than just coincidence, then, that the dichotomy between 

East and West, individualism and collectivism, Buddhism and Christianity, appears again and 

again throughout the scholarship from academic fields as diverse as cognitive science, 

psychology, anthropology, education, religious studies, and cultural studies (Hood 2016, Shiah 

2016, Tapanya 1997, Flanagan 2016). 

 To review, some of the most significant findings in the literature on Buddhism and 

Christianity are as follows: Buddhism endorses low arousal positive states more than 

Christianity, Christianity endorses high arousal positive states more than Buddhism, such 

endorsements manifest in quantifiably different cognitive dispositions in the minds of adherents; 

Christian educational institutions are characterized by their “play-oriented” curriculum in 
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contrast to Buddhist educational institutions which are characterized by a curriculum designed to 

“strengthen children’s virtue, intellect, and physical well-being”; the difference between 

Christian and Buddhist approaches to education may be subsumed under the promotion of a 

“group context” on one hand and an “individual context” on the other; implicitly primed 

Buddhist concepts, in contrast to Christian concepts, activate extended pro-sociality and 

tolerance of out-groups. 

 Naturally, these findings should not be regarded as incontrovertible truth but merely as 

potentially indicative trends. It is also worth mentioning that a portion of the information 

provided in the aforementioned sources is oblique to the purposes of my survey study. The 

foremost among the purposes of my survey was to investigate whether there are any quantifiable 

differences in the degree to which Buddhism and Christianity promote dispositional hypo-egoic 

self-regulation in the individuals who adhere to the regimes of thought and action which 

characterize these two religions best. 

Crafting My Study 

 In order to investigate the hypothesis that Buddhism endorses hypo-egoic self-regulation 

more and hyper-egoic self-regulation less than Christianity, I used the aforementioned construct 

of the “egoic spectrum” as well as the two pathways for fostering hypo-egoicism that are 

outlined in Leary’s work. To review, these pathways include “(A) taking steps to reduce the 

proportion of time that they are self-aware (such as repeating a behavior until it is automatic or 

practicing meditation) or (B) increasing the concreteness of their self-thoughts (such as inducing 

a concrete mindset or practicing mindfulness) (Leary 2006).” Taking inspiration from the host of 
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studies discussed thus far — being particularly impressed by the utility of the survey approach 

demonstrated in Tsai’s work —  I crafted a survey to illuminate the potentially different cognitive 

dispositions, and corresponding self-regulation proficiencies of self-identified Buddhist and 

Christian students from UC Davis. This survey was administered to roughly sixty seven people 

from ongoing Religious Studies courses in the Winter of 2017. 

 As may be seen (Appendix 1), the thirty statements that appeared on the survey were 

derived from a synthesis of the diverse collection of literature mentioned throughout this paper. 

Participants were instructed to rate how much they agreed with each statement on a scale of one 

to seven.      

Results 

 I organized the results of the survey according to participants’ self-identified religion and 

six of the most important conceptual categories which I encountered in my review of the extant 

scholarship (Appendix 2). A score of four in any one category indicates that there was no 

correlation between the variables given. Scores below or above four suggest that the variables in 

question are indeed correlated; scores above four indicate the existence of a positive correlation, 

while scores below four indicate the existence of a negative correlation. 

 The table representing the average scores for each religion shows that the average hypo-

egoic score was the same across all traditions, viz. four (Appendix 3). The survey was thus 

unable to identify any differences in the degree to which a given religion is disposed to promote 

hypo-egoicism relative to another religion. That is to say, all religions promote hypo-egoicism 

equally. My hypothesis, that Buddhism promotes hypo-egoic self-regulation more than 
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Christianity, would therefore appear to be incorrect. On the other hand, however, the data also 

suggests that Christianity promotes hyper-egoic self-regulation slightly more than Buddhism, 

with scores of 5.03 and 4.26 respectively. This result is in line with my original hypothesis. 

However, such results should not be regarded as possessing inviolable scientific legitimacy, for I 

was unable to conduct this research with the same level of statistical rigor featured in the panoply 

of studies which inspired it. Furthermore, the results of my data might have been skewed by the 

fact that there were far more respondents who self-identified as Christian than who self-

identified as Buddhist. I took this to be a virtually inescapable feature of the social context in 

which I conducted this research, i.e. a Western university in the United States of America.  

Discussion 

 Buddhism and Christianity have elsewhere been shown to correlate with significant 

differences in individual cognition, and the present work was able to reproduce these results to a 

relatively similar degree. The results of my data indicate that there are either no differences in the 

propensity of these religions to promote self-regulation (hypo-egoic), or that such differences are 

marginal at best and possibly due to statistical error (hyper-egoic). Further research is needed to 

clarify the precise ways in which religion promotes self-regulation in general, and hypo-egoic 

regulation in particular. Contrary to what I expected, the most informative aspect of my 

experience with this research project did not come from the acquisition of any concrete data — 

be it quantitative or qualitative — but rather from the process of conducting the research itself. 

Administering the survey in person, I saw that the statements it posed were emotionally inciting 

because they challenged people’s dearly held beliefs and habits. Confronting this issue in person, 
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face-to-face with dozens of my peers, led me to develop greater appreciation and empathy for the 

idiosyncratic relationship to religion possessed by each unique human being. 

 Another nugget of value that I derived from the experience of conducting this research 

was witnessing, first-hand, how intimately correlated a person’s self-regulation proficiency level 

is with their level of practice. In line with the data presented elsewhere, individuals who scored 

high in religiosity also scored high in the categories indicating the degree and consistency of 

practices which strengthen the “self-regulation muscle.” However, it seems to me that the 

existence of this link does not necessarily have to be the case. Perhaps religious respondents 

merely lead more structured lives than their non-religious counterparts, and this is what accounts 

for their higher degree of self-regulation proficiency. 

 If, as a society, we begin to inculcate practices that strengthen the self-regulation muscle 

into our daily routines, it follows that we will derive all the benefits that are concomitant with 

high religiosity. Therefore, I encourage all who read this work to practice exercises that 

strengthen their self-regulation muscles outside the context of strictly religious life and to 

encourage others to do the same. Ultimately, this would have the effect of making monastics out 

of laymen and laymen out of monastics. Assuming that monastics, as highly religious 

individuals, “generally display fewer ruminative thoughts, lower levels of inner conflict, and 

higher levels of positive emotion,” such would equate to diminishing the amount of suffering 

experienced by human beings the world over. 
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Appendix 1 

Survey on Religion and Self-Regulation  
 The results of this survey will contribute to ongoing research under the UC Davis 
Religious Studies department. All submissions are anonymous. Use pen or pencil to circle your 
response to each question/statement. Please answer as honestly and accurately as you can.  For 
more information, contact marivera@ucdavis.edu.  

1. Which of the following aligns with your beliefs and values the most? 

Judaism      Islam      Christianity    Atheism     Agnosticism     Buddhism    Hinduism    Sikhism   

2.  I am a religious person. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

3. I am a spiritual person. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

4. My religious/spiritual identity is very meaningful to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

5. I am part of a community of people who share my religious/spiritual identity. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

6. I am well disciplined in a spiritual practice (e.g. prayer, meditation, yoga). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

7. I agree with the beliefs and values espoused by the Christian tradition. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

8. I agree with the beliefs and values espoused by the Buddhist tradition.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 
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9. I was created by a Higher Being whose existence is separate from my own. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

10. Everything in the universe is interdependent. My own separate existence is just an illusion. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

11. I sometimes have difficulty controlling my thoughts. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

12. My religious/spiritual identity informs how I try to control my thoughts. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

13. When I encounter an unwanted thought, I usually try to turn my attention to something else. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

14. When I encounter an unwanted thought, I simply observe it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

15. I sometimes have difficulty controlling my emotions. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

16. When I encounter an unpleasant emotion, I try to understand why it is there before trying to 
change or escape it. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

17. I often try to prolong my good moods and shorten my bad moods.   

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

18. I enjoy emotions that involve low levels of arousal (e.g. calm, tranquility, equanimity). 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

19. I enjoy emotions that involve high levels of arousal (e.g. excitement, euphoria, enthusiasm). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

20. I sometimes have difficulty controlling my impulses. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

21. My religious/spiritual identity informs how I try to control my impulses.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

22. Impulses are inevitable so I try to put myself in situations where they can be moderated. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

23. I am vigilant against my impulses and make an effort not to be ruled by them.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

24. I receive a great deal of motivation from the teachings of my religious/spiritual tradition. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

25. I usually do not have to expend much effort to motivate myself to do things. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

26. It typically takes time and effort to motivate myself to do things.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

27. When performing (e.g. in music recitals, athletic competitions, or test taking), I make an 
effort to focus on my actions so that I can execute them with precision.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 
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28. When performing, I try to relinquish deliberate control of my actions so that I am able to 
respond spontaneously and automatically.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

29. Engaging in spiritual practice and studying the teachings of my religious tradition has helped 
me get better at self-regulation.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 

30. Engaging in secular practice (e.g. therapy) and studying secular teachings (e.g. self-help 
literature) has helped me get better at self-regulation.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
         Strongly Disagree    Neutral            Strongly Agree 
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Average Scores

ID 
#: RELIGION RELIGIOSITY SELF-

REGULATION BUDDHIST CHRISTIAN HYPO-
EGOIC

HYPER-
EGOIC

3 Agnosticism 2 6 5.333333333333334.33333333333333 4 4.2

13 Agnosticism 4 4 4.33333333333333 4 6 5

14 Agnosticism 4 3 5.33333333333333 4 5 3.2

22 Agnosticism 3 4 3.666666666666673.33333333333333 5 4.2

82 Agnosticism 2 4 4 3 4 4.8

84 Agnosticism 1 5 3.666666666666673.33333333333333 4 4.6

104 Agnosticism 5 5 5.666666666666674.33333333333333 4 5.8

112 Agnosticism 2 4 3 6 2 4

25 Atheism 2 2 4 2.66666666666667 5 3.8

67 Atheism 2 4 3.66666666666667 3 5 3.8

107 Atheism 3 6 5.33333333333333 4 5 5

110 Atheism 3 4 5 3.33333333333333 3 3.4

113 Atheism 2 4 4.666666666666674.33333333333333 4 5.4

119 Atheism 3 5 4.33333333333333 3 5 4.2

122 Atheism 2 5 4 3.66666666666667 4 5.2

1 Buddhism 6 5 7 4 5 4.6

8 Buddhism 4 5 6.333333333333332.66666666666667 5 4.6

117 Buddhism 1 1 4.666666666666673.33333333333333 3 4.8

118 Buddhism 4 6 6.666666666666675.66666666666667 4 4.6

124 Buddhism 4 4 5.666666666666673.66666666666667 5 3.6

201 Buddhism 5 4 5.333333333333335.33333333333333 4 3.4

2 Christianity 4 5 4 5 4 4.2

4 Christianity 5 4 3.33333333333333 6 4 5.4

5 Christianity 5 5 3.33333333333333 4 3 5.2

6 Christianity 6 6 4.333333333333336.66666666666667 5 5.8

7 Christianity 5 6 4.33333333333333 4 4 5.2

9 Christianity 4 5 3.666666666666675.33333333333333 4 5.8
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15 Christianity 6 4 4 5.33333333333333 4 3.8

21 Christianity 4 3 5 5.66666666666667 6 5

23 Christianity 6 5 5 4.33333333333333 4 4.4

24 Christianity 2 6 5.333333333333333.33333333333333 4 6

32 Christianity 6 5 3.666666666666676.33333333333333 5 5.4

41 Christianity 5 4 3.666666666666674.66666666666667 4 4.8

44 Christianity 5 3 3.333333333333336.33333333333333 4 4.8

47 Christianity 5 3 5 6 3 6.4

52 Christianity 3 3 4.333333333333334.33333333333333 4 5.4

54 Christianity 6 5 2.666666666666675.33333333333333 4 5.6

61 Christianity 5 5 4 7 5 5.4

62 Christianity 2 5 4 5 3 4.6

74 Christianity 6 5 3 5.33333333333333 3 4.6

80 Christianity 5 5 4.333333333333334.33333333333333 4 4.4

83 Christianity 4 5 4.666666666666675.33333333333333 4 5.4

92 Christianity 6 6 5 6 4 5.2

98 Christianity 7 5 6.666666666666676.33333333333333 6 5

100 Christianity 4 4 4 5.66666666666667 3 5.2

101 Christianity 5 4 3.666666666666676.33333333333333 4 4

103 Christianity 6 6 2 6.66666666666667 4 5.2

108 Christianity 4 3 3 7 5 5.6

109 Christianity 5 4 4.666666666666675.33333333333333 5 4.6

111 Christianity 3 4 4 5 3 5.4

116 Christianity 6 5 4 5.66666666666667 5 4.8

120 Christianity 4 5 3 6 3 4.8

123 Christianity 5 5 4.666666666666676.33333333333333 5 4

158 Christianity 6 4 4.33333333333333 6 5 5.2

159 Christianity 5 5 4.333333333333336.33333333333333 4 4.6

72 Islam 6 4 5 5.33333333333333 4 5.8

90 Islam 5 6 2.666666666666674.66666666666667 4 5.6

102 Islam 5 5 4 4.33333333333333 3 5

96 Judaism 5 6 4 3.66666666666667 6 3.6

17 Other 3 4 4.33333333333333 3 3 5.8

18 Other 3 4 4.666666666666673.33333333333333 4 4.8

97 Other 7 5 5.66666666666667 6 6 6.8
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114 Other 4 5 3.666666666666673.66666666666667 4 5.8

115 Other 2 4 3.66666666666667 3 4 4

126 Other 6 5 6 6 5 5.6

48 Sikhism 6 3 3.333333333333334.66666666666667 5 5.2

99 Sikhism 4 4 4 4 3 4.4
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Average Scores by Religion

RELIGION RELIGIOSITY SELF-
REGULATION BUDDHIST CHRISTIAN HYPO-

EGOIC
HYPER-
EGOIC

Agnosticism 3 4 4.375 4.04166666666667 4 4.475

Atheism 2 4 4.5 3.42857142857143 4 4.4

Buddhism 4 4 5.944444444444454.11111111111111 4 4.26666666666667

Christianity 5 4 4.068627450980395.53921568627451 4 5.03529411764706

Islam 5 5 3.888888888888894.77777777777778 4 5.46666666666667

Sikhism 5 3 3.666666666666674.33333333333333 4 4.8

Other 4 4 4.666666666666674.16666666666667 4 5.46666666666667


