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Table S1

Summary Data for Self-Report Measures of God Representations: God Adjective Measures

	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citationsa
	Measure description

	Adjective Ratings of God Scale (ARGS; Gorsuch, 1968)
	11 subscores
	222
	The ARGS has 91 adjectives (e.g., cruel, merciful) and asks respondents to rate how well each one describes God, using a Likert format. ARGS subscores were developed via factor analysis of these adjectives, but importantly these have not always fully replicated in further research (e.g., Schaefer & Gorsuch, 1992).

	Authoritarian/Benevolent God Scale (A/B-God; Johnson et al., 2013, 2015)
	2 subscores
	2013: 53
2015: 20
	The A/B-God scale contains 18 adjectives, and respondents use a Likert scale to rate how well each one describes God “based on their own personal experience.”  There are two subscales—Benevolent (e.g., forgiving) and Authoritarian (e.g., wrathful).

	Concepts of God Scale (CGS; Spilka et al., 1964)
	12 subscores
	121
	The CGS consists of 64 adjectives (e.g., wrathful, omnipresent) and uses a Q-sort format.

	Doctrinal/Experiential God Adjective Scale (DEGAS; Zahl & Gibson, 2012)
	6 subscores
	46
	The DEGAS consists of 27 adjectives, including 23 positively valenced items (e.g., kind, patient) and 4 negatively valenced items (e.g., critical, demanding).  Repsondents use a 7-point Likert scale to indicate how descriptive each adjective is of first what they “should believe that God is like” (explicit doctrinal representations; “D”) and then what they “personally feel that God is like” (explicit experiential representations; “E”).  The DEGAS yields six subscores: D positive, D critical, E positive, E critical, D-E positive congruence, and D-E negative congruence.

	God–10 (Exline et al., 2015)
	3 subscores
	28
	The God-10 consists of 10 adjectives comprising three subscales: cruel (e.g., unkind), distant (e.g., unavailable), and loving (e.g., caring); these adjectives are rated on a Likert scale.

	
	
	
	


	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	God Adjective Check List (GACL; Piedmont et al., 1997)
	5 factors
33 scales
	38
	Piedmont and colleagues have used the Adjective Check List (ACL, a well-validated measure of human personality; Gough and Heilbrun, 1983) to apply the five-factor personality to theory to studying God representations.  The GACL is used to assess how people describe the personality of God (e.g., distant, uncommunicative, close).

	God-Complexity Task (GCT; Sharp, 2012)
	Total score
	1
	The GCT is modeled after Linville’s (1987) self-complexity task.  The GCT contains 51 trait adjectives (e.g., divine, loving, distant).  Respondents sort these adjectives into groups that meaningfully describe an aspect of God for them, based on their personal experience of God.  They can use adjectives in more than one group, as is relevant for them.  The GCT yields a God-complexity score like the self-complexity score yielded by Linville’s (1987) task.

	God Questionnaire (GQ; Froese & Bader, 2008)
	2 subscores; 
4 types
	177
	The God Questionnaire consists of two subscores: God’s Judgment (e.g., “Angered by human sin”) and God’s Engagement (e.g., “Removed from worldly affairs”). These two subscores can then be dichotomized and used to determine four types of God representations: high on both Judgment and Engagement (Authoritative), low on Judgment and high on Engagement (Benevolent), high on Judgment and low on Engagement (Critical), and low on both Judgment and Engagement (Distant).

	Limitless, Authoritarian, Mystical, Benevolent, and Ineffable God Scale (LAMBI; Johnson, Okun, Cohen, Sharp, & Hook, 2018)
	5 subscores
	0
	The LAMBI scale adds to the A/B-God scale by also assessing non-anthropomorphic representations of God.  The additional subscales are Limitless (e.g., vast), Mystical (e.g., cosmic), and Ineffable (e.g., unknowable).

	Loving and Controlling God Scales (LCGS; Benson & Spilka, 1973)
	2 subscores
	523
	The LCGS is a semantic differential scale with 10 adjective pairs that respondents rate on a continuum (e.g., loving–hating, controlling–uncontrolling).

	Views of God Scale (VGS; Shariff & Norenzayan, 2011)
	2 subscores
	197
	The VGS consists of 14 items—seven “positive” traits (e.g., compassionate, gentle) and seven “negative” traits (e.g., punishing, harsh)—rated on a Likert scale.


aThe number of citations are based on a Google Scholar search conducted in July 2018.
Table S2

Summary Data for Self-Report Measures of God Representations: Relationally Focused Measures

	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citationsa
	Measure description

	Multidimensional Relationally Focused Scales
	
	
	 

	
	God Image Inventory and God Image Scales (GII/GIS; Lawrence, 1997)
	8 subscores (L)
6 subscores (S1)
3 subscores (S2)
	238
	The GII is a 156-item, 8-subscale measure designed for clinical and pastoral use with individuals, and the God Image Scales (GIS) refers to its two short forms (a 72-item, 6-subscale version and a 36-item, 3-subscale version).  The GII/GIS is grounded in Rizzuto’s (1979) psychoanalytic theory of God representations, and it assesses people’s explicit experiential representations along three main dimensions: belonging (God’s presence; e.g., “God is always there for me”), goodness (God’s benevolence; e.g., “I think of God as more compassionate than demanding”), and control (God’s influence; e.g., “God almost always answers my prayers”).

	
	Spiritual Assessment Inventory (SAI; Hall & Edwards, 1996, 2002; Hall, Reise, & Haviland, 2007)
	5 subscores
	1996: 269 2002: 391
2007: 58
	The SAI is a 49-item measure that has five subscales and a validity scale. The SAI is grounded in object relations theory, and it assesses two main dimensions of people’s explicit experiential representations: (a) awareness of God’s presence (e.g., “I have a sense of how God is working in my life”) and (b) quality of relationship with God (which evaluates grandiosity, instability, disappointment, and realistic acceptance in one’s perceived relationship with God, e.g., “There are times when I feel frustrated with God”).

	
	Spiritual Transformation Inventory (STI; Hall, 2015; cf. Augustyn et al., 2016)
	38 subscores
	3
	The STI is a 155-item measure that yields five higher-order subscores (e.g., connecting to God [experiencing God in prayer], connecting to self and others [forgiveness]) which can also be used to calculate 33 lower-order subscores (e.g., secure connection to God, to others, and to community). 

	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	Emotions and Attitudes Towards God Scales
	
	
	

	
	Attitudes Towards God Scale-9 (ATGS-9; Wood, Worthington, Exline, Yali, Aten, & McGinn, 2010)
	2 subscores
	99
	The ATGS-9 consists of 9 items drawn from the RCSS and asks respondents to indicate their current feelings towards God.  It has two subscales: positive attitudes toward God (e.g., “trust God to protect and care for you”) and disappointment and anger with God (e.g., “feel angry at God”).

	
	Concepts of God and Parental Images Scale (CGPIS; Vergote, Tamayo, Pasquali, Bonami, & Pattyn, 1969)
	3 subscores
	101
	The CGPIS consists of 36 items—18 that are considered “maternal characteristics” (“a warm-hearted refuge”) and 18 that are considered “paternal characteristics” (e.g., “protection against danger”)—and it asks respondents to rate all 36 items for each parent and then for God, using a semantic differential.  Notably, the interpretation of the CGPIS is largely limited to a psychodynamic framework.

	
	Questionnaire God Image (QGI; Schaap-Jonker, Eurelings-Bonekoe, Jonker, & Zock, 2008; Schaap-Jonker, Egberink, Braam, & Corveleyn, 2016)
	6 subscores
	2008: 46
2016: 4
	The Dutch-language QGI is a 33-item measure that assesses people’s feelings toward God (e.g., positive feelings, anxiety, and anger) and perceptions of God’s actions (e.g., supportive actions, ruling/punitive actions, and passivity). The Short Questionnaire of God Representations (S-QGR) is a shortened version of this original scale, developed following an item response theory analysis (Schaap-Jonker et al, 2016).

	
	Religious Comfort and Strain Scale (RCSS; Exline, Yali, & Sanderson 2000)
	5 subscores
	443
	The RCSS contains 20 items (e.g., “difficulty trusting God”) and yields five subscores: religious comfort, religious strain, and three subtypes of religious strain (alienation from God, fear and guilt, and religious rifts).

	
	Religious and Spiritual Struggles Scale (RSSS; Exline, Pargament, Grubbs, & Yali, 2014)
	Total score; 
6 subscores
	133
	The RSSS builds on previous scales such as the RCSS (Exline et al, 2000) and the RCOPE (Pargament et al, 2000).  It contains 26 items (e.g., “questioned whether life really matters”), and yields a total score and subscores for six types of struggle: divine, demonic, interpersonal, moral, doubt-related, and meaning-related.

	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	Closeness to God Scales
	
	
	

	
	Clergy Spiritual Well-Being Scale (CSWBS; Proeschold-Bell, Yang,Toth, Rivers, & Carder, 2014)
	2 subscores
	21
	The 12-item CSWBS measures Christian clergy members’ perceived closeness to God, yielding subscores on two subscales: Presence and Power of God in Daily Life (e.g., “Experienced the presence and power of God in the ordinary”) and Presence and Power of God in Ministry (e.g., “In planning and leading worship”).

	
	Connectedness With God Scale (CWGS; Krause, 2002)
	Total score
	357
	The CWGS is a 3-item measure of perceived closeness with God (e.g., “I have a close personal relationship with God”).

	
	Self/Other Overlap with God (S/OOG; Hodges, Sharp, Gibson, & Tipsord, 2013)
	1 score
	19
	The S/OOG is a single-item pictorial measure that assesses perceived closeness with God using an adapted form of the Inclusion of Other in the Self scale (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992).  Respondents choose the picture that best represents their relationship with God, selecting from Venn diagrams depicting varying amounts of overlap (ranging from no overlap to complete overlap). 

	
	Spiritual Well-Being Scale (SWBS; Bufford, Paloutzian, & Ellison, 1991; Ellison, 1983; Ellison, 2006; Palouzian & Ellison, 1982)
	2 subscores
	2006: 1691
1991: 499
1983: 1671 1982: 1482

	The SWBS is a 20-item measure with two subscales, one of which—the Religious Well-Being subscale—assesses respondents’ “sense of satisfaction and positive connection with God” (p. 6; e.g., “I believe that God loves me and cares about me”).










	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	Attachment to God Scales
	
	
	

	
	Attachment to God Inventory (AGI; Beck & McDonald, 2004)
	2 subscores
	331
	The 28-item AGI is modeled after Brennan, Clark, and Shaver’s (1998) Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR) scale.  Like the ECR, the AGI has two subscales—one measuring attachment anxiety to God (e.g., “I worry a lot about my relationship with God”) and the other measuring attachment avoidance to God (e.g., “I just don’t feel a deep need to be close to God”).

	
	Attachment to God Measure (AGM; Kirkpatrick & Shaver, 1992)
	1 score
	470
	The single-item AGM asks respondents to choose which of three prototype descriptions (secure, avoidant, or anxious/ambivalent) best describes beliefs about God and relationship with God, e.g., “God is generally warm and responsive to me; He always seems to know when to be supportive and protective of me, and when to let me make my own mistakes.  My relationship with God is always comfortable, and I am very happy and satisfied with it. (Secure)” (p. 270).

	
	Attachment to God Scale (AGSa; Rowatt & Kirkpatrick, 2002)
	2 subscores
	370
	The 9-item AGSa has one subscale measuring avoidant attachment to God (e.g., “God seems to have little or no interest in my personal affairs”) and another measuring anxious-ambivalent attachment to God (e.g., “God sometimes seems responsive to my needs, but sometimes not”).

	
	Attachment to God Scale (AGSb; Sim & Loh, 2003)
	Total score; 
4 subscores
	96
	The AGSb has 16 items and four subscales, each assessing a central aspect of attachment to God: God as a safe haven (e.g., “God is always available whenever I am in need”), God as a secure base (e.g., “My relationship with God provides me the confidence to explore things around me”), seeking/maintaining proximity to God (e.g., “I seek to be close to God”), and responses to separation from God (e.g., “God is someone I cannot afford to lose”).




	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	Attachment to God Scale (AGSc; Granqvist, Mikulincer, Gewirtz, & Shaver, 2012)
	2 subscores
	74
	The 20-item AGSc has one subscale measuring attachment anxiety to God (e.g., “I worry about being rejected or abandoned by God”) and one measuring attachment avoidance to God (e.g., “I prefer not to show God how I feel deep down”).

	
	Korean Attachment to God Inventory (KAGI; Kim et al., 2017)
	2 subscores
	1



	The KAGI is a cultural adaptation of the AGI (Beck & McDonald, 2004).  The KAGI was translated into Korean by a translation committee, and a CFA was conducted to determine whether the KAGI would demonstrate the factor structure of the AGI.  The authors found a good fit to the model after removing 17 of the original items which were not culturally appropriate within the Korean immigrant context.

	Relationally Focused Scales for Use with Non-Christians
	
	
	

	
	Muslim Experiential Religiousness Scale (MERS; Ghorbani et al., 2014)
	Total score
	19
	The MERS is a 15-item measure of “loving submission and closeness to God” (p. 77), a central aspect of Muslim religiousness (e.g., “Experiences of submitting to God cause me to feel more vital and motivated”).

	
	Trust and Mistrust in God Scale (TMGS; Rosmarin, Pargament, & Mahoney, 2009; Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, & Pargament, 2011)
	2 subscores
(L and S)
	2009: 90; 2011: 19
	The TMGS measures trust in God (e.g., “God is never ignorant of my concerns”), which is a central aspect of Jewish religiousness.  The TMGS has a 16-item long form (Rosmarin, Pargament, & Mahoney, 2009) and 6-item short form (Rosmarin, Pirutinsky, & Pargament, 2011).


aThe number of citations are based on a Google Scholar search conducted in July 2018.



Table S3

Summary Data for Self-Report Measures of God Representations: Functionally Focused Measures

	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citationsa
	Measure description

	Measures of Religious Coping Styles
	
	
	

	
	Adolescent Religious Coping Questionnaire (ARCOPE; Talik, 2013)
	16 subscores
	10
	The ARCOPE is a cultural adaptation of the RCOPE that can be used with Polish adolescents; like the RCOPE, this measure has 105 items and yields 16 subscores (9 positive religious coping subscales and 7 negative religious coping subscales).  

	
	Brief RCOPE (Pargament, Feuille, & Burdzy, 2011)
	2 subscores
	340
	The Brief RCOPE has 14 items and yields two subscores: positive religious coping (e.g., “Looked for stronger connection with God”) and negative religious coping (e.g., “Questioned God’s love for me”).

	
	Psychological Measure of Islamic Religiousness (PMIR; Raiya, Pargament, Mahoney & Stein, 2008)
	7 subscores
	165
	The PMIR is a 60-item measure that yields 7 subscores, each assessing a core aspect of Islamic beliefs and practices (e.g., Islamic positive religious coping and identification; punishing God reappraisal; sample item: “When I face a problem in life, I consider that a test from Allah to deepen my belief”).

	
	RCOPE (Pargament, Koenig, & Perez, 2000)
	17 subscores
	1849
	The RCOPE has 105 items and yields subscores on 17 subscales, 10 assessing subtypes of positive religious coping (e.g., spiritual connection, religious surrender; sample item: “Thought that the event might bring me closer to God”) and 7 assessing subtypes of negative religious coping (e.g., spiritual discontent, punishing God reappraisal; sample item: “Wondered what I did for God to punish me”).  

	
	Religious Coping Activities Scale (RCAS; Pargament et al., 1990)
	6 subscores
	851
	The 29-item RCAS assesses six types of religious coping: spiritually based, good deeds, discontent, interpersonal religious support, plead, and religious avoidance (sample items: “experienced God’s love and care”, “felt angry with or distant from God”).

	
	Religious Problem-Solving Scale (RPSS; Fox, Blanton, & Morris, 1998; Pargament et al., 1988)
	3 subscores 
(L and S)
	48
	The RPSS has a 36-item and an 18-item version.  Each yields a subscore for three religious problem-solving styles: self-directing, deferring, and collaborative (sample item: “When it comes to deciding how to solve a problem, God and I work together as partners”).

	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	Religious Self-Directing Scale (RSDS; Phillips et al., 2004)
	2 subscores
	122
	The RSDS is a 12-item measure that yields subscores for two aspects of self-directing religious coping: Deistic and Supportive God (e.g., “I make decisions about what to do myself knowing God is there to support me”) and Abandoning God (e.g., “I act on my own to deal with a problem because God has abandoned me”).  

	
	Surrender Scale (SS; Wong-McDonald & Gorsuch, 2000)
	Total score
	163
	The SS is a 12-item measure of surrender to God, which refers to “an active choice to relinquish one’s will to God’s rule” (p. 149; sample item: “I seek meaning in my difficulties by surrendering to God’s guidance”).  

	
	Ways of Religious Coping Scale (WORCS; Boudreaux, Catz, Ryan, & Amaral-Melendez, 1995)
	Total score;
2 subscores
	76
	The WORCS is a 25-item measure that yields a total score and subscores for two subscales: internal/private religious coping (e.g., “I say prayers”) and external/social religious coping (e.g., “I get support from church/mosque/temple members”).

	Measures of God’s Involvement
	
	
	

	
	Alcohol-related God Locus of Control Scale (AGLCS; Murray, Goggin, & Malcarne, 2006)
	Total score; 
2 subscores
	22
	The AGLCS measures God’s perceived involvement in alcohol addiction, including God’s control over (a) initial drinking cessation, and (b) maintenance of sobriety (e.g., “If I relapse it is up to a Higher Power to determine whether I would get sober again”).

	
	Belief in Divine Intervention Scale (BDIS; Degelman & Lynn, 1995)
	Total score
	29
	As its name implies, the 6-item BDIS measures beliefs in divine intervention (e.g., “God sometimes directly intervenes to heal individuals of diseases like cancer”).

	
	Cancer and Deity Questionnaire (CDQ; Bowman et al., 2009)
	2 subscores
	15
	The CDQ is a 12-item measure that assesses one’s perceived relationship with God following a cancer diagnosis, and it yields two subscores: one for benevolent God representations (e.g., “I trust God with the outcome of my cancer”) and one for abandoning God representations (e.g., “Before I had cancer, I felt closer to God than now”).





	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	God Locus of Control Scale (GLCS; Welton et. al., 1996)
	3 subscores
	89
	The 8-item GLCS explores the extent to which respondents view God as playing an active role in their lives, and includes three subscales including Overall God Control (e.g., “What happens in my life is determined by God’s purpose”), Health God Control (e.g, “My health is determined by God’s purposes”), and Collaborative God Control (e.g., “I rely on God to comfort me”).

	
	God Locus of Health Control Scale (GLHCS; Wallston, et al., 1999)
	Total score
	202
	The GLHCS measures God’s perceived involvement in physical illness (e.g., “Most things that affect my [condition] happen because of God”).

	
	God-Mediated Control Scale (GMCS; Krause, 2010)
	Total score
	33
	The 3-item GMCS refers to beliefs and feelings “that God actively works together with people to influence the course of events in their lives” (p. 268; e.g., “I rely on God to help me control my life”).

	
	Inventory of Complicated Spiritual Grief (ICSG;  Burke et al., 2014; Burke & Neimeyer, 2016)
	Total score; 
2 subscores
	2014: 34
2016: 0
	The 18-item ICSG assesses respondents’ degree of religious/spiritual distress after the death of a loved one.  It yields a total score and two subscores: insecurity with God (e.g., “I can’t help feeling angry with God”) and disruption in religious practice (e.g., “I find it impossible to pray”).

	
	Sexual Risk Behavior-related God Locus of Control Scale for Adolescents [SexGLOC-A]; Goggin, Malcarne, Murray, Metcalf & Wallston, 2007)
	3 subscores
	33
	The SexGLOC-A measures God’s perceived involvement in risky sexual behavior (e.g., the perception that God is [or is not] actively helping one to delay sexual contact, refuse engagement in high risk sexual behaviors, or limit the number of sexual partners).  An example item is “God helps me handle my problems so that I don’t need to have sex.”  It has 3 subscores, including Problems, Frequency, and Initiation.

	
	Trust-in-God Questionnaire (TGQ; Fadardi & Azadi, 2017)
	Total score
	2
	The TGQ “pertains to matters that are outside of man’s authority and full control” (p. 798; Sample item: “When I am about to do something, I say ‘If God is willing’”).  Its items were developed from sample verses from the Quran identified as being relevant by “experts in Islamic issues” (p. 800).



	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	Views of Suffering Scale (VOSS; Hale-Smith, Park, & Edmondson, 2012)
	10 subscores
	46
	The VOSS is a 30-item measure of theodicies (i.e., “beliefs that attempt to reconcile orthodox teaching about God’s goodness with the presence of suffering in the world,” pp. 855-856).  It yields subscores for 10 types of theodicies, such as beliefs God has providential control over suffering (e.g., “Everything that we experience—including suffering is planned in detail by God).

	Measures of God’s Support
	
	
	

	
	God-Centered Self-Esteem Scale (GCSES; Ho & Sim, 2013)
	Total score
	1
	The GCSES consists of 16 items measuring “an individual’s evaluations of the self in the context of God’s love, availability, and ability to help” (p. 36, sample item: “God’s love, availability, and ability to help makes me feel that I am a person of worth”).

	
	Multi-Faith Religious Support Scale (MFRSS; Bjorck & Maslim, 2011)
	Total score; 3 subscores
	22
	The 21-item MFRSS is a more culturally generalizable version of the RSS.  It measures perceived religious support, yielding a total score and three subscores (perceived support from God, from religious peers, and from religious leaders; sample item: “God cares about my life and situation”).

	
	Multi-Faith Religious Support Scale–Adolescent (MFRSS-A; Bjorck et al., 2017)
	Total score; 
3 subscores
	0
	The 21-item MFRSS-A is an adaptation of the MFRSS for use with adolescents.   It measures perceived religious support, yielding a total score and three subscores (perceived support from God, from fellow adolescents, and from religious leaders; sample item: “I am valued by other teens in my religious group”).

	
	Religious Support Scale (RSS; Fiala, Bjorck, & Gorsuch, 2002)
	Total score; 
3 subscores
	215
	The 21-item RSS measures perceived religious support, yielding a total score and three subscores: perceived support from God (e.g., “I have worth in the eyes of God”), perceived support from religious peers (e.g., “Others in my congregation give me the sense that I belong”), and perceived support from religious leaders (e.g., “I feel appreciated by my church leaders”).





	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	Spiritual History Scale–4 (SHS-4; Hays, Meador, Branch, & George, 2001)
	4 subscores
	92
	The SHS-4 is a 23-item measure of lifetime religious/spiritual experiences.  It yields subscores for four subtypes of religious/spiritual experiences, and one of those subscales assesses lifetime history of perceived religious support from God (sample item: “God has helped me this far through my life”).


aThe number of citations are based on a Google Scholar search conducted in July 2018.



Table S4

Summary Data for Non-Self-Report Measures of God Representations: Performance-Based, Structured Interview, and Implicit Measures
	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citationsa
	Measure description

	Performance-Based Measures
	
	
	

	Stimulus Attribution Measures
	
	
	

	
	Apperception Test God Representations (ATGR; Stulp et al., 2018)

	Text; themes; scores
	0
	The ATGR consists of 15 cards that are designed to measures various aspects of people’s implicit God representations.  The test was developed based heavily on the well-utilized Thematic Apperception Test (TAT; Murray, 1943), and its scoring system was developed based heavily on the well-validated Social Cognition and Object Relations Scale (SCORS) scoring system (Westen, 1995).  The ATGR’s cards are 15 photographs, depicting a wide variety of situations (e.g., religious and nonreligious situations; positive, negative, and ambiguous situations).  The pictures were chosen because they “were most likely to elicit religiously/spiritually related thoughts and feelings” (Stulp et al., 2018, p. 6).  Respondents are told they are going to be shown cards “about people relating to God and/or about God relating to people” (p. 10), and then they are asked to make up a story about each card (e.g., what is happening, what led up to it, how it will end, and what the characters and God are thinking and feeling).  Their stories are transcribed verbatim and scored using the ATGR’s SCORS-based scoring system, which consists of six scales: Complexity of Representation of God, Affect Tone (of Relationship With God) for Character, Affect Tone (of Relationship With God) for Respondent, Emotional Investment Into Relationship With God, Agency of God, and Dealing With Religious Rules and Principles.  Each of these scales has indicated anchors for five points that range from poor (Level 1) to good (Level 5) social cognitive and object relations development.





	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citationsa
	Measure description

	
	Nonverbal Measure of God Concept (NMGC; Bassett et al., 1990, 1994)
	Number of pictures chosen
	1990: 26; 1994: 14
	The NMGC consists of 21 black-and-white ink drawings, depicting God either in an anthropomorphic manner (e.g., as a bearded man) or a symbolic manner (e.g., as a heart).  Respondents are asked to select the pictures that most remind them of God.  This test was developed for use in identifying Christians’ level of cognitive development in their implicit doctrinal representations of God (e.g., whether their implicit doctrinal representations were characterized by preoperational, concrete operational, or formal operational thinking).

	
	Spiritual Themes And Religious Responses Test (STARR; Saur, 1997; Saur & Saur, 1993)
	Text; themes
	4
	Intended for clinical use, the STARR consists of 10 photographs and one blank card, depicting people from a wide range of ages, racial/ethnic backgrounds, and religious traditions engaging in a variety of activities that can be construed as religious/spiritual (e.g., a child receiving communion).  Like the Thematic Apperception Test (Murray, 1943) upon which the STARR was modeled, the cards are ambiguous in terms of the outcome and the feelings and gender of the depicted people.  Thus, respondents are presumed to infuse aspects of their own motives, needs, emotions, and experiences into their answers.  The STARR is used with respondents aged 16 and older, and it usually takes around 45 minutes to complete.  Data are usually interpreted by identifying recurring themes, phrases, words, and emotions, in order to understand “the religious or spiritual world in which the client operates” (Saur, 1997, p. 18).  STARR responses can be used to generate hypotheses about the client’s attitudes, motives, and feelings, including their implicit and explicit doctrinal and experiential representations of God (cf. Weiner & Greene, 2017). 








	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	Constructive Measures
	
	
	

	
	God and Family Questionnaires (GFQ; Rizzuto, 1979)
	Text; themes
	1515
	The GFQ is a sentence completion test consisting of two parts—the God Questionnaire (45 items; e.g., “I feel/do not feel close to God because ___”) and the Family Questionnaire (23 items; e.g., “The member of my family whom I felt the closest to was my ___ because ___”).  Respondents’ written answers are interpreted by identifying recurring themes and by evaluating relationships among respondents’ representations of God, self, and family members.  Thus, the GFQ evaluates people’s implicit and explicit doctrinal and experiential representations, focusing on experiential representations. 

	
	God Image Sentence Blank (GISB; Moriarty, 2006)
	Text; themes
	30
	The GISB, which is modeled after the Rotter Incomplete Sentences Blank, consists of 40 sentence stems that assess different aspects of people’s experiences in perceived relationship with God.  Hence, the GISB primarily assesses explicit experiential representations of God.  Its items focus on a variety of topics, such as parallels between one’s God representations and representations of close others (e.g., “The person who reminds me the most of God is ___”) and emotions of God towards oneself (e.g., “God is unhappy with me when ___”).  The GISB is usually interpreted by evaluating the thematic content evidenced in the responses (cf. Weiner & Greene, 2017). 

	
	God Representation Figure Drawing Test (GRFDT; Moriarty, 2006; Moriarty & Davis, 2012; Olson et al., 2016)
	Images; total score; 3 subscores
	2006: 30; 2012: 37; 2016: 4
	The GRFDT, which is adapted from a similar measure used in Rapha’s Twelve-Step Program for Overcoming Chemical Dependency (McGee, Springle, & Joiner, 1990) and modeled after classic figure drawing tests, asks respondents to draw pictures of themselves and God, sometimes including close others.  There are a variety of drawing prompts clinicians and researchers can use (e.g., “draw a picture of you and God” and “draw a picture of how you feel you and God look when you do something wrong”).  GRFDT drawings can be interpreted on the basis of the content and features of what people draw (e.g., colors used, size and placement of figures, distinctive elements), the themes evident in what people draw and in how they describe their drawings, and the ways people approach the drawing task itself (cf. Weiner & Greene, 2017).  In addition, Olson et al. (2016) developed an integrative system for scoring GRFDT drawings. 

	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	Parent/God-Image Grids and Relationship Evaluations (PGIGRE; Moriarty, 2006)
	Comparisons to parent ratings; text; themes
	30
	The PGIGRE is a series of grids and questions that are adapted from a similar measure used in Rapha’s Twelve-Step Program for Overcoming Chemical Dependency (McGee, Springle, & Joiner, 1990).  The measure consists of two parts.  In the first part, respondents use a grid of 35 adjectives (e.g., compassionate, aloof) and a five-point Likert scale (ranging from always to never) to rate (a) how they experienced their father as a child, (b) how they experienced their mother as a child, and (c) how they tend to experience God emotionally (explicit experiential representations).  Then, participants answer a series of questions after each grid (e.g., “What does this exercise tell you about your relationship with [your father, your mother, God]?”).  In the second part, respondents use the same grids to compare their ratings of God to (a) their ratings of their father and (b) their ratings of their mother.  Then they answer questions about their father’s and mother’s influence on their perceived relationship with God (explicit experiential representations). 

	Structured Interview Measures
	
	
	

	
	God Attachment Interview Schedule (GAIS; Proctor, 2006; Proctor, Miner, McLean, Devenish, & Bonab, 2009)
	Text; score and classification; themes
	2006: 7; 2009: 39
	The GAIS consists of 33 questions that assess “an adult’s ‘state of mind’ with respect to his or her attachment to God” (Proctor et al., 2009, p. 254).  One sample question is: “Thinking now about your current relationship with God, how would you briefly describe this relationship?”  The GAIS usually takes 1 to 1.5 hours to complete.  Transcripts are coded into a series of specific attachment-to-God relationship markers, including secure markers (e.g., positive concept of God), preoccupied markers (e.g., fluctuating concept of God), and dismissing markers (e.g., negative concept of God).  Based on the profile of relational markers, the respondent is classified as exhibiting one of three organized states of mind with respect to attachment to God: secure-autonomous, insecure-preoccupied, or insecure-dismissing.





	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	Religious Attachment Interview (RAI; Granqvist & Main, 2017; Nkara et al., 2017)
	Text; score and classification; themes
	0
	The RAI consists of 30 questions that measure adults’ representations of attachment relationships with personified deities (e.g., God).  Around half the questions are adapted from the AAI, and the rest ask about various religious/spiritual matters that are relevant from an attachment theory standpoint (e.g., prayer, doubts, and afterlife beliefs).  One sample question is: “Were there any changes in your relationship with [God] after childhood?”  The RAI usually takes 1 to 2 hours to complete.  Its scoring and classification system, which also is based on Main, Goldwyn, and Hess’ (2003) AAI scoring and classification system, yields scores on two sets of scales, each of which has two subscales: (a) Valence or Affective Content scales (subscales: Functional/Episodic Benevolence of the Divine; Malevolence of Supernatural Forces) and (b) Forms of Discourse scales (subscales: Incoherence/Inflexibility of Consideration vs. Coherence/ Flexibility of Consideration; Literalness vs. Sophistication of the Representation of the Deity in Relation to Self and Others).  Based on the coding of these scales, the respondent is classified as exhibiting one of three primary representations of the deity in relation to self: secure, insecure, or fearful/dissociative/ unresolved.  As with the AAI, respondents who receive a fearful/dissociative/unresolved primary classification on the RAI also receive a secondary classification as either secure or insecure. 

	
	Spiritual Experiences Interview (SEIn ; Teal, 2006; Fujikawa, 2010)
	Text; score and classification; themes
	2006: 2
2010: 6
	The SEIn consists of 30 questions, modeled after the AAI, and takes approximately 30-45 minutes to complete.  Questions relate to six domains, including “Relationship with God, Awareness of Relationship with God, Forgiveness, Relationship to Spiritual Community, Spiritual Commitment, and Spiritual Values/Service” (Fujikawa, 2010, p. 34).







	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	
	Spiritual Narrative Questionnaire (SNQ; Moradshahi, Hall, Wang, & Canada, 2017)
	Text; score and classification; themes
	0
	The SNQ consists of 19 questions intended to assess adult Protestant Christians’ “psychospiritual health from a relational spirituality perspective” (p. 38).  One sample questions is: “You described your relationship with God using the word ___.  Please write down a memory or incident that illustrates why you chose this word/phrase.”  Respondents are asked to write brief answers to all questions, and their answers are coded using Moradshahi et al.’s (2017) Spiritual Narrative Analysis coding system, which yields scores for 22 items, categorized into five subscales (Integrated Ownership of Faith, Spiritual Community, Spiritual Struggles, Secure Attachment to God, and Gut-Level Emotional Response to God). 

	Implicit Measures of God Representations
	
	
	

	Property Verification Measures
	
	
	

	
	[a] Gibson (2006)
	Reaction Time: yes/no
	47
	Gibson adapted a property verification task to examine group differences in people’s mental associations with God, by having Christians and atheists make yes/no judgments about whether positive (e.g., aggressive), negative (e.g., approachable), and theological (e.g., ageless) words described God. 

	
	[b] Sharp, Rentfrow, and Gibson (2017)
	Reaction Time: yes/no 
	2
	Sharp and colleagues used a property verification measure to assess God complexity (i.e., how cognitively complex people’s God representations are).  They investigated how quickly Christians made yes/no judgments about whether supernatural (e.g., almighty), positive (e.g., dependable), or negative (e.g., angry) words described members of the Trinity, thereby assessing differences in mental associations with members of the Trinity.

	
	[c] Yarborough (2009)
	Reaction Time:
yes/no 
	5
	Yarborough found differences between depressed and nondepressed individuals’ implicit God representations (i.e., based on whether people were depressed versus not depressed), using positive (e.g., comforting) and negative (e.g., severe) words. 

	
	[d] Zahl (2013)
	Reaction Time: yes/no
	0
	Zahl found that anger at God was associated with “inhibited accessibility of positive aspects of an individual’s God schema,” (pp. 159-160), using positive (e.g., intimate) and negative (e.g., critical) words.


	Measure
	Yielded data
	Number of citations
	Measure description

	Other Implicit Measures
	
	

	
	IAT: God/Devil vs. High/Low (Meier et al, 2007)
	Reaction Time: relative association of God/Devil with High/Low
	278
	Meier and colleagues adapted an IAT to use common linguistic metaphors to investigate people’s relative mental associations between two divine agents (God vs. Devil [e.g., “Creator” vs. “Antichrist”]) and within vertical space (up vs. down [e.g., “high” vs. “low”]).

	
	Positive/Negative God Go/No-Go Association Task (PNG-GNAT; Pirutinsky, Carp, & Rosmarin, 2017)
	Relative error rate; Reaction Time: latency
	1
	The PNG-GNAT assesses people’s mental associations of God with positive and negative terms, using the categories of God (e.g., almighty), positive (e.g., compassionate), and negative (e.g., cruel).  It compares responses on the two combination categories, God+positive and God+negative, resulting in two measures (error rate and RT).

	
	ST-IAT: abstraction/reality (Testoni et al., 2016)
	Reaction Time: relative association of God with abstraction/reality
	8
	The ST-IAT: abstraction/reality assesses people’s mental associations along the dimension of abstraction vs. reality (e.g., “aspirazione” [aspiration] vs. “concreto” [concrete]).


aThe number of citations are based on a Google Scholar search conducted in July 2018. 



