	
	
	



Introduction
This essay aims to critically compare and contrast the research methodologies, ethical and reflexive considerations as well as the overall structure of two published research projects. Terry L. Brink’s journal article 'Inconsistencies of Belief Among Roman Catholic Girls: Concerning Religion, Astrology and Reincarnation'[footnoteRef:1], will be compared to Gillian Bennett’s book chapter ‘”If I Knew You Were Coming, I'd Have baked a Cake”: The Folklore of Foreknowledge in a Neighbourhood Group’.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Terry L. Brink, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls: Concerning Religion, Astrology, Reincarnation’, Review of Religious Research, 20:1 (1978), pp. 82-85.]  [2:  Gillian Bennett, ‘”If I Knew You Were Comin, I’d Have Baked a Cake”: The Folklore of Foreknowledge in a Neighborhood Group’, in Out of the Ordinary: Folklore and the Supernatural, ed. by Barbera Walker (Utah State University Press, 1995), pp. 122-142.] 

A professor of psychology, Brink published his article in early in his career as part of the College of Notre Dame in San Jose[footnoteRef:3], a Catholic ethos college.[footnoteRef:4] His article is aimed at academics based in the social sciences with an interest in religious belief. Published in 1978, it is presented in a form of a quantitative statistical analysis drawing on relevant theories of social scientific from the preceding three decades. Brink’s philosophy is quite objective, with his ResearchGate profile describing him as ‘Working with Big Data Analytics ... as well as Qualitative Methodologies’[footnoteRef:5] having authored a book on the ‘Research Methods for Psychology’.[footnoteRef:6] The objective of Brink’s article is to test the hypothesis that Catholic adolescent girls will accept one of the following logically incompatible belief systems: Roman Catholic doctrine, astrology, or reincarnation. Based on the results, the author attempts to rationalize the rejection of this hypothesis on the grounds on existing theories in social science. [3:  Terry L. Brinks Academia Profile <https://craftonhills.academia.edu/TLBrink> [Accessed 8th March 2025].]  [4:  About Notre Dame de Namur University (NDNU), < https://www.ndnu.edu/about-ndnu/> [ Accessed 8th March 2025].]  [5:  Terry L. Brink, <https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Tl-Brink> [Accessed 8th March 2025].]  [6:  Terry L. Brink, Research Methods for Psychology (Yucaipa, Crafton Hills College 2018).] 

Bennett was an honorary research associate at the Centre for English and Cultural Tradition and Language at the University of Sheffield[footnoteRef:7], where she also earned her PhD on the ‘Aspects of Supernatural Belief’.[footnoteRef:8] She was a founding member of the International Society for Contemporary Legend Research.[footnoteRef:9] Published in 1995, her chapter was included in a book discussing the academic situation of supernatural belief.[footnoteRef:10] The style of text is easier to understand and follow given its comprehensive nature and lack of complex quantitative reporting, which allows a potentially wide audience. She has published on similar topics before.[footnoteRef:11] Bennett’s primarily qualitative approach in this chapter is to analyse the folklore of a neighbourhood group of elderly women regarding 'knowledge of the future'[footnoteRef:12] relating these beliefs to traditional feminine values and roles followed by a discussion on the negative aspects of these predictive powers. [7:  Barbera Walker, Out of the Ordinary: Folklore and the Supernatural (Utah State University Press, 1995), p 213.]  [8: Gillian Bennett, Aspects of Supernatural Belief, Memorate and Legend in a Contemporary Urban Environment, (University of Sheffield, 1985), https://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/id/eprint/1891/ [Accessed 10th March 2025].]  [9:  Carl Lindahl, ‘Forward’ in Contemporary Legend: A Reader (eds, Gillian Bennett and Paul Smith) (New York: Routledge, 1996).]  [10:  Walker, Out of the Ordinary, pp. 122 – 142.]  [11:  Gillian Bennett, Traditions of Belief: Women and the Supernatural (London: Penguin Books, 1987).]  [12:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 122.] 


Research Methodology
Brink’s quantitative approach involved surveying 227 participants in a Catholic girl school in Chicago by providing a series of 12 religious or moral statements.[footnoteRef:13] These statements were quantified statistically to assess correlation with belief in astrology and reincarnation. Due to its large sample size, statistical analysis and subsequent discussion, Brink’s aim appears to be generalizing to the larger contemporary adolescent population.[footnoteRef:14] The process of generalizing, according to O’Dwyer and Bernauer, which can be inferred ‘to other participants and settings is referred to as external validity’.[footnoteRef:15] This assumption seems to correlate with Brinks discussion on marginalized communities in general, with Brink’s final statement only referring to the ‘adolescent’s response...’.[footnoteRef:16] External validation cannot be confirmed as Brink fails to discuss the purpose of his project. Bennett’s mixed method approach to her project mainly emphasizes the quantitative aspect.[footnoteRef:17] She primarily utilizes in-depth interviews to gain an ethnographic analysis on the relevant belief systems of 87 elderly Methodist women in her hometown. She uses the data she gathers to create, what Geertz refers to as a ‘thick description’ [footnoteRef:18], highlighting the cultural phenomena from the context of those who practice it. This narrative approach ‘examines the nature of these to understand how people portray their lives and experiences’.[footnoteRef:19] Brink’s almost positivist approach lacks the nuance and deeper context that Bennett’s qualitative work clearly provides. The participants are unable to discuss the experiential side of their belief systems or the underlying context. The academic expectations of peer reviewed publication that Brink faced may be a major rationale for this. Qualitative methodology, on the other hand, has the disadvantage of not representing an entire population. As such, Bennett supplements her study with a wider quantitative analysis. [13:  Brink, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, p. 83.]  [14:  L. M. O'Dwyer & J. A. Bernauer, ‘Choosing research participants and making generalizations: sampling and external validity’, in Quantitative Research for the Qualitative Researcher (Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications, 2014), pp. 75-97, p. 75.]  [15:  O'Dwyer & Bernauer, Quantitative Research for the Qualitative Researcher, p. 76.]  [16:  Brinks, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, pp. 84 – 85.]  [17:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, pp. 126 – 127.]  [18:  Geertz, Clifford, ‘Thick Description: Toward an Interpretive Theory of Culture’, in The Interpretation of Cultures: Selected Essays, (New York: Basic Books, 1973), pp. 3 – 30.]  [19:  Monique Hennink, Inge Hutter & Ajay Bailey, Qualitative Research Methods, 2nd Edition, (Thousand Oaks, Sage Publications, 2020), p. 209.] 

Both author’s handling of their quantitative analysis is incomplete. According to Fraenkel and Wallen[footnoteRef:20], a sample size of 50 is recommended for correlational research designs, of which both achieve. What Brink lacks though, when employing the Pearson Goodness-of-Fit test, is statistical justification.[footnoteRef:21] Bennett’s flaw is developing descriptive statistics comparing 21 young women and 13 elderly men[footnoteRef:22] with 96 elderly women which is an insufficient amount to make any statistically powerful comparison.[footnoteRef:23] Both authors provide insufficient information on how the sampling was done. Brink claims that the 227 students of Polish or Italian heritage he administered his survey too were from one Chicago Catholic school who happened to be in religious class that day.[footnoteRef:24] He makes no reference to absent or exempt students or if the sample surveyed represents the total population of the school or secondary schools in general. On the contrary, Bennett provides more comprehensive sampling description including demographic points such as age range, gender, and marital status.[footnoteRef:25] She furthermore refers to ’Nine interviews that had to be discarded for technical reasons’ making the reader aware of exempt data. What Bennett lacks though, much like Brink, is if the sample size reflects the general population of her hometown. [20:   Jack R. Fraenkel, Normal E. Wallen & Helen H. Hyun, ‘The Difficulty in Generalizing from a Sample’, in How to Design and Evaluate Research in Education, 8th Edition (New York, McGraw Hill, 2017), pp. 103 - 109, p. 103.]  [21:  Karl Pearson, ‘On a New Method of Determining “Goodness of Fit”’, Biometrika, 26:4 (1934) pp. 425 - 442.]  [22:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 140.]  [23:  Shinichi Nakagawa, Malgorzata Lagisz, Yenfeng Yang, Szumon M. Drobniak, ‘Finding the right power balance: Better study design and collaboration can reduce dependence on statistical power’. PLoS biology, 22:1 (2024).]  [24:  Brink, ’Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls‘, p. 83. ]  [25:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 128.] 

Critical analysis of quantitative data is lacking from both authors. Brink provides no justification for using the Chi squared test, even though this is a common technique for generalization.[footnoteRef:26] He provides no prior assumptions such as the ‘expected value’ needed when calculating the Chi squared statistic, leaving the reader unable to replicate the calculations.[footnoteRef:27] Finally, he lacks a sufficient discussion of the statistical results only suggesting the few significant ’points did not entail a rejection of the entire belief system’.[footnoteRef:28] Bennett’s descriptive statistics do not provide any meaningful comparative analysis, merely "suggesting" the percentage differences of believers across demographics is significant. For example, she says 'On the whole, the younger women are more believing than the older ones' based on the ’mean percentage of belief in traditions of foreknowledge is 50.6 percent compared with 47.1 percent among older women'.[footnoteRef:29] A statistical significance test is needed to provide evidence this difference isn’t due to random chance.[footnoteRef:30]   [26:  Alan Bryman, ‘ The Nature of Qualitative Research’ in Quantity and Quality in Social Research (London: Routledge, 1988), pp. 11 – 44,   p. 35.]  [27:  Mark Reiser, ‘Goodness‐of‐fit testing in sparse contingency tables when the number of variables is large’, WIREs Computational Statistics, 11:6 (2019)]  [28:  Brink, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls‘, p. 83.]  [29:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 140.]  [30:  Connie M. Borror, ‘Statistical decision making’ in The Certified Quality Engineer Handbook, 3rd edition, (Milwaukee: ASQ Quality Press, 2009). pp. 418–472.] 

In summary, both pieces are fraught with methodological issues however, Brink’s paper contains a larger amount of absent procedural information. Both authors make insufficient use of statistical analysis leaving the overall picture incomplete. Furthermore, several methodological omissions in both pieces question the ethical questions both authors failed to consider.

Ethical and Reflexive Considerations
Without any direct reference, we can only infer the reflexive positioning of both authors. Brink does not indicate if he ascribed to any of the three belief systems in his article. We don’t we know his personal worldview, nor if his position at a Catholic ethos college informed any aspects of his research. Otherwise, Brink is an outsider in this project. Evidence from his methodology suggests his approach is objective and scientific, going as far to refer to the student’s as ‘subjects’.[footnoteRef:31] He supplements this objective philosophy with several presumptions and biased statements about astrology and reincarnation in his Hypothesis sections. Claiming, in relation to astrology, ‘fate being by the stars’[footnoteRef:32] is very reductive evident by his lack of referencing an authoritative source for such a controversial statement.[footnoteRef:33] Bennett’s academic background as a folklorist and her qualitative approach allows for more of a participant focused approach with less scientific bias than Brink demonstrates. Furthermore, she self-identifies as an insider due to common hometown but because of the absent insider knowledge, is still an outsider as evidenced by lacking the vocabulary the participants use.[footnoteRef:34] Bennett’s presumptions, such as the separation of foreknowledge into two strands, is derived from solid literature research[footnoteRef:35] and does not demonstrate the bias evident in Brink. [31:  Brink, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls‘. p. 83.]  [32:  Brink, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls‘. p. 82.]  [33:  Daryn Lehoux, ‘Tomorrow’s News Today: Astrology, Fate, and the Way Out.’ Representations, 95: 1, 2006, pp. 105–22, p. 106.]  [34:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 125.]  [35:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 124.] 

Both authors leave questions regarding participant consent. Unlike Bennett’s participants, Brink’s were minors and according to the National Research Act in the USA, needed parental consent[footnoteRef:36] of which Brink fails to report on. He fails to mention whether the students themselves or their parents could opt out of the study. Furthermore, there is no reference as to whether the students or parents were fully informed of the details of the project and how that would have been verified. While Bennett’s participants were of legal age, as she reports the demographics[footnoteRef:37] she does not refer to their consent in the study. It is also suspicious that all 120 participants were sourced solely from her father's medical practice, inviting questions of pressure to consent due to their relationship with her father. [36:  National Research Service Award Act of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-348, 88 Stat. 342 (1974), p. 349. < https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/STATUTE-88/pdf/STATUTE-88-Pg342.pdf> [Accessed 10th March 2025]]  [37:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 127.] 

There are several aspects in both pieces that pose risks to the participants that are not addressed mainly in reference to anonymity and confidentiality. Brink lacks transparency regarding demographic or personal data collection beyond a mention of a student's status as a junior or senior.[footnoteRef:38] There is no mention of who administered the survey directly to the students and who had access to the data. While Bennett has a fuller description of data collection, she leaves open the door to possible identification and gossip due to sourcing her participants from a single church, a single identifiable medical practice all within one town.[footnoteRef:39] She also does not confirm whether any participant names she employs are pseudonyms. Both authors similarly do not report on how the data during and after the respective projects was kept. Was the data stored securely or was it adequately disposed of after the project was completed.  [38:  Brink, ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls‘ p. 83.]  [39:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 127.] 

There are many open questions regarding how well both authors adhered to ethical considerations and the overall reflexivity of their respective projects. Brink clearly has much more to answer for than Bennett and perhaps one would question the review processed for both forms of publication and their overall structural requirements.
Structure
The overall structure of both pieces is dependent on publication method. Brink’s work is subject to the specific publishing rules of an academic journal. By comparison, Bennett’s chapter has less strict rules but still follows that of an academic article. Both pieces commence with an introduction and contextual background, followed by a description of the procedure, some output of numerical results and then a discussion of the findings. Both have conclusion, albeit in very different forms.
Brink’s shorter introduction, probably to academic journal constraints, establishes the background on cognitive consistency followed by a paragraph on his subsequent hypothesis.[footnoteRef:40] Along with having no research or historical context, or reference to similar work on cognitive consistency in religious settings, he makes no effort to elaborate on the cognitive theories he does reference. However, he does use this background as a base for the subsequent hypothesis claiming that ‘Simultaneous belief in Roman Catholic doctrine, astrology, and reincarnation is logically incompatible’.[footnoteRef:41] As discussed previously, he justifies this based on inaccurate statements of regarding fatalism, and karma. Unlike Brink, Bennett makes her objectives clear in her opening paragraph quoting John Beaumont. She intends to investigate the ‘"common consent and agreement" about knowledge of the future, as it is understood by a group of elderly women’ and how the social and moral context can ’shape the folklore’.[footnoteRef:42] She provides an in-depth historical and literature-based context with thorough referencing incorporating the rationalistic influences of the enlightenment and the internalization of supernatural experiences.[footnoteRef:43] She even critiques the work of a particular antiquarian as ‘credulous’.[footnoteRef:44] Her focus on twentieth century quantitative surveys justifies separating ’the visionary over the divinatory’[footnoteRef:45], a trend she then claims is evident in her work. It is evident above that Bennett’s work provides better context for her research than Brink’s does. Despite Brink’s incomplete context, he is writing for an academic audience probably already versed in the social science and a general audience may not be his intention. Bennett’s introduction is easier to grasp for a general audience that would have access to this book despite it being a collection of conference lectures.[footnoteRef:46] [40:  Brink, ’Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, p. 82.]  [41:  Brink, ’ Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, p. 82.]  [42:  Bennett, Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 122]  [43:  Bennett, Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, pp. 122 - 124.]  [44:  Bennett, Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 122.]  [45:  Bennett, Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 124.]  [46:  Walker, Out of the Ordinary,  p. ix.] 

While the flaws in both authors’ methodologies have already been discussed earlier, it is noticeable that Brink makes no clear link between his introduction and procedurally sections. Bennett on the other hand does conclude her Historical Perspective relating the women she already mentioned in her introduction to the research she wishes to carry out.[footnoteRef:47] The same judgement can be made for both authors regarding linking their results to their discussions. Furthermore, Bennett’s discussion is more comprehensive than Brink’s. Brink provides twelve statements in his statistical tabulation[footnoteRef:48] which could potentially form the basis of an in-depth discussion beyond the acceptance of the Roman Catholic Religion. Instead, he focuses his discussion on justifying the low response of the subjects to the statement about the ’Roman Catholic religion being he one for them’[footnoteRef:49] and the marginalized belief in astrology or reincarnation based on external literature only.[footnoteRef:50] Bennett’s discussion is almost predominantly based on her own research, with most references coming from the interviews or her previous work.[footnoteRef:51] She even separates her discussion into three topics that rationally link to each other. In this way, based on her interviews, she elucidates the differences between the who strands of foreknowledge in line with her literature research[footnoteRef:52] and effectively relate these to traditional values and gender roles.[footnoteRef:53] Like her introductory sections, Bennett’s work links from one section to the next, a quality that Brink lacks even though that should still exist in journal publishing. Bennett’s in-depth discussion on her own findings provide a more comprehensive cultural picture, of which Brink’s absence of this is a major weakness. [47:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, pp. 126.]  [48:  Brink, ’Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, p. 83.]  [49:  Brink, ’Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, p. 84.]  [50:  Brink, ’Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, pp. 84 - 85.]  [51:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 142.]  [52:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 126.]  [53:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, p. 143.] 

While Bennett has a concluding section, Brink does not, and his abstract serves this function.[footnoteRef:54] The primary issues with his abstract though, much like his introduction, contains no research purpose. Half of the abstract is devoted to quantitative statements that could be summarized in a sentence. This space could have posed the research question or elaborated his methodologies. It is interesting to note that the journal’s submission guidelines say the abstract needs to state the ‘central purpose’ and ‘The majority of the abstract should summarize the methodological design’.[footnoteRef:55] Bennett’s concluding paragraphs is primarily dedicated to new quantitative information better suited for the discussion section. It does not summarize her main findings discussed previously. The only relevant statement is the hope that her ‘work may at least show what a wealth of folklore there is to be explored in even the most prosaic of everyday surroundings’.[footnoteRef:56] Bennett’s over all structure slows better than Brink’s and provides much more context and discussion of her findings. Even though Brink’s work is targeted at an academic audient, it doesn’t excuse the lack of coherency or information. [54:  Brink, ’Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’, p. 82.]  [55:  These requirements may have changed since 1974, Information for Authors, < https://www.rraweb.org/journal-review-of-religious-research/information-for-authors/> [Accessed 10th March 2025].]  [56:  Bennett, ‘”If I know you were coming”’, pp. 141.
] 


Conclusion
This essay aimed to compare and contrast Terry Brink’s paper on ‘Inconsistency of Belief among Roman Catholic Girls’ and Gillian Bennett’s chapter on ‘The Folklore of Foreknowledge in a Neighborhood Group’. Both pieces examine the belief systems of a particular demographic. Both pieces present incomplete accounts of their methodological approaches with Brink almost completely absent. While Bennett’s methodology is relatively complete it does raise ethical questions regarding her methods of interviewing participants through her father’s medical practice. Similarly, much of the participant acquisition and data handling methods are absent from Brink’s work. The structure of Bennett’s piece logically flows from one section to the next, while being thoroughly referenced and her discussion drawn from her own qualitative analysis. Her main weak point was her conclusion. Brink on the other hand, has a very poor structure, with insufficient linking from one section to the next and a discussion based on existing literature rather than his own findings. He also has a poorly structured Abstract. Overall, Bennett’s piece is a better structured and an easier to understand read, compared to the poorly structured article by Brink. 
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