
Table 2.1 Changes in Number and Types of Congregations, 1780 to 2000

1780a 1850b 1935c 2000

Congregationalists 750 1706 6129 5,923
Anglican-Episcopalian 400 1459 7529 7,364
Presbyterians 475 4824 13263 11,178

Cumberland Presbyterian & Presbyterian Church in Americad 1288 2,237

Baptists (→ Northern→ American) 450 9375 7694 5,756

Southern Baptists & miscellaneous other white conservative Baptists 31499 @60,000e

African American Baptists 33400 @37,500
Dutch & German Reformed (→ Reformed Church in America & Christian 
Reformed Church) 325 668 1010 1,578

Lutheran (→ Evangelical Lutheran Church in America) 225 1217 10125 10,816

Lutheran Church, Missouri and Wisconsin Synods 4224 6,150

Quaker 75 726 660 1,100
Roman Catholic 50 1221 18242 19,500
Eastern Orthodox @750 2,400
Jews 31 3118 @3,500
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Mennonites, Moravians, Brethren, and  European pietists 495 2129 4,358

Methodists (→ United Methodist Church) 13280 49828 35,469
African Methodist Episcopal, AME, Zion & Christian Methodist Episcopal 15568 @10,593

Restorationists (→ Disciples of Christ) 859 8118 3,781

Churches of Christ 6226 15,000
Adventists (→ Seventh-Day Adventists) 2912 4,989
Holiness (Wesleyan, Nazarene, Church of God, Salvation Army, and so on) 6802 12,331
Pentecostal (Assemblies of God, Church of God in Christ, and so on) 6068 41,053
Nondenominational evangelical @35,000

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints 9 1927 12,798
Jehovah’s Witnesses @3000 11,636
Christian Science 2132 @2,000
Other world religions @5,000

Source: Authors’ compilation.
a 1780 data from Gausted and Barlow (2001, 8). Although there were a few Methodists, Jews, and Eastern Orthodox Churches, as well as substantial
numbers of Mennonite, Moravian, Brethren, and pietist churches, no counts are provided for them.
b 1850 data from DeBow (1854). Note that both the Baptists and Methodists had already split into Northern and Southern branches in the mid-1840s,
but the Census did not pick up that distinction. Nor are data provided for any African American groups and many other denominations that were al-
ready growing.
c Data for 1935 and 2000 come primarily from the American Religion Data Archive (2006). Many very small denominations are not included. Data for
Eastern Orthodox churches are from Diana Eck, 2007, http://www.pluralism.org Krindatch (2006), and estimates for other world religions come
from The Pluralism Project.
d Groups shown below and to the right are conservative offshoots of the historical group they follow. Gray shading indicates an evangelical group.
e All figures here are estimates, but some more so than others (marked by “@”). Baptists, for instance, comprise dozens of small decentralized de-
nominations that do not always keep records or report to anyone.
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listing the key religious groups in the order of the Bush vote.1 Bush did
indeed enjoy strong support from white evangelical Protestants, but he
also won large majorities of weekly attending white Catholics, mainline
Protestants, and a composite category of other Christians—the most tra-
ditionally religious elements of these religious communities. In fact,
weekly worshippers voted more Republican than the less observant in
every one of these religious categories, including the strongly Democra-
tic groups of African American Protestants and a composite category of
other faiths. This attendance gap in the vote was evident even among
white evangelicals, with Bush doing especially well among the most tra-
ditionally religious, the weekly attenders (Olson and Green 2008).

Taken together, white evangelical Protestants and the weekly atten-
ders in all the other religious affiliations accounted for 50.2 percent of all
Bush’s 2004 ballots; adding in less observant evangelicals swelled the
total to 60.7 percent of the Republican vote. In contrast, the combination
of the less observant religious groups and the unaffiliated accounted for
66.3 percent of all the Democratic ballots. These figures were especially
impressive given the closeness of the 2004 vote (see table 4.1). It is small
wonder then that numerous observers saw in the 2004 results evidence of
a new kind of faith-based politics in the United States focused on moral
values (Rozell and Das Gupta 2006). White evangelical Protestants cer-
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Table 4.1 Religious Groups and the Two-Party Presidential Vote, 2004

Bush Kerry

White Evangelical Protestants, weekly worship attenders 82.5 17.5
White Evangelical Protestants, less observant 71.9 28.1

White Catholics, weekly worship attenders 61.8 38.2
Other Christians, weekly worship attenders 60.3 39.7
White Mainline Protestants, weekly worship attenders 57.3 42.7

White Catholics, less observant 53.2 46.8
White Mainline Protestants, less observant 52.3 47.7

ALL 51.6 48.4

Other Christians, less observant 40.4 59.6

Unaffiliated, nonattenders 26.9 73.1
Other Faiths, weekly worship attenders 24.1 75.9
Other Faiths, less observant 19.6 80.4

African American Protestants, weekly worship attenders 16.9 83.1
African American Protestants, less observant 8.5 91.5

Source: Author’s compilation based on National Election Pool 2004.
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Table 4.2 Measuring Religious Traditionalists, 2004

Percent Weekly Religion Believe in Preserve My Religion Religious
Practice or Belief Population Worship Important Personal God Tradition True Faith* Diversity Bad**

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 9.8 93.6 79.6 92.6 77.8 49.2 26.4
White Catholics 3.9 90.3 70.3 58.1 69.9 22.5 6.8
Other Christians 4.6 94.5 82.9 79.8 76.1 54.2 16.7
White mainline Protestants 4.2 78.1 57.4 75.1 64.2 27.6 18.2
Other faiths 2.9 46.5 62.4 23.9 60.3 26.2 22.2
African American Protestants 4.8 88.8 78.6 79.1 53.5 41.2 16.4

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 14.1 40.9 42.6 55.3 46.5 21.9 12.7
White Catholics 11.9 35.4 21.6 22.9 17.6 8.8 8.5
Other Christians 9.0 35.2 38.4 26.3 37.5 26.4 18.8
White mainline Protestants 11.5 17.7 21.8 20.0 21.9 7.7 6.1
Other faiths 3.4 14.7 20.6 2.2 22.9 6.0 10.3
African American Protestants 4.5 32.7 55.1 30.1 28.9 24.8 18.7
Unaffiliated 15.4 0.8 5.3 4.4 * 0.0 15.8

ALL 100.0 43.3 41.0 40.0 43.7 23.7 14.5

Sources: Author’s compilation based on National Survey of Religion and Politics 2004 (N = 4,000); U.S. Religious Landscape Survey 2007b
(N = 35,000); Religion and Diversity Study 2002–2003 (N = 2,910).
Note: * 2007 U.S. Religious Landscape Survey; ** 2002–2003 Religion and Diversity Study.

0
5
_
B
r
i
n
t
 
C
h
4
 
1
1
5
-
1
5
8
.
q
x
d
 
 
6
/
1
0
/
0
9
 
 
2
:
0
9
 
P
M
 
 
P
a
g
e
 
1
2
2



Table 4.3 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Personal Confidants, 2004

Other Not
Protestants Catholics Jews Religions Religious Total

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 76 9 0 8 7 100
White Catholics 15 74 0 2 9 100
Other Christians 48 39 0 9 4 100
White mainline Protestants 78 10 5 2 5 100
Other faiths 25 18 15 27 15 100
African American Protestants 80 10 0 10 0 100

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 66 16 1 8 9 100
White Catholics 20 60 5 6 9 100
Other Christians 28 43 2 11 16 100
White mainline Protestants 56 18 2 9 15 100
Other faiths 16 16 36 16 16 100
African America Protestants 72 7 1 12 8 100
Unaffiliated 26 25 3 10 36 100

ALL 43 29 4 9 15 100

Source: Author’s compilation based on General Social Survey 2004 (N = 959).
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Table 4.4 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Closeness to Religious Groups

Evangelical Mainline Black
Percent Close, Very Close Protestants Protestants Protestants Catholics Jews Not Religious

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 62.0 45.5 42.9 13.9 26.7 19.8
White Catholics 14.4 18.5 17.0 84.3 21.4 14.8
Other Christians 26.5 29.0 27.5 36.5 26.5 6.2
White mainline Protestants 39.1 62.4 27.5 21.5 18.5 13.6
Other faiths 14.5 12.3 23.8 24.1 35.7 50.6
African American Protestants 39.2 12.8 40.0 8.4 37.4 18.7

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 28.9 29.3 19.8 13.5 17.8 13.8
White Catholics 8.3 12.5 9.5 70.6 14.6 9.7
Other Christians 17.8 8.6 11.6 50.9 16.4 11.2
White mainline Protestants 13.3 43.2 17.9 20.1 15.5 17.3
Other faiths 2.1 11.7 6.4 8.0 54.0 51.6
African American Protestants 24.6 9.3 34.6 6.3 22.1 32.1
Unaffiliated 2.1 7.9 7.8 13.0 11.8 49.4

ALL 22.3 25.5 20.4 29.5 20.2 22.1

Source: Author’s compilation based on National Survey of Religion and Politics 2000 (N = 3,000).
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A similar but weaker pattern held for income. The most affluent tra-
ditionalist groups were Catholics and mainline Protestants, and the least
affluent were black Protestants. Here, traditionalist evangelicals, other
Christians, and mainline Protestants were more affluent than their less
traditional counterparts. Meanwhile, among Catholics, other faiths, and
African American Protestants, the traditionalists were less affluent. The
potential allies in the traditionalist alliance, then, were divided in part
by social class.

Thus some key demographic attributes, such as gender and age,
could help foster the traditionalist alliance, whereas other factors, such
as education and income, could hinder it. Traditionalist evangelicals
were generally found toward the center of the potential allies in these re-
gards. Overall, though, demography does not appear to strongly rein-
force social insularity among the traditionalists.

Civic Engagement and the 
Traditionalist Alliance

In sum, the potential traditionalist allies display some religious particu-
larism and social insularity. These factors, however, do not appear to
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Table 4.5 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Basic Demography, 2004

Percent Percent 
Above Above 

Percent Percent Above Median Median
Female Median Age Education Income

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 57.4 56.9 45.0 50.7
White Catholics 57.1 70.0 59.4 56.5
Other Christians 56.7 34.2 43.8 46.3
White mainline Protestants 73.2 70.1 62.2 55.9
Other faiths 60.0 34.1 53.3 46.2
African American Protestants 70.9 48.4 38.6 34.6

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 51.5 55.5 44.7 44.8
White Catholics 45.5 56.0 56.0 59.4
Other Christians 55.3 30.9 52.8 42.1
White mainline Protestants 53.2 58.3 54.4 52.0
Other faiths 51.9 58.7 74.3 55.6
African American Protestants 53.3 45.4 38.2 36.4
Unaffiliated 43.6 36.2 56.5 46.1
ALL 53.7 50.6 51.8 48.7

Source: Author’s compilation based on General Social Survey 2004 (N = 2,812).
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Table 4.6 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Favorability Toward Religious Groups

Percent Favorable, Evangelical Mainline
Very Favorable Protestants Protestants Catholics Jews Mormons* Muslims Buddhists Atheists

Traditionalist
White Evangelical Protestants 80.5 68.4 59.4 75.2 34.8 27.2 17.1 14.9
White Catholics 59.4 67.1 90.9 77.8 60.3 49.0 37.4 20.5
Other Christians 63.4 65.3 70.6 71.8 54.2 55.0 40.6 20.3
White mainline Protestants 59.5 79.0 80.0 76.1 52.9 44.1 39.7 23.2
Other faiths 46.2 67.0 74.5 83.0 42.0 59.0 60.0 40.0
African American Protestants 58.6 61.0 66.2 76.2 47.5 43.3 24.3 7.1

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 67.6 71.9 73.2 73.7 53.2 40.1 30.7 19.4
White Catholics 44.2 64.8 91.0 74.5 59.2 48.7 41.5 31.5
Other Christians 52.8 53.3 75.9 65.4 54.9 53.3 39.4 30.1
White mainline Protestants 50.2 67.2 75.9 68.3 64.0 39.0 37.6 32.2
Other faiths 34.1 53.5 68.7 66.2 44.0 46.5 46.5 47.5
African American Protestants 56.9 63.8 68.1 63.3 37.8 51.9 34.8 19.0
Unaffiliated 34.3 49.4 60.6 64.9 52.2 50.6 49.2 57.0

ALL 54.6 64.2 74.1 71.5 52.7 44.6 37.0 28.7

Sources: Author’s compilation based on Religion and Public Life Survey 2001 (N = 2,041) and Religion and Public Life Survey 2007 (N = 3,000).
Note: *2007 Pew Research Center Survey. 
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Taken together, these patterns reflect two features of the movement
that have implications for the traditionalist alliance. First, the movement
has always been made up of numerous organizations (Wilcox and Lar-
son 2006, chap. 3). Some groups were national in scope, and others ei-
ther state or local. Different organizations specialized in different kinds
of activities, ranging from voter mobilization to litigating in the courts.
For some groups, the pro-family agenda was broad and for others it fo-
cused on a single issue. Most such groups operated for a relatively short
time and were replaced by new organizations. Thus the reported mem-
bership and affect in table 4.7 may well reflect the numerous and varied
movement organizations.

Second, religious particularism was an important factor in the cre-
ation of these multiple organizations. The best known of the movement
groups drew most of their support from particular kinds of evangelical
Protestants: the Moral Majority from fundamentalist Baptists, the Chris-
tian Coalition from Pentecostals and charismatics, and Focus on the
Family from nondenominational evangelicals (Green et al. 1996; Smith
2000). Some of these organizations eventually gained a wider following
among traditionalists, but mostly by uniting various kinds of tradition-
alist evangelicals rather than by uniting all kinds of traditionalists. By
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Table 4.7 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: The Christian Right 

Percent Active Member Percent Close to 
in Organization Christian Right

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 13.8 77.2
White Catholics 13.6 48.3
Other Christians 16.1 64.4
White mainline Protestants 7.6 54.2
Other faiths 5.7 34.4
African American Protestants 19.2 65.0

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 5.5 40.2
White Catholics 2.4 17.7
Other Christians 5.6 30.2
White mainline Protestants 3.9 20.0
Other faiths 0.5 3.0
African American Protestants 5.9 48.0
Unaffiliated 1.2 8.9

ALL 6.5 36.0

Source: Author’s compilation based on National Survey of Religion and Politics 2000 (N =
6,000).
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Table 4.8 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Issues and Political Attitudes, 2004

Percent for Percent for Percent 
Percent International Environmental Disadvantaged Percent Percent 
Pro-Life Engagement Protection Need Help Conservative Republican

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 88.3 64.9 55.4 50.4 74.8 77.1
White Catholics 79.2 57.4 53.9 51.3 64.9 58.4
Other Christians 82.2 54.2 51.1 59.8 47.0 41.3
White mainline Protestants 56.5 44.6 58.3 54.3 57.7 60.7
Other faiths 53.4 34.2 41.0 52.2 27.4 25.6
African American Protestants 64.6 43.7 41.9 62.6 33.9 10.9

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 58.2 44.9 50.9 59.8 49.0 46.0
White Catholics 35.7 49.3 62.7 55.9 32.8 35.5
Other Christians 49.0 44.6 50.7 63.7 30.7 24.4
White mainline Protestants 26.5 49.3 61.7 53.2 35.1 38.6
Other faiths 7.4 63.7 69.3 77.8 13.2 11.7
African American Protestants 40.7 31.7 37.4 61.5 28.0 11.5
Unaffiliated 23.7 44.4 57.5 62.7 25.1 26.3

ALL 48.2 48.3 54.7 58.5 40.0 37.8

Source: Author’s compilation based on National Survey of Religion and Politics 2004 (N = 4,000).
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Table 4.9 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Republican Support from Voters, Activists, and Leaders, 2000

Voters Donors Delegates Clergy

Bush Gore Republican Democrat Republican Democrat Bush Gore

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 87.3 12.7 91.4 8.6 86.5 13.5 97.6 2.4
White Catholics 60.7 39.3 65.5 34.5 77.0 23.0 86.3 13.7
Other Christians 60.7 39.3 66.7 33.3 69.4 30.6 * *
White mainline Protestants 75.9 24.1 65.9 34.1 84.6 15.4 90.3 9.7
Other faiths 20.4 79.6 38.9 61.1 48.1 51.9 6.8 93.2
African American Protestants 4.3 95.7 * * 14.1 85.9 11.2 88.8

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 56.6 43.4 59.6 40.4 34.7 65.3 79.8 20.2
White Catholics 45.1 54.9 44.0 56.0 23.6 76.4 53.5 46.5
Other Christians 21.8 78.2 58.8 41.2 31.7 68.3 * *
White mainline Protestants 52.7 47.3 44.3 55.7 50.1 49.9 41.9 58.1
Other faiths 25.0 75.0 15.0 85.0 11.6 88.4 2.3 97.7
African American Protestants 2.7 97.3 * * 9.9 90.1 7.3 92.7
Unaffiliated 38.2 61.8 44.7 55.3 26.9 73.1 * *

ALL 49.5 50.5 50.0 50.0 50.0 50.0 60.0 40.0

Sources: Author’s compilation based on National Survey of Religion and Politics 2000 (N = 3,000); Presidential Campaign Finance Survey 2001 (N =
2,870); Convention Delegate Survey 2001 (N = 2,327); Cooperative Clergy Survey 2001 (N = 8,805).
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Table 4.10 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Coalitions among Voters, Activists, and Leaders, 2000

Voters Donors Delegates Clergy

Bush Gore Republican Democrat Republican Democrat Bush Gore

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 24.9 3.5 17.0 1.6 20.7 3.2 45.6 1.7
White Catholics 8.4 5.3 15.3 8.0 13.7 4.1 2.2 0.5
Other Christians 4.4 2.8 2.1 1.0 7.7 3.4 * *
White mainline Protestants 8.5 2.7 10.6 5.5 19.1 3.4 5.6 0.9
Other faiths 1.3 4.9 0.5 0.8 1.8 2.0 0.6 12.3
African American Protestants 0.4 8.5 * * 0.7 4.3 1.0 12.1

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 12.8 9.6 10.6 7.2 2.5 4.6 22.8 8.7
White Catholics 12.4 14.8 7.5 9.5 5.3 17.1 2.7 3.5
Other Christians 1.5 5.4 0.7 0.5 3.1 6.7 * *
White mainline Protestants 13.7 12.0 20.2 25.4 17.9 17.8 18.7 38.9
Other faiths 2.2 6.4 4.8 27.3 2.0 15.6 0.2 10.7
African American Protestants 0.3 9.1 * * 0.5 4.5 0.6 10.7
Unaffiliated 9.2 15.0 10.7 13.2 5.0 13.5 * *

ALL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: Author’s compilation based on National Survey of Religion and Politics 2000 (N = 3,000); Presidential Campaign Finance Survey 2001 (N =
2,870); Convention Delegate Survey 2001 (N = 2,327); Cooperative Clergy Survey 2001 (N = 8,805).
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one’s principles in order to achieve desirable results. Table 4.11 reports
the percentages of the religious groups holding such views among vot-
ers, donors, delegates, and clergy. Attitudes like this have been studied
extensively because building successful electoral coalitions in the
United States is inherently difficult. On the one hand, such coalitions
benefit from the intense commitments of their constituencies. On the
other, they require regular pragmatic adjustments among their compo-
nent parts (see Wilson 1966).

One pattern is immediately apparent in table 4.11. Large numbers of
traditionalists of all sorts reported an unwillingness to compromise their
principles in politics. With just a few modest exceptions, traditionalists
were less willing to compromise than their counterparts. Traditionalist
evangelicals were the most uncompromising group among voters and
donors (by a large margin) and among delegates and clergy (by smaller
margins). Less traditional evangelicals were also unwilling to compro-
mise among voters and donors, but among delegates and clergy African
American Protestants were more unwilling. As one might imagine, un-
willingness to compromise tended to be more common among voters
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Table 4.11 Exploring the Traditionalist Alliance: Views of Compromise,
2000

Percent Unwilling to 
Compromise Principles Voters Donors Delegates Clergy

Traditionalists
White Evangelical Protestants 71.2 65.0 48.9 58.1
White Catholics 52.7 41.8 37.6 43.6
Other Christians 64.1 56.8 36.2 *
White mainline Protestants 56.4 35.6 26.3 56.2
Other faiths 52.8 28.6 47.2 20.2
African American Protestants 70.3 * 27.5 70.3

Less traditional
White Evangelical Protestants 61.7 42.2 35.0 40.1
White Catholics 49.2 31.9 28.1 24.3
Other Christians 54.0 37.5 36.2 *
White mainline Protestants 44.0 28.3 25.8 30.2
Other faiths 33.0 27.4 39.0 16.5
African American Protestants 51.4 * 42.6 60.8
Unaffiliated 44.7 26.5 38.9 44.1

ALL 53.9 35.4 34.6 44.1

Sources: Author’s compilation based on National Survey of Religion and Politics 2000
(N = 3,000); Presidential Campaign Finance Study 2001 (N = 2,870); Convention Delegate
Survey 2001 (N = 2,327); Cooperative Clergy Survey 2001 (N = 8,805).
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Figure 5.1 NAE and Women in Elected Office
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Source: Author’s compilation based on the 2001 American Religion Identification Survey
(Kosim, Mayer, and Keysar 2001) and Werschkul and Williams 2004.

Figure 5.2 NAE and Gay Elected Officials
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Source: Author’s compilation based on the 2001 American Religion Identification Survey
(Kosim, Mayer, and Keysar 2001) and the Gay and Lesbian Victory Fund and Leadership
Institite 2006.
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Table 5.1 Regression on Women and Gay in Elected Office Composite
Measures

Model 1 Model 2
Women Gay

Coefficient Coefficient
Variable (Standard Error) (Standard Error)

NAE-Baptist –0.037** –0.024*
(0.019) (0.017)

Catholic –0.033** 0.000
(0.019) (0.017)

Nonevangelical Protestants –0.006 0.006
(0.022) (0.019)

Nonengaged Evangelical 0.095 0.024
Protestants (0.081) (0.075)

Economy 1 –0.090 0.028
(0.285) (0.181)

Economy 2 0.532 –0.075
(0.333) (0.158)

Mean party identification 1.470 –1.563
(1.472) (1.394)

Mean ideology 0.287 –0.577
(2.053) (1.987)

Women’s status 1 0.172 ——
(0.341)

Women’s status 2 0.409* ——
(0.254)

Average 1.569 ——
(1.487)

Gay and lesbian index —— 1.977***
(0.865)

Constant 3.284*** –1.065
(1.014) (1.385)

N 48 48
R2 0.342 0.415

Source: Author’s compilation based on Werschkul and Williams 2004; the Gay and Les-
bian Victory Fund and Leadership Institute 2006; the 2001 American Religion Identifica-
tion Survey (Kosmin, Mayer and Keysar 2001); U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000, 2004a;
Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993; and Gates and Ost 2004.
*** p < .05 (two-tailed); ** p < .10 (two -tailed); * p < .10 (one-tailed) 
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Table 6.1 Racial Attitudes among Fundamentalist and Nonfundamentalist Black and White Christians

Racial Racial Racial Racial
Favor Laws Blacks Differences Differences Differences Differences are

Against Inter- Shouldn’t Due to Due to Inborn are Due to Lack Due to 
racial Marriage Push for Rights Discrimination Disability of Education Lack of Will

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds
Independent Variables Logit Ratio Logit Ratio Logit Ratio Logit Ratio Logit Ratio Logit Ratio

Fundamentalist Christian 1.06*** 2.90 .34* 1.41 –.18 .83 –.17 .84 –.49** .61 .34* 1.40
(.32) (.21) (.20) (.30) (.19) (.19)

White 1.84*** 6.27 .60** 1.81 –.80*** .45 –.34 .71 –.56** .57 –.05 .95
(.64) (.30) (.26) (.36) (.25) (.25)

Politically conservative –.09 .91 .58** 1.79 –.16 .85 .33 1.39 .10 1.10 .76*** 2.15
(.45) (.27) (.21) (.39) (.23) (.23)

Politically moderate –.27 .76 .43 1.54 –.01 .99 .55 1.73 .18 1.19 .75*** 2.13
(.45) (.27) (.24) (.38) (.23) (.23)

Constant –.95 .11 –.68 –.69 –1.23** .89

Chi-square, 88.04, 67.43, 18.37, 32.89, 32.53, 31.64,
df 11 11 11 11 11 11

Number of observations 595 552 584 583 582 565

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Notes: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.  All analyses control for education, income, gender, and marital status.  Blacks, nonfundamentalists, and
political liberals are the reference categories.
*** p = 0.00; ** p < = .05; * p < = .10
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Table 6.2 Views on Interracial Marriagea on Key Social Traits

Blacks Whites

Model Model Model Model Model Model
Independent Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3

Conservative Christian (=1) .06 .06 .05 –.25*** –.22*** –.15***
(.09) (.09) (.09) (.05) (.05) (.05)

Married .00 –.00 –.01 .03
(.10) (.11) (.06) (.06)

Divorced –.09 –.10 17** .20***
(.12) (.13) (.07) (.07)

Separated –.23 –.23 .10 .14
(.17) (.17) (.14) (.14)

Widowed –.28 –.26 –.02 .07
(.18) (.18) (.09) (.09)

Age –.01* –.02*** –.02***
(.00) (.00) (.00)

Male (=1) .11 –.12*** –.14***
(.08) (.04) (.04)

Education
–.02 .08***
(.02) (.01)

Income .02 –.01
(.02) (.01)

Percentage black in community .47 –3.57**
(3.85) (1.4)

Percentage white in community .75 –2.72**
(3.83) (1.4)

Percentage Asian in community 2.26 –.98
(4.09) (1.44)

Percentage Latino in community .24 –2.69*
(4.06) (1.53)

Constant 2.7 2.94 2.31 2.20 3.27 5.65
R2 .00 .02 .02 .01 .09 .12

Sample size 958 958 958 4063 4063 4063

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Notes: aDependent variable’s values range from 1 strongly oppose to 5 strongly favor. Numbers in
parentheses are standard errors.
*** p = 0.00; ** p < = .05; * p < = .10.
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to whites than nonfundamentalist Christians; the significance of this dif-
ference is only marginal, however.

The GSS reveals other racial and theological differences in intergroup
attitudes. With an odds ratio of 1.40 and .61, respectively, logistic regres-
sion results show that fundamentalist Christians are more likely to dis-
agree that racial differences between blacks and whites owe to lack of
education and to agree that these differences are attributable to lack of
will. These findings suggest that either a traditional Protestant or tradi-
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Table 6.3 Feelings of Connectedness on Key Social Traits

Independent Variables Blacksa Model 1 Whitesa Model 2

Fundamentalist Christian (=1) –.12 –.44*
(.25) (.25)

White (=1) –1.60*** .25
(.22) (.22)

White Fundamentalist .02 .38
(Interaction Term) (.27) (.27)

Married –.27* –.26**
(.13) (.13)

Divorced –.04 –.20
(.16) (.15)

Separated –.31 –1.06***
(.27) (.26)

Widowed –.02 .20
(.21) (.21)

Age –.01* –.01**
(.00) (.00)

Male (=1) –.47*** –.29***
(.09) (.09)

Education .08*** .01
(.02) (.02)

Income .05** .05**
(.02) (.02)

Constant
7.04 6.89

R2 .12 .04

Sample size (N=) 1834 1835

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Notes: aCloseness scale: 1 (not close at all) to 9 (very close) [5 = neither one nor the other].
Numbers in parentheses are standard errors.
*** p = 0.00; ** p < = .05; * p < = .10 
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friends than nonconservative Protestant whites. This combination of
findings on friendship networks bids us look more closely at the mean-
ings of relationships represented by the statistics.

Overall, these indicators show that U.S. blacks as a whole have less
exclusive racial attitudes and privilege their own racial category less
than whites as a whole do. Within these broad outlines, conservative
Christian whites maintain stronger boundaries than other whites on a
variety of indicators. In all, the survey data on attitudes, along with an
historical legacy of institutionalized racism in American Protestantism,
support the view that American conservative Protestantism remains
racialized. In this context, white evangelicals’ current race-bridging ef-
forts take on special significance for American religious history as well
as American civic life.

Theoretical Framework: Religion in 
Civic Action

Survey analysis can take us only so far. The remainder of our analysis
takes a contextual approach to religion (Lichterman 2007), one that we
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Table 6.4 Friendship Practices 

Black White
Conservative Other Conservative Other

Christians Blacks Christians Whites

Percent has a personal friend 94.6% 93.4% 63.6% 59.7%*** bc

who is black N = 533 N = 2,958 N = 1,658 N = 19,146

Percent has a personal friend 76.7% 73.5% 97.8% 97.8%***b

who is white N = 532 N = 2,959 N = 2,959 N = 19,165

Percent has a personal friend 24.9% 27.7% 30.5% 37.6%***c

who is Asian N = 531 N = 2,953 N = 1,653 N = 19,108

Percent has a personal friend 40.5% 44% 40.1% 44.4%*** c

who is Latino-Hispanic N = 533 N = 2,949 N = 1,652 N = 19,104

Mean diversity of friendshipi 5.95***b 6.04 6.26**c 6.42
N = 536 N = 2,966 N = 1,660 N = 19,217

Mean number of times R has 12.06 13.01 8.04 10.17*** bc

had a friend of a different N = 532 N = 2,952 N = 1,651 N = 19,111
race at home or visited theirs

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Notes: i The friendship diversity scale includes eleven traits, including race and ethnicity, welfare sta-
tus, business ownership, and sexual orientation. a significant difference between conservative and
nonconservative Christians; b significant difference between the races; c significant within-race dif-
ference
*** p = 0.00; ** p < = .05; * p < =.10
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Table 6.5 Diversity of Friendship Networks, Key Social Traits

Blacks Whites

Model Model Model Model Model Model
Independent Variables 1 2 3 1 2 3

Conservative Christian (=1) –.24* –.27* –.13 –.04 –.04 .12*
(.14) (.14) (.14) (.07) (.07) (.07)

Married .77*** .32** .32*** .15*
(.16) (.16) (.08) (.08)

Divorced .60*** .43** .26** .35***
(.20) (.19) (.11) (.10)

Separated .12 .12 –.02 .18
(.27) (.26) (.20) (.19)

Widowed –.00 .18 –.67*** –.30**
(.29) (.27) (.13) (.13)

Age –.00 .00 –.01*** –.01***
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

Male (=1) .26** .24** .07 –.06
(.13) (.13) (.06) (.05)

Education
.35*** .22***

(.04) (.02)

Income .20*** .21***
(.04) (.02)

Percentage black in community –.24 –1.94
(5.94) (1.96)

Percentage white in community .63 –2.40
(5.90) (2.0)

Percentage Asian in community 7.86 –1.51
(6.29) (2.07)

Percentage Latino in community –1.02 –.89
(6.25) (2.19)

Constant 6.16 5.86 3.70 6.32 6.81 7.33

R2 .00 .02 .12 .00 .03 .10
Sample size 1909 1909 1909 8366 8366 8366

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Notes: i The friendship diversity scale includes eleven traits, including four categories of
race and ethnicity; religious orientation; sexual orientation; welfare status; is a community
leader, manual worker, business ownership, and vacation home owner. Numbers in
parentheses are standard errors.
*** p = 0.00; ** p < = .05; * p < = .10
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ticipant descriptions and contrast them where appropriate with African
American understandings. We then focus on several kinds of tension ob-
served when whites and blacks tried to worship or work together. We
characterize these tensions sociologically as indicative of a color-blind
strategy.

From the point of view of conservative white Christians, race-bridging
had to be a Christ-centered strategy, and so we name it that. In this
mode, participants tried hard to privilege Christian identity over other
identities when engaging with others. As one member of a multiracial
church in the Northeast put it, only Jesus Christ could bring the races 
together, because only Jesus Christ doesn’t discriminate. Any other 
basis for interracial relationships would be biased (Emerson and Woo
2006). Thus, Christ culture was a kind of racial zero-point, as an assis-
tant pastor in Atlanta who described racial reconciliation explained:
“There’s a Christ-controlled culture that somehow we need to embrace” 
(Rehwaldt-Alexander 2004, 128). Within the Christ-centered strategy,
race-bridging was not a civic, political, or moral end in itself but rather a
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Table 6.6 Qualitative Case Studies of Conservative Christian 
Race-Bridging

Case Name Type of Case Study

Wilcrest Church Multiracial congregation Emerson and Woo 2006;
Christerson, Edwards, 
and Emerson 2005

Crosstown Community Multiracial congregation Christerson, Edwards, 
Church and Emerson 2005

International Church of Multiracial congregation Jenkins 2003
Christ

Grace Fellowship Church Multiracial congregation Rehwaldt-Alexander 
2004

Faith Community Church Multiracial congregation Rehwaldt-Alexander 
2004

Joy Bible Church Multiracial congregation Rehwaldt-Alexander 
2004

Main Street Southern Community service Bartkowski and Regis 
Baptist outreach 2003

Adopt–a-Family Community service Lichterman 2005
organization

Religious Anti-Racism Community service Lichterman 2005
Coalition (RARC) organization

“Two Moms” project Community service project Lichterman 2005

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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Williams notes, evangelical discourse is based in an inherent conflict in
that it posits a secular enemy (see volume 2, chapter 5). Mainline Protes-
tants do not have this built-in conflict, because they do not, at least pub-
licly, posit an enemy.

As one religion writer put it in a meeting I attended, “mainline
Protestants are boring.”  In recent decades, most conflict has surrounded
issues promoted by fundamentalist and evangelical Protestants, issues
that mainline Protestants have been silent on. Studies show that main-
line churches provide more social services than other Protestant
churches do (Chaves 2004, 53), but this is the sort of values-based act
that does not interest the media. Moreover, to the extent that reporters
are more liberal or secular than the rest of the population, conservatives
may be more interesting because they are more “foreign.”
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Table 7.1 Respondents “Quite” or “Fairly” Interested in Selected Issues

Mainline Fundamentalist or 
Protestant Evangelical Protestant

Social policies that would 
help the poor 92% 91%

Legislation to protect the 
environment 91 86***

Government policies to 
promote international peace 90 86*

Overcoming discrimination 
against women in our society 89 84**

Achieving greater equality 
for racial and ethnic 
minorities in our society 86 87

International human rights 
issues 82 81

The social responsibilities 
of corporations 78 79

Maintaining strict separation 
between church and state 69 67

Relief and development 
programs for people in 
third world countries 68 72*

Campaign finance reform 61 61
Reducing intolerance 
toward homosexuals 57 43***

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: Asterisks indicate statistical significance of difference between mainline
and fundamentalist or evangelical Protestants using a chi-squared test. 
*** p <.001, ** p < .01, * p < .05
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if they do not claim that they are. Are they opposed to war because they
heard the beatitudes in church their whole life or because they get e-
mails from Moveon.org? We will never know. I would argue that at least
in the limited instance of debates in the public sphere which are based
upon people’s utterances, what someone in fact believes is not impor-
tant. If mainliners do not use religious values in their arguments, then
there is less mainline discourse in the public sphere, even if people are in
fact motivated by religious beliefs (for more on this issue, see Klemp
and Macedo, volume 2, chapter 7).

Self-Immolation After the Emergence of
Christian Right

I finish on a more speculative note, with a partial cause of mainline de-
cline in the public sphere for which no specific research has been con-
ducted but which is consistent with what we otherwise know about
mainline Protestants. Jay Demerath, in an underappreciated essay, ex-
plained the organizational decline of the mainline denominations as
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Table 7.2 Religious Reasons Were Biggest Influence on Thinking about
Social Issues

Fundamentalist or Mainline
Evangelical Protestant Protestant

Death penalty for those convicted 
of murder 36.5 25.4**

People should do more to help the 
needy, even if costs them time and 
money 33.0 17.7***

Favor allowing gays and lesbians 
to marry legally 65.5 36.6***

In future, the U.S./Western powers 
have obligation to use force to 
prevent genocide 19.6 13.8*

Providing more generous govern-
ment assistance to the poor 22.4 14.7*

Unrestricted scientific research 
related to human cloning 56.9 32.3***

Letting doctors give terminally ill 
patients means to end their life 46.5 26.3***

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: Asterisks indicate statistical significance of difference between mainline and funda-
mentalist or evangelical Protestants using a chi-squared test. 
*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05
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