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Chapter 1
Introduction

Why Should We Care About Interracial Friendship?

Friendship is an important aspectpoe o pl e 6 s | i vcengpan®mlshim S our C
and social and emotionalmport. However, friendship has significance beyond meeting
individual needs. The ewdurgeoning sociatapital literature shows that to whom and
how one is tied has important personal and social outcomes, such as the development of
human capital (Colemat®88), happiness (Csikszentmihalyi 1990), job mobility and
status attainment (Granovetter 1974; Lin 1999), and health (House, Landis, and
Umberson 1988), as well as civic participation, collective action, and democracy (Putnam
2000). Social capital desceb the resources available in and through social networks.
Baker (1990) defines it as fia resource tha
and then use to pursue their interestso (p
assessedthe potentiale nef i t s of different structur al (
including density, size, tie strength, structural location, and diversity.

These studies generally conclude that d
capital because ties to dissimilar othprovide access to nonredundant information,
resources, and opportunities. Diverse ties also extend network reach, thereby increasing
social capitalThereforediversity in networks can positively affect job attainment and
mobility (Lin 2000), enable ctdctive action (Blau and Schwartz 1984), increase problem

solving and predictive abilities, and stimulate creativity and innovation (Page 2007).



Diversity in oneds network also engenders

status (Erickson 18). Although the benefits of diversity in network ties does depend on

the social context (Portes 1998), on the w

net works (Page 2007; Williams and OO6Reilly

of course, is a gnificant dimension of diversity because people of different racial

backgrounds have differing life experiences that bring about differences in perspectives.
Racially diverse networks are also important because they have significant

implications for racibintegration in society. Indeed, the ideal of a racially integrated,

egalitarian society depends on friendship occurring between members of different racial

groups. Martin Luther King, Jr. (1963) el o

atthet abl e of brotherhood. 06 Though not a pana

inequality (Jackman and Crane 1986), interracial friendship should increase positive

racial attitudes and reduce prejudice and racial bias (Allport; FB&tigrew 199

Bridging ties help generate broader identities (Blau and Schwartz 18&#hput such

raciallybridgingt i es, Putnam and Goss (2002) say th:

groups can rather easily combine for sinister ends. In other words, bonding without

bridging e qual s B b2k Ruithardlomppbily cad derpetuate social inequality

due to the |l ack of #fAr esourbEddencésaeggeststhagenei ty

interracial friendship may be particularly beneficial for the advancement of racial

minorities and the disadvantaged (Campbell and Rosefeld 1&&%a 19931.in 2000).

In addition, diverse ties that are strangy be most beneficial because they dfieth

resource richess hroughthediversity of social resources along with the commitment

! Wuthnow (2002) refers to this kind of networiersity asidentity bridgingsocial capital.



trust, and obligation characteristic of close relationsfips1999 2000) These close
interracial friendships have the greatest potential to improve intergroup relations (Allport
1954; Dixon 2006; Emerson et al. 2002; Pettigrew 1998). Futtielikelihood of

racially diverse ties is greater among those who develop close interracial friendships
(Jackman and Crane 1986), which also provides greater opportunities for intercultural
education/Antonio 2001)

Race relations are not nearly as bleak agthever e dur i ng Kingds |
Americans still do not nAbreak bread togeth
increasing racial diversity in the United States and the personal and social benefits of
diverse ties, friendship networks are s#inmarkably racially homogenous. As of 2004,
only about 15% of American adults mention a person of another race as a close friend,
defined as someone with whom t heyl198di scuss
McPherson, Smitthovin, and Brashears 20063iven the tendency to choose saraee
others as friends, what are the conditions under which interracial frierdstspccur?

Homogeneity in social networks results from both individual preferences for
samerace others (which may involve prejudiciditaides toward ougroup members
andbr an affinity for ingroup members) and opportunity structures that inhibit chances
to form relationships with otheace individuals. Residential segregation, for example, is
a major barrier to opportunities to interavith othefrace individualfMassey and
Denton 1993)Organizational involvement in particular has been the focus of much
recent research as a site that provides or constrains opportunities for the formation of
interracial ties. Organizations are themary sites or loci of friendship formation, for
they provide sustained contact opportunity as well as a baseline of similarity as

organizational members. This research thus focuses on interracial friendship formation



within an organizational context. Sifezally, |1 chose the church organization as a
pervasive, phenomenologically interesting, and theoretically useful context for advancing

our understanding of interracial friendship.

Why Should We Care About Churches?

Among organizations, voluntary organimes are the third most prevalent foci
for the formation of friendships, following school and work (Marsden 1990), and the
most common kind of voluntary association in the United States are religious
organizationsThey are socially integrative organizatis, mediating between the private
and public sphere$lore Americans are involved in religious organizations than other
voluntary organizations, including labor unions and ethnic organizations (Wald 1987). In
a typical week, about 45% of the populatioreatls a religious service that is not a
wedding or funeral, a rate which has remained stable over the past decade (Barna 2005).
Among religious organizations, Protestant churches are the most predominant. According
to the National Congregations Survey, 8d44ll congregations are Protesté@haves
2004) A little more than half the population (55%) is connected to the approximately
300,008 Protestant church congregations in the United States (Barna Po6fstant
churches and rdigious organizationgenerally are clearly important organizations for
many AmericansThis study thus focuses on Protestant churches, and future discussion
of churches or congregations will refer to Protestant churches.

Although the actual time spent in church may only cziredi a couple of hours a
week, churchesndeavoto affect the whole life of their congregants. As one interviewee

~

in this study expressed, Al still think th

2 This is more than the worldwide number of the top threeféast restaurants combined.



is not an adebn to their already busy livesh& idea is that the gospel and the kingdom
touch every area of everything that we do.
a holistic institution, prescribing and justifying appropriate behaviors, attitudes, and
values for life both inside and wide its wallsReligious norms also encourage people to
reach out to dissimilar others (Wuthnow 2004). Unlike other kinds of organizatiess,
prescriptions are buttressed by divine authority.

Although the connection between church teachingandneersb@ pr acti ce m
vary among adherentsyidence shows that church attendance has consequences for
many aspects of congregantso6 |lives, even f
example, church attendance affects political and civic particip@é@inaan 2002;
Ecklund 2005). Research also suggests that church involvement has generally salutary
effects on such physicaind mentahealth outcomes such as hypertension, mortality,
depression, drug and alcohol use and abuse, promiscuity, suicide, lbbheiwg, the
scope of which has included concepts like hope, purpose, meaning in lHesteelf,
and educational attainment (for a review, see Ellison and Levin 1998). The attendance
mortality connection has been convincingly established; controtingdcial and
instrumental support, church attendance independently affects mortality even for
infrequent attendees (Musick, House, and Williams 2004; Strawbridge et al. 1997),
indicating that there is something about what happens in church that costtdbute
positive life outcomes.

This dissertatiorhighlights two key functions of churchesh at af f ect me mb
livesd their function as sites for the formation of social networks and their function as
sites for identity formation. First, as the most commamvary organization, churches

are an important source of network ties (Wuthnow 2002). Members are often attracted by



opportunities for soci al i ntegration (Harr
communities in which people worship together areiabody the single most important
repository of social capital *thelocahcheahi cao (
communities to which individuals choose to belong, are the primary form of religious
organization in the United Stafg¥Varner1994 2005). Statistics generated from the

nationally representative dataset used in this dissertation reveal that 56% of church

affiliated Protestants name at least one close church friend out of their four closest

friends. In addition, for 30% of Protestatiurchaffiliated individuals, at least two of

those four closest friends are from their church. When asked to name an additional two

close friends within their congregations, 94.8%the respondentsame at least one close

friend in their church, andppoximately 88% namaevo. Including theséwo additional

friends withup to four close friends named, nearly half of Protestant churchgoers (54%)

have a network where at least half of their close friend network are composed of people

from their congregatias. In another national survey, 93% of people who were members

of congregations said they had at least once close personal friend within their

congregations (Wuthnow 20043iven that mean core discussion networks, close

confidants, have moved from threegple to two people as of 2004 (McPherson, Simith

Lovin, and Brashears 2006) and include kiirg congregation as a sourceook or more

nonkin close friendss significant. Networks of core confidants have gotten smaller, more

% Congregations are by definition local assemblies. Denominations are regional, national, or international
organizatos wi t h which many congregations are affiliated
even to an entire religion ( e.churchsynorgmauslysithi an Chur ch
congregation

*Warner (1994) described a de facto coggtmnalism as denominations are decentralizing and decreasing

in significance. Congregations, constituted by their members as opposed to by geography, can act relatively
independently despite their denomignaupongl 0t Re$sj gr e
also increasingly an achieved, rather than ascribed, characteristic.



dense, and more centeredspouse or partneand sich small networks may not provide
adequate support (Fischer 198Phus, h a time where connections to nonkin,
neighborhoods, and voluntary associations are waning (McPherson;LSwiith and
Brashears 2006; Putnam 2000), therchumay be a critical source of nonfansiyong
community ties.

Further, churches are key sites for identity formation (Becker 1998; Olson 1993;
Stanczak 2006). As religious organizations, they provide ideological frameworks that
provide meaningandpurpoe t o t hei r aTheyactivkly shapéasenseaft enc
identity in relation to oneself, to others, and (in most cases) to a divine entity. As
voluntary oganizations, they musihgage in this identity work in order to recruit, retain,
and mobiliz their memberdn addition to developing religious identityhurches have
also played a critical role in the development of racial and ethnic identity. They are
important socializing locations for different ethnic and racial groups, facilitating
adaptabn for immigrants into American life, as well as providing community, support,
and instrumental help for ethnic groups (Ebaugh and Chavez 2000). African American
churches in particular have historically served as a haven for blacks, as well as a social,
emotional, and political outlet. The black church was a pivotal mobilizing institution in
the Civil Rights movement (Morris 1984) and continues to play an important role in

shaping African American culture (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; PamtCoy 1998).

Interracial Friendship in Protestant Churches

Despite the fact that church congregations are important sources of social
relationships and important influences on identpstruction little is known about the

formation of interracial friendship and the roleracial and religious identities in



interracial friendship in these contexts. The lack of attention to interracial friendship in
religious organizations is not surprising. As one would expect, racial homogeneity in
organizations amplifies the tendenoyltefriend sameace others (Feld 1981), and racial
heterogeneity in organizations provides espapgbrtunities to befriend crosace
others. Churches, the most prevalent religious organization in the United States, have also
been one of the most raljghomogenous of institutions in this country. The adage that
Sunday morning is the most racially segregated hour is not without ample evidence.
About 90% of congregations are composed of at least 90% one race (Emerson and Smith
2000). Protestant congreagms in particular tend to be more homogenous than Catholic
parishes and other Christian and +@mristian congregations (Dougherty 2003;
Dougherty and Huyser 2008). Further, Protestant churches are less likely to reflect the
racial composition of theiregpgraphical areas (Emerson 2006) because there is greater
freedom among Pr ot 2(€imimoranddattin 8998 Catholics, byn s ho p o
comparison, are expected toesud their local parish church.

The racial heterogeneity in Protestant churché@xreasing, however, which now
provides an opportunity to understand the formation of interracial friendsthipse
religious contexts. As of 2000, about 5.5% of Protestant churches can currently be
categorized as Amul tir akereatlleasb20% efthe ned as a

congregation is composed of a different race (Emerson 2006¢ed, as the

® Market forces characterize church choice on both the individual level and organizational level. On the
demand side, Emerson and Smith (2000) found that whevidndis make choices based on their
individual rights and needs, they largely end up in homogenous congregations. On the supply side, the
competition due to the proliferation of Protestant congregations and denominations has led to greater
differentiationand niche marketing. As a result, Protestant congregations tend toward greater internal
similarity in comparison to other groups.

® Churches are considered multiracial when at least 20% of the congregation is different from the largest
racial group, makingontact with a croseace individual likely (Chaves et al. 1999; Emerson and Smith
2000). When 20% of the congregation is different from the largest racial group, it represents a critical mass



predominant voluntary organization, the church is a key contributor to racial dynamics in
the United States, and the growing racial diversity in chootlyregations means they

may have greater potential to positively impact racial integration in the United States
because of their role in shaping values and ideologies (DeYoung et al. 2003; Yancey
1999).

There has been increased scholarly and populatiatien racial diversity in
churches, particularly for those whose com
2008). Much of the attention has been directed to explaining how a racially diverse
congregation is created and sustained (e.g., Ammermath Co@sterson, Edwards, and
Emerson 2005; Emerson and Smith 2000). However, explaining how racial diversity is
achieved does not sufficiently explain ragrdgegration which is the true interest of
these studies. A diverse racial composition merelyrdesscthe opportunity set, the
possibilityof crossrace relational ties. Crosace relationships, on the other hand, reveal
an intimate integration (Jenkins 2003; Yancey and Emerson 2003), more difficult to
achieve than an or geagnriaztaetdioo nt hsruopuegrhf itchiea | meyr
raci al groups. Thus, |l use the term Araci a
actually exist among racially different othérs.

It is important to examine interracial ties in such contexts becausefteetively

counteract departure by binding individuals to the organization (McPherson, Popielarz,

in research in race and gender relations (Kanter 1977; lRetti75; Pettigrew and Martin 1987). When a

group is fewer than 20%, members can be clustered into small groups within the organization, whereas

20% is large enough for them to be distributed throughout the organization. Statistically, 20% represents

thei pping pinto at which the probability of contact
binomial distribution and completely random circumstances (Sigelman et al. 1996).

" This is similar to the distinctionlolotch (1972)makes betweedemograpit integration which
describes geographic proximity between racial and ethnic groupspaiad integration which describes
the extent and quality of contact between those groups.



and Drobnic 1992; Popielarz 1999; Popielarz and McPherson 1R&&xnl heterogeneity
in voluntary organizationsuch as churches often difficult to maitain because
minority members tend to have a higher rate of attrftiaiihough it has been
acknowledged that the sustainability of racially heterogeneous churcheslsiepethe
degree to which crossce ties are made between organization mesnbeitter the
extent of crossace ties nor the factors influencing their occurrences have been
measured.

So how do churches enable or hinder interracial friendship? Among churchgoers,
what is the relationship between religious and racial identity and the pitygenshoose
crossrace friends? And among church congregations, how does racial heterdgeneity
impact interracial friendshép do the patterns differ from other kinds organizations and if
so, how? How can churches foster an environment conducive toraately integrated
community?

Racially diversehurches provide a theoretically useful context for assessing the
role of both structural opportunities and identity on interracial friendship. First, these
churches provide an opportunity to look at an orgational context where racial and
religious identities between different racial groups intersect. Religion and race are both
strong statuses in the United States, which continue to be relevant as evidenced in the

recent presidential campaign. Yet, we lacklerstanding of how religious and racial

® Those who are token members of their demographic group in an orgamiaggimore likely to be

dissatisfied and leave (Christerson, Edwards, and Emerson 2005; Christerson and Emerson 2003; Kanter
1977; Popielarz and McPherson 1995). Members who are in demand by other organizationsii¢dened
overlap are also more likelto leave (Popielarz and McPherson 1995). In addition, minority members tend
to have more extrarganizational ties, which also increase the likelihood that the member will leave the
organization (McPherson, Popielarz, and Drobnic 1992).

? Rather than foclisg on the categories of multiracial and nonmultiracial churches, | choose to examine
racial diversity as a continuum (c.f. Dougherty and Huyser 2008).
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identities factor into the formation of relationships and how the religious quality of
church organizations impacts structural opportunities to dewetigsrace ties. Thus,

this study sheds light dmow such iderities might be influenced in such a way that

would facilitate or constrain the formation@bssrace friendships. To the degree that
church can affect life outside its walls, understanding how the church influences identity
can have important consequesie®t only for the lives of its members, but for their
communities as well.

The fact that churches are voluntary organizations provides an opportunity to
examine interracial friendship under conditions in which people choose their
congregational affiliatios, level of involvement, and friends within the church.

Therefore, the factors that facilitate racial integration may be more evident in churches
than they are in other organizational contexts, such as schools, work organizations, or the
military. Wecant hen better wunderstand racially div
racially integrative institution for larger society.

However, the voluntary nature of churches also introduces a selection bias
because the factors that select individuals into theggnaations may influence the
likelihood of interracial friendship. Yet, | am not aware of a single study of racial
diversity in churches that has accounted for sample selection to help explain racial
integration. If these factors are not accounted far analysis produces inaccurate
estimates when the independent variables are regressed on friendship. Therefore, the
voluntary nature of churches all ows me to
to choose a racially heterogeneous church envieorinh can then estimate the degree to
which intrachurch interracial friendship is influenced by the characteristics of individuals

that tend to choose such congregations and the degree to which such friendship is
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influenced by intraorganizational factoBy understanding the effect of ssklection on
intraorganizational friendship formation, this work has application not only to Protestant
churches, but also to voluntary organizations in general.

To be clear, this dissertation research is not ateoguide to becoming a
multiracial church. There are other sociological studies that discuss the factors that
influence the creation and maintenance of a multiracial congregation (e.g., Ammerman
1997; Becker 1998; Garcé®ley 2007; Marti 2005) in addition tosightful instruction
for religious practitioners that outline the necessary ingredients to attracting and
sustaining a diverse congregational composition (Anderson 2004; DeYmaz 2007; Yancey
2003). Rather, I use racially heterogeneous churches as atdorggplicate interracial
formation and to bring attention to aspects of the organization that affect the incidence

and quality ofcrossrace relationships.

Methodology

| employ a multimethod approach to this analysis. | rely on a nationally
representatie dataset of individuals and their respective congregations to test the
proposed hypotheses. Additionally, | selected two churches, each with two
congregational sites, to studydepth as case studies, chosen because they vary in racial
composition and kel of integration. | administered a web survey to congregants in each
of the sites to supplement the statistical analystee national datasetalso collected a
variety of qualitativedatasources, including interviews with leadership, online and
printed materials, sermons, and participant observation at services and other church

sponsored activities. Together with survey data collected on these congregations, the
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gualitative data present a clearer picture of the influence of congregdéwekiacors

that may affectrossrace friendship formation.

Chapter Outline

The next chapter, Chapter Two, reviews the relevant literature, paying particular
attention to research on the role of identity in friendship formation and organizational
opportunities fo friendship formation, and presents hypotheses of the proposed impact of
identity and demographic composition on interracial friendship. In Chapter Three, |
describe the two sources of survey data used: a nationally representative dataset and the
web suvey | administered to the congregations in the case studibsadresent the tests
of the hypotheses proposed in Chapter Two as wéliisasissinghe limitations of their
results. Chapter Four outlines the specific methodology used to collect thatoueali
data on the four congregations and presents profiles of each. The next three chapters
address many of the limitations discussed in Chapter Three, presentindegothin
analysis of the ways in which the organizational context can influence radieglagous
identity in such a way that impacts the rates of interracial friendship observed in each
church.In Chapter Fivel first describe the seelected composition of church members
as well as how the recruitment methods used impact social colvagiin these
churches because churches attract as well as respond to speciff typegregants. In
Chapter Sixl discusghe literature on how identities and the meaning of friendship are
influenced by organizational conteXten,by comparing twahurches in my case study,
| show how churches frame diversity and community in the context of their religious
mission with varying implications for the development of intracharossrace ties.

Chapter Sevehighlights the role of pastoral leadershiganilitating an environment
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conducive to racial integration. Finglll conclude with Chapter Eighih which | discuss

the larger sociological implications for my findings and discuss their limitations.
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Chapter 2

Identity, Opportunity, and Friendship

Since thdate 1980sthere has been increasing attention to the social context of
friendship. Research that has assessed the organizational and network contexts of
friendship formation has done so in two primary ways: examining the outcomes of social
ties, includirg opportunities and constraints in networks, explainingthe development
of social ties through varying patterns of social participation. It is to this second body of
research that this dissertation conités. In this chapter, | disculssw identity ad

structural opportunities affect the propensity for interracial friendship.

Identity and Friendship

Although individual choices of friends are in many ways idiosyncratic and
personal, individual preferences of friends are on the other hand more piledittab
they may appear. The more similar individuals are, the more likely a relational
connection is to take place (Blau 1964; Thibaut and Kelley 1959), and there is ample
evidence that individuals prefer similar others.
Friendship research beginswithAZar sf el d and Mertonbés (19
principled similar people, who are more likely to be in contact, are more likely to be
friends. Individuals tend to live and work in environments composed of similar others,
but the tendency toward homophily is abond &eyond what would be predicted by the

composition of our environments. Marsdé®87,1988) shows through nationally
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representative data from the General Social Survey that demographic similarity in both
ascribed and achieved characteristics is higbtyetated with friendship choices, even
more so than would be predicted by the opportunity pool. McPherson,-Bowithy and
Cookdés (2001) comprehensive review of homo
on various status dimensions, such as race &micey, gender, age, religion,
socioeconomic status (education, occupation, and social class), and network pbsition.
Though often not made explicit, the mechanism underlying homophily effects is
one of the most wekstablished findings in social psycbgy: the similarity attraction
effect. That is, individuals are attracted to those who are similar to themselves (Byrne
1971). This attraction is a result of reinforcement, for when one perceives others as
similar to oneself, one feels reinforced, whicads to more positive self
conceptualizations. People are initially less attracted to dissimilar others because
dissimilarity is experienced as negative reinforcement (Rosenbaum 1986). Similarly,
balance theory (Newcomb 1961) proposes that the attracialsrérom acognitive
equilibriumachieved between similar individuals, who enjoy and are rewarded for their
similarity. Additionally, social exchange theory states that approval between individuals
leads to attraction and social support, and that aphiowzore likely between similar
people (Homans 1974; Thibaut and Kelley 1959). Group members are positively biased

toward irgroup members and negatively biased towarebootip members (e.g., Brewer

10 structural equivalence occurs between two actors in a network when they are tied to the sametpeople bu
not to each other. It is theorized that structurally equivalent actors are more likely to exhibit the same
behavior(Lorraine and White 1971According to Burt(1987), this similarity in behavior results from
competition between actors as a result éfipén structurally similar positions. The nature of the

relationship between structural equivalence and demographic similarity is unclear, particularly if one tries
to predict future tie behavior. For future research, it would be interesting to examicentitions under

which demographic and network similarity would breed attraction or competition.
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and Brown 1998; Konrad and Gutek 1987; Pelled, Eiseibhand Xin 1999T ajfel
1981; Tsui Reillg®a2nTurnea 1087). O06
Although it is well established that similar people are attracted to each other, the
basis of similarity may not be as obvious as it may appear. Despite evidence of
homophily basedn demographic characteristics, measuring similarity on these
characteristics alone may be overly static. One judges another person as similar based on
o n epéreeptionoof similarity, which, in turn, 1s b
Similarity is subjective. Measurinie salience atlentity helps define which of an
i ndividual 6s vari ous maghe thesbasasmoftsim#atittat us char
Social identity theories support the assertion that the salience of statuses can
influence whch status will become the basis of similarity. According to- self
categorization theory, individuals use social categories such as race to define their self
concept in terms of psychological group membership (Tajfel 1981; Turner 1987). When a
social categoris salient, people respond to others in terms of their group membership
rather than in terms of their individual or personal characteristics (Brewer and Brown
1998; Brown and Turner 1981). Also, if one
perceived simdrity to others in that group is increased (Brewer 1979). Identity salience,
the notion that an individual assigns a hierarchy to identities (Stryker 1981),
acknowledges that individuals live with multiple identities that can shift in importance.
Our envionment influences which trait (or traits) is most salient as a basis of
identification.
Therefore, it iIs possible that the stre

a particular demographic category may be a better predictor of friendship than tha
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category in andf itself because they mayapture the values, attitudes, and experiefices
often associated with demographic characteristics (Ibarra 1993). The role of identity
salienceas a subjective indicator of similarity has not been adequatelyuneeas the
interraciatfriendship literature.

| focus on two identities in the church cont@xtice and religion. What are the
relationships of racial and religious identity to the formation of interracial friendships in
churches? Which has a stronger tielaship to interracial friendship? Can a salient

religious identification trump race as a basis for friendship?

Racial Identity andinterracial Friendship

Notably, race has been consistently shown to be the strongest predictor of
homophily, followed by ag, religion, education, occupation, and gender, in that order
(McPherson, Smitthovin, and Cook 2001). The preceding discussion implies that if
oneds perception of status similarity is r
to racial distinctias, then racial differences need not be the most significant deterrent to
friendship in organizations. For example, when organizational membership (or church
membership, as is the context here) is a basis for categorization, it reayptasize
racial catgories (Wagner 1995), making race less important as a basis for friendship. If
race i s | ess i-oopcept, thenmother identities magdome tiseddsik for
similarity, and hence, for friendship

The degree of racial identification descril@esubjective and variable assessment

of the role of race in onebds |ife. Under sc

M Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954) distinguished between two types of homophily: status homophily and
value homophily. Status homophily includes homophily onalgnaphic characteristics, and value
homophily includes internal orientations, such as beliefs, attitudes, and aspirations.
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identity, recent research on race and ethnicity emphasizes the social construction of race.
Biological and genetic studies eef any physiological basis for commonality among
races or ethnicities (Ehrlich 2000; Smelser, Wilson, and Mitchell 2001); rather, race and
ethnicity are constructed from historical, social, economic, and political factors and
reproduced by social actotgough social interaction (Alba 1990; Cornell 1996; Espiritu
1992; Nagel 1994; Waters 1990). Therefore, not only is race as a category socially
constructed, but there will be variability within racial categories according to racially
charged experiences tre lack thereof. Two members of the same racial group may feel
very differently about how race affects their lives and sense of self (and how they
perceiverace as a valid social identity). Thus, accounting for variability in the salience of
onedsi daciialy acknowl edges t hEherefae, i abi | ity
identity salience can capture the potential impact of race on behavior.

The strength and importance of racial identity may then influence the importance
of racial similarity in friemlship choices. When a racial identity is salient, an individual
activates and fiperformso that identity (Fe
racial identity includes seeking saraee friendships, supporting and reinforcing that
racial identity. Fothose whose race is perceived to be of little importance, friends may
be sought and chosen based on other identities. Therefossrace friendship would be

more likely among those for whom race is not a salient identity:

Hypothesis 1.The salience ofme 6 s r aci al identification i
to intrachurch interracial friendship.

Fluidity in racial identification is not equal across racial groups, however (Waters
1990).Although race is a socially constructed concept, the effects of race kenceéor

nonwhites in particulaa salient racial identity may not be as much a personal choice as it
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is an ascribed realityherefore| also expect that the relationship between racial
identification and interracial friendship will vary by racial godoecause of varying
degrees of racial consciousness, particularly between whites and blacks.

Noted as a mark of privilege, whites of
Ainonraceodo and thus tend to be unaware of t
Vera, and Batur 2001; Frankenberg 1993; Lewis 2001; Perry 2002; Waters 1990). The
privileges of being in the white, dominant majority often go undetected by its recipients.
Therefore, survey questions that inquire about racial identity cannot asesessmo ndent 0 s
evaluation of the perceived i mpact of whi't
are not accustomed to thinking of their race in those terms. Therefore, the above
hypothesis may not be relevant for whites not because racial identity dadfend
friendship choices, but because whites are often not aware that their race may affect
friendship choices.

For African Americans, race is often a master status. Historically, African
Americans have been ascr i bdrodp arsu lfieb,| da crkedg aarcd
how mixed their racial lineage may,l@d many continue to take on that racial identity
(Davis 1991; Waters 1994§B|1 acks 6 raci al identity may be
religious contexts, even for those in more racially hetereges congregations, because
African American culture is strongly tied to black Christianity (PafiloCoy 1998).

Black church culture is integral to the African American community, constituting a
cultural and organizational toolkit for not only religidife, but also social interaction,

civic engagement, and collective action (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Morris 1984; Patillo

2 50me moderay examples include Barack Obama and Halle Berry, who are referred to and self
identify as African American despiteetin multiracial backgrounds.
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McCoy 1998). Further, these tools are culturally familiar to African Americans,
regardless of whether they attend church (PakiltCoy 1998).

Because blacks experience discrimination and are alienated in a way not
experienced by other ethnic groups (Yancey and Emerson 2003), they tend to be more
conscious of the effect of race in their lives. In addition to seeking affinity with others
who may support their racial identity, a salient racial identity may mean that individuals
also avoid investing inrossrace relationships or experience rejection fromgyoup
members. A highly salient racial identity may impede interracial relatipashie to
anticipatory prejudice (Shelton, Richeson, and Salvatore 2005) or even by unintentionally
invoking negative stereotypes about oneods
the strength of racial identification was related to vulnerabilistéoeotype threat, the
risk of confirming, inaself ul fi 1l 1l ing prophecy, negative s
For African Americans, then, racial identity may be more salient compared to other racial

groups and have a stronger negative relationshigeaoracial friendship:

Hypothesis2The negative relationship between t
identity and intrachurch interracial friendship will be stronger
for blacks.

Religious Identity and Interracial Friendship

The saliencef-identity conceptmplies the variability of the importance of
identities. It also implies that racial identity need not be the primary basis of similarity
upon which friendship choices are made. The question therefore remains whether it is
possible for race to decreaseadsasis for similarity, and for a superordinate identity,
such as religion, to provide an alternate basis for similarity and attraction. In other words,

can religion trump race as a basis for friendship, thereby facilitatosgrace
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friendship? This teory ofrecategorizatiorrefers to the redefinition of igroup and out
group membership by establishing a superordinate identity that includes previous out
group members, thereby reducing intergroup bias and decreasing social distance among
members (Gaarer et al. 1999Gaertner et al. 1939The notion of a common ingroup
identity has been used to explain the sustenance of diverse racial compositions in
religious organizations.

Recent studies on multiracial churches suggest that their diverse comgaasigon
maintained due to the salience of religious identity. In Mosaic, a multiéttohierch,
Marti s (2005) ethnographic study found th
and thereby diminish the significance of racial and ethnic differencenbkls shared a
strong identity as fAfoll owers of Jesus Chr

corporate identity despite the churchoés r a

3 There are several terms used to describe racial diversity in congregations. Those most often used are
multicultural, multiracial or multiethni¢ andinterracial. These terms are linked to theoretical perspectives

and conceptalizations as well as theological positions. Marti (2005) uses the term multiethnic to

emphasize the diversity of ethnic groups in Mosaic, as well as to underscore the fluid and negotiated aspect

of ethnic identity. Others emphasize the prevailing domiearicace with the use of multiracial, and

similarly, interracial tends to refer to black and white congregations (Edwards 2008a). Emerson (2006)
distinguishes between multiracial as those racially mixed congregations in which no one racial group

consttues more than 80% of the congregation and interr.
vi ewpoint of the individual, t he p.8bifihpseesvigopadvocaten i s no
the term multicultural believe culture, not race thmécity, to be at the core of difference. These terms also

reflect theological positions. Multiethnic and multiracial are most often used by evangelicals; among

Roman Catholic and mainline Protestant groups, multicultural is more common. This differdoeetd

the theologically different approaches of those groups to integration (Gzots2008).

I find fimulticulturalo too broad a ter m, however, b
of groups, not just racial or ethnic groups. Rart because congregations are composed of multiple racial

groups or ethnic groups does not necessarily mean that there are multiple cultures present. | choose to use
Aimultiracial o to describe racially Hhendeefraceggsameous ch
social organizing principle of social networks, but also because | believe it to be a better descriptor of the

diversity of these organizations and therefore more indicative of the greater challenge in forming

friendships across raciahkes. For example, a church composed of Chinese and Korean congregants is

multiethnic but not multiracial. It may face fewer integrative challenges than a church composed of

Chinese and African American congregants, for example, because of a perceilaritysimbackground

and a common ascripted racial identity.
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In regard to interracial friendship, a salient religious identification may ningdin t
friendships are sought based more on religious similarity than on racial similarity,
increasing the likelihood of interracial friendship in a racially heterogeneous

environment*

Hypothesis3.The salience of oneds ryeligious i de
related to intrachurch interracial friendskigo that individual

The problem with using recategorization as an explanation is that it de
emphasizes subgroup identities such as race that may still be important. It neglects the
dominance of race and thé&ck nonblack divide in particular as an organizing principle
in U.S. society (Omi and Winant 1994), underestimating racial status. Therefore, the
i mpact of race is minimized by Asubmerging
Il i fed as iy (Edwards 2608a) becanse the ability to transcend race may not
be realistic for African Americans whose race holds a more stigmatized status than other
groups (Edwards 2008b; Yancey 1999). Further, research suggests that blacks in
interracial church sehgs are more likely to support the maintenance of racial identities
than those who attend black congregations (Emerson 2006; Emerson and Yancey 2008).
Although Mosaic church seems to have overcome racial barriers through a superordinate
religious identiy, its case may have limited applicability to churches with a more
substantial African American membership. Mosaic had difficulty retaining black
members, which comprised only 1.7% of the congregation despite the surrounding
count ybés ¢ ompld%.itis coocaivale thatblecks werg not attracted by

an environment in which their racial identities were not affirnfdu three largest

“Or, put into Lazarsfeld and Mertonds (1954) terms,
than racialstatus homophily.
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groups in the church were Caucasian (32.8%), Hispanic (30.3%), and Asian (27.8%),
most of which were secondr third-generation immigrants (Marti 2005).

Recategorization has also been criticizeda&suming identities to be singularly
prominent Identities often overlap, and multiple identities may be relevant to a context
(Gaertner et al. 1996). Racial and religiodentities may therefore Isenultaneously
salient because they converge. Religious identities have often been developed in racially
homogenous contexts, blurring the distinction between racial and religious identity
(Edwards 2008b). Edwards (2002809) emphasizes thathites and blacks have
differentreligious identities. As discussed previously, black churches have developed a
distinct culture and history that is simultaneously religious and African American
(Lincoln and Mamiya 1990). White church&lso have distinct religious practices
(Edwards 2008a), although theacial aspect is not often acknowledged or even
recognized because of the normalization of white culture (Waters 1990). The influence of
racialized religious culture may help expldwe tfinding that whites and blacks are least
likely to attend mixed congregations (11% of whites and 18% of blacks, followed by
28% of Hispanics and 44% of Asians). It may also help account for attitudinal differences
between white and black evangelicalsn@son and Smith 2000). Raéiedligious
identity is not limited to African Americans and whité®wever In a recent book, Kim
(2006) shows how secosgeneration evangelical Korean Americans actively seek out
racially similar and likeminded believers ake group that converges on both racial and

religious dimensions, their most salient identities.

> However, there is some initial evidence of the convergeficacial and religious identities for whites as
well. Tranby and Hartmann (2008) found that white conservative Protestants are more likely than other
whites to believe that their race is very important to their identity.
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The racialization of religious identity
identification, however transcendent, may not be enough to overcomebaciais to
friendship, particularly between blacks and whites. Hence, a negative finding in the
application of Aidentity recategorizationo
insight into the relationship between racial and religious identityn8wyding both racial
and religious identity in modeling friendship, | can assess the relative impact of each. In
addition, | test the interaction of racial and religious identity on friendship. For
individuals with higher levels of religious identificatioracial identity may exert a
stronger negative effect on interracial friendship.

Marti (2005) explained the success of Mosaic as an integrated community by
emphasizing the development of a superseding religious identity, but it is also possible
that andber kind of homogeneity plays a significant role in facilitating a sense of unity.
The church has an identity as a community where artists of all kinds can find
nontraditional ways to express their spiri
distinct group of people, to the point that nonartists felt marginalized (Marti 2005). In
addition, the average age is 26 years (Marti 2005). This membership thus reflects a
specific socioeconomic demographic of earfireer artists, and it also reflects acsie
demographic of those with a strong interest in creative arts, even if thistieinqiaid
occupation. Moreover, the attendees may not be at the same socioeconomic status based
on education or income, but they share a mindset that values adistityait could be
argued that they comprise what Florida (20
Although he recognized this unique composition, Marti (2005) did not consider the
possibility that this dimension of similarity mighé an alternate or equally plausible

explanation fothe maintenance of a multiracial congregational composition. It is also
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possible that the racial integration observed in Mosaic can be explained by its unique
racial composition. The fairly equal proportions of thethnic groups (white, Hispanic,
and Asian) may reduce dominance by any one ethnicity, which can strain relations
between groups.

These issues, which suggest the potential impact of the composition of the
congregation, are explored further in the nextisacWhereas examining the
relationship of racial and religious identity in this section focused on individuel
propensities for interracial friendship, the following section addresses the effect of

structural opportunity, or organizatioralel fac¢ors.

Structural Opportunities

Rooted in Blaubés (1977) macrostructu
been special focus on the role of group composition in friendship. Blau (1977) proposed

that network ties develop from opportunities generhtethe group structure, and his

r al

derivative theorem stated, Alncreasing het
group relationso (p. 80). Homogeneity with
heterophilous relationships due to simpledam opportunity; greater diversity in
organizations then allows for greater status diversity in friendship networks.

I nterracial friendship research has emp

racial composition in particular as a measure of structymabrtunity for interracial
friendship. In this section, | assess the application of this work to interracial friendship in
churches. | propose tests of both racial heterogeneity and-gasigl proportions in

measuring racial composition and testinggossible variance by race. The results allow
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me to identify the relative power of race in the relation between opportunity and

preference for friendship, with implications for voluntary organizations in general.

The Effects of Racial Composition

Racial dversity in organizations has been studied in the context of work,
voluntary organizations, and schools. In studies of work organizations, organizational
demographers have used interracial relationships mainly as an explanatory variable to
assess the effeof racial diversity and@rossrace relationships on work outcomes. More
applicable here is the research on diversity in voluntary organizations that has
underscored the influence of an organi zat.
included raciatomposition as a variable. Therefore, | draw mostly on research on
schools, though these are not voluntary organizations, which has focused on how racial
diversity affects the probability of interracial friendship. Below | review the studies that
most apjy to a religious context, but first | present one set of studies of voluntary
organizations that is marginally applicable to the present research.

The group of studies conducted by McPherson and colleagues in voluntary
organizations does not include rabat it is worth describing because the studies focus
on voluntary organizations and assess the effect and significance of group composition on
friendship homophily. These studies found a positive relationship between heterogeneity
and friendship among disnilar people lteterophily and found that diversity in the
demographic composition of organizations induced a stronger effect on homophilous
friendship ties than did individual preferencesclooice homophilymeasured by the
degree to which correlatetiatus dimensions influenced friendship choices (McPherson,

Popielarz, and Drobnic 1992; McPherson and Siinitvin 1986 1987). Their analysis,
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however, is limited in several ways. The survey population is members of voluntary
organizations in Nebraska, tgelection factors into specific types of organizations, such
as churches, are not considered. Also, the measurement of friendship was restricted to the
choice of one person, excluding relatives, within the organization. The most significant
limitation in applying this work to the study proposed here is the exclusion of race as a
status dimension (heterogeneity was measured as the average distance between all
possible pairs within the organization for education, occupation, age, and sex), which
may explainwhy the relationship between heterogeneity and heterophily is in the
opposite direction of that shown in school resedrclyeneral, the prevailing strength of
race as a status dimension that influences friendship formation has not been sufficiently
theaized by homophily research, despite evidence that race is the strongest status
influence on friendship in the United States (McPherson, Slhoim, and Cook 2001).
Studies on friendship patterns in schools have more comprehensively explored the
significance of race on friendship patterns.

The emphasis on race in school research stems from an interest in understanding
the extent to which desegregatidhas influenced race relations. Thus, reslations
theories, most commonly contact theory and g+thugat theory, are applied to explain
the effect of raciajroup composition on interracial friendship. However, contact theory
and grougthreat theory posit different operationalizations of how racial composition may
affect friendship. Akin to the propinquisffects shown in homophily research, the

contact hypothesis is widely used to explain interracial friendship through greater contact

% The attention to schools isnonly due to interest in desegregation and changing racial demographics; it
can also can be explained by the availability of the Add Health dataset, a multilevel, nested, nationally
representative sample of schools and their members, which has madéepodsitsive and

comprehensive friendship research on both the individual and organizational levels.
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and thus defines racial composition in terms of overall heteroge@Gedyp threat theory
focuses on the proportionatgse of oneds group.

According to the contact hypothesis (Allport 1954), increased contact between
people of different groups, particularly if this contact is close and sustained, helps to
dispel stereotypes and thus promote positive attitudes toward meshbénsr groups.
Presumably, then, these positive attitudes increase the possibility for interracial
friendship. Increased contact affects oneo
providing more accurate information about-gubup members. Howevearpntact theory
posits that heterogeneity does not necessarily increase racial heterophily (Moody 2001)
unless certain structural conditions, such as equal status and engagement in cooperative
tasks, are met (Bossert 1988; Hewstone and Brown 1986; Jolamgdiohnson 1992;
Schofield 1995).

In contrast, growphreat theory considers racial composition with a greater focus
on relative raciabroup proportions. According to grodpreat theory, power dynamics
between groups are affected by relative group szé,one group increases in size, then
the other group may feel threatened and become more hostile (Blalock 1967). Although
groupthreat theory is often discussed in contrast to contact theory, they hold in common
the general idea that racial compositand type of contact can affembssrace
relationships. Speaking in the language of contact theory, the relative proportions of the
group may change the patterns of interaction, or actual contact. Regardless of whether
interracial friendship is depresskdcause of feelings of competition or threat, group
threat theory suggests that the relative proportion of racial groups and a critical mass of a

minority group are important aspects of group composition. As the size of a minority
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group increases, membafthat group may be more likely to form friendships with like
others because of the availability of alters, thereby reducing the level of integration.

The findings from tests of contact theory and grtiupat theory conclude that
greater racial heterogeity does not correspond to increased interracial friendship,
suggesting the persistence of race as a primary and qualitatively different dimension of
di fference. Zeng (2005) found that increas
tendency to forneross-race friendships, and as a racial group increased in size relative to
other groups, other racial group members were less likely to form friendships with
someone from that racial group. Trades suppo
friendship incresed with greater heterogeneity levels, decreasing only at the highest
levels of heterogeneity. Racial homophily was lowest at lower heterogeneity levels.

These studies suggest that race has a significant influence on friendship, providing further
evidencehat race persists as a dominant social organizing principle in society (Bonilla
Silva 2001; Omi and Winant 1994).

It is reasonable to question the applicability of these studies to churches or other
voluntary organizations. These studies were conductsdlayotaged children, who are
mandated to attend school. Although parents may choose neighborhoods because of the
schools, the children themselves are often not the primary decision makers concerning
which school they attend. However, individuals chobs#& tthurch as well as their level
of participation as a member. In addition, they do so knowing the racial composition of
the organization by attending religious services, the main assembly for church attendees.
Churches are composed of se#flected mendss.

Because churches are voluntary communities, therefore, selection factors cannot

be ignored. In order to accurately assess the effect of racial composition on interracial
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friendship in churches, it is necessary to control for selection factors betdhee

possibility that factors influencing the choice to attend a racially heterogeneous
organization may also influence friendship choices within that organization. Recent
research has shown that those who attend churches with racial groups othegithan th

own are indeed different from those who attend racially homogenous churches, as well as
those who do not attend church at all. For example, nonwhites who choose an interracial
church tend to have higher socioeconomic status (income and educationhi@sdvho
choose an interracial church are more likely to have lived in diverse residential
communities. All are more likely to have interracial friendsHipth outside the church

and prior to attending diverse churches (Emerson 2006; Emerson et 3l. 2002

Whereas in previous research, preferences are assumed or measured
endogenously through interracial friendship itself, accounting for selection is also a way
to measure preference exogenously, through the choice of a racially heterogeneous
church. Thus| compare the relative significance of this initial preference with the effect
of group composition on interracial friendship.

Statistically, it is important to account for selection because of the possibility of
bias in estimating the effect of composition interracial friendship because there will be
missing datan nonchurch members and racially homogenous church members (where
intrachurch interracial friendship is not possible). Selection bias issues are discussed
further in Chapter Three.

Selfselecton still may not change the effect of racial diversity on interracial
friendship, however. Even though individuals choose their congregations, they may find
it difficult to form crossrace relationships (provided the availabilityobfierrace

individualg despite desiring interracial friendst{iphelton, Richeson, and Bergsieker
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2009 Vorauer and Sakamot 200&n addition, people choose their respective
congregations for myriad reasons; the racial diversity of a church may be incidental to
other considations for joining. Despite se#felection, therefore, the strength and
consistency of findings from schebased research of the mainly negative relationship
between racial diversity and interracial friendship (Moody 2001; Quillian and Campbell
2003; Zen@2005) suggest that the direction of the relationship between racial diversity
and interracial friendship in churches is likely to be simiiamme have suggested that
schools are not an appropriate organizational comparison to churches (Yancey 1999) due
to the competitive nature of the educational system (Gaertner and Dovidio 1986) and
racial stereotypes related to academic performance (Cohen 1984). However, church
environments are not immune to competition and racial stereotyping which may hinder
interrecial friendship in similar ways. Thereforgresistent with evidence frontisools

research, | predict thétontrolling for selectio)

Hypothesis4The racial heterogeneity of oneods
to intrachurch interracial friendship.

| also test racial composition in terms of racial proportions. If an individual joins a
church where his or her racial group comprises a small proportion, he or she at least joins
with the knowledge that the availability of samaee alters is limited. Thatdividual
may feel comfortable with the majority group or may possibly choose that environment

for the purpose of meetirggossrace others. Those in the majority group have a greater

7 Although the relationship between heterogeneity and interracial friendship is generally negative, Moody
(2001) found that at the highest levels of hegerwity, the relationship changed. Only at the highest levels

of heterogeneity, which is characterized by a greater number of racial groups represented as well as the
greatest similarity in relative size of the groups, did the relationship between hatstpaad interracial
friendship become positive. However, in the dsgad hergthere are not sufficient cases of individuals

who attend highly heterogeneous churches to determine whether racial heterogeneity is positively related to
interracial friendsip at those levels.
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number of ingroup members to choose as friends and may even perceigbtich as

an ethnic or sameace church, so they may be less likely to cha@osssrace friends.

This is consistent with the findings of Zeng (2005) that as a group increased in size
relative to other groups, thgtofotmher groups
friendships with members of that groti. predict that interracial friendship is less likely

as the relative size of oneds raci al group

A

more | ikely as the rel adases.e si ze of oneods

Hypothesis 5.The bigger the racial group (as a proportion of the population)
of which one is a member, the less likely one is to have
interracial friendships.

This proposed relationship between proportionate group size and interracial
friendshipep | ai ns Moodyés (2001) finding that on
heterogeneity, at which there existed the most even distribution of the greatest number of
racial groups, was the relationship to interracial friendship poshigdinding shows
that heteiogeneity is related to relative group size; that is, if one group is proportionately
large, heterogeneity by definition would have a small value. Although correlated,
heterogeneity and proportionate group size measure different aspects of comgamition.
example, imaginéwo fictional congregations of 1,000 congregants, 900 of whom are
white. In one congregation, the remaining 100 are all Asian, and in the other, the
remaining 100 consist of even proportions of Asians, Hispanics, and blacks. The latter
cogregation would have a higher value for h
group proportion and oneds heterogeneity w

indicate that however | arge or small oneods

Zeng (2005) attributes this to fAgroup threat, o whi
because members have the freedom to leave if they are experiencing threat from a larger racial group.
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availalde others versus a differerdce pool composed of only one race makes a
difference in interracial friendship formation. In other wordshis hypothetical
scenariga person who is white may be less likely to form a friendship with someone
nonwhite in he congregation in which the only nonwhites are Asian, but a white person
may be more likely to form a friendship with someone nonwhite in the congregation with
three different types of nonwhite individuals. In the latter congregation, an individual
would have a choice of not only otheace individuals, but different kinds of otherce
individuals.

Further, ndividuals who choose a church specifically for its racial diversity,
however, may attempt to use the opportunity structure and the availabilityeaface
individuals to seekrossrace friendshipr be more open to cresace friendship

Therefore, | hypothesize that

Hypothesis 6.Those who cite racial diversity as a reason for choosing a
church will be more likely to have interracial friends.

Variation by Race

Research on friendship in schools shows that the relationship between racial
diversity andcrossrace friendship varies by racial group, particularly for blacks and
whites, who are least likely to be frienaisd for whom there exists theegttest social
distance Race is the strongest predictor of friendship among black and white students
(Quillian and Campbell 2003), and blacks and whites show the greatest difference in how
racial diversity affects the propensity for interracial friendsAlghough all racial groups

show irgroup preference®uillian and Campbell 2003), blacks show morgiaup

9] cannot test this tpothesis with the national dataset because there are no data on why respondents chose
their respective congregation.
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preferences than do whites among both children and adults (Marsden 1988; Shrum,
Cheek, and Hunter 1988). Zeng (2005) also found that the negaatenship between
racial heterogeneity araossrace friendship was strongest for black students, and the
negative effect of group size was also strongest for black students.

This pattern seems to be true even in studies that include other racia.group
Recent school studies that have incorporated Asian and Hispanic student populations
indicate that there seems to be a black/nonblack divide in friendship pairings. Whites,
Asians, and Hispanic whites are more likely to form friendships with each atiter,
blacks and Hispanic blacks are more likely to be friends (Quillian and Campbell 2003).
Racial diversity was also found to decreas
friendship choices. Amongrossrace friendships, controlling for organizational
opportunity, whites were most likely to choose Hispanics and Asians as friends, blacks
were least likely to choose whites, and Asians were least likely to choose blacks (Zeng
2005).

The greater irgroup preference found for friendship among blacks tracs al
seems to reflect other groupso6 |l ack of pre
African Americans may not only experience actual rejection frorgouip members,
they also may anticipate possible rejection that inhibits friendship formatibrother
groups. Further, otgroup members may not make an effort to develop friendships with
blacks because of prejudice or perceived differences. | expect the same to be true in
churches, particularly if the religiosity of African Americans is tieth&r racial identity
(Edwards 2008a); even within the same congregation, this racial barrier may be amplified

by differences in religiosity or religious identity that increase the perception of social
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distance. Based on the preceding discussion, | hgpith that, controlling for racial

composition,

Hypothesis 7.Blacks are less likely to have interracial friendships than other
racial groups.

In her ethnographic study of a mixeace church, Edwards (Edwards 2008b)
found that whites were disproportionigtenore likely to leave the church even though
they were the majority group in the congregation; typically, members of the minority
group have higher attrition rates. The attrition among whites, the majority group in the
congregation, suggests that it & only the relative size of the racial group that matters,
but also the racial status itselherefore also test whether race in interaction with

relative group size affects interracial friendship.

Effects of Class

In addition, the potential impact ofass on interracial friendship cannot be
ignored. Interracial friendship may also be facilitated by socioeconomic homogeneity in
the congregation, a similarity that may further reduce social distance between members.
Social networks tend to be socioeconcally homophilous, and strong
educational, occupational, and class homophily characterize close ties in particular
(McPherson, Smitthovin, and Cook 2001). For example, people are more likely to
Adi scuss i mportant mat t e natlével (Marsden1088)o se of
This is not surprising, considering that education determines occupational opportunities
and income, which then determine residence, all of which limit association with people of
different classes. Churches, then, as organizatitiase membership is highly

influenced by geographic location, also tend to be socioeconomically homogenous

36



(Chaves 2004). There are very few data that speak to socioeconomic diversity within
congregations, but one recent study claims that multiraciakregations are more
heterogeneous in terms of class (Yancey and Kim 2008). However, as respondents were
asked to rate the socioeconomic diversity of their congregations, friotall (
homogeneityto 7 the study actually measuneerceivedsocioeconomic diersity

Similarity in social class may also provide an alternate explanation for racial
integration because similarity in socioeconomic status may oraksrace friendship
more probablé* Among equabtatus groups, racial conflict is reduced and pasitiv
attitudes are more likely (Allport 1954). In congregations in which members are similar
in both religion and class, race may be less of a barrier since social ties are more likely
among those with less social distance or more similarity (Blau 1964) aBth&chwartz
(1984) write that #Alngroup prejudice and

having intergroup relations in certain respects, but they cannot prevent intergroup

d

relations € when many i nter s ecreatestgictwlal men s i

conditions that make most forms of intergr

(p. 86).Given that religious expression also varies by classnjerman 2005; Chaves
2004;Kosmin and Lachman 199&eimer 200Yin addition to rac¢e.g., Edwards

2008a; Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; PatHcCoy 1998), socioeconomic similarity may

' The average level of diversity among nonmultiracial congregations was 3.6; multiracial congregations,
however, were slightly more heteegeous in terms of class (4.8).

2L|f socioeconomic stratification reflects stratification by race, then | can expect greater racial homophily in
friendship. Unfortunately, | cannot measure the degree to which racial groups are stratified by class within
congregations in the national dataset. The data include congregational information, such as the percentage
of racial groups and percentage of congregation members in various educational and income categories, but
the data are composed of individual respomslendifferent congregations, rather than those in the same
congregation. Therefore, there is no way to know how the racial composition relates to the socioeconomic
composition of the congregation.
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support religious similarity, comprising anotleeosscutting circle(Blau and Schwartz

19842 that increase the possibility for relations between differ@ee individuals:

Hypothesis8The soci oeconomic homogeneity of on
positively related to intrachurch interracial friendship.

In addition,high socioeconomic status may facilitate interracial friendship (de
Souza Briggs 2007). Those witigh levels of education tend to view racial diversity as a
desirable characteristic (c.f. Florida 2002). Education generally seems to open an
individual 6s networksPeoptermstbf Bachel and
more likely to say thahey have crosgce friends than people with lower levels of
attainment (Wuthnow 2003More highly educated people tend to have a greater
diversity of network ties, partly as a function of having a larger network of confidants,
with a greater number dfoth family and nonfamily members (McPherson, Srhitkin,
and Brashears 2006), which may increase the possibility of havingcnossgace ties.
These studies suggest that high socioeconomic status, particularly regarding education,

may help mitigate i@al barriers or negative attitudes toward other racial groups:

Hypothesis9.0O0neds soci oeconomic status i s posi't
interracial friendship.

Conclusion

In this chapter, | propodeh y pot heses for how i mdividual
identityd as well as the structural opportunities, namely in the form of racial and
socioeconomic compositdnmay af fect an individual 6s pro
friendships. The next chapter describes the dataset and statistical analysesassed to t

these hypotheses and their results.

#Blau and Schwartz (1984) attribute the conceprossutting social circleso Simmel (1955 [1923]).
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Chapter 3

Data, Variables, and Methods

In this dissertationl use three different sets of data. The first is a nationally
representative dataset, the Panel Study of American Religion and EthniciyRE)S
(Emerson and SikkinR00§. In order to better understand congregational contexts of
interracial friendship, I also chose four multiracial congregations to studgpth. The
second dataset, which | name the East Coast City Survey (ECCS), wasllsetkd
from members of #se four multiracial congregations. To statistically test hypotheses in
this chapter, I rely mainly on the PSRE and use the ECCS to supplement the findings
from the PSARE whenever possible.

Observational notes, interviews with church leadership ani) ataf sermon
content from the four congregations comprise the third set ofwdateh I rely on most
heavily in Chapters Four through Sev&hese informand are informed by the analysis

of the ECCSI discuss them in full in the next chapter.

Data
Panel Study on American Religion and Ethnicity (R8RE)

The PSARE (Emerson and SikkinR00§ is a nationally representative dataset of
individuals and their congregations that was designed to focus on religion and race.
Subjects were randomly selected withcarersample of nonwhites (blacks, Hispanics,

and Asians) for a total sample of 2,610 people. fadace interviews were conducted
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for the first round of surveys, and follewp telephone surveys will be conducted every 3
years. The dataset | am using @nfrthe first round of surveys, collected from April to
October 2006.

If a respondent was affiliated with a congregation and provided contact
information for that congregation, a key informant within the congregation was contacted
to complete the organizatial portion of the survey. Although this dataset is not nésted
that is, it does not allow for hierarchical linear modeling through which | can analyze
variance within congregatioras well as between congregatiéns does allow me to
account for congregainal characteristigsuch as demographic compositidimere may
be concern about including organizatictelel variables in an individudével analysis.
However, because church attendance is voluntary, these are congregational
characteristics that thedividual has chosen and may be considered his or her
congregational preferences.

Currently, a nested, nationally representative, multilevel church dataset does not
exist that includes the race variables of interest in this study. Therefore, | supgleenent
PSARE with East Coast City Survey data (described later in this section) that | collected
on two multiracial churches, each with two congregations, for a total of four
congregations. With these survey data, | assess intrachurch variation and thef effec

particular church context for those four congregations.

Response Rate for the ARE
The response rate for the ARE was 70% among those on the original list of
addresses who completed the screening. Of those, 70% completed the interviews. The

remaning 30% either declined to continue or completed a partial interview (only six
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respondents are identified as partial interviews). Therefore, 49% of the original list

completed the interviews, or 2,610 respondents. Of those respondents, 1,155 arg currentl
affiliated with a congregation (weighted= 1191.36). Among the 1,155 wheere
affiliated with a congregation and gave th
have congregational data. Of those, 387 attend Protestant churches and 332 (weighted
n=394.874) have nonmissing data on the critical variables for this study. Only 31

individuals have a&rossrace friend in their congregation.

The East Coast City Survey (ECCS)

| selected two churches in a large, East Coast metropolitan areedfptim
study. In order to ensure confidentiality, | renamed them Jackson Church and
Mannington Church. Each church has two congregations, for a total of four sites: Jackson
Church Gatewood, Jackson Chuictanton, Mannington Churt@ity, and Mannington
Church Varsity. In addition to their common characteristic as multiracial, evangelical
churches, | selected them for this study because of their multisite form, which provides
both demographic and geographic variatiorhimithe church organization. Tldes
vary in teir racial composition bwll can be classified as multiracial (i.e., no more than
80% of the congregation is of one racial group). They also vary in style, size, and
location. These details are explained in greater detail in the next chapters.

| conduced a survey of church members in each of the congregations, referred to
here as the ECCS. | chose to administer a Web survey because it was the most cost
effective option given the number of questions | wished to ask. The sampling frame
included all congrgants listed in the church directory, given to me by the churches, in

order to get the most survey respondents possible. Church directories are notoriously

41



incomplete, but it was the best alternative. Some researchers have administered paper
andpencil qustionnaires during church services, but | was not given permission to take
time to do so, and such a questionnaire would have drastically limited the length of the
survey instrument. This also would introduce sampling bias toward those who happened
to attend that particular service. Although | was concerned about sampling bias toward
those attendees who had access to the Internet and a computer, which is a notorious
problem with Web surveys (Dillman 2000), | was assured by the leadership of both
churches tht their congregants were unusually computer literate and had this access.
Further, members who did not havenail addresses on file were sent a pagetpencil
version of the questionnaire. Their responses were entered in manually.

| worked with the chrch pastors to create a survey that included questions they
themselves were interested in asking their members. Also, | drew questions from the
NORC General Social Survey and other religious surveys. The survey covered the
relevant raceelated questionsub also asked about various other aspects of the church. |
was careful to order the questions, partic
network, so as not to prime respondents into indicating a more racially diverse network
than they actuallyrad. | pretested the survey instrument with attendees from sister
churches, other church attendees, and the church staff. (As such;sfadifchembers
were eliminated from the above sampling frame.) | administered the two surveys as close
to the same mne period as logistically possible. The survey for Mannington Church was
available for a 3@lay period in the month of March, and the survey for Jackson Church
was available for a 38ay period in the month of April. As an incentive, each completed
surveywas entered in a drawing for a $100 Amazon.com gift certificate for each church.

The initial invitation was sent to recipients viarail with a link to the survey created
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using Zoomerang, a Wedurvey program. This invitation was sent just prior to Sunday
morning church services, at which the pastors at each congregation introduced me as the
survey researcher and urged attendees to respond to the survey. It is well established that
follow-ups increase the response rates for surveys (Dillman 2000), salsewanders
were provided. For the next two Sundays, reminders to fill out the survey were included
in the bulletin or service program. In addition, amail reminder was sent 3 days after
the initial invitation, and a seconeneail reminder was sent 4ys after the first
reminder. A third reminder was sent a week and a half after the second reminder.
(Appendix A has examples of these survey administration materials, and Appendix B
lists the survey items.) After the survey was conducted, a descriptive o survey
results was given to each church.

It is not my purpose to use the d&tam these churchds generalize to the
general population; rather, these congregations are case studies in which to assess factors
contributing to interracial friendghiwithin these particular organizational contexts.
However, | compare the results of these analyses to that of tA&BSwhich may point
to some key racial, religious, and/or relational characteristics or processes within

congregations that may be impanmt to understanding interracial friendship.

Response Rates for the ECCS

The response rates for the churches are showahbtesl and 2.They were
calculated as total surveys returned (minus those found to be ineligible, which included a
few respondentsounger than age 18) divided by the total number of subjects in the
sampling frame (minus those ineligible). These response rates must be qualified,

however, because of errors in the surveyods
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directories. These directoriase notoriously inaccurate or incomplete, but for

Mannington and Jackson Churches they are the only list of congregants available. The
church directory for Mannington Church, which consists of 740 individuals, excludes
some attendees. The sampling framoenf Jackson Church, on the other hand, includes
many more fAviagittemrded® samd Asex | | ustamdt ed by
ex-attendees, Jackson Church had a particularly high visitor rate and attrition rate. It was
found after administering i survey that the majority of the sampling frame (1,548
people) included those who had visited just once, and that individuals were continually
added to this directory, with no deletions. Thus, | also calculate response rates for
attendees based on thglmest attendance during the fieldwork period. At Jackson

Church, the highest attendance was 823 people, and at Mannington Church, the highest
attendance was 618 people. In addition to individual response rates, | calculate the
household response rate besmthere were several households for whom more than one
person respondedablesl and 2display the various response rates for each church as

well as for each congregation.

BAVisitoro as -descried by espongdents: Ahss indiaatesf that the respondents do not

consider the congregation their regular congregation or have not yet chosen it as their own.
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Table 1: Total Respondents and Response Rates for Mannington Church (MC) and Jaaks Church
(JC)

Respondents MC JC Total
Attendees 257 223 480
Visitors 16 63 79
Ex-attendees 33 66 99
Total 306 352 658

Response rates
Individual response rate 41.4% 22.7% 28.8%
Individual response rdte 44.2% 34.8% 38.8%

%Calculated using atteadce (excludes eattendees).

Either calculation yields response rates that are higher than are expected for Web
surveys. Recent reviews of Wehrvey design estimate average response rates at 20% or

lower (Kaplowitz, Hadlock, and Levine 2004; Sheehan 2001

Table 2: Attendee Response Rates for Mannington Church (MC) and Jackson Church (JC), Broken
Down by Site

MC JC
City Varsity Stanton Gatewood  Total

Respondents

Attendees 59 199 58 164 480
Response Rates

Individual response rdte 36.0% 37.8% 24.5% 27.4%

Household response rate 47.6% 50.3% 39.5% 24.7%
%Calculated using attendance. These response rates are underestimated (and lower than fhablatés in
because the fAattendanced counts include visitors.

Since the sampling fraes are inaccurate and incomplete lists of the
congregational population, comparing respondents to nonrespondents would not provide
accurate information on the representativeness of the survey respondents to the total
membership in each church. Furtheg Yariables for comparison would be limited to
gender and zip codes. However, checking with congregational leaders assures me that the

gender, racial, and socioeconomic breakdown is representative of the congregations as a
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whole. These numbers also werafaoned by my own observation of congregational

attendance.

Measures
Dependent Variablelntrachurch Interracial Friendship

In the PSARE, after being asked how many individuals they felt close to,
subjects were asked to name up to four of their closesti&?* not including household
members. If subjects were affiliated with a congregation, they were asked to name two
additional friends (excluding parents, siblings, and children) within their congregation.
This limits the count ofrossrace intrachurcffriends to those included among the
respondentds closest six friends. Responde
each friend, including the friendds race a
church. Those who were affiliated with mah&n one congregation were coded as
missing, because there is no way to know from which congregation friends were named.

In my ECCS data, subjects were asked to name up to five close friends, with a
series of questions about each friend, including tieerftid s r ace and ot her
However, the question in the ECCS did not
worded in the PARE, but rather about those people with whom important matters were

discussed in the last 6 months, using the exantsquestion wording as that used in the

#Thequestons were worded as follows: fiNow think about
closest to. These may be friends, coworkers, neighbors, relatives, or anyone else who does not live here. 1)
Not including people living in your home, about how maepple, if any, would you say you feel close to?

2) | want to ask a series of questions about the people you feel cl@sest to four people. So | can ask

about the right person, please give me the first name or initials of the person outside of ywyohdeel
closest to. o
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General Social Survey (GSS) 2084 he list of confidants was not limited to rion
household members or ridamily members, but follovup questions asked whether they
were family members.
't is possibltanthambttbesdi mpestion from
di fferent kinds of individuals thAREBE t hose
Ot her studies have confirmed that the GSS
i ndi vi dual s ingtie metwerk(Maric 2004% See MsRherson, Smith
Lovin, and Brashears 2006 for a good discu
Limiting analysis to close friends is not merely a function of the available data.
Close friendships require a level of macy and commitment that may be harder to
achieve betweearossrace individuals; these friendships tend to be more homogenous in
comparison to weaker friendshifddarsden 19871988; McPherson, Smibovin, and
Brashears 2006) Close interracial friendshagso have greater potential for personal
impact. Within the context of congregational life, this may indicate a stronger level of
racial integration, given that close friendship ties are more difficult to break. Further,
limiting the number of close fmels named increases the chance that the friends
nominated are indeed genuinely close friends. Respondents must choose from among all
their friends and narrow the definition of
circle.
The namegenerator method @ficiting a count of different race friends used in

the PSARE and ECCS is the most conservative compared to two other popular methods,

“The precise wording is as follows: fAFrom time to t
people. Think about all the people in your life. Looking back over the last 6 months, who are the people

with whom you discussd mat t er s i rhoald Hawe nded thesame wardhg as theARE

to ensure reliability between measures, but | did not learn of thsRESdataset until after ECCS data

collection had been completed.
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using a direct question or a thrstep procedure. Surveys that use the direct question

would ask a white respondens,f | nst ance, ADo you have any
step procedure involves a series of quest:.
friends?06, then AHow many close friends do

whi t e/ bl ack/ e thodsterml toEliciroseepoiting of intareatial friends
than the namgenerator methoBbmith 2002) presumably due to the desire for favorable
self-presentation.

There are several possibilities for coding interracial friendgtip.most recent
interracal-friendship research, which uses a nested, multilevel dataset of schools, has
operationalized interracial friendship as the probability that a selected dyadic pair among
all possible dyadic pairs in the organization will ber@ssrace friendship (Moog2001;
Quillian and Campbell 2003; Zeng 2005). My data do not have information that would
allow for such a calculation. Some additbpossibilities were to codetrachurch
interracial friendship as a proportion of differeate church friends amongabchurch
friends, or as a count of intrachurch interracial friendship (from 0 to 6). However, | chose
to use a dummyariable operationalization in which=linterracial friendship and & no
interracial friendship (c.f., Joyner and Kao 20P005). Ratkr than explaining any
increase in the number ofossrace friends, | am mainly interested in the difference
between people who have interracial friends in their churches and those who do not,
given the sparse number of those with interracial churchdsien

In the PSARE, if the respondent indicated that a nominated friend is in the
congregation and is a different race, then the respondent was codedhas ihterracial
church friend; the respondent was coded as 0 if nominated friends were not efentliff

race. Among those who were not in completely racially homogenous chunch@8@,
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weightedn = 325.128), only 31 (weighted frequency is 25.886) had at least one
interracial friend in their church.

Any measure of interracial friendship is complichby congregants who identify
as multiracial. In both datasets, there is an option for multiracial identification.
Respondents could check as many bokksp@anic, white, black, Asiantleer) that
applied to themselves or their named friends and couldaalt®in another identification
if desired. The complication arises, for instance, if a person identifies as black and white
and names a white friend. Should that relationship be classified as interracial or same
race? Depending on the operationalizatinterracial friendship could be underestimated
or overestimated. For example, if it is characterized as a-ssoadriendship,
multiraciality as a quality that potentially functions as a bridge facilitating interracial
friendship is hidden, and interratiriendship thus would be underestimated. This
problem is mitigated in the PSRE because multiracial respondents were asked to
choose the racial group with which they most identify and were recoded accordingly.
Also, respondents were asked if their ndrfreend was a different race or not, thus
pl acing the burden of decision on the resp
Adi fferent race. 0

In the ECCS dataset, the few multiracial respondents were assessed individually
in order to determine whether ¢tassify them in one racial category or as a multiracial
respondent. Among those who marked AAfrica
recoded them as black if the respondent had friends solely from that racial group and had
a spouse who was black. Tls@eme categorization applied to other racial groups as well.
For example, if a respondent identifies as Asian and white, but only has white friends, |

may categorize that person as white and those friendships as racially homophilous,
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conservatively assumirthat one is likely to choose samace friends. If a multiracial
respondent has highly heterogeneous friendship networks or has friends who are

multiracial, | categorize the respondent as multiracial and those friendships as interracial.

Independent Varibles

Race

I n both datasets, race is coll apsed int
and Aother race, 0 because of the smal/l num
The nonblack and nonwhite respondents also tended to be more similar on nzani@us
and religious variables as well as on interracial friendship. Whites are used as the referent
category.

In the ECCS, respondents were able to choose as many racial categories as
applicable. If more than one category was checked, multiracial respisndere
individually assessed to determine whether to categorize them as one race or multiracial,
as described above. I f they were determine
rackl.sco, i f a respondent warotfebiirmadihalid, rlac

them as Aot her race. o

Salience of Racial Identity

The survey question | wuse to measure th
AWhen you think about yourself, how i mport
raceJtoyourseme of who you are?0 Thnetatrakteponses ar
very. Although no one survey item can comprehensively measure racial identity because
of the fluid, contingent, situational, and temporal character of identity, this question

attemptstc apt ur es an adequate summary measur e C
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have to oned6és | ife and the meaning that
survey. This brings up the theoretical question of whether it is possible for an adult, along
with situations or circumstances that may invoke race to be salient at certain times and
places, to have an underlying sense of racial identity that remains relatively stable as to
be quantitatively meaningfuResearch suggests that instability in racahtity is less
characteristiof adults, the population used in this study, than adolescents (Demo 1992).
Among adults, there may be variation across racial groups in the stability of racial
identity. For nonwhites, racial identity has different consequetian for whitesFor
many whites and even for some mixed race persons, an ethnic identity is a matter of
personal choice (Gans 19Maters 1990), but this identity does not have the negative
consequences of constraining housing choices, marriage gajtieattainment, or leave

one subject to discrimination or prejudice. For some, invoking an ethnic or even racial

r

a

identity involves voluntarily choosing fisy

connotations, such as celebrating ethnic holidagsyring traditional dress, or eating

ethnic food. Racial or ethnic identity is something they can express, but are not ascripted.
For other ethnic minorities, and particularly for African Americans, race or ethnicity

affect their lives regardless of whetithey desire to choose to identify themselves

racially or ethnically. This raises the more general critique that asking about the

i mportance of oneds racial i decontenbfyhatd o e s
identity. It does not measure wland how the identity is important, thatwehether the

racial identity is important because of its negative or positive impact, whether it is
politically, socially, or culturally important, important symbolically or because it affects

life choices,andwhether it is connected to class structure. This measure does not indicate

whether the racial identity is important because of the degree to which it is ascripted,
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intrinsically meaningful, or enacted to others. Further, the importance of identity is
subjet to differences between racial groups because of the meaning of racial categories
in the United States. Being black is a quélrely different experience frorbeing Asian.
The meaning of fAAsiano as a r acitwlb®.categor
Thus it is probably a better comparative measure of the importance of racial identity
within racial groups; it cannot be considered a standardized, comparative measure across
racial groups. Yet it does provide important information. Controfiangace, it provides
a subjective indicator of how important race is to the respondent based on his or her own
parameters of what Ai mportanceod0 means as Ww
be significant predictor of interracial friendship.

Becatuse the content of the identity is not known, however, identity salience may
not show hypothesized effects. However, such a null finding would provide invaluable
information regarding the complexity of identity salience and its relationship to
interracial fiendship. For example,taghly salient white racial identity mayredict
opposite behaviors, both facilitating and inhibiting interracial friendghipighly salient
racial identity may predict sarrace friendship dueta sense of racial superiorityr, it
may predict greater interracial friendship if it iglicative of sensitivity to whiterivilege
relative to other groupsnd more liberal attitudes in regards to raoel thus greater
interest in interracial friendship

Several additional questis in the PARE do assess other dimensions of racial
identity. The survey question fiDo you thin
[ respondent 6s selected race] or something
identity is ascripted. Racial eatity not only comes from within a person; it is also

i mposed from othersd perceptions of oneds
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discrimination experienced by the responde
years whenyoufeltyower e treated unfairly because of
assesses not only hurtful consequences as
to understanding how oneds race may have i
Although some ray consider this a predictor of racial identity, a strong racial identity
also may mean greater awareness of discriminatory situations. Another quéstibo w

closely connected do $askseabottb gnaedsraacn

other membere f oneds racial group, which could b
real ties to members of that group. Final/l
all, do you think about or are you aware o0
conscous awareness of oneds race, this quest:i

When others invoke your racial identity, it can cause you to think about or be aware of
what race you are.
| tested all five racial identity survey items in initial testsaafial identity. All

correlation coefficients between racial identity items were less than 0.35. | did not test

AHow cl osely connected do you feel to your
to the racial compositi®oncasepneés| sogiabn
own raci al group was highly dependent on h
group. Of the remaining four survey items,

of race were significant predictors of interracramdship, ap < .05, but importance of

race was a much stronger predictalso compared the two variables in separate
regressionanalysesic | udi ng only @i mpor t &-statigtictoah r ac e C
including onl y famreseaftbesnost pafsimonousenodel | n t he

possible given the small number of interracial friendsi3fg, ( ultimately choose to use
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Ai mport ance osfwordirgdestencapsutatbe reeaningfulness of race to
the respondent most geneyalUltimately, these other survey items would contribute to
whether a person would feel his or her racial identity is important. Therefore, | use only
the summary measure of the importance of racial identity.
I n the ECCS, the i mpor theough @surgeyitemne ds r a

asking respondents to rank three identities from a given list in order of importance (this

survey item was taken from the GSS). It as
i mportant in describing wdwimgigtlesecendmodtdo and
i mportant in describing who you are?06 etc.

race/ethnicity, gender, age, religion, political party, nationality, family, social class, and
region. Unlike the questions in the ARE, this item measures the importance of racial
identityin relation toother identities. For example, someone may feel his or her racial
and religious identities are both very important, which would yield high scores on
identity questions such as those posetthe PSARE, but among their very important
identities, the respondent is asked to choose wihitks higher in importancé&his
variable was coded as a dummy variable, in whiembted race as the most important
identity and O= did not note race abe most important identity. However, since there
were so few that marked Arace/ ethnicityo a
457), | coded a respondent as having a salient racial identity if he or she chose race for
the first, second, or tldrmost important identity, which increased jfescount to 63.
There were two additional measures of racial identity in the ECCS. The first
asked, AHow close do you feel to your Trace
close, 0 finotse,ed yarcd ofsweeroy ncllomose. 0 Li ke t he

the PSARE, this question reflected the racial
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this Iitem was not used. The second survey

affect yoar skate?d6rwimthh to 5, in which 1
all o and 5 was AAffects everything in my
in addition to salient racial identity, but it was not significant in its effect on interracial
friendship.Because | am interested in the importance of race relative to other identities, |

use the salient racial identity dummy variable as described above.

Salience of Religious Identity
Part of the difficulty in research on religion is adequatelyatp@nalizing
religious identity. This identity tends to be measured in several ways, none of which

stands alone as a comprehensive measure of religious identification. The first and most

W

common measurement of fAreli gi moadonal denti tyo

affiliation, which may also be qualified through variables that include measures of
religious belief and behavior. For the purposes of this study, however, | am interested in a
subjective measur e of & thesalienocef eligibnawhiche o f
reflects the magnitude of meaning it may have for the individuather than religious
affiliation. Salience of religious identity may more accurately capture what McGuire

(2008) calldived religion the degree to which individuals igrate religious belief and

practice in their everyday lifi Re |l i gi ous o belief and behavi

construct for many peopethat is, how religion is expressed is different from what
people say about their religiousness (Pargament et al).186Bed, religious

identification is increasingly becoming an achieved rather than an ascribed status (Roof
and McKinney 1987), particularly for conservative Protestants, who emphasize a faith

based on a personal relationship with God (Woodberry anch3®9@8).Conservative
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Protestants comprise the majority of respondents in th&HFES and the churches

surveyed in the ECCS are also conservative Prote§ianher, denominational

affiliation is losing its explanatory power in social research becausesy adherents

switch affiliations, reflecting a de facto congregationalism that currently characterizes the
religious landscape; there is more intignominational diversity than inter

denominational diversity (Roof and McKinney 1987). (I discuss latdrisnchapter

controlling forreligious tradition which is becoming more popular as a measure that

captures historical and theological religious traditions.)

The PSARE i ncludes a single measure of the
sal i en c eligious identityesdmseasured using the following survey question from
the PSARE: fAHow i mportant i s r?flom@notatralitczlo d/ spi

most importantin the ECCSsalient religious identitys measured as the relative

importance breligion compared to other social identifiessing the same survey items
assalientracialidentity I n t hi s case, those who mar ked
i mportant in describing who you areodo were
in the same dummyariable format. There were 193 out of 457 who noted religion as

most important in describing who they are. Unklledient racial identity | did not

include those who marked religion as their second or third most important identity as 1,

% The PSARE also includes questionsttats sess rel i gi ondés degree of influ
such as choice of career, marriage partner, etc. The general question seemed adequate as a summary

measure, since the more specificHifgic-oriented questions were highly correlated withri@re general

guestion.

The ECCS also includes other subjective assessment
strong Christian or not very strong Christian?06 and
Chri st i an ? oigiolshidentity question is & closee hatch to the construct | am interested in, as

well as being the religious counterpart to the salient racial identity question. However, | regressed both of

these measures on interracial friendship, and neither wastistdly significant in its effect.
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Ahaal i ent religious identity, 0 because t
of respondents (333 respondents).

The religiosity measures | use here are those behaviors that one can engage in by
oneself, as opposed to those behaviors, such agatimnat worship services, that can
be done only with others. Religiosity is typically measured through both public behavior,
such as church attendance, and private behavior, such as personal prayer conducted on
0 n e 0 sThessavbehaviors also can indicegkgious commitment because they are not
necessarily seen by others and are performed outside a communal d¢ontextstudy, |
consider public religious behavior as a measure of exposure to congregational members
or participation in the congregatiogxplained as control variables below. On the other
hand, reading the Bible and praying can occur outside the congregational context.
Frequency of Bible reading measured on a scale from 0 to 9, with O beegerand 9
beingmore than once a daffrequency of prayeiincludes only nonmeal prayer and is
also measured on a scale from 0 to 8, fr@mwerto more than three times a day

As a measure of religious behavior, t
spend in private devotion such as prayer, meditatio or r eadi ng t he Bi
cumulative measure of private religious actitylhe six response options ranged from
Ainever o to Aimore than 4 hours per week, O

response.

%8| used one cumulative measure based on conversations with congregants and observation of various
congregatiorsponsored activities. Many people found it difficult to separate Bible reading and prayer,
which for many wee reflexive and complementary behaviors within a private devotional time period.
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Racial Heterogeneity of Congregatfd

There are two widely used measures of diversity for categorical variables such as
race. As outlined by Teachman (1980), thes
a measure of qualitative variation: 1) they equal O when there is no variatibay2)
reach their theoretical maximum when the population is equally distributed among
categories, and 3) when members are evenly distributed across categories, the population
with a greater number of categories should have a higher diversity score.

The first of these measures, often attributed to Simpson (1949) but first developed
by Gini (1912, is thegeneralized heterogeneity measwiso known as the diversity
index or interaction index (White 1986), HerfindiaHirschman index, or Blau index
(Tsui andGutek 1999)

1 Y

€

wherer) “s the proportion of observations that fall in a given categor%'?m being the

total population size, antdgbeing the number of people in grokp/NVhen measuring
racial heerogeneityk represents the number of racial grouffsis index measures the
probability that two randomly selected members will be from different categories, in this

case, racial group$ A zero value means that all members are from one racial growp, tha

# Because there are so few congregations in the ECCS, this measure is included only in analyses using the
PSARE.

% The index of dissimilarity (Duncan and Duncan 1955) isttaeromeasure of the distribution of racial

groups. It measures what percentage of one of two groups would have to move in order to produce an even
distribution of the two groups of interest across an area. The index of dissimilarity can show the

concentrabn of groups in certain areas, a quality that is not captured by the singular statistic produced by
the generalized heterogeneity measure. Because it is a measure more appropriate for assessing geographic
or population distribution (for example, censwts in a metropolitan area or a population of churches), |

do not use it here. Rather, a church congregation is considered a singular community of interest.
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is, total homogeneityalues approaching 1 indicate increasing heterogenéitys this
measure of heterogeneity is able to reflect the number of racial categories, because the
most diverse population is defined as one that is evenly distribute#t catrgoriesFor
example, if there are five categorié$, then 0.8 is the maximum level of heterogeneity
where there is an equal number of members in each category (each category holds 20%
of the population)lf there aresix categoriesk), then the maxnum level of
heterogeneity is 0.83.

As opposed to the generalized heterogeneity measure, which depehé
number of racial categories, the Index of Qualitative Varigifmresti and Agresti 1978;
Mueller, Schuessler, and Costner 19W)IQV, has théenefit of controlling for the
number of categoriek); It normalizes the general heterogeneity measure by dividing it

by (kT 1)/k, its theoretical maximum:

0
= 111 ‘(n‘FZ]

1

€

The QV is thus a standardized measure of heterogerfeirglue of 1 indicates
maximum heterogeneity, and a value of 0 indicates maximum homogeneity.

Another measure used to assess diversity for categorical variables is the entropy
index. Derived from information theory, it was first developed by Shannon (1948). A
such, it is also known as the Shannon index or information index. The entropy index
measures the evenness of representation for groups in a population. Like the 1QV, it is
normed by dividing by the theoretical maximum, log/alues range from 0, indidag
maximum homogeneity, to 1.0, indicating equal proportions of two or more groups

represented. It is calculated as follows:
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The twomeasures yield very similar results; values are similar between the
normed vesions of both. Also, each measure is more sensitive to changes from complete
unevenness than from complete evenness (i.e., they are more sensitive to changes at the
lower end of heterogeneity). The difference in use seems to be most related to differences
in academic field: organizational demographers tend to predé@V (Tsui 1999, p. 32).
However, there are several computational differences between the IQV and the entropy
(normed) measure. | found through my own examination of the data that theyentrop
measure has a smaller range than the IQV and is more sensitive to the number of
categories represented, whereas the 1QV tends to be slightly more sensitive to the number
of people represeed in different categories. Tabled8monstrates a fictional exaia of
this difference. I n the example, according
score is nearly the same as Church Aés, wh

B is less diverse than Church A.

Table 3: Comparison of IQV and Entropy Measures

White Black Asian Hispanic  Other IQV Entropy
Church A 0.87 0.01 0.09 0.03 0 0.2903 0.3039
Church B 0.87 0 0 0.13 0 0.3039 0.2401

| usethe IQV for several reasons. First of all, the IQV has an easy,
straightforward interpretation: it is the jability that two randomly selected members
will be different in the relevant category. Given that the dependent variable reflects a

dyadic friendship, this interpretation makes sense because this measure of diversity
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reflects possiblerossrace pairingsFurther, because it is standardized from O to 1, it
controls for the number of racial categories and provides a sense of relative diversity
givenk number of categorietts minimum and maximum are theoretically easy to
interpret: O indicates total homagaty, and 1 indicates maximum diversity (that is, each
of five categories holds 20% of the congregation). Finally, in initial tests of these two
variables, the IQV yields smaller standard errors than the entropy measure.

Computing the proportions of eacdcial group was straightforward, since the
number of categoriex)was determined by the data available; congregational data
include information on the percentage of congregants who are white, black, Hispanic, and
Asi an. | added a fbiefctahu scea ttehgearrey ,wefroet hseerv,e r a
not racially match any of the four categories. When this occurred, | added the respondent
to an Aotherodo category and proportionally
several cases in which therpentages given did not add up to 100%. In these cases, |
proportionately reduced or multiplied each category so that it added up%o 100

In addition to the potential measurement error described aboegkaness with
thecongregational raciaomposition datain the PSARE is that the datarecollected
from a leader of the congregation, which can lead to measurement error through the
possible overreporting of racial diversity. However, reporting by congregational leaders
has been found to be fairly acrate ands oftenusedin other congregational surveys
(Chaves et al. 1999Further, because the dai@ecrosssectional, one cannot know
whether the racial composition reported is stable or reflects congregations in a moment of
transition. However, | aastill assess whether the relationship between racial
composition and interracial friendship exists, and in the future | will be able to look at

changes over time with subsequent panels of thARE.
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Racial Group Size
To measure racial group size, lushe per cent age of the r

within his or her congregation.

Reason for Church Choice

This variable is available only in the ECCS and is coded as a dummy variable. If a
survey respondent explicitly mentions racial diversity as a reasqaoifing the church
or the lack of racial diversity as a reason for leaving his or her previous cthenthhe
response is coded as 1. If there is no explicit mention of racial diversity, the response is

coded as 0.

Socioeconomic Homogeneity

| use twoseparate measures of homogeneity in order to measure diversity in both
education and income. | use the IQV discussed earlier since both education and income
are categorical variables. The two categories provided in theRESfor the education
compositionof the congregation are percentage of congregants widadcollege
degrees or more and percentage who are college students. Those two percentages were
subtracted from 100 in order to yield a third category, high school degree or less (those
who are notn college). Those three categories were used to calculate the 1QV for
education. The two categories provided in theARE for theincome composition of the
congregation arthe percentage who live in households with an annual income of
$30,000 or less athepercentage who live in households with an annual income of
$100,000 or more. Those two percentages were subtracted from 100 to form the third,
middle category, those who live in households with incomes between $30,000 and

$100,000. The IQV for incom&as then calculated using those three categories. There
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are several weaknesses with these socioeconomic measures. A major weakness,
particularly in the case of income, is the small number of categories used to group
individuals. The $30,000 to $100,00@d@me range is quite large and contributes to the
lack of variation in income IQV. In addition, there are greater potential errors in
reporting, as income and education are arguably more difficult to observe. This potential
for error is reflected in the higr degree of missing data for these survey items.

The categories used to calculate education and income heterogeneity in the ECCS
are the same as those described below. Unlike th&RES | canmore accurately
calculate thesocioeconomic heterogeneityedich congregation using the information

that congregants themselves provided for their household income and educational level.

Socioeconomic Status
Socioeconomic status is measured through two separate vareahleationand
household income. Educatiavas recoded as a series of dummy variables that represent

~

the highest educational degr-yeaasaocciadteai ned, 0f

religious, or vocational/technical degree,
professional he grhes.ch ofoll ®s 3 st idore ref erent
In the PSARE, householdincomes coded into 19 categor.i

than $5, 0000 to A$200, 000 and more. o Up to
contains an income range of $5,000. For household incof$,000 to $100,000,

each category contains an income range of $10,000 (categiot®s Brom $100,000 to

$200,000+, each category contains an income range of $25,000 (categoti@s The
resultinghousehold incomeariable ranges from1to 17, orbm Al ess t han $5,

A$150, 000 and higher. o Analyses that were
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variable did not show any significant effect. Upon further examination of the income
categories, | grouped income categories into three gimagedn their distribution and
similarity in friendship patterns and otlhretatedvariables. The three groups were coded
as dummy variables for household income: less than $40,000, $40,000 to $69,999, and
$70, 000 and above, wit ereferedstegoty.han $40, 000
In the ECCSeducationwas recoded as an ordinal variable with the following
categories: completed high school or | ess,
bachel or 6s degr e ¢louseaoddncogwas cbeodet & antlieal r e e .
variable with the following categories: less than $25,000, $25,000 to $49,999, $50,000 to
$74,999, $75,000 to $99,999, and $100,000 and above. These categories were chosen
based on the distribution of respondents as well as examination of thenedlg

between each category and interracial friendship.

Control Variables

There are a number of other individual, organizational, and environmental factors
that one would expect to influence interracial friendship in churches. The organizational
and enwronmental controls were not used in the analysis of the ECCS because of the lack
of variation and small number of congregatiddsganizational characteristics that
distinguish the churches would be controlled for by dummy variables for church and

congregtion in the ECCS.

Individual Controls
Gender and age are both standard demographic controls that may affect interracial
friendship because of varying relational patterns and opportunities. Women tend to attend

church at a higher rate than men, and youwsapfe, who are more likely to attend racially
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heterogeneous congregations, are also more likely todnassrace friends outside the
congregational context: extrachurch or nonchurch interracial friendships (Emerson 2006).
Gendet' is coded as a dummy vabtle (1= male, 0= female).Ageis measured as a
continuous measure, from 18 years old to 80 or more years old. Those older than 80 years
were coded as being 80+. Rather than using current marital status as a variable, |
constructed dummy variables thaflectmarital experiencéecause of research that has
shown that people who have been divorced are more likely tochas®grace friends and
more likely to be in interracial congregations (Emerson 2006). If accounting only for
current marital status, leuld miss those who have been divorced (or had an annulment
or separation) but currently are married, are a divorcee, or live with a romantic partner.
Marital experiencas coded using two dummy variablegver married 1 = those who
have never been maed, andlivorce/separationl = those who have had a divorce,
annulment, or separation. The referent category includes those who are married but have
never experienced divorce, annulment, or separation. The same categorization was not
used in the ECCS anais because there were so few people who were divorced or
separated. In the ECCS, marital status is coded as a dummy variable, wheeeried
and 0= unmarried.
Extrachurch interracial friendshigs treated as a binary variable, agisachurch
interracial friendshipwherel=havi ng one or more interracia
congregationand®no i nterracial friends outside one

affiliated with more than one congregation were counted as missing.

%1 |n the ECCS, the response rates for women are high because of two possible factors. Oneenebtoen t

be more religious than men and thus are more likely to attend church. In my observations, women did seem
to predominate as members. The second factor may be resptmsifferences between women and men.
However, the response rates for women enRISARE are similar to those observed in the ECCS.
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Thetotal number otlose friendp r ovi des an i ndicator of
forming close relationships and/ or the exp
the PSARE, before being asked to name up to six close friends for whom they answered
a series of dengraphic and relational questions, respondents were first asked the total
number of people to whom they feel close, without numerical restriction. Ordinal
responses ranged from O to 9 friends, then in categorid2t105 19, and 20 or more. In
the ECCS, he total number of close friends was limited to five individuals and is a count
of the number of confidants named.

In the PSARE, in order to measuexposurethe degree of contact with
congregation members that would make friendship possible, | usesanaei
participation in church activities, groups, and organizations in the last 3 years, which does
not include frequency of attendance at worship services. Although there is also an
indicator available in the RBRE that asks whether the respondenhi®ived in a small
group | use the participation measure because it is more encompassing, including the
smaller group activities of those respondents who may not have small groups or Bible
studies in their congregations. This is measured in categoreegythan ordinal variable,
ranging from Onever to 5,once aweekormoré.n t he ECCS, #fAhours of
was an operended question for which respondents could fill in the number of hours
spent participating in church activities, groups, andmegdions (excluding church

sewvices). Responses were eadinto an integer variable that ranged from zero to 11

32 Small groups (e.qg., Bible studies, srrgibup fellowships, or support groups) provide spaces to foster
intimacy and belonging (Wuthnow 1994094b). Although small groups have the potential to bergave
for samerace groups, studies have found that they tend to facilitate-izossnteraction because of the
opportunity to get to know others intimately (Ammerman 1997; Becker 1998; Dougherty 2003; Jenkins
2003).
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hours per week. In additioamall groupparticipationis a dummy variable, where
1 =involved in a small group and-Hnot involved in a smafjroup.

Another measure of exposure is the number of years a person has been attending
his or her church and the frequency of attendance at worship services, both of which
would increase potential contact with other church members. In tARESyears of
attendancevas measured using an ordinal variable of the year(s) the respondent was first
involved in the congregation. a®3thelgdri es b
A1959859, 0 &lnA6 4i,1M 6t0h e n-yearnncrenerassirond 19@6yo 2006.
Frequency of attendancgg an ordinal variable with eight possible responses increasing in
degree of frequency from fAnever 0 yeasofit hr ee
attendancevere also measured using an ordinal variable with the followirggoges:
less than 6 months, less than 1 ye&p, years, B5 years, 610 years, and 120 years.
Frequency of attendanées al so a categorical ordinal va

or |l esso to Amore than once a week. o

Organizational Controls

On theorganizational level, the size, age, and religious tradition of the
congregation can influence the degree of racial diversity as well as possibilities for
contact. The size of a congregation can influence interracial friendship because of the
availability of potential friends as well as opportunities for intimate association. Larger
churches also are more likely to be racially diveg&ee of the congregatios a

continuous measure using the number of adults who attended worship services in the last
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7 days3® Religious tradition is another characteristic that has been shown to affect the
racial composition of congregations because it is an indicator of denominational heritage,
theology, and religious culture (Dougherty 2003; Emerson 2006), and denonsrtaabn
have emphasized race relations in the past are more likely to be diverse (Hadaway,
Hackett, and Miller 1984 Religious traditiongroups denominations into several broad
categories, using the coding strategy of Steensland et al. #00®png Protstants,
Steensland et al. (2000) classifies groups as evangelical or conservative Protestant,
mainline Protestant, and black Protestant, which | coded as dummy variables. Mainline
Protestant is the referent category. However, thedggous traditionvariables were
ultimatelyexcluded from the analysis because of the very small number of mainline
Protestants and black Protestants in my sample and because of concerns of collinearity
bet ween the racial gr ou pBurliehwhancténductedrthe fi bl a
full analysis including the religious tradition categories, they were not statistically
significant. Thus, although religious tradition may influence the likelihood of a church
being diverse, it does not appear to have an effect on thdabkeliof interracial

friendship within churches.

* This was the measure recommended & im a conversation with David Sikkink, one of the principal
investigators of the survey.

34 The strength of the classification scheme proposed by Steensland et al. (2000) lies in the substantive
meaning of each of the categories that more accuratelgtefigmilar historical, theological, and religious
practice as well as reflecting the terminology used by practitioners. Further, it avoids the potential of
conflating religious tradition with political or social views, unlike the religious conservhbeeal

continuum, and it properly distinguishes between nondenominational ashehooninational

congregational attendees who tend to exhibit different levels of religious commitment. Steensland and
colleagues found that this classification scheme improvedeirfit for a number of different indicators and
thus provided more accurate estimates of demographic coefficients (Steensland et al. 2000).

®The authors did not find potential collinearity o
effectofbei ng bl ack was distinct from membership in a
jointly significant and in the opposite direction (Steensland et al. 2000). In my analysis, however, | found

that fiblack Protestghldclo erased the effect of bein

f
f
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Steensland et al. (2008)sorecommends the use of a theological conservatism
liberalism scale, which provides more figeained distinctions between churches.
Theological conservatistiiberalismis measuredsing an ordinal scale with the
following seven categoriesi(): very conservative, somewhat conservative, lean
conservative, right in the middle, lean liberal, somewhat liberal, and very liberal. Because

of the smal/l numb er ethrke libelal chtegoriaslintko,orte. | col | a

Environmental Controls

The external environment of the congregation and the community in which one
resides may influence interracial friendship. Geographic and neighborhood characteristics
not only are associated withe existence of a multiracial congregation, but also are
important in providing opportunities for general association with racially different
persons. Racially heterogeneous congregations tend to be found in urban, densely
populated areas (Brewer 1965; @berty 2003; Dudhk and Roozen 2001; Emerson
2006 Hadaway, Hackett, and Miller 1984), which also tend to be more diverse.
Urbanicity is measured as an ordinal variable ranging from 1, counties of metro
population with one million or more, to 9, completalyal or urban population of less
than 2,500 not adjacent to a metro area.

Regional differences also may affect interracial friendship in churches.
Residential segregation tends to be lowest in the West; thus, more multiracial churches
are found there (Dgherty 2003; Hadaway, Hackett, and Miller 198@gionis coded
as a dummy variable for the following areas: Northeast, Midwest, South, and West, with

Northeast as the referent category.
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One would expect neighborhood racial composition to be an imparfhr@nce
as well. A diverse neighborhood does act as an incentiv@dssrace relationships
(Oliver and Wong 2003) and has been found to be a partial influence on interracial
friendship in schools (Mouw and Entwisle 2008ighborhood racial compogin was

calculatedusingthe IQVof t he respondentsd census tract

Results: PSARE
Descriptives for the P&ARE

Since it is only irchurcheswith some degree of racial heterogendiizt
interracial friendship would even be a pitlity, the analysis is limited to such churches.
This further restricts my sampli®m 332to 280 respondents, or 325.128 weigfited
respondentsTable 4displays the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the

variables in the analysis for®estants who attend honhomogenous churches.

36 ~

filn order to compensate for known biases, such as
of the population, the sample data are weighted. The demographic weighting parameters are derived from a
special analysis of the mostrecerdtly ai | abl e Census Bureauds American C

analysis produced population parameters for the demographic characteristics of adults age 18 or older,
which were then compared with the sampmpissmandhar acter.i
Sikkink 20086).
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Table 4: Weighted Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Variables (Protestant

Heterogeneous Churchgoers only)

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5

1 Intrachurch interracial friendship 0.10z 0.30¢

2 Size of respondent's racial group (%) 82.587 25.02¢ 10.61¢

3 Racial heterogeneity of church (IQV) 0.23t 0.22% 0.18¢€ 70.61(

4 Racial heterogeneity of church (entropy) 0.23% 0.19¢ 0.19:70.60% 0.99(

5 Educational heterogeneity of church (IQV) 0.634 0.20¢ 0.00¢ 0.03¢ 0.03¢ 0.03t

6 Income heterogeneity of church (IQV) 0.66: 0.22¢ 0.14£70.107 0.20C 0.21: 0.10C

7 Importance of racial identity 1.565 1.152710.10270.081 0.00t 0.01: 0.081

8 Importance of religion 2.65( 1.12f 0.22770.13C 0.12(C 0.12¢ 0.12¢

9 Black/African American 0.07C 0.25¢ 0.12¢70.11(70.02¢ 710.03: 0.03:
10 Other nonwhites 0.07C 0.25% 0.41:70.58¢ 0.21: 0.21¢70.01¢
11 Whites 0.861 0.34710.397 0.51170.13¢70.13¢70.011
12 Household income: less than $40,000 pery 0.33C 0.47170.06¢ 0.03¢70.06:710.07¢ 0.02¢
13 Household income: $40,00$69,999 per yea 0.33¢ 0.472z 0.18(70.11( i0.01¢ i 0.02¢ 0.18¢
14 Household income: $70,000 or more per y¢ 0.33€ 0.47270.11<70.02¢ 0.08C 0.10( i 0.20¢
15 Participation in church grougmdactivities 1.84: 1.50¢ 0.14f1710.13¢ 0.14< 0.15¢ 0.03:
16 Number of close friends 8.13t 3.55(710.01¢70.01¢ 0.00¢ 0.01C 0.18¢
17 Frequency of Bible reading 3.65% 2.422z 0.19070.15¢ 0.17z 0.17¢ 0.15Z
18 Theological conservatisitiberalism of churc 1417 1.35¢ 0.144/ 0.00€ i 0.04¢ i 0.02¢ 7 0.18¢

6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

7 10.037

8 0.07¢ 10.037

9 0.01C 0.19¢ 0.07:

10 0.01¢ 0.23¢ 0.01¢ 710.07¢

11 70.021 710.31¢ 70.06% 710.681 70.67¢

12 10.172 0.06¢ 710.04: 0.06¢ 0.017 70.06:

13 0.111 70.04: 0.08: 710.02: 0.01z 0.00¢ 10.497

14 0.061 710.02z 70.04C 10.04% 70.02¢ 0.05f 10.50C 10.50¢

15 710.00¢ 710.01¢ 0.12¢ 0.091 70.01C 70.06C 10.151 0.081 0.06¢

16 0.01z 0.01C 0.17¢€ 10.05¢ 0.01z 0.03< 710.282 0.03¢ 0.24f 0.097

17 0.05: 0.00C 0.60¢ 0.14¢ 0.02¢ 710.127 10.05¢ 0.147 10.092 0.40: 0.13¢

18 70.14€ 710.06¢ 710.12Z 0.061 10.06¢ 0.00¢ 10.145 0.037 0.107 0.01¢ 710.02Z i0.09<
Note:N = 280, WeightedN= 325.128

Table5 shows the means of racial idiy, religious identity, and racial

composition of oneb6s congregation by race.
racial groups are significantly different for the importance of race, racial IQV of the
church, and the perceampt agoe onfedsnedhurawmn r
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Table 5: WeightedMeans, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA Test Statistics for Key Variables by
Racial Group among Protestant Churchgoers in Racially Nonhomogenous Congregations

Whites Blacks Other Race ANOVA

Identity measures
Importance of race (scale 0 to 4)

Mean 1.42 2.59 254 F=47.48

S.D. 1.121 0.839 0.770 p <.000
Importance of religion (scale 0 to 4)

Mean 2.62 2.94 2.72 F=0.69

S.D. 1.120 1.157 1.142 p <.504

n 192 50 38

Weightedn 279.79 22.75 22.59

RacialComposition
Racial IQV of church

Mean 0.223 0.214 0.416 F=1581

S.D. 0.215 0.218 0.279 p <.000
Percentage of oneds ¢«

Mean 87.49 72.19 26.21 F=60.77

S.D. 16.732 35.733 33.461 p<.000

n 186 47 35

Weightedn 271.29 20.21 20.34

Source: Panel Study of American Race and Ethnicity, Emerson and S{RRiDg.
Modeling Sample Selection for the PSRE
Because churches are voluntary organizations, the placement of individuals into
congregational communities istreorandom process. Individuals who choose racially
heterogeneous churches (or conversely, racially homogenous churches) may be a biased
sample of Protestant churchgoers. Interracial friendship can be observed only for those in
heterogeneous environmenits;annot be observed among individuals in churthat
are completely racially homogenoiscause there would be no opportunities to meet
otherrace individuals there. Interracial friendship also cannot be observed among those
who have no friends in thetongregations at all. This is referred to as a censored sample.
The type of censoring that occurs in analyzing theAR% is referred to as
sample selection (Heckman 1979), one of three types of cersamgale problems
(Breen 1996). In this type of cearing, the dependent variab¥ds truncated as a

function of another variable. The dependent variable, intrachurch interracial friendship, is
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observed only when= 1, if zdefines those who attend churches that are not racially
homogenous. Those who atteracially homogenous churches do not have a valué for

The most problematic issue with this type of censoring is that the characteristics
that select individuals into racially heterogeneous churches may be related to the
dependent variable, interracfakendship, which would produce a specification error in
the model when using ordinary least squares (Berk 1983).-kgaates estimation on a
truncated sample will undeor overestimate the impact ¥fonY; that is, it will bias the
estimates of theaefficients.

Generalized versions of the Tobit model, known as sasglextion models, are
often used to deal with probleMsuch as those encountered in this study (Maddala
1983). A patrticular version of the probit model developed by Tobin (1958), thie To
model was designed explicitly for analysis with limited dependent variables. The Tobit
model is appropriate for censored samples, wkeseobserved based on some criterion

defined in terms o itself.3®

But in sampleselection modelsy is observed nly if some
criterion defined by another variable is met, as it is in this study. Thus, using sample
selection models relaxes the constraint in Tobit models that the same set of variables
determines both the probability of selection and the expected oialue

Sampleselection models with continuous dependent variables involve-atepo

procedure, as in the Tobit model, but the estimation of the coefficients in the second stage

is most commonly done using the Heckman estimator (Heckman 1979). Theagest st

The models used to deal with sample selection are
by Tobin (1958) (Amemiya 1984; Berk 1983), but the stage modeling process used is actually a
generalized version of the Tolitodel (Maddala 1983).

3 A commonly used example is that of income. If incom¥, ior lowest wage earners, one may only
know that their income is $10,000 per year or I¥ds.truncated from below.
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models the probability of selection. A probit analysis estimates the hazarcratiso
referred to as the inverse Millsdé ratio. T
would be excluded from the sample, that is, the probability that one would not attend a
racially heterogeneous church. Those excluded from the samplé mwolude both those
who attend racially homogenous churches as well as those who do not attend church at
all. The hazard rate also captures the expected error terms following nonrandom
selection. The second stage models the expected valueootitiond on being included
inthe selectedsgml e. It is a | inear regression mode
generated in the first step. The estimator
(Heckman 1979), and this twstage model is sometimes referred to as the Heckman
model or Heckmannto-step method. However, the standard errors of the coefficients and
the estimate of O will still be incorrect
maximum likelihood, often preferred because it is considered to be more efficient than
the twoestage model, that is, it has smaller standard errors (Breen 1996).

Because my study requires the use of binary dependent variables, | use an
adaptation of the Heckman tvatep method, a probit model with sample seleéipvian
de Ven and Van Praag 1981). Usihhe Heckman twstep here would be akin to running

an OLS regression on dichotomous variables

®The hazard rate is a bsevatiomthetinetantanedus grgbabititgoébeings f or e a
excluded from the sample conditionaltobeimg he pool at risko (Berk 1983).

“0The probit model with sample selection is closely related to the bivariate probit model with partial
observability. (A bivaiate probit model is akin to running two probits linked by correlated errors, and
under conditions of partial observability, a positive outcome is observed for only one of the dependent
variables when the other is also positive.) However, the probit mathesample selection (or bivariate
probit model with sample selection) explicitly considers that selection is nonrandom and that the
independent variables for the selection and substantive equation differ (Baum 2006).
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however, it generates a valwue for J, which
outcome and selection equation.

There is a situation in which the use of a sarsglection model can be
determined to be unnecessary *ifthecarelston est i m
bet ween er r sg0),thereselentton and outboreguationsare independent. If
} =0, then the outcome equation can be estimated with a probit or logistic regression
model, without sample selection.

Heckmands estimator in particular is of
specification (Winship and Mare 1992) and must be ugtitcaution (Breen 1996). For
example, one widely cited study found that
the bias and accuracy of parameter estimates (Stolzenberg and Relles 1990). This study,
however, involved a case of severe censoring, iciwtine outcome equation in their
simulations was estimated using only 50 cases out of their sample of 500 because of 90%
nonselection. With a larger sample or less severe censoring, there would be greater
difference between the estimates of OLS and thekidan estimation (Breen 1996).

Sampleselection models also are sensitive to distributional assumptions because
the estimators are neither consistent nor efficient under heteroscedasticity and
nonnormality (Amemiya 1984Yhis can be solved by usitige HiberWhite*? standard
errors option in Stata (the robust option in Stata computes the Mo robust
estimates of the standard errors). Following the recommendations of the Stata survey data

manual, | account for complex sample design, which uses rstaunstard errors and

“LWhen using the Heckmantwstepmoé | , i f the correlation between & a
then the estimate for that coefficient will be unbiased. Also, when R squared is around 0, the outcome
equation can be estimated using OLS (Breen 1996).

21t is also replewrckd esthbmatbe fisa
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controls for clustered sampling within primary sampling units in the sample d&aa (
Survey Data Reference Man24l07).

There is the possibility that modeling interracial friendship involves endogenous
selection, in which intrachliah interracial friendship itself induces selection. That is,
having a preexistingrossrace friend within the church causes an individual to then join
that church. There are samyslelection models that can account for endogenous selection
and outcome (Ben 1996; Maddala 1983). According to Yancey and Emerson (2003),
multiracial membership grows from the interracial social network of congregation
members only in a small percentage of congregations; it is more typical that
congregations are the context tteveloping such networks.

In the PSARE dataset, in addition to information on whether each named friend
attends the respondentds church, there is
family member and/or a coworker. Although this list of otheegories of relational ties
does not exhaust all possible friendship loci, it does pramidemation onthe degree of
Aini ched overl ap between church friends and
the possibility thainterracial church frieds may bereexisting relationships from other
contexts. Among th280Protestant churchgoers in the sample (excluding those who
attend racially homogenous churches), only four respondents have interracial church
friends who are also coworkers, but thoé¢hose four respondents also have interracial
friends that are exclusively church friends. Only two respondents named interracial
church friends who are also family members, but both of those respondents also had
interracial church friends that were riamily or coworkers. Moreover, out of 31
respondents who have interracial church friends, only one has interracial church friends

that are also known through family or work contexts. In my own daB€%ES) of 260
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who have friends in church, 82 have attufriends who are also known from other

contexts Only 26 of the 136 (19.1%) respondents with interracial church friends have
interracial church friends who are also known in other cont&gtsmong those who

have interracial friends in church, 72.06% &nown exclusively through church; and
among those who have only same race friends in church, 64.75% are known exclusively
through church. When church friends are also known through other contexts, which may
be relationships existing prior to joining thleurch, it is more likely for those friends to

be same race than different race. Given the low percentage of interracial church friends
known in other contexts in both datasets, it is reasonable to assume that endogenous

selection is not a significant issu

Selection Modéf

Because individuals in racially homogenous churches would not have any
opportunities focrossrace friends within those churches, they are excluded (or
censored) from the analysis. It is important to model this selection factor begause
noted earlier, the factors that contribute to being in a racially heterogeneous church also
may influence the likelihood of having differentace f ri ends wi t hin one
the correlation between the error terms of the selection and outcpaoa, is not
significant (that EGcannttbeegejented), thenthgtpawt hesi s
eguations are independent. When | account for selection into racially heterogeneous

churches, } was not consi st eghtohewoudi gni fi ca

“3Because the population to which | am referring is Protestant churchgoers rather than the general
population that identifies as Protestant, selection into being a churchgoer was not a significant concern.
However, | did test whether set@n into being a Protestant who is a churchgoer would affect my outcome

variable by regressing & (the inverse hazard ratio,
equation into a logistic regression model, in addition to running a probfileselection analysis, and
found that neither & nor |} was statistically signif
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assume based on previous research that selection into a racially heterogeneous church
would be a significant factor, one must keep in mind that even a church with one racially
different member provides an opportunity for interracial friendshiyerefore, it is not
surprising that the equations are not correlated, because modeling selection that
distinguishes between churchgoers with congregations that are 100% racially
homogeneous versus 99% racially homogenous is not very mearithgful.

The seéction model as shown in Appendix C does provide information on what
predicts choosing a racially nonhomogenous churdh.e di ver sity of oned
has the most significant effect on whether someone chooses a church that is racially
homogenous. Als, being black has a negative effect on choosing a racially
nonhomogenous church. In other words, among Protestant churchgoers, blacks are more
likely to choose all black churches, controlling for the racial diversity of their
neighborhood. In addition, @scertain whether religiosity affects the choice of church, I
added religiosity variablegading the Biblendpraying at nonmeal timess well as the
i mportance of oneds religion. None of thes
chooses a raciallyamogenous church.

Although selection into a racially nonhomogenous church did not statistically bias
the coefficients for the variables that pr
another selection criterion must be tested. Having any chaectu$ at all is necessary if
one or more of them are to be differeate friends. Upon examining the data, | found

that only individuals who named two or more close friends in church had a dHfacent

“4| did not use the multiracial church cutoff point (80% or less of one racial group) because it would
exclude cases of interracial friendship in congregations witltegreamogeneity.
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friend. Therefore, | model the factors that cdmite to the likelihood of having two or

more friends within oneoS church in the se
Because opportunities to meet and get to know others within a congregation are

critical to developing close relational ties, | include the frequenpgaxdicipationin

church activities, groups, and organizations. Other measures of exposure to

congregational members that | initially included wgears of attendance, frequency of

attendanceandsize of churchThese three variables were ultimately exclufitech the

model because their coefficients were not statistically significant and because their

presence did not affect the other coefficients in the model. (In addition, there was no

apparent relationship between years or frequency of attendance ackurtha

interracial friendship.) | also control fo

the ease one may haveinfriema ki ng, by i ncl udinumgbetohe r esp

close friendsReligiosity also may influence making close friendsharch. The more

religious you are, the more motivated you may be to make friends with people who share

your belief systems and values. Further, religious behavior may facilitate close

friendships within the church because of the added similarity betwemiduals.

Although I initially included frequency of prayer, frequency of Bible reading, and the

importance of religion in the model, frequency of reading the Bible was the only variable

that was significant in its effect on having two or more churemdis. The other

religiosity variables were thus excluded f

racial group size and racial heterogeneity of the church in the selection model in case the

| also tested a sampgelection model that modeled having two or more church friends (outcome
equation) conditional upon selection into racially
therefore, the two equations are indegent. See Appendix D.
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size of oneb6s racial g r omaqpe chuchuftiedds,ibutthesd i t o0
variables also had no effect.

| also control for the theological conservatism or liberalism of the church
environment. It may influence close friendships because of the relative importance a
congregation may put on developirgationships within the church body, on religious
practice, and even on the value of church involvement itself. Theological conservatism
also indicates a more literal interpretation of the Bible, which explicitly commands
fellowship, unity, and accountsiby within the church body (e.g., Hebrews 10i2%). In
addition, | control for raceb{ack, othernonwhifea nd t he si z-fdendsf oneods
network (otal number of close frienfissince nonwhites tend to have smaller networks
than whites (McPhersoi®mith-Lovin, and Brashears 2006).

Tables 61 8 showthe modeldor the tests of all relevant hypotheses using the PS
ARE data. In addition to accounting for complex survey sampling, standard errors are
estimated using a subpopulation defined by individwélg attend Protestant churches
that are not racially homogenous. When using the subpopulation option for survey data in
Stata, only the cases defined by the subpopulatiensed in calculating estimates, but
all cases in the survey population are ugeckiculate standard errofs 6§t at a FAQO

N.d).
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Table 6: Identity Mo d e Unsta@ndardized Coefficients Showing the Effects of Church Racial
Composition and Identity on Interracial Friendship among Protestant Churchgoers of Racially
Nonhomogenous Churches

Probit models with Sample Selection
Identity Identity Identity
Model 1la Model 1b Model 1c

Independent Variables )
Constant 712057 (0.333) 2214”7 (0.511) 12.203" (0.505)

Racial Composition
Size of R's racial group (percent)
Racial heterogeneity of church (1QV)

SES Composition
HeterogeneityEducation (IQV)
Heterogeneityincome (IQV)

25% or more of cong have incomes 10

Identity salience

Importance of race i0.6307 (0.150) 10.664~ (0.152) 10.753" (0.173)
Black/Afr. Am.* Importance of race 0.350° (0.341)
Importance of religion 0263 (0.146) 0.288" (0.132)
Race+

Black/African American 2066  (0454) 2160  (0.523) 1591 (0.765)
Other Nonwhites 33887 (0.48) 35447 (0502) 3.7327 (0.563)
Income++

$40,000 to $69,999 0.796° (0.304) 09717 (0.295) 0.918" (0.278)
$70,000+ 0266~ (0.350) 0.386 (0.381) 0.302" (0.362)
Selection Variablesafeightedcensored

obs.= 32.019)

Constant i0.69% (0.450) i0.650° (0.454) 10.692° (0.455)
Participation 0.358" (0.153) 0.357° (0.156) 0.361" (0.158)
Number of close friends 0.078" (0.037) 0.074 (0.039) 0.075 (0.039)
Read Bible 0.156" (0.051) 0.157" (0.051) 0.156 (0.051)
Theologicaly conservative church 0.183  (0.096) 0.178 (0.103) 0.177 (0.103)
Race+

Black/African American 10512 (0.415) 70566 (0.429) 10.592° (0.406)
Other Nonwhites i0.612° (0.375) 10.629 (0.371) 10.633  (0.371)
Rho () i0.813" (0.151) 10590 (0.209) 10599 (0.188)
F-statistic 9.84™ 916" 7.90”
d.f. (60 primary sampling units) (5,55) (6,54) (7,53)
Weighted subpopulation size 232596 232596 232596

Source: Panel Study of American Race and Ethnicity, Eomeand Sikkink (2006). Selection models

predict having at least 2 church friends: (0=1 or less church friends, 1= 2 or more church friends). Note: All
estimates account for complex survey data as recommended by Stata. All standard errors are estimated
using the entire weighted survey population, using a subpopulation defined by individuals who attend
Protestant churches that are not racially homogenous (heterogeneity>0). Standard errors are presented in
parentheses. **p < .01, ** p<.05, *p <.10. +Refeent category is whites, ++Referent category is

incomes lower than $40,000.
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Table 7:Racialand SES Co mp a UnsamdardizeboCoedficien® Showing the Effects of
Church Racial Composition and Identity on Interracial Friendship among Protestant Chuchgoers
of Racially Nonhomogenous Churches

Probit models with Sample Selection
Racial Comp Racial and SES Con Racial and SES Conr

Model 2 Model 3a Model 3b
Independent Variables .
Constant 1164 (0.721) 0.827° (1.377) 1.415"  (0.669)
Racial Composition » .
Size of R's racial group (percent) i0.028™ (0.008) 10.037" (0.011) 70.039 (0.008)

Racial heterogeneity of church (IQV)  10.960° (1.164) 11.630° (0.666) 11511  (0.984)
SES Composition

HeterogeneityEducation (IQV) i1.623 (0.855)
Heterogeneityincome (IQV) 2207 (2.022)
25% or more of cong have incomes 10 11.003 (0.492)

Identity salience

Importance of race

Black/Afr. Am.* Importance of race
Importance of religion

Race+

Black/African American 0530  (0.318) 0.750 (0.410) 0.994° (0.430)
Other Nonwhites 13337 (0.445) 1595  (0575)  1.831" (0.446)
Income++

$40,000 to $69,999 05517 (0.243) 1.483" (0.689)  1.497" (0.447)
$70,000+ i0.067 (0.304) 0.291° (0.490) 0476 (0.498)
Selection Variablesafeightedcensored

obs.= 32.019)

Constant i0.615 (0.432) i10.813 (0.475) 10.747  (0.433)
Participation 0.390° (0.127) 0332 (0.168) 0.311° (0.151)
Number of close friends 0.060 (0.033) 0.062° (0.040) 0.060  (0.036)
Read Bible 0.153” (0.046) 0.180° (0.052) 0.1927 (0.432)
Theologically conservative church 0.208 (0.075) 0215 (0.085)  0.213" (0.080)
Race+

Black/African American i0.797 (0.368) 10.722 (0.394) 10.780  (0.391)
Other Nonwhites i0514 (0.351) 10463 (0.530) 10.048  (0.452)
Rho () i1.00” (0.000) i0.983° (0.094) 10989  (0.028)
F-statistic 1458™ 5917 752"
d.f. (60 primary sampling units) (6,54) (8,52) (7,53)
Weighted subpopulation size 229658 187.353 202682

Source: Panel Study of American Race and Ethnicity,rBomeand Sikkink (2006). Selection models

predict having at least 2 church friends: (0=1 or less church friends, 1= 2 or more church friends). Note: All
estimates account for complex survey data as recommended by Stata. All standard errors are estimated
usng the entire weighted survey population, using a subpopulation defined by individuals who attend
Protestant churches that are not racially homogenous (heterogeneity>0). Standard errors are presented in
parentheses. **H < .01, ** p< .05, *p <.10. +Reérent category is whites, ++Referent category is

incomes lower than $40,000.
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Table8:Raci al and

of Church Racial Composition and Identity on Interracial Friendship among Protestam

Churchgoers of Racially Nonhomogenous Churches

I dent i tynsthdamizea CoeBictents Mawchg thesEfects

Probit models with Sample Selection
Racial Comp and Racial Comp and

Racial Comp and

Identity Identity Identity
Model 4a Model 4b Model 4c
Independent Variables
Constant 1.960° (0.652) 1.384° (0.886) 0.344  (0.708)
Racial Composition
Size of R's racial group (percent) 70.033” (0.009) 70.037" (0.010) 10.034" (0.008)
Racial heterogeneity of church (IQV) 11.736° (0.843) i2.102° (0.935) 11.269°  (0.782)
SES Composition
HetaogeneityEducation (IQV)
Heterogeneityincome (1QV)
25% or more of cong have incomes 10
Identity salience
Importance of race 70.616~ (0.137) 70.626  (0.150)
Black/Afr. Am.* Importance of race
Importance of retjion 02887 (0.097) 0.363" (0.132)
Race+
Black/African American 1265 (0.476) 1292 (0539) 0.602  (0.361)
Other Nonwhites 21927 (0.420) 21747 (0.442) 11747  (0.404)
Income++
$40,000 to $69,999 0.810" (0.307) 09827 (0.314) 0.746°  (0.211)
$70,000+ 0.122° (0.452) 0.255° (0.474) 10.009°  (0.402)
Selection Variablesrfeightedcensored
obs.= 32.019)
Constant i0.746" (0.461) i0.702° (0.462) 10.647°  (0.457)
Participation 0.397" (0.185) 0.387° (0.177) 0.388°  (0.178)
Number of close friends 0.071 (0.038) 0.070 (0.038) 0.063  (0.037)
Read Bible 0.1707 (0.043) 0.166° (0.047) 0.157"  (0.045)
Theologically conservative church 0.190 (0.097) 0.190 (0.101) 0.205  (0.093)
Race+
Black/African Ameican i0.703 (0.384) i0.677 (0.379) 10719  (0.378)
Other Nonwhites i0.668 (0.370) 10.651 (0.372) 10597  (0.389)
Rho () i0.8617 (0.116) i0.748" (0.156) 10.857°  (0.152)
F-statistic 8.02" 1125~ 1262
d.f. (60 primary sampling units) (7,53) (8,52) (7,53)
Weighted subpopulation size 229658 229658 229658

Source: Panel Study of American Race and EttyjiEmerson and Sikkink (2006). Selection models

predict having at least 2 church friends: (0=1 or less church friends, 1= 2 or more church friends). Note: All

estimates account for complex survey data as recommended by Stata. All standard erramsased est

using the entire weighted survey population, using a subpopulation defined by individuals who attend
Protestant churches that are not racially homogenous (heterogeneity>0). Standard errors are presented in

parentheses. **p < .01, ** p <.05, *p <.10. +Referent category is whites, ++Referent category is

incomes lower than $40,000.

83



When accounting for the I|likelihood of
significant atp < .05, indicating that the factors that contribute to having church friends
also affect the likelihood of having a differenaice friend. The total number of close
friends, being nonwhite, and theol ogical
a significant effect on having church friends, but only aptke10 level.Only in the
combined racialand socioeconomicomposition model (Model 3) are some of the
coefficients no longer significant. However, frequency of participation in church groups
and activities and reading the Bible are consistently and statisticallfiaghatp < .05.

By modeling having two or more church friends as the selection criteria, however,
it was possible that information that may distinguish those with no close church friends
from those with close church friends would ultimately affect mgome equation. In
order to ascertain whether race makes a difference in having a friend in church at all, |
also tried a selection model that predicts having one or more close church friends versus
zero friends. However, using this selection criteriahrtht substantively change the
outcome model, although the factors that affect having at least one friend were slightly
different from those affecting having at least two friends. Namely, race was not
significant in predicting having at least one closerchdriend versus having no church

friends (see Appendix E).

Substantive Model

Because of the need for parsimony, given that only 31 respondents in my sample
had intrachurch interracial friendships, | excluded any control variables that lacked
statisticalsignificance in their effet on interracial friendshii their inclusion had no

substantive effect on the other coefficients in the models. After testing each of these
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control variables individually in the models as well as in conjunction with otheblesija
| excluded the followinggender, age, marital experienandextrachurch interracial
friendship size, ageandreligious traditonof t he respondent ds congt
urbanicity, regionandneighborhood racial compositiosurprisingly, havinglifferent
race friends oside of the church contekfid no relationship to having interracial friends
within the church context.

Model 1b ofTable6 shows the coefficients for tests of Hypotheses 1 and 3. Both
the importance of race and the importancesbfjion are significant and in the
hypot hesized direction. Interracial friend
i mportant an individual feels his or her r
identity, the more likely he or she 13 lhave arossrace friend in church. Further,
previous studies suggested that there is a
oneds racial identity,; that is, having one
racial identity less impdant. The data do not show this to be true. The importance of
religion and the importance of race have a correlation of virtually £8r6367,
p =.5405). Further, the addition of religious identity in Model 1b has virtually no effect
on the size or strgth of the coefficient for racial identity. When | correlate the
importance of race and religion for whites, blacks, and other nonwhites, the correlation
coefficient is significantg < .01) and negative 0.4381) only for blacks.

Identities not only affet interaction with others, but they are affected by this
interaction as well. Ideally we would test the effect of networks on identity and vice versa
using longitudinal data in order to better isolate the effect of identity on networks. Given
thecrosssectional nature of my dataset, | examined whether racial identity was related to

the |l ength of time or frequency with which
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might also increase the likelihood of friendship formation. However, there was no
corrdation between racial identity and the years or frequency of attendance, hours of
participation, participation in small groups, or participation in other religious education in
oneds congregation. It may be tnheadts raci al
congregational involvement because individuals are likely to choose congregations that

do not pose a serious challenge to their existing identity.

| expected that the negative relationsh
identity and intrachurchterracial friendship would be stronger for blacks (Hypothesis
2), but this hypothesisisnotgp or t ed. The [ atlkract mpaortaname
was not significant (Model 1c).

Results assessing the effecshowoih the <chu
Model 2 ofTable7.Onl y t he coefficient for the propo
is significant ap <.001, in a negative direction. Heterogeneity of the church is not
related to interracial friendship, however. Although the coeffiagemt the hypothesized
negative direction, it is not statistically significant. Hypothesis 4 is thus not supported.

The absence of an effect for racial heterogeneity may be attributable to the correlation

bet ween heterogenei t ygrow ji610).  ene selogetoad f o neod
congregation with a |l arge proportion of on
by definition. Alternately, when one is a small numerical minority in the congregation,

the pool of differentace others availablerf friendship would be high regardless of

whether the rest of the congregation was composed of several different races or just one
other race.

When the racial identity variable is added, however, as shown in Models 4a and

4b (Table8), the coefficient fothe racial heterogeneity of the church becomes significant
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atp < .05 (and the size of the coefficient doubles) and remains negative. When
accounting for how important one feels his or her race is, the racial diversity of the
church is predictive of integicial friendship, and belonging to a more racially diverse
church is less predictive of interracial friendship than belonging to a more racially
homogenous church, controlling for the siz
that those most likely tmake crossace friends in their church are first those in a
numerical racial minority group in a congregation that is mostly homogenous (e.qg.,
whites in a mostly Asian church), followed by those in the numerical racial majority (e.qg.,
Asians in a mosthAsian church), followed by numerical racial minorities in more

racially mixed congregations (e.g., whites in a church that is 20% white, 50% Asian, and
30% Hispanic), followed by numerical racial majority group members in more racially
mixed congregation&.g., Asians in a church that is 50% Asian, 20% white, and 30%
Hispanic).

However, FModaetli s226isc i s 14.58, whkreas Mo
statistics are 8.02 and 11.25, respectively, indicating that the racial composition model,
without the dentity variables, is a better fit to the data. Moreover, among the models with
the same weighted subpopulation size, Model 2 has the higiséstistic and is the fit
for the data overall.

Because racial heterogeneity does not capture the particukraaciposition of
an organization and because of the somewhat inconsistent results from tests of racial
heterogeneity, | also tried using categorical measures of racial composition. The
categories used were fAmainly Wiwhtteo or con
maj ority; fAmainly nonwhiteo or congregatio

Amul tiracial, 0 or congregations in which o
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of the congregants; and fimixed rawas, 0O Oor ¢
less than 60% of the congregants. Although examination of the data showed that

interracial friendship was increasingly likely in the order of the categories as listed above,

the coefficients were not significant.

Hypothesis 5 is supported. Thelargeh e pr oporti on of oneods
within the church, the less likely one is to have interracial friendship. Or, stated
conversely, the smaller the proportion of
likely one is to have interracial frilns hi p. Si nce the size of one
the number of differeatace alters (or sam@ce alters) available for friendship, this is
not surprising. Further, individuals who choose to be numerical racial minorities within
their congregation ay feel very comfortable with differemace others and thus would
be much more likely than those who choose a congregation in which their racial group is
the majority to befriend differentace others, which may then increase the likelihood of
interracialfriendship for all congregants.

| hypothesize that blacks are less likely to have interracial friendship than other
racial groups (Hypothesis 7). However, it is clear in every model that, of those blacks
who have at least two friends in church, theyrapee likely when compared to whites to
have crossace friends. In Models 2 and 4, blacks are somewhat less likely than whites to
have at least two church friends, but this effect is only marginally signifipantl0). In
fact, compared to whites, all n@hites (blacks included) are more likely to have
interracial friendships (even when adding the effect of racial composition and identity),
when controlling for income, racial identity, and the size of their racial group in their
congregations. Thereforelypothesis 7, that blacks are less likely to have interracial

friendships than other groups, is not supported. The opposite is true; blacks and other
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nonwhites are more likely than whites to have interracial friendships, given that they have
atleasttwobur ch friends. However, those who f al
more likely to have crossace friends than either blacks or whites.

| also tested race in interaction with relative group size in order to ascertain
whether the effect of relativgroup size on interracial friendship depends on race. | added
interaction terms for percent group size x black and percent group size x other race.
Neither of the interaction terms was significant.

As shown in Model 3a, when adding both income heterogeaed education
heterogeneity to the racial composition model, only education heterogeneity is
significant, and only marginallysp&. 1 0) . When an individual 0s
homogenous educationally, he or she is more likely to have interracialsinign
However, this effect disappears when including the racial identity and religious identity
salience variables in the model. The lack of a finding may be attributable to the weakness
of the socioeconomic heterogeneity variables themsé&iViisere wereonly three broad

categories from which to calculate heterogeneity for both education and ifitomes,

“®|In the PSARE dataset, it is not possible to know whether the congregations were stratified
socioeconomically by radeecause data were not collected on a sample of congregants within each
congregationPer individual respondertte data include information on the percentage of different
socioeconomic categories and the percentage of different racial groups in his or her church.

" Further, a measure of socioeconomic heterogeneity shows the degree of homogeneity in congregation,

but not the kind of homogeneity that exists. A congregation that is mainly lower income is qualitatively

di fferent from a congregation that is mainly higher
with Bachel or s degar eneosd edr uhsiignhge riiop earsc ewetlalgeasof con
incomes of $100,000 and over, 0 both of which yielde
has shown that higher income congregations tend to be more diverse, | then used categuorigal du

variables for the education and income composition
a congregations in which over 50% of the attendees
congregations fall ghnit octomies coageg@agry) oamd i S8Hia ¢ onc

more of the attendees earn household incomes of $100,000 or higher (29% of congregations fall into this
category). Only f@Ahigh ncome congregati cdHowevesyas si g
t

i n
when identity variables are added to this model, h
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the hypothesis that socioeconomic homogeneity in a congregation is positively related to
the likelihood of interracial friendship (Hypothesis 8) is sapported.

| also hypothesized that highsocioeconomistatus individuals would be more
likely to have interracial friendships (HypotheSjs When testing both education and
income, education was not significant when added to the model, so it wadeekiriom
all models. Among income categories, being in the highest income category was not
significantly different from being in the lowest income category on the likelihood of
interracial friendship wit hincomemdvidudls c hur ch
who are more likely when compared to the lowest income category to have interracial
friendships within their congregations. One possible explanation is that those who are in
the lowest or highest income categories may not participate in churdgasntly
because of longer work hours, which would prevent opportunities for developing
friendships. However, when income or weekly work hours were included in the selection
model, there was no effect of income on friendship formation. It is also po#sabl
those in the middincome categories have greater interracial contact. However, when |
incorporated frequency of interracial contact as a variable, it was not significant, which
may be due to collinearity with being nonwhite as well as collineaittythe size of
oneds racial group in the congregation. Fu
not be known throughfaequency of interracial contastariable. Knowing the frequency
of contact does not reveal whether the contact, howeverenggs a negative or positive
interaction. Those in loweand uppeincome categories may experience negative
interracial contact from highestatus or lowestatus individuals, respectively. Likewise,
middle-income individuals may be more likely to @énact with differentrace individuals

who are similar in status.
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Discussion: PSARE

So does religion trump race? The answer is complicated. Race still matters, but in
different ways than expected. The analysis reveals that race indeed persists asma factor
crossrace friendship formation among Protestant churchgoers, but the effect of race
varies at different stages.

First, race matters in the initial <choi
more likely to be in racially homogenous churches, comtrolly f or t he di ver si
neighborhood. Therefore, it matters in that blacks, more so than other racial groups, are
more likely to seek out churches that are wholly one ¥3€his is consistent with
previous research that has shown that more thand3@fsican Americans who attend
religious services attend primarily black congregations (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990). As
the cornerstone of the black community, African American churches have historically
provided not only religious or ethnic community, lalgo essential political, economic,
and social resources to a disadvantaged population (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Morris
1984; PatilleMcCoy 1998). For example, black churches provide opportunities for
leadership and status, political mobilization, andrial assistance and even have been
described as serving therapeutic functions by providing a space for articulating suffering
and validating the black experience (Gilkes 1980).

Race also matters in the number of close friendships one develops in church.

Among Protestant churchgoers who attend congregations that are not composed solely of
oneds own race, having at | east two cl ose

having a crossace friend. In these datayeryone who names close church friends

“8 This choice may not always be voluntary. Depending on the degree of residential segregation, some
blacks may not have a choice betweerb&dktk congregationsr more diverse congregations.
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named at least one safraece church friendn addition, although theffect of race is
inconsistent in this regard, nonwhites may be less likely than whites to have at least two
close @wrch friendslt is important to note, however, that the differemceumber of
friends may reflect a difference in how di
previous research has indicated that nonwhites tend to have smaller nonkin networks, it
may be because ficl osenesso ofloseaessfoneihesnd may
with family. Further, considering that many of the nonwhite respondents in racially
heterogeneous churches were racial minorities in their congregations, this could be
illustrative of studies that show more extraorganizational ties anamieg minorities in
organizations (McPherson, Popielarz, and Drobnic 1992), and thereby fewer intra
organizational ties. It is also possible that church may not be as important a site for
friendship formation for nonwhites as it is for whites.

However, alhough being nonwhite is somewhat inhibitive of having at least two
church friends, being nonwhite actually facilitates interracial friendship, and although
whites are more likely to have at least two close friends in church, they are less likely to
have ay crossrace friends. Nonwhites are more likely than whites to have-cagss
friendships, controlling for how many sasrece alters are available as well as the overall
racial diversity of the congregation. Further, regardless of how important radgionre
may be to nonwhites, they are still more likely to have interracial friends than whites.
Therefore, race is still a factor, but being nonwhite has a negative influence on friendship
only up to a poird being in a racially heterogeneous church antherlikelihood of
making two or more friends within oneds <ch
met, being nonwhite has a positive influence on making interracial friends. It is whites in

these environments that have greategnoup preferences. Thiact that churches are
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voluntary organizations means that individuals choose a congregation in which the

potential racial pool of friends is plainly observable, as opposed to school environments,
which are dictated mai nl tthatvery chorcefactitatese si d e n
interracial friendship among nonwhitasd inhibits interracial friendship among whites

This findingruns counter to studies from schools showing that there is greater in
group preference among blacks compared to othel groaps. Those black congregants
that have chosen places of worship that are not wholly composed of their own race are
more likely to form crossace friends. Other research on blacks in interracial churches
(defined as those who attend churches thaleassthan 80% their own race) show that
compared to other blacks, they are more likely to have racially diverse networks prior to
attending their congregation and their networks continue to increase in its diversity by
attendance. These findings providsight into the growing numbers of African
Americans who do not attend churches in historically black denominations (Ellison and
Sherkat 1990; Sherkat 2002; Sherkat and Ellison 1991).

Further, the iIimportance of ormpkadsonr aci al
religion are both important and independent predictors of interracial friendship. Although
the i mportance of religion does not #Atrump
interracial friendship within congregations, it does influetheeformation of crossace
tiesalong with racelndividuals who feel that religion is very important to thanalfeel
that their race is unimportant to them have the greatest likelihood of having interracial
friendships, but each exerts an independdetebn interracial friendship formatidn.

Further, the salience of religious identity has an effect independent of religious behavior,

9 interacted the salience of religious identity with the salience of racial identity, but the interaction term
was not significant.
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just as the salience of racial identity has an effect on interracial friendship independent of
race.Friendship ties oéin occur based on perceived similarity between individuals, and
identity saliencanay be considered a measure of which characteristic one might base that
similarity on. Therefore, these results suggest that ides@litgncas an important

subjective measr e of the relative significance of
friendship formation.

Religiosity, specifically, the frequency of Bible reading, is also important to the
propensity to make ties within church, which is a prerequisite to havingrawssies. It
is possible that reading the Bible, as opposed to engaging in an activity such as prayer,
may be more indicative of commitment to and level of adherence to Christian beliefs and
worldviews, which then may make it more likely and desirabferige friendships with
others who share the same beliefs.

Controlling for racial and religious identity, the racial composition of the
congregation to which one belongs was a significant predictor of interracial friendship
among congregants. Those withraajer proportion of sarm@ace friends in their
congregation are those who have a greater likelihood of finding-ssrealters. Further,
when controlling for identityther aci al het erogeneity of oneoés
negative relationship to having anterracial friend which remains consistent with past
research. In more diverse congregations, it could be that there is enough of a critical mass
of each racial group that people are not likely to attempt to befriend people of different
races. Or paraddcally, congregants in racially diverse churches may make less effort to
form close friendship ties with people of different races because they assureceoss
ties are occurring. It may be the diverse environment that they seek, not necessarily close

relationships with otherace individuals. Individuals in these contexts may be
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accustomed to being in diverse environmérasdmay even considex diverse
congregational environment is an opportuni
would ultimatey inhibit crossrace tie formationfFor example, a person who may feel

marginal in his or her own racial ingroup may find other saace individuals who also

feel similarly marginal in a more racially diverse environment because such individuals

may be mee attracted to nonhomogenous settings.

On the other hand, there may be several reasons that those who choose more
homogenous congregations may have a greater likelihood of interracial friendship: those
who are different may in fact be more noticed. Althloin some cases this may mean a
certain degree of ostracism, it also may mean that congregants of the majority race go out
of their way to meet or befriend members of the minority race. For mirracty
members, having differemace friends would be hidy likely, given thelow number of
samerace alters available.

It is worth noting that those who choose to be racial minorities within their
congregations are somewhat exceptional. Only 13 out of 186 individuals who attend
Amainly whiteoofwhitthas S8O0Mpodetme congrega
nonwhiteo (nonwhites compose more than 80%
not members of the majority race. Only three out of those 13 are minorities (whites) in
Amai nly nonwhi t e0 gaoongyegatian a twhich ang is pa df a e/ i n
small minority may indicate a certain degree of comfort with the majority racial group.

Those who choose to be in the racial minority are more willing to adapt to the majority,
are more assimilated (to whiteligious culture), or are perhaps more willing to

Astrategically assimilateo (Lacy 2007) to
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Therefore, based on the results from the analysis of theRESdataset, |
conclude that religion does not trump racee Pplopulation of Protestant churches is still
highly segregated according to race, and it has been well argued that the particular
religious culture of conservative churches perpetuates this racial division (Emerson and
Smith 2000) such that a strong retigs identity actuallys divisivealong racial lines.

The results from this study show that being religious or having a strong religious identity

does not mean that one is more likely to choose a racially heterogeneous church. Further,
the seemingly divernt religious cultures and separate religious organizations that have
developed between blacks and whites ultimately stem from our racial history in the

United States. However, conditional upon having at least two close Biendsndition

that is also affcted by raa@ race acts in the opposite direction in the formation of

interracial friendship. Among those in racially heterogeneous congregations, it seems that

it is nonwhites who are crossing racial barriers, whereas whites tend to stay within

racially omogenous friendship networks. This is not to say that religious identity is

uni mportant, however. Although it does not
or race on the propensity to make crosse friends, the salience of religion can wital

bridge between differeémmace Protestant churchgoes;¢d mor e | mportant on
identity, the more likely one is to have craase friends.

There are several aspects of interracial friendship formation that these results do
not explain. Howand why individuals choose the churches they do could be critically
important to understanding the propensity to form crass friendkips within
congregationsflone chooses a church because it is divesdee or shenore likely to
seek out crossace friends? In addition, although these data measured aspects of racial

and religious identity, what is not known is the relative importance of each of these
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identities. For exampl e, both race and r el

0 n e Gtlsmay supersede other important identities, as Marti found in his study of
multiracial congregations (Marti 2005). Both measures of the importance of religion and
race are on scales, so one could compare the value of the importance of religion to the

importance of race. However, when a respondent chooses a value for the importance of

race, for example, he or she may be choosi

perceived racial salience, rather than on a comparison of relative salience between
identities. Thus, a higher rating on one identity scale may not translate to a higher ranking
of that identity. Conversely, the same rating on racial and religious identity may not
translate to an equivalent importance of those identities.

Also, friendship formtaon is a twesided process. Even if a person desired
friendship with another individual, that individual must accept the offer of friendship.

Understanding the available pool of potential friends not merely in terms of racial

composition, butalsointesn of ot hersd i1 dentities, 1is mpy
missing from this analysis. It was suggested earlier that individuals may choose
congregations that are, in effect, a fAmatc

Therefore, knowing how raciahd religious identities vary among congregational

contexts could be an important factor in understanding interracial friendship formation
processes within an organizational context. Religious identity in particular could be a
congregational characteristic product as much as it is an individual identity. And in

more racially mixed congregations, racial identity may be more likely to change as
congregational involvement increases. Moreover, the role of the church organization has

not yet been fully assesd.
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Modeling this sort of matching process is not possible with the data available.
Ideally, a nested, multilevel dataset and analysis could account for the variation among
individuals within a congregation as well as among congregations. However, betause
these aforementioned weaknesses with the above analysis, | also analyze data collected
from four multiracial congregations. In the following section, | describe results from
analysis of the ECCS data and compare them to theRESanalysis. In additigrthe
next chapter uses qualitative data collected from these congregations to better understand

the congregational context in which interracial friendship may or may not occur.

Results: ECCS
Descriptives for the ECCS

Because each of the four congregatibas a distinctive congregational
membership, iMable9, | display the demographic information for each congregation
rather than for each of the two churches. In addition, for comparison purpab&=9
shows the demographic profiles for the nation&rages among conservative Protestant
churchgoers who attend racially nonhomogenous churches from {ARP 8ataset.
Tablel1l0displays the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the variables in

the analysis for the combined dataset.
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Table 9: Cross Tabulations of Race, Gender, Education, Household Income, and CreBace

Friendship by Church Site, Including National Data from the PSARE

MC JC
City Varsity Stanton Gatewood

(within site)  (within site)  (within site) (within site) Total

% n % n % n % n % n Nat
Close church friends
0 church friends 17.0 9 25.6 43 61532 50.7 71 37.5155
Only samerace friends 49.1 26 27.4 46 21.2 11 279 39 295122
At least 1 interracial friend 34.0 18 47.0 79 173 9 214 30 329136

100 53 100 168 100 52 100 140 100 413
Race
Whites 18.2 10 49.2 87 51.9 28  76.7112 54.9 237
Blacks 76.4 42 40.8 72 37.0 20 10.3 15 34.5149
Other race 55 3 10.2 18 111 6 13.0 19 10.7 46

100 55 100 177 100 54 100 146 100 432
Gender
Female 60.3 35 61.1 121 62.7 37 68.3112 63.7 305
Male 39.7 23 38.9 77 37322 31752 36.3174

100 58 100 198 100 59 100 164 100 479
Education
High school o less 236 13 202 36 55 3 21.2 31 19.1 83 55.92%
Trade certif 55 3 152 27 146 8 17.8 26 148 64 22.91%
Bachelors degree 41.8 23 405 72 47326 315 46 385167 14.03%
Graduate degree 29.1 16 242 43 32718 295 43 277120 7.14%

100 55 100 178 100 55 100 146 100 434
Household income
< $25,000 21.6 11 24 4 78 4 8.8 12 7.6 31 21.89%
$25,000 $49,999 235 12 10.6 18 21.6 11  19.7 27 16.4 68 30.89%
$50,000 $74,999 17.7 9 17.1 29 196 10 204 28 18.6 76 23.20%
$75,000$99,999 19.6 10 22.4 38 21.6 11 17524 203 83 11.37%
> $100,000k 17.7 9 47.7 81 29.4 15 33.6 46 36.9151 12.83%

100 51 100 170 100 51 100 137 100 409
Marital status
Married 30.9 17 72.9 129 45525 57.9 84 59.0255 57.37%
Unmarried 69.1 38 27.1 48 54.6 30 421 61 41.0177 42.63%

100 55 100 177 100 g5 100 145 100 432
Median age in years 28 57 41 191 34556 39 162 38 466 46"

Mean # church friendg¢s.d) 2.5£(0.46

N

53

2.15 (1.79 0.90(1.43 1.15(1.46 1.64(1.69 1.12"
415 182.50

169

52

141

30f 5 possible?N = 232.50;°N = 205.62;°N = 236.49;°0f 4 possible'Standard deviatior 1.29;

IN =182.50.
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Table 10: Means, Standard Deviaions, and Correlations among Variables for the ECCS

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Has a close friend in church 0.627 0.484
2 Intrachurch interracial friendsh 0.527 0.500

3 Salient racial identity 0.138 0.345 70.047 10.067
4 Salient religious identity 0.626 0.484 0.175 710.050 710.255
5 MC-City 0.121 0.326 0.161 710.107 0.203 0.091
6 MC-Varsity 0.415 0.493 0.204 0.204 10.069 0.160 70.312
7 JG-Stanton 0.123 0.329 10.189 10.045 0.086 70.159 70.139 70.315
8 JC-Gatewood 0.342 0475 10.193 710.112 710.127 70.120 70.267 70.606
9 Black/African American 0.345 0.476 0.064 70.184 0.401 0.016 0.337 0.108
10 Other nonwhites 0.106 0.309 10.004 0.232 0.040 70.058 70.064 0.013
11 Whites 0.549 0.498 10.058 0.032 710.407 0.022 70.282 0.096
12 Married 0.590 0.492 0.018 0.224 710.133 0.067 70.218 0.235
13 Household income 4.623 1.328 10.041 0.118 710.089 0.037 710.211 0.254
14 Education 5.217 1.822 70.054 70.038 i0.026 i10.015 0.004 i0.040
15 Chose church for its diversity 0.175 0.381 0.059 0.082 0.050 0.140 0.091 0.267
16 Years attend church 3.310 1.260 0.337 0.131 10.058 0.164 0.138 0.372
17 Frequency of attendance 3.813 0.736 0.283 0.117 10.000 0.191 0.087 0.202
18Involved in a small group 0.470 0.500 0.350 0.103 710.061 0.123 0.016 0.143
19 Number of close friends 0.475 0.972 0.198 0.108 10.022 0.096 0.073 0.191
7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
8 10.270

9 0.020 10.364

10 0.006 0.055 70.251

11 70.023 0.314 710.800 10.381

12 70.105 70.016 10.205 0.053 0.163

13 70.055 10.080 10.104 710.028 0.117 0.504

14 0.126 10.050 10.014 710.032 0.033 0.090 0.146

15 70.100 70.243 0.197 10.001 10.185 0.030 0.095 0.008

16 70.330 10.251 0.105 710.084 10.048 0.231 0.246 10.024 0.089

17 710.173 10.151 0.008 10.026 0.009 0.122 710.008 10.037 0.092 0.236

18 710.110 10.084 0.003 10.015 0.007 0.103 0.063 0.006 0.037 0.267 0.364
19 0.055170.110 0.063 10.034 10.039 10.127 10.128 10.067 0.040 10.040 0.062 0.028

Clearly, these four multiraci@longregations are unusual, especially when
compared to national data; | do not assume that these data are representative of all

Protestant churchgoet$Rather, | use these data to begin to assess the role of the

%0 Although it is not my purpose here, it may be possible to use a truncated regressibim m@t to
generalize these data to the entire population of Protestant churchgoers. The ECCS data are truncated in
addition to being censored. That is, unlike theARSE data, | lack information on the explanatory variables
for those who do not atterilese churches, in addition to the lack of value¥famong those individuals.

Using Tobit regression along with ML estimation, only the second stage can be modeled because there is

no information to model the first stage. In this truncated regressidnenlo, t he i nter pretati ol
hold for the entire population and not just for the particular sample (Breen 1996). This truncated regression
mod el accommodates situations in whi cdtagemodehAnnot be

However this model would need to be adapted for binary dependent variables. | choose not to use this
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organization in influencing friendship ftimese particular congregations. First, | replicate
the above analysis for the four congregations in the ECCS dataset in order to better
understand the role of the congregation in influencing interracial friendship among its
attendees. Because there @né§y four organizations in mgampleof congregations

(which is not sufficient for multilevel modeling)usedummy variables for each of the
four congregations. Although it is a somewhat crude approach because the congregations
differ from each other in theracial and socioeconomic composition, age, size, location,
and religious culture, it does provide an indication of the potential influence of the
congregation nd e p e n d e n tindisidual eharactenstice iethe éongregation
dummy variables ardaistically significant. In the next chapter, | describe in greater
depth the particular characteristics of these cegafions antiow the organizational

context may affect interracial friendship.

Selection Model: ECCS Data

Consistent with the analysi$ the PSARE data, | use a selection model to
account for those who do not have any church friends because there are no data on cross
race church ties for those with zero church friends. In this population, more than 30% of
individuals had an interracialiénd as their only named church friend. The selection
criterion, therefore, is having church friends, rather than having at least two church
friends. Of the 405 individuals with relevant friendship data, 253 (62.5%) have at least
one church friend and 15 not.lt is possible thathte high rate of church friendships in

these data as opposed to respondents in thieRESmMay be due to contextual priming of

truncated regression model because | am not attempting to generalize the congregations in the ECCS to a
wider population. | am interested in the differences betwthese congregations in and of themsedges
well as the degree of variation within the congregations
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survey questions. That is, subjects knew the survey was about their experience in church
(but were notold that the study was specifically about interracial friendship), and
therefore, they may have been primed to think of church friends more so tkan oth
friends. However, it is more likely that there is unusually more intrachurch friendship
these chrches, as will be explicated in Chapter Five. Further, one would expect the bias
toward naming church friends to be higher in theARE. In addition to asking

respondents to name up to four close friends, thRARKS specifically asked for two
additionalchurch friends, so one would expect higher rates of church friendship among
PSARE respondents.

In addition to using three dummy variables for each of the congregations, with
Jackson ChurdlGatewood as the reference category, | use indicators for exposure
religiosity, race, and total number of close friends, as in the previous anbdymider to
measure exposure to other congregants or opportunities to befriend other churchgoers, |
includedyears of attendan¢é&equency of attendangckours of partigpationin church
activities outside of weekly services, and involvementsmall group Of thesehours
of participationwas not significant and was therefore excluded from the model, which
had a negligible effect on the other coefficients. As in theipus analysis, | also
included a measure pfivate religious behavioandsalience of religious identity
Neither was significant, and they were both ultimately excluded from the final model. In
the analysis using the PARE dataset, race was a signifit@ontributor to having
church friends, even when controlling for tiegal number of close friendSurprisingly,
race had no effect on having church friends in the ECCS congregations.

As shown in Tablelland 2, } i s sp<gOB,iarfd the Waidttestaft

independent equations e$ijuare statistic is also significantpat .05. Therefore, the null
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hypot he s0(that thdsaléction and substantive equations are independent) is
rejected. As expectethe more close friends one names, the greater the likelihood of
having close church friends. Further, the number of years one attends the church, the
frequency one attends, and involvement in a small group are all predictive of having at
least one closehurch friend. In other words, the more opportunities there are for
intrachurch contact, the higher the probability of forming a close relationship with at least
one fellow churchgoer.

Of particular interest are the coefficients for congregation dummghias.
Those who attend either Mannington Church congregation are more likely to have at least
one close church friend than those who attend either Jackson Church congregation. This
may be indicative of an environment in Mannington Church that faciliaésgiship
formation, or Jackson Church may have characteristics that inhibit friendship formation. |
investigate the differences between these environmentsarteg depth in Chapters Four

and Five

103



Table 11: Controla nd | d e nt iUbstandMdizédeeffiGients Showing the Effects of Identity
on Interracial Friendship in Four Multiracial Congregations

Probit Models with Sample Selection
Control Model Identity Model 1a Identity Model 1b

Independent Variables

Constant i0.049° (0.275) 0.092° (0.286) i0.074" (0.278)
Identity

Salient racial identity 10.064° (0.150) 0.391" (0.531)
Black/Afr. American x racial identity 710.446° (0.606)
Salient religious identity 10.244 (0.177)

Congregation Dummies+

MC-City 0.004" (0.292) 0.073° (0.299) 0.046" (0.299)
MC-Varsity 0376 (0.244) 0401 (0.244) 0377 (0.242)
JGStanton 0.272° (0.341) 0251 (0.355) 0.242° (0.354)
Race++

Black/African American 70.334 (0.193) 10.329 (0.200) 70.321" (0.205)
Other Nowhites 0.998" (0.195) 1.003" (0.301) 0.961" (0.314)
Married 0.331 (0.195) 0.341 (0.286) 0.338 (0.200)

Socioeconomic Status

Household income

Education

Chose church for its racial diversity

Selection Variables

Constant 13496~ (0.556) i3.434" (0.555) i3.405 (0.556)
Congregation Dummies+

MC-City 0.644° (0.308) 0.644° (0.311) 0.650° (0.311)
MC-Varsity 0298 (0.172) 0.306 (0.172) 0.308 (0.172)
JGStanton 70135 (0.210) 10.166° (0.212) i0.167 (0.212)
Years attend church 0.2407 (0.066) 0.235° (0.066) 0.235  (0.066)
Frequency of attendance 0.260° (0.107) 0247 (0.106) 0.241" (0.107)
Small group 06747 (0.162) 0.689" (0.162) 0.691" (0.162)
Total number of close friends 0.3517 (0.067) 0.350° (0.067) 0.349" (0.067)
Rho () i0.591° (0.185) i0.592" (0.178) i0.570° (0.184)
Wald test of independent equations,-shuare 541" 556" 5.01"
Wald chisquare 31697 3235 3306
d.f. 6 8 8

N 407 404 405
Cen®mred/uncensored observations 154/253 154/250 154/251

Source: East Coa€lity Survey (2006). Selection models predict having at least 1 church friends: (0=no
close church friends, 1= 1 or more close church friends). Note: All standard errors are rololastista
errors, adjusted for 355 household clusters. Standard errors are presented in parentipese3l ***

p < .05, *p <.10. +Referent category is J&atewood, ++Referent category is whites.
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Table 12: SESand Di v er slnstandaMiaedl Edeffioadnts Showing the Effects of Identity on
Interracial Friendship in Four Multiracial Congregations

Probit Models with Sample Selection
SES Model 2 Chose for Diversity Model

Independent Variables
Constant 0.249° (0.421) 0.001" (0.326)

Identity

Salient racial identity

Black/Afr. American x racial identity
Salient religious identity

Congregation Dummies+

MC-City 0.131" (0.310) 10.203 (0.312)
MC-Varsity 0507" (0.257) 0311 (0.279)
JGStanton 0.306" (0.366) 0.208" (0.330)
Race++

Black/African American i0.374 (0.207) 10.321 (0.235)
Other Nonwhites 1.004” (0.304) 0.979" (0.305)
Married 0.339° (0.209) 0.315 (0.197)
Socioeconomic Status

Household income 10.012° (0.076)

Education 70.064° (0.040)

Chose church for its racial diversity 0.238" (0.230)
Selection Variables

Constant

Congregation Dummies+

MC-City i3509" (0.573) 13.322" (0.573)
MC-Varsity 0.626" (0.307) 0.583 (0.308)
JG-Stanton 0291 (0.174) 0.196 (0.177)
Years attend church 10.142° (0.215) 70.205 (0.207)
Frequency of attendance

Small group 0.2357 (0.066) 0.123 (0.077)
Total number of close friends 0.261° (0.109) 0.300™ (0.116)
Rho () 0.664" (0.164) 0.643™ (0.178)
IndependenVariables 0.355" (0.070) 0.358™ (0.070)
Constant 70520 (0.194) 10.628 (0.260)
Wald test of independent equations,-sfuare 3.95 4.08

Wald chisquare 31177 2656

d.f. 8 7

N 395 353
Censored/uncensored observations 154/241 154/199

Source: East Coast Survey (2006). Selection models predict having at least 1 church friends: (0=no close
church friends, 1= 1 or more close church friends). Note: All standard errors are robust standard errors,
adjusted for 355 household clusters. Stadidarors are presented in parenthesesp #*01, ** p<.05, *

p <.10. +Referent category is J&atewood, ++Referent category is whites.
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Some of the respondents may be correlated because they live in the same
household. In order to account for thisisk the robust standard errors option with

clustering by household ID in Stata.

Substantive Model: ECCS Data

In each of the modelgender, ageandextrachurch interracial friendshipvere
dropped from the analysis because they were not statisticallficagniin their effect on
interracial friendship, and they did not contribute to a better fit of the models or a change
in the other coefficients in the models.

Model 1aof Table1l displaysthe coefficients for tests of Hypothesis 1, that a
salient racialdentity will negatively impact interracial friendship, and Hypothesis 3, that
a salient religious identity will positively impact interracial friendship. Neither a salient
racial identity nor a salient religious identity influences interracial friengisoimtrary to
the findings in the national dataséThere may not be sufficient variation among
congregants for an effect to be shown.

Given that these churches are especially diverse, it is possible that belonging to
such congregations can change thesigf i cance of oneébés raci al [
the causal direction of racial identity on interracial friendship. | examined the data to
determine whether the years of attendance, frequency of attendance, hours of
participation, involvement in a sthgroup, and involvement in ministry groups were

rel ated to the salience of oneds raci al i d

1 Because it can be argued that the discrepancy stems from a difference in the variables used, | replaced the
salient racial identitywariable with tle other available racial identity variables in the datdemt, close do

you feel to your racial/ethnic grougmdhow much does your race/ethnicity affect your lifbich are a

closer match to variables in theARRE. However, none of these variables ffigantly affected interracial
friendship either. | also replaced thalient religious identityariable with other measures of religiosity

available in the ECCS3ours of private devotioanddo you feel you are a strong Christjsand neither of

those ariables predicted interracial friendship as well.

106



variableshow close do you feel to your racial/ethnic grammhow much does your
race/ethnicity affect your lifdHowever, there were no differences in racial identity

according to the length of time of attendance, the frequency of attendance, or the hours of
participation.

Likewise,| also examined the data to determine whether the years of attendance,
frequency ofattendance, hours of participation, involvement in a small group, and
involvement in ministry groups were related to having a salient religious identity. Years
of attendance, frequency of attendance, and involvement in a small group were correlated
with religious identity, but only for Jackson Churafi£ 0.172, 0.203, and 0.150,
respectively). None of the exposure variables was correlated with religious identity for
the Mannington Church congregations. | added these three exposure variables,
individually and in conjunction, to the control model along va#tient religious identity
but there was no change in the statistical nonsignificance of religious identity in its effect
on interracial friendship.

Salient racial identitymay not be exhibiting an effebecause race and
congregatiodummyvariables are accounting for the variation in racial identity. Race
was indicated as an i mportant aspect of on
nonwhites. Only 2 of 232 white attendees marked race as one ofd@hertbst important
seltidentities. However, 32.4% of blacks £ 145) and 17.4% of nonwhites € 46)
noted race as one of the top three-gidhtifiers. The difference in choosing race as an

important identity indeed varies by race (Pear(s?@n76.867,p <.001). Further, the

difference between blackeho citedrace as a salient racial identity varies by

congregationTable13 shows the crostabulations of salient racial identity by
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congregation among bl ack c¢ongr engregatons,. Il n b
black congregants have lower rates of choosing race as an important identity compared to
Jackson Church. Mannington Chuithar si t yé6s African Ameri can
comprises 40.7% of the congregation, has the lowest percentage of thasetethmace
asimportanttotheirseif dent i t y. I n addition, the perce

congregations who indicated race as a salienidetfitity are nearly identical.

Table 13: Cross Tabulations of Salient Racial Identityby CongregationSite among Blacks Only

MC JC
City Varsity Stanton Gatewood
% n % n % N % n
Race is a salient seilfientity 40.0 16 20.0 14 50.0 10 46.7 7
Race is not a salient setfentity 60.0 24 80.0 56 50.0 10 53.3 8
N 40 70 20 15

Pearsore” (3) = 10.189;p = .017.

Salient religious identityalsovaries by congregation sit€able14 shows the

crosstabulations for salient religious identity by congregation site. Theaqlmre
statistic (;2 =24.676), which is significant @t< .001, indicates that whether one chooses

religion as the most salient salfentity varies by congregation. Also, percentages among
Mannington Church are similar (within three percentage points), and percentages among
Jackson Church are similar (within terpercentagpoints). This is to be expected

Although the congregations and sometimes the pastors differ, the religious mission, style,

and teaching are the same between each congregation in a church. Further, the
congregational dummy variables for eadmgregation ecount for congregaticlevel

vari ance. I di scuss the different religiou

section.
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Table 14: CrossTabulations of Salient Religious Identityoy Congregation Site
MC JC

City Varsity Stanton Gatewood
% n % n % n % n
Religion is the most salient setfentity 74.6 41 71.7 137 41.8 23 545 85

Religion is not the most salient self 25.5 14 28.3 54 58.2 32 454 71
identity

N 55 191 55 156
Pearsore” (3) = 24.676;p = .000.

These results suggest that racial and religious idenditeesfluenced by the
church contextEach congregation attracts individuals with particular racial and religious

identities, and individuals may choose congregatiortsaiteaa perceived match to their

senseofself dentity based on the churchdés raci

not likely to choose or remain in a community in which there is no sense of affinity or
similarity. Also, churches actively shapmentities, which may further facilitate similar
salience of identities among its membémxplorehow each congregation may have a
different approach to developing a racially integrated community, particularly by how it
framesracial and religious ideity in Chapter Six.

As shown in Model 1b ofable1l, Hypothesis 2, that the negative relationship
between racial identity and intrachurch interracial friendship is stronger for blacks, is
unsupported? However,Table11 showsthat Hypothesis 7, that blaglare less likely to
have crossace ties than other racial groups, is supported. The negative coefficient,
however, is only marginally significant p .10. This is contrary to the findings from
the PSARE, which showed that blacks were more likely &vér crossace ties

conditional upon having at least two church friends. And, as noted earlier, unlike the

2| chose not to addalient religious identityo Model 1b in order to keep the model as parsimonious as
possible.
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previousPSARE analysis, race did not account for any differences in the number of
church friends. Other nonwhites, however, are more likely to tigsrace ties
(p<.001), similar to the previous analysis.

With these data, | am unable to statistically test for the effect of the racial or
socioeconomic composition (Hypotheses 4, 5, and 8) of each congregation because there
are only four congregatns @ = 4). However, it is helpful to look at the data to determine
whether any relationship between demographic composition and interracial friendship
exists at all. Table$5i 17 show the raw data for the racial and socioeconomic
composition of each conggation and the corresponding rate of interracial friendship.
Table15 shows the IQV for racial diversity of each congregation and the rates of
interracial friendship. To calculate racial heterogeneity, | use the following race
categories: white, black,ispanic, Asian, and other (which includes multiracial
respondents)lable B shows the rate of interracial friendship and expected interracial
friendship among those who have church friends, based on the racial composition of the
congregation anthe sizeof each racial group within each congregation. The expected
rate of interracial friendshipis the percent of interracial friends you would expect for
each racial group based solely on the racial composition of the congregation, that is, if
each person madone friend by random chandénetable displays the congregational
context for the finding that blacks are less likely to have interracial friendships than other

racial groups.

>3 The expected rate of interracial friendship was calculated by first subtracting thirdotal number of
persons in that racial group and then dividing by the total number of people in the congregation and
multiplying by 100. This percentage was then subtracted from 100.
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Table 15: Racial IQV and Rates of Interracial Friendship for Mannington and Jackson Church
Congregations

MC JC
City Varsity Stanton Gatewood
IQViRace 0.511 0.781 0.811 0.507
% interracial friends  40.91%  63.20% 45.00%  43.48%
N 55 177 54 146

Table 16: Rates of Interracial Friendship and Expected Interracial Friendship fa Mannington and
Jackson Church Congregations for Each Racial Group

MC JC

City Varsity Stanton Gatewood

% IF% expected | n % IF% expected | n % IF% expected | n % IF% expected | n
White 75.C 83.6 10 72.7 514 87 30.8 50.0 28 32.0 240 112
Black 50.C 255 42 413 59.9 72 80.0 64.8 20 625 90.4 15
Other 16.€ 96.4 3 917 89.8 18 50.0 90.7 6 81.8 87.7 19

Mannington ChurchVarsity has the highestverallrate of interracial friendship,
as well as the second highestel of heterogeneity, which is remarkable considering that
it has the largest population. One may expect that a large numerical size might hinder
crossrace tie formation among churches with similar levels of heterogeneity, simply
because there are moralividuals within the same racial group from which to choose.
The other three congregations have similar rates of interracial friendship although their
levels of heterogeneity varyChapters Four through Seven explsoene of the reasons
for the high ratef interracial friendship in Mannington Chuid#arsity in particular, as
well as the conditions that may inhibit interracial friendship in the other congregations.)
Whites have a highghanexpected rate of interracial friendship in Mannington
Church Varsity and Jackson Churic@atewood, along with a lowdhanexpected rate

of interracial friendship among blacks in those respective congregations. Blacks have a
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higherthanexpected rate of interracial friendship, and other racial groups have much
lower than expected rates of interracial friendship in Mannington Cli@iti and

Jackson Churdglstanton. There is only a loose linear relationship between the expected
rate of interracial friendship (based on the size of each racial group) and the expected rate

of interracial friendship within each congregation (see Figure A).

Figure A.
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| hypothesizedhat the socioeconomic homogeneity in a congregation is
positively related to the likelihood of interracial friendship (Hypothesis 8). This means
that the more lerogeneous congregations should skmmer rates of interracial
friendship.Table17 and Figures B1 and B2 show the relationship among income
heterogeneity, education heterogeneity, and interracial friendship in each of the four

congregations.
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Table 17: Socioeconomic IQVs and Rates of Interracial Friendship for Mannington and Jackson
Church Congregations

MC JC
City Varsity Stanton Gatewood
IQV-income 0.997 0.853 0.970 0.960
IQV-education 0.909 0.952 0.860 0.983
% interracial friends 40.91% 63.20% 45.00% 43.48%
N 55 177 54 146

Figure B1.
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Although there are only four data points in Figure B1, the rate of interracial

friendship seems to decrease as the heterogeneity in income increases. However, the rate
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of interracial friendship des not seem to be related to theehegeneity in education.
Mannington ChurchVarsity, which has the highest rate of interracial friendship, also is

the most homogenous in household income when compared to the other three
congregations. Mannington Chuidharsity also has the highest mean household income.
Therefore, the degree of highcome homogeneity may contribute to crosse

friendship in this congregation, which is consistent with previous research that has shown
high socioeconomic status to fatzte racial diversity. For example, congregations with
highly educated members tend to be more inclusive, and individuals with high incomes
are more likely to join racially diverse churches (Ammerman 1997; Dougherty and
Huyser 2008; Emerson 2006; Hadawdwckett, and Miller 1984). This pattern of

inclusivity among high socioeconomic status members was also found in a study of
neighborhoods. Whites were less likely to leave racially diverse neighborhoods when the
residents have high levels of education §8vop 2006). High socioeconomic status may
provide a basis for similarity among different race groups. Greater integration in higher
socioeconomic congregations may also be due to greater cultural competencies among
higherclass racial minorities to navigathe dominant white culture. Such cultural capital
involves familiarity with dominant cultura
are white cultural norms and a signal of middiass status. In the United States,

dominant cultural norms are deéd by white cultural norms. For example, Lacy (2007)
describes strategies that middlass blacks use to navigate between black and white
worlds. Middlec | ass bl acks perfor as wa tpcuhbilnigco i(dpe.n t8i.
downplaying their racial idenies and signaling their similarity with middtdass whites

and dissimilarity with lowerlass blacks. If racially heterogeneous churches reflect the

dominant white culture, even when whites are not the majority, as Edwards (2008)
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claims, then such congyations may be composed of racial minority members who
connect culturally with middielass whites.

However, Hypothesis 9, which states that higgmioeconomistatus
individuals are more likely to have cresgce friends, is not supported (Model 2). tRer
income nor education was significant in previous models, so both variables were
excluded in Models 1a and 1b. However, married individuals are more likely to have
crossrace ties, and being married is highly correlated with incafe@.504). It is
possible that congregations with a socioeconomic homogeneity that consists of high
status individuals may facilitate cressce friendship tieand that a high socioeconomic
congregation may have greater influence on interracial friendship formatiorhéhhigh
status of individuals

Model 3(a and bpf Table18displays the results of the test of Hypothesis 6, that
those who cite racial diversity as a reason for choosing a church will be more likely to
have interracial friends. Hypothesis 6 is not sufga’* Examining the data reveals that
in both Mannington and Jackson Churches, blacks are more likely to cite racial diversity
as a reason for choosing these congregationsi@de B). In Mannington Churdh
Varsity, nearly 36% of black congregants addd26 of white congregants specifically
mentioned that they chose this congregation because of the racial diversity it offered. It
was the single most prevalent reason among 11 coded categories for why people chose
Mannington Church among people who resmahtb the question (176 responded to the
guestion, and 54 responded that racial diversity was a reason for choosing the church). In

Jackson Church, racial diversity ranked 8th among 12 coded categories. In Mannington

* Further, a crostabulation between choosing a church for its fatiigersity and having an interracial
church friends yields a Pearseiof 1.362, p= .243.
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Church, as evident from the racial kdawn of its congregants, diversity is a more
obvious compositional characteristic. As is discussed furth@hapter Sevent is also a

more obvious characteristic among its leadership.

Table 18: Percentage Who Cited Racial Diversity as a Reason for Cheing Each Church, by Racial
Group

Mannington Church Jackson Church
% n % n
White 27.0 17 5.0 7
Black 35.8 29 14.3 5
Other race 31.6 6 8.0 2
N 163 199

Discussion: ECCS

Friendship formation seems to be affected by the church contthése cases.
Mannington Church attendees are more likely to have at least one close church friend
than Jackson Church attendees. Because the main difference appears to be between the
churches and not the congregations, it may be that the religious esidfmmal culture
of each church as opposed to their demographic compositions accounts for the difference.
Further, contrary to the results from the-RBE dataset, race had no effect on the
likelihood of forming a close friend in these congregations.

Also contrary to the findings from the analysis of theARE dataset is that
racial and religious identity do not affect interracial friendship formation in these
particular congregations. As one might expect, racial identity varies by racial group, but it
also varies by congregation. This may mean that congregations attract individuals with
certain racial identities and/or are able to develop similar racial identities among

congregants. However, because having a salient racial identity is not related to
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corgregational participation or attendance, it is more likely that congregations attract
individuals who are similar in the importance they place on racial identity. This makes
sense if individuals take into account, explicitly or implicitly, the demographic
composition of the congregation in choosing a church; they would likely choose a
religious community that is somewhat racially comfortable or familiar. This also means
that the range on key variables are restricted, making it less likely to find effdotsén
groups.

Similarly, religious identity varies byhtirch which is expected because there is a
much greater difference between each chuatter than between its congregationgs
approach to religious life. And, as one would expect, having ensaéligious identity
increases with greater attendance (years and frequency) and participasosuggests
that hese congregations, despite being multiracial communities, are more successful at
shaping religious identity than racial identity. Indeefluencing religiosity and faith is
the primary purpose of theshurches whi ch are al so most often
religious community. Further, by choosing to participate, congregants are choosing these
particular communities to influence thedligious life. Racial identity, on the other hand,
can be affected by many other contexts and relationships.

Most significantly, rates of interracial friendship vary by congregation. In the
discussion of the RBRE results, | noted that the pool of potahfriends within a
congregation and the identities of that pool may be important factors in affecting
interracial friendship for congregants. This certainly seems to be the case for these four
congregations. The racial heterogeneity and size of parti@deal groups within each
congregation only loosely correspond to the rate of interracial friendship observed.

However, racial composition taken in conjunction with congregational variation in racial
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and religious identity all help explain differencesnterracial friendship between
congregations. In addition, income heterogeneity also differs between congregations and
corresponds to differing rates of interracial friendship.

Further, among these four congregations, race has a different effect orcialterra
friendship. For example, whether whites have higher rates of interracial friendship than
would be expected by their group size varies by congregation. Whites have higher rates
of friendship than expected by group size at Mannington Ch\Wanisity andJackson
Church Gaithersburg, despite composing different percentages of the congregation. At
Mannington ChurchCity and Jackson ChurtBtanton, however, blacks have a much
higher rate of interracial friendship, despite composing different percentages of th
congregation. Thereforbpw race may affect interracial friendship may vary by
congregational context.

Although citing racial diversity as a reason for choosing a church was not
significant in its effect on interracial friendship, Mannington Churcid#es were
much more likely to cite diversity as a reason for choosing the church. This may indicate
that racial diversity may be more obvious and even more valued at Mannington Church.

These results, which run counter to the findings from the individwal analysis
of the PSARE, may be due to differences in question wording and measurement between
the two surveys. For example, in the-RRE, subjects are asked to name close friends,
whereas in the ECCS, subjects are asked to name confidants, whigteldaydifferent
group of individuals. However, because theAFE limits named friends to non
household or ndrfamily members, whereas the ECCS does not, the list generated by the
ECCS should be more racially homophilous because family members tensaimée

race, which would provide a more conservat
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network. In addition, the identity measures differed from that of thARIS. However,

even when similar other measures were used, the results did not change r&hieisfo

doubtful that the difference in results can be attributed to measurement erroifaene.

differencedn results between the two datas&ts may be attributable to the high degree

of racial diversityin each of the congregatiortbe particularegional or metropolitan

contextofhes e f our ¢ on ganctigeatigueoguaties ofitlheauehes.
Theresults from this ECCS analysis point to the possible effects afth&t r c h e s 0

organizationatontext, both on the demographic composiaod identities of the

congregants as well as on the actions or cultures of the congregations themselves.

Moreover, interracial friendship does not seem, in these cases, to be merely an individual

outcome. Rather, the propensity to form cris=e friends n oneds church i s

product of the congregation.

Conclusion

The results from the analyses of the ASE and ECCS reveal several issues that
can be explored more fully through ardapth look at the case study churches. First,
selection into raciayl heterogeneous congregations was not a contributor to friendship
formation. However, selection into specific kinds of racially heterogeneous congregations
may be significant, as suggested by the ECCS analys#sECCS data showedaial
and religious idetity to vary bychurch, which suggests thatdividuals may be choosing
church environments that are a perceived match to their existing identities. It is important
then, to assess how congregatiatieactthose with a certain identity set as well as how
they may be reinforcing or developing certain identity constructions. A weakness of the

way in which racial and religious identity was measured is that it is limited to one
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dimension of identity: identity salience, assessed through a scale of impoacanacemh e 6 s
sense of self or as a ranked order. Such measures assume that racial and religious
identities are distinct from one another, which may not necessarily be the case. Also,
neither measurement describes what is contained in that identity, and haaratial

and religious identity may be important. As an example, a highly salient religious identity
may also impede interracial friendship to the extent that it captures a cultural or
institutional attachment rather than an internalized faith (Allp@54). A person with a

highly salient religious identity may have standards of appropriate religious or social
behavior that may be highly influenced by racial culture. Although the statistical analyses
showed that a salient religious identity had a pasitetationship to interracial

friendship, what is not known are the conditions under which it may have a positive
versus a negative effect. Further, the causal relationship between identity and friendship
is not clear from the quantitative analysis becdugth sets of data are cressctional.

The qualitative datpresented in the next chapters can flelgh out how identity may

affect interracial friendship.

Assessment of the effect of the congregational context is limited in the above
analyses as welBoth the PSARE and the ECCS data are individual datasets. Yet,
friendship formation and the quality of relations are not determined solely by individual
choices. It is clear that the racial composition of the organization is important, and the
ECCS surveylata suggestseorganizationaéffect on interracial friendship but cannot
specify what the effect may be. In addition to providing opportunities for friendship, the
organizational context may influence friendship behavior by establishing norms and
values for certain kinds ofelationships. A fuller unerstanding of the churatontext can

help to explain why Mannington Church has an especially high rate of interracial
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friendship. Another key characteristic of churches that has not been addressed by
guanttative analysis thus far is the role of pastoral leadership, which is highly influential
in congregational lifeln the next chapter, using interview, observational, and sermon
data, | explore how the religious and relational cultures differ between uhehels and

discuss possible implications for crasse friendship formation.
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Chapter 4

Introduction to Four Congregations

The next four chapters rely on the qualitative data | collected in order to better
understand the influence of organizational contextiemdship formation, which could
not be fully explored through the individdialvel analyses in the previous chapter. In
depth assessment of two multiracial churches, each with two congregational sites, helps
explain what aspects of church organizatiotialdffect differences in interracial
friendship. Specifically, how does the ss#flected population in each church affect the
propensity for intrachurch social cohesion and racial integration? Additionally, how do
t he churchesd mi sthaircelig®us amissibnsanflupncectlzrecdnterds t o
and form of interracial friendship? How do these churches frame racial and religious
identity in such a way that would have implications for interracial friendship? Finally,
what is the role of church leadensfacilitating an environment conducive to cragase
relationships? How do church leaders understand their own racial and religious identities,
and what strategies do they use in regards to racial diversity? By answering these
guestions, | show how thehurch attracts, responds to, and directs their particular
constituency. Further, | argue that understanding the religious purpose and approach of
each of these churches is critical to understanding the social and racial integration
observed. Analysis ohese church contexts furthers understanding of how organizations
can influence interracial friendship formation, particularly through its influence on social

identity. Thus, whereas the previous chapter conceptualized and measured identity as a
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property ofthe individual, this half of the dissertation emphasizes identity as a collective
self-conception, an organizational property.

In the rest of this chapter, | describe the methodology and the kinds of data
collected. | also describe a typical religious/gar at each of the four congregations,
including information on the neighborhoods in which each congregation is located. These
profiles help to show that the most significant differences are between the churches. The
congregations within each church tendsary in their specific demographic
compositions, such as age and race, but the core organizational aspects of each church are

consistent across congregational sites.

Methodology

Within this mixedmethods study, | employ a castidy approach. Even thdug
the casestudy method is one type of qualitative research, it is not solely relegated to the
gualitative realm (Yin 2009). Accordingly, | use a mix of quantitative and qualitative
evidence in this paion of the analysisnitially, | intended to compareach
congregational case within a comparison of two church chstisoth the quantitative
and qualitative analyses point to chuteliel characteristics as the salient dimension of
difference. Althouglstudying multiple congregatiomather than one maathat a degree
of depth was sacrificed for greater breadth, the comparison of two organizational
environments, Mannington and Jackson Church, rather than the exclusive study of one
case, better illuminates the contrasting processes in regards to iatérieadship.
Without the benefit ofuch contrastsome of the characteristics observed as significant in
these churches would not have emerged. Further, the exceptionality of the high rates of

interracial friendship among Mannington attendees wouldhae¢ been apparent without
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another church for comparison. This juxtaposition shows differences at various points of
individual exposure to the organizational context, beginning with recruitment, through

the individual 6s decitsa otnh et oatjtoe nnd etehbes cehxupre
examining organizational context and process, this portion of the analysis fills significant
information holes revealed in tisgéatistical analysis in Chapter Thyeeeating aicher,

deeper, and more context@alalysisof the conditions under which interracial friendship

may occur.

Discovering Research Subjects

Thechurchesused in this researahere discovered and recruited out of the
serendipitous intersection of the churches
multiracial church congregation, my developing scholarly interest in racial diversity in
organizations, and chance encounters and conversations.

This research began with a completely different topic. After over a year in the
field, one of the churches | hactraited to be an essential part of my original study
decided to hire a consultant to help them deal with a major crisis. This consultant would
have conducted research that would have made my survey and inquiries a redundant
imposition. Unfortunately, | wasot informed otthis decision until after develogda
research proposal around this very organization. In additiopatster who was
extremely supportive of this research avitb wasa key liaison for me to gain access to
another orgamation for mystudy, resigned and beunaunavailable. This church was not
only a research subject; it was also the religious community with which | had chosen to

be involved.
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Deflated and discouraged by both the growing controversy in that church and the
lo s s o fswark, lgexided t visit other churches. The first of those churches was
Jackson Church, whose flyer we had received in the mail. Always curious about different
styles of church, | decided to visit. At a
opporturity to speak to Mie, the head pastor. During the course of our conversation, the
subject of my research came up. To my surprise, he enthusiastically exprelesée to
have Jackson Church be a part of my stoglgause he was interested atlgeing
information about the church. The following week, | interviewed him in greater depth to
learn more about the church.

As | thought and developed ideas for a new dissertation topic, one intriguing
feature of many of the churches | had visited in the areahgasmixed racial
composition and the varying degrees of ch@s=® interaction | observed. | decided to
pursue this topic for my dissertation.

Soon thereafter, my sister mentioned a church in the area that | might be
interested in attending. She knew thmt husband and | had been actively seeking a
multiracial church to attend. It was part of the same family of churches as the one she
attended, and she had a friend who was attending. Thus, | made a visit out to Mannington
Church which wasapproximately 8 minutes from where we lived. The racial mix was a
pleasant surprise to me because | had never visited a church with an even mix of blacks
and whites. My sisterdés pastor, whom she Kk
pastors at Mannington ChurcBhe was able to explain my research interests to her
pastor, who then gave me Pastor Jameso®6 per

this had given me unusually diredcass to the pastors. After tindial conversation
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with Pastor Jamesaterphone calls and interviews were all scheduled through
administrative assistants.

Pastor James expressed a strong desire to be part of my research, particularly after
| noted that it would involve the administration of a survey instrument. They were at a
critical moment in their church life, beginning to strategize next growth steps, and would
benefit highly from gathering survey data from their congregants. Pastor James assigned
Dani as a liaison, and | spoke with her almost exclusively in the developfrtaet o
survey instrument. She wast onlya critical source of information about the chyriht

she also becanwclose friend.

The Data

| used several sources of data. The use of multiple methods, often referred to as
triangulation, helps to corroborateformation as well as provide andepth
understanding of phenomena (Denzin and Lincoln 2000). Multiple sources of information
help to provide multiple measures of a construct (Yin, 2009). Although the word
triangulation implies only three sources ofarrhation, | use a combination of survey
data, interviews, sermons, printed and online materials generated by the churches, and
participant observation. (Appendices F, G, and H list the interviewees, interview
schedule, and sermons used.)

As described in # previous chapter, | administered an online survey to
congregants of all four sites. The survey was developed in conjunction with the churches
in order to incorporate questions that were most pertinent to their needs. The survey
included several opeendel questions that provided a wealth of additional qualitative

data in addition to the quantitative data gathered. The comments section in particular at
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the end of the survey provided additional insights into each church, since it gave
respondents an opportity to air any and all kinds of opinions about the churches. Thus,
| not only use the quantitative data from the survey, but | also rely heavily on the answers
to the operended questions.

| and two undergraduate research assistants separately codpdrieaded
responses. We then eventually converged on a list of appropriate codes for each open
ended survey item, organizing them into topical categories. The answers to the comments
section were too varied to develop consistent codes within the surtreymeat. These
comments were eventually organized according to the various categories that emerged
throughexamination of all the qualitative data

| conducted semistructured interviews with the pastoral staff, ministry leaders,
and fulktime administratie assistants, and some lay leadéesaah church, interviewing
nine people at Jackson Church and eighpesaple at Mannington Chefr. More
Mannington Church leaders were interviewed because each of its two congregation had
its own pastoral leadership Btavhereas in Jackson Church, the pastors were the same
for both of its sites. The interviews ranged from one to lfawrs in length. Each
individual was provided a statement of confidentiality to ensure their anonymity. As
such, all their names were ciged as well as some of their church positions in order to
best conceal their identities. In addition, the church names and location have also been
changed to protect the confidentiality of the churches themselves. Each interviewee also
signed a statemeapproving the tape recording of their interview. There were no
objections to taping. In addition, | also asked if | could take notes in case the recording

failed. These notes proved invaluable, since a few of the tapes (though initially tested at
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the begiming of the interview) either failed to record or picked up too much background
noise to adequately transcribe the entirety of the interview.

Although I had an interview schedule with set questions | intended to ask, | often
did not follow the order of qutions asisted on the interview schedulastead, | asked
guestions as they surfaced given the direction of each conversation, in order to avoid
redundancy and retain conversation flow. Although all relevant questions were asked,
this also gave me thegedom to ask additional questions that | had not initially
considered.

| rely heavily on sermons given by the pastors at the churehesching is a
central mode of communication in a religious service (Franklin 1994). It is the primary
way church leadsrcommunicate ideology, encourage, admonish, teach, and relate to
their congregations (Carroll 2006). The task of preaching in particular involves the
greatest investment of a pastorods time (Ca
the pastor asgrceived by Protestant lailyamong conservative Protestarnégching
about faithis seen as the top priority (Carroll 2006). Many of the congregants indicated
the sermons as one of the reasons their respective churches were chosen. Therefore, | felt
it critical to use these sermons as a source of data. These sermons not only provided a
richness of information on the churchoés id
organizational conceptualizations, religious style, and congregational expectatibns
they also provided a wealth of personal information on the pastors themselves. By
assessing both the content and style in which each sermon was delivered, clear themes
emerged from each of the churches that were used to structure the analysistthéoun
sermons remarkably consistent with other sources of data and remarkably consistent even

between different speakers. Each of these sermons was recorded as an mp3 file online or
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as a CD. As such, | was able to collect additional sermons that werebgiieza or after
my timephysically presenn the field. | collected 30 sermons from Jackson Church
given from January through September 2006, which do not include the few whose mp3
files were corrupted. | also excluded one sermon given by a guest speladee
message was dramatically different from the rest. Although each sermon was given twice,
one at each congregational location, only one version of each sermon was recorded and
used for this analysis. | found in my observations that the sermon dcediageach
congregation were negligibly different. Speakers followed the same printed outline in the
program. At Mannington Church, 27 sermons were collected from the Varsity
congregation, most of which were given by Pastor Bryce in January througl006ly 2
These 27 included 2 from the previous year that Dani indicated were key sermons. In
addition, I collected 16 sermons from the City location given mainly by Pastor David
from January through July 2006. Those Sunday sermons that are missing arercus to e
in recording. In total, 73 sermons were analyzed for content, each sermon ranging from
35 to 75 minutes long.

Each of these interviews and sermons was transcribed. | personally transcribed
approximately half of the interviews and a quarter of thenses. Due to the time
consuming nature of this task, however, the rest were transcribed by a hired student
transcriptionist. | checked each of those transcriptions against the original recordings.

In addition, | also collected any and all printed and @n$iaurces generated by
the churches. These included the website, postal mail and emdlygbetchurches,
monthly update letters, informational booklets, Sunday programs or bulletins, small

group lists, fundraising materials, and church event adso kaltected materials from
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the association of churches to which Mannington Church belongs, including a vision and
values primer and Bibistudy materials.

Finally, | engaged in participant observation. | spent from January through July
2006 attending andoserving Sunday worship services, chusgplonsored events, and
various Biblestudy groups or small groups in each of these congregations. €hurch
sponsored events included a marriage conference, baptisms, and social gatherings.
Attending and patrticipatingiichurch activities also gave me opportunities for
informative conversations with church members and opportunities to observeam®ss
interaction and friendship. | took notes using pen and paper during these events if my
notetaking activity was neitharoticeable nor unusual. If the note taking seemed
intrusive or inappropriate, | jotted notes in my car after events or conversations. All notes
were then entered into my computer files.

This period of observation was interrupted for approximately a mdating
which | gave birth and cared for a newborn. However, during this interruption | was
visited by congregants from both churches, whose company was much appreciated.
Jackson Church members in particular extended incredible kindness to me by throwing
me a baby shower, providing advice on infant care, and bringing our family-nescted

meals as we coped with a severe lack of sleep. | am deeply indebted.

An Asian American, Christian Researcher

| found myself walking a line as both insider and outsidén@se churches, and |
struggled with how much insider status | wanted to claim as a participant in these

churches. However, because | was studying four separate congregations, | found myself
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more of an outsider looking in because time and social cagsatipty did not allow for
deep immersion into the communities of all four congregations.

However, despite the lack of full participation as a member of these
congregations, in many ways | did hold insider status. | have attended conservative,
Protestant chiehes most of my life and made an explicit commitment to the Christian
faith during college. Therefore, | had intimate understanding of the terminology used, as
well as exposure to different ways of Adoli
ministry. I have extensive experience with different kinds of churches, particularly the
various forms that would fall under the evangelical category. | have been a part of or at
the least visited Korean American multigenerational and unigenerational churches,
ChineseAmerican churches, Asian American churches, white churches, black churches,
Latino churches, churches that were trying to be multiracial, and churches that were
already multiracial. The multiracial churches varied greatly in composition, and
particularlyin what racial group was dominant. | have been involved in or taken part in
Presbyterian, Lutheran, Methodist, Baptist, Assembly of God, Catholic,
nondenominational, and interdenominatiorgiigious servicesThe Charismatic and
Pentecostal environmentbdve experience with range from those where expression was
limited to the raising of hands to those where congregants speak in tongues, jump up and
down, dance in the aisles, and fall to the floor. | have been to church prayer meetings that
range from tadl silence and meditation to those that are characterized by screaming,
shouting, and crying. | am familiar with several Christian parachurch ministries, and |
have been involved in house churches as small as 10 people and megachurches as large
as 15,000m=d churches of various sizes in between. | retended services seeker

churches, seekeensitive churchedh¢ologically heavy churchesght-wing
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fundamentalist churcheand progressive churchddave alsattended religious
services afjewish gnagogues and participatedBuddhist meditatios
Having been involved or having had exposure to multiple kinds of church
environments, | found myself being able to make comparisons and contrasts that may
have not been as apparent to those with no caiendgo Christian church life. There
were aspects of both churches that were both familiar to me based on my experience with
like churches as well as unfamiliar in their uniqgueness from other church organizations.
Further, | feel my experiences with suctigersity of church environments gave me an
appreciation of what each kind of church ¢
|l found my fAinsidero status as a Chri st
hindering the interview process in particular. At the begigraf an interview, | never
revealed that | myself was a Christian. Therefore, many of the interviews started off with
interviewees attempting to speak to a+@hristian audience by translating jargon. When
they mentioned that they were attempting nagitualize their speech, or if | found
that their explanations seemed stifled by not using religious terms, | specifically asked
them to use the terms they found most comfortable. When | was directly asked if | was a
Christian, Iresponded affirmativeliput did not expound on my personal faith .life
However, sometimes interviewees did not then fully explain what they meant when using
specific religious terminology, assuming | knew what they were talking about. In those
cases, | would ask for clarificatipn one per sondés use of a rel i
same as anotheroés. | also found that upon
interviewees often opened up, elaborated, and were more candid about their faith

experiences than they might havemegerwise.
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As an Asian American with an interest in racial dynamics, my insider/outsider
status was also ambiguous at times. | was sensitive to how | may be peraed/édas
conscious of the fact that my racial status may affect the interview dyspettically,
particularly because | would be asking questions about racial experiences. At Jackson
Church, | suspected that | may have had an easier time getting incorporated into the life
of the congregation because | was Asian American. Although Agraaricans were still
clearly a minority, there were both a greater proportion and a greater visible presence of
Asian Americans at Jackson Church than at Mannington Church. Also, the Korean
American lay pastor immediately recognized my ethnicity as a IKoke@erican, and my
husband and | shared an affinity with him because he was also part of an identically
ethnically mixed Asian couple. We were able to establish a personal connection with
them because we were able to share experiences of the uniquegdsatiebeing an
ethnically mixed, Asian couple. Further, there was another Asian American woman in the
church who | had known from a brief stay in the city 10 years earlier.

At Mannington Church, even before | had officially begun my research or met
many d the pastoral staff, | felt that | received extra attention from leadership because of
my visibility as an Asian American in a predominantly black and white environment. My
status as a married, pregnant Asian American was particularly noticeable ylritiall
attributed the welcome and attention as a product of the overall culture of the church as
well as our own visibility, but when | discovered the intentional desire to increase the
Asian American and Latino populations at their church, | realizedhbaittention may
also have been an effort to actively recruit not only Asian Americans, but Asian
American families (particularly at the Varsity location). Also, though there were other

Asian congregants, | was a minority among a minority as alhdi®. ehnically Korean
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Asian American. Others seemed to agree with my observation that many of the Asians at
the Varsity location had attended a sister church in an East Asian country. At the City
location, we were virtually ignored lilge mostly collegagedcongregants, as we clearly
were not college students. However, we were approached by the pastors, including the
new Asian American pastor.

During the Mannington Church interviews, | felt at times that interviewees had
some difficulty relating to my racial $tes. Because | was neither white nor black, |
sensed that some felt the freedom to be more candid and honest whereas others were
unsure. One phenomenon | noticed in some o0
was that at the beginning of the intervjdirvey would invoke a much more formal
language; as they became comfortable with me, their language turned increasingly
colloquial. I felt as though the commonality@esople of colodid not matter as much as
the fact that | was not African American irtaslishing more immediate relational
rapport. As | was fully aware that Asian Americans have historically been seen as having
more in common with whites and have been pitted against African American populations
as the model minority, this was not a sumptis me. In these instances, revealing my
status as a Christian helped establish a more comfortable conversational environment. In
most cases, however, | felt that individua
because | was neither white ridack. Thus, they could speak of whites or blacks in the
congregation without personally offending ema member of either graupalso noticed
that there were intentional efforts to be inclusive to me as an Asian American in
interviews. When speakingdfi ver si ty, there was care to m
the list of people groups, at which point they would often nod or gesture toward me

specifically, which was also the case during Jackson Church interviews.
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