
 

CAN RELIGION TRUMP R ACE? INTERRACIAL FRI ENDSHIP IN 

PROTESTANT CHURCHES 

by 

Erica Ryu Wong 

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment  

of the requirements for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

(Sociology) 

in The University of Michigan 

2009 

Doctoral Committee: 

Professor Mark S. Mizruchi, Chair 

Professor Wayne E. Baker 

Associate Professor Alford A. Young, Jr. 

Assistant Professor Karyn R. Lacy 



 

© Erica Ryu Wong 

2009 



ii  

 

 

 

 

 

 

To Dan and Anderson,  

whose love, patience, support and humor inspire me daily 

  



iii  

 

Acknowledgments 

 

This dissertation would not have been possible without the support, guidance, and 

mentorship of my ñvillage.ò First, I would like to thank my chair and advisor, Mark 

Mizruchi, who always pushed me toward excellence. His criticisms were tough but fair, 

and his encouragement wholehearted.  I would also like to thank my committee members 

Wayne Baker, Karyn Lacy, and Al Young. Their keen insights and perspectives greatly 

improved the quality of my work. Al was an especially compassionate critic in 

responding to a last minute flurry of anxious questions.  I am grateful to Michael 

Emerson, Gerardo Marti, David Sikkink, and Fred Kniss, who graciously took time to 

answer my questions.  I am especially indebted to David Sikkink, Michael Emerson, Lisa 

Swartz and Adele who went to such great lengths to grant me access to the PS-ARE 

dataset.  My graduate school friends, Annie Ho, Amy Russell, Jonathan Hagena, Chad 

Rasmussen,Tanya Merriman, Nadia Kim, Melissa Wooten, Meeso Caponi, Tasi 

Padamsee-Garrett, Louise Dobish, and Deborah Bey among many others kept me 

grounded and sane. Dianne Roeperôs wisdom and spiritual guidance was an incredible 

source of sustenance.  

Since most of my graduate career was spent away from the university, I relied 

heavily on found friends.  My companions for nearly three years, I must thank Amy, 

Ayumi, Sylvia, Marika, Sai, Veronica, Kelly, and Jayne for their daily accountability, 

sympathy, cheers, advice, and humor on everything from writing habits to potty training.  



iv 

I shudder to think where I would be without them. My Starbucks friends tolerated my 

presence for hours on end, all the while providing me with sometimes the only 

conversation of the day and free snacks!  Thanks also to Sue for her help with Stata and 

John Morris, my formatting guru. 

My family belongs in a category of its own. My parents and sister always 

believed in me and prayed for me.  Dan, the uber pragmatist, helped keep things in 

perspective and was ever patient and uncomplaining through it all. Anderson, who never 

knew a mother who wasnôt dissertating, patiently waited to play by helping me work: he 

distributed post-its so that I would have easy access to them in every room; he made sure 

to write his own notes and comments in all my notebooks; he tested all my pens for 

functionality; and last but certainly not least, he made sure that I lived fully present in the 

moment and filled even the most frustrating days with love, laughter, and joy.  

 

 

  



v 

 

Table of Contents 

Dedication ........................................................................................................................... ii  

Acknowledgements ............................................................................................................ iii  

List of Tables ................................................................................................................... viii  

List of Figures ..................................................................................................................... x 

List of Appendices ............................................................................................................. xi 

Chapter 1 Introduction ........................................................................................................ 1 
Why Should We Care About Interracial Friendship? ................................................... 1 
Why Should We Care About Churches? ....................................................................... 4 
Interracial Friendship in Protestant Churches ............................................................... 7 
Methodology ............................................................................................................... 12 
Chapter Outline ........................................................................................................... 13 

Chapter 2 Identity, Opportunity, and Friendship .............................................................. 15 
Identity and Friendship ................................................................................................ 15 

Racial Identity and Interracial Friendship............................................................. 18 
Religious Identity and Interracial Friendship ....................................................... 21 

Structural Opportunities .............................................................................................. 26 
The Effects of Racial Composition ....................................................................... 27 
Variation by Race ................................................................................................. 34 
Effects of Class ..................................................................................................... 36 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 38 

Chapter 3 Data, Variables, and Methods .......................................................................... 39 
Data ............................................................................................................................. 39 

Panel Study on American Religion and Ethnicity (PS-ARE) ............................... 39 
Response Rate for the PS-ARE....................................................................... 40 

The East Coast City Survey (ECCS) .................................................................... 41 
Response Rates for the ECCS ......................................................................... 43 

Measures ...................................................................................................................... 46 
Dependent Variable: Intrachurch Interracial Friendship ...................................... 46 
Independent Variables .......................................................................................... 50 

Race................................................................................................................. 50 
Salience of Racial Identity .............................................................................. 50 
Salience of Religious Identity ......................................................................... 55 
Racial Heterogeneity of Congregation ............................................................ 58 
Racial Group Size ........................................................................................... 62 
Reason for Church Choice .............................................................................. 62 



vi 

Socioeconomic Homogeneity ......................................................................... 62 
Socioeconomic Status ..................................................................................... 63 

Control Variables .................................................................................................. 64 
Individual Controls ......................................................................................... 64 
Organizational Controls .................................................................................. 67 
Environmental Controls .................................................................................. 69 

Results: PS-ARE ......................................................................................................... 70 
Descriptives for the PS-ARE ................................................................................ 70 
Modeling Sample Selection for the PS-ARE ........................................................ 72 
Selection Model .................................................................................................... 77 
Substantive Model ................................................................................................ 84 
Discussion: PS-ARE ............................................................................................. 91 

Results: ECCS ............................................................................................................. 98 
Descriptives for the ECCS .................................................................................... 98 
Selection Model: ECCS Data.............................................................................. 101 
Substantive Model: ECCS Data .......................................................................... 106 
Discussion: ECCS ............................................................................................... 116 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................. 119 

Chapter 4 Introduction to Four Congregations ............................................................... 122 
Methodology ............................................................................................................. 123 

Discovering Research Subjects ........................................................................... 124 
The Data .............................................................................................................. 126 
An Asian American, Christian Researcher ......................................................... 130 

Congregational Profiles ............................................................................................. 136 
Jackson Church ................................................................................................... 138 

Jackson ChurchïGatewood ........................................................................... 140 
Jackson ChurchïStanton ............................................................................... 145 

Mannington Church ............................................................................................ 147 
Mannington ChurchïVarsity ........................................................................ 148 
Mannington ChurchïCity ............................................................................. 154 

A ñSeekerò Church .................................................................................................... 157 
A Contemporary Church ........................................................................................... 159 
Interracial Friendship Rates ....................................................................................... 161 

Chapter 5 Recruitment and Self-Selection ...................................................................... 165 
Recruitment ............................................................................................................... 165 

Outcome of Differing Modes of Recruitment ..................................................... 167 
Personal Referrals Means a More Connected Congregation .............................. 168 

Self-Selection of Congregants ................................................................................... 171 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................. 192 

Chapter 6 The Role of Race in the Religious Mission.................................................... 196 
The Organizational Context of Friendship ................................................................ 196 
A Multiracial Organizational Identity ....................................................................... 200 
Evangelistic Mission and Community ...................................................................... 212 

Mannington Church ............................................................................................ 218 
Jackson Church ................................................................................................... 229 



vii  

Conclusion ................................................................................................................. 239 

Chapter 7 Leadership ...................................................................................................... 246 
Leadersô Biographies ................................................................................................. 249 

Pastor Bryce ........................................................................................................ 249 
Mike .................................................................................................................... 255 

Racial ñStrategiesò .................................................................................................... 260 
Racial Bridging ................................................................................................... 261 
Racial Representation ......................................................................................... 273 

Conclusion ................................................................................................................. 279 

Chapter 8 Conclusion ...................................................................................................... 282 

Appendices ...................................................................................................................... 290 

Bibliography ................................................................................................................... 321 



viii  

List of Tables 

Table 

 1 Total Respondents and Response Rates for Mannington Church (MC) and 

Jackson Church (JC) ..................................................................................................45 

 2 Attendee Response Rates for Mannington Church (MC) and Jackson Church 

(JC), Broken Down by Site ........................................................................................45 

 3 Comparison of IQV and Entropy Measures ...............................................................60 

 4 Weighted Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Variables 

(Protestant Heterogeneous Churchgoers only) ..........................................................71 

 5 Weighted Means, Standard Deviations, and ANOVA Test Statistics for Key 

Variables by Racial Group among Protestant Churchgoers in Racially 

Nonhomogenous Congregations ................................................................................72 

 6 Identity Modelsô Unstandardized Coefficients Showing the Effects of Church 

Racial Composition and Identity on Interracial Friendship among Protestant 

Churchgoers of Racially Nonhomogenous Churches ................................................81 

 7 Racial and SES Comparison Modelsô Unstandardized Coefficients Showing the 

Effects of Church Racial Composition and Identity on Interracial Friendship 

among Protestant Churchgoers of Racially Nonhomogenous Churches ...................82 

 8 Racial and Identity Comparison Modelsô Unstandardized Coefficients Showing 

the Effects of Church Racial Composition and Identity on Interracial Friendship 

among Protestant Churchgoers of Racially Nonhomogenous Churches ...................83 

 9 Cross-Tabulations of Race, Gender, Education, Household Income, and Cross-

Race Friendship by Church Site, Including National Data from the PS-ARE ..........99 

 10 Control and Identity Modelsô Unstandardized Coefficients Showing the Effects 

of Identity on Interracial Friendship in Four Multiracial Congregations ................104 

 11 SES and Diversity Modelsô Unstandardized Coefficients Showing the Effects of 

Identity on Interracial Friendship in Four Multiracial Congregations .....................105 

 12 Cross-Tabulations of Salient Racial Identity by Congregation Site among Blacks 

Only..........................................................................................................................108 



ix 

 13 Cross-Tabulations of Salient Religious Identity by Congregation Site ...................109 

 14 Racial IQV and Rates of Interracial Friendship for Mannington and Jackson 

Church Congregations .............................................................................................111 

 15 Rates of Interracial Friendship and Expected Interracial Friendship for 

Mannington and Jackson Church Congregations for Each Racial Group ...............111 

 16 Socioeconomic IQVs and Rates of Interracial Friendship for Mannington and 

Jackson Church Congregations ................................................................................113 

 17 Percentage Who Cited Racial Diversity as a Reason for Choosing Each Church, 

by Racial Group .......................................................................................................116 

 18 Congregational Climate ...........................................................................................161 

 19 Sense of Belonging in Mannington and Jackson Churches .....................................168 

 20 Prior Church Attendance for Mannington and Jackson Church Attendees .............173 

 21 Reasons for Leaving Previous Church, Jackson Church (N = 173) .........................173 

 22 Reasons for Leaving Previous Church, Mannington Church (N = 206) ..................174 

 23 Reasons for Choosing, Jackson Church (N = 220) ..................................................178 

 24 Reasons for Choosing, Mannington Church (N = 162) ...........................................178 



x 

List of Figures 

Figure 

Figure A. ..........................................................................................................................112 

Figure B1. ........................................................................................................................113 

Figure B2. ........................................................................................................................113 

  



xi 

 

List of Appendices 

Appendix 

A  Survey Administration Materials .............................................................................291 

B  East Coast City Survey ............................................................................................296 

C  Effects of Church Racial Composition and Identity on Interracial Friendship .......306 

D  Predictors of Having at Least Two Close Church Friends ......................................307 

E  Predictors of Interracial Friendship .........................................................................308 

F  Interview Materials ..................................................................................................309 

G  Interviewees .............................................................................................................314 

H  Sermon List ..............................................................................................................316 

I  Mannington ChurchïCity ........................................................................................319 



 

1 

Chapter 1  
 

Introduction  

Why Should We Care About Interracial Friendship? 

Friendship is an important aspect of peopleôs lives as a source of companionship 

and social and emotional support. However, friendship has significance beyond meeting 

individual needs. The ever-burgeoning social-capital literature shows that to whom and 

how one is tied has important personal and social outcomes, such as the development of 

human capital (Coleman 1988), 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 describes the resources available in and through social networks. 

Baker (1990) defines it as ña resource that actors derive from specific social structures 

and then use to pursue their interestsò (p. 619). As such, many network studies have 

assessed the potential benefits of different structural dimensions of oneôs networks, 

including density, size, tie strength, structural location, and diversity. 

These studies generally conclude that diverse networks increase oneôs social 

capital because ties to dissimilar others provide access to nonredundant information, 

resources, and opportunities. Diverse ties also extend network reach, thereby increasing 

social capital. Therefore, diversity in networks can positively affect job attainment and 

mobility (Lin 2000), enable collective action (Blau and Schwartz 1984), increase problem 

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



 

2 

Diversity in oneôs network also engenders greater cultural capital, correlated with social 

status (Erickson 1996). Although the benefits of diversity in network ties does depend on 

the social context (Portes 1998), on the whole, diversity ñtrumpsò homogeneity in 

networks (Page 2007; Williams and OôReilly 1998). Racial diversity in oneôs networks, 

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

backgrounds have differing life experiences that bring about differences in perspectives.
1
 

Racially diverse networks are also important because they have significant 

implications for racial integration 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) eloquently phrased this integrated ideal as ñsitting 

at the table of brotherhood.ò Though not a panacea for all discrimination and racial 

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

racial attitudes and reduce prejudice and racial bias (Allport 1954; Pettigrew 1997). 

Bridging ties help generate broader identities (Blau and Schwartz 1984). Without such 

racially bridging ties, Putnam and Goss (2002) say that ñtightly knit and homogenous 

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

bridging equals Bosniaò (p. 11ï12). Further, homophily can perpetuate social inequality 

due to the lack of ñresource heterogeneityò (Lin 2000, p. 787). Evidence suggests that 

interracial friendship may be particularly beneficial for the advancement of racial 

minorities and the disadvantaged (Campbell and Rosefeld 1985; Ibarra 1993; Lin 2000). 

In addition, diverse ties that are strong may be most beneficial because they offer both 

resource richness through the diversity of social resources along with the commitment, 

                                                 
1
 Wuthnow (2002) refers to this kind of network diversity as identity bridging social capital.  
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trust, and obligation characteristic of close relationships (Lin 1999, 2000). These close 

interracial friendships have the greatest potential to improve intergroup relations (Allport 

1954; Dixon 2006; Emerson et al. 2002; Pettigrew 1998). Further, the likelihood 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 as they were during Kingôs life, but most 

Americans still do not ñbreak bread togetherò with other race ñbrethren.ò Despite the 

increasing racial diversity in the United States and the personal and social benefits of 

diverse ties, friendship networks are still remarkably 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 they ñdiscuss important mattersò (Marsden 1987, 1988; 

McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Brashears 2006). Given the tendency to choose same-race 

others as friends, what are the conditions under which interracial friendship does occur? 

Homogeneity in social networks results from both individual preferences for 

same-race others (which may involve prejudicial attitudes toward out-group members 

and/or an affinity for in-group members) and opportunity structures that inhibit chances 

to form relationships with other-race individuals. Residential segregation, for example, is 

a major barrier to opportunities to interact with other-race individuals (Massey 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 the primary 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 
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within an organizational context. Specifically, I 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 organizations 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 

organizations. They are socially integrative organizations, mediating between the private 

and public spheres. More 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 population attends 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, 84% of all congregations are Protestant (Chaves 

2004). A little more than half the population (55%) is connected to the approximately 

300,000
2
 Protestant church congregations in the United States (Barna 2005). Protestant 

churches- and religious organizations generally- are clearly important organizations for 

many Americans. This 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 consist of a couple of hours a 

week, churches endeavor to affect the whole life of their congregants. As one interviewee 

in this study expressed, ñI still think that most people donôt really understand that church 

                                                 
2
 This is more than the worldwide number of the top three fast-food restaurants combined. 
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is not an add-on to their already busy lives. The idea is that the gospel and the kingdom 

touch every area of everything that we do.ò Moreover, the church often presents itself as 

a holistic institution, prescribing and justifying appropriate behaviors, attitudes, and 

values for life both inside and outside its walls. Religious norms also encourage people to 

reach out to dissimilar others (Wuthnow 2004). Unlike other kinds of organizations, these 

prescriptions are buttressed by divine authority.  

Although the connection between church teaching and membersô practice may 

vary among adherents, evidence shows that church attendance has consequences for 

many aspects of congregantsô lives, even for those who do not attend with frequency. For 

example, church attendance affects political and civic participation (Cnaan 2002; 

Ecklund 2005). Research also suggests that church involvement has generally salutary 

effects on such physical- and mental-health outcomes such as hypertension, mortality, 

depression, drug and alcohol use and abuse, promiscuity, suicide, and well -being, the 

scope of which has included concepts like hope, purpose, meaning in life, self-esteem, 

and educational attainment (for a review, see Ellison and Levin 1998). The attendance-

mortality connection has been convincingly established; controlling for social 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 contributes to 

positive life outcomes. 

This dissertation highlights two key functions of churches that affect membersô 

livesðtheir function as sites for the formation of social networks and their function as 

sites for identity formation. First, as the most common voluntary organization, churches 

are an important source of network ties (Wuthnow 2002). Members are often attracted by 
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opportunities for social integration (Harris 1998). Putnam (2000) claimed that ñFaith 

communities in which people worship together are arguably the single most important 

repository of social capital in Americaò (p. 66). In fact, congregations,
3
 the local church 

communities to which individuals choose to belong, are the primary form of religious 

organization in the United States
4
 (Warner 1994, 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 Protestant church-affiliated 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, 94.3% of the respondents name at least one close 

friend in their church, and approximately 88% name two.  Including these two additional 

friends with up 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 congregations. 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 2004). Given that mean core discussion networks, close 

confidants, have moved from three people to two people as of 2004 (McPherson, Smith-

Lovin, and Brashears 2006) and include kin, the congregation as a source of one or more 

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

                                                 
3
 Congregations are by definition local assemblies. Denominations are regional, national, or international 

organizations with which many congregations are affiliated. The term ñchurchò can refer to both levels, and 

even to an entire religion (e.g., ñChristian Churchò). In this chapter, I use church synonymously with 

congregation. 
4
 Warner (1994) described a de facto congregationalism as denominations are decentralizing and decreasing 

in significance. Congregations, constituted by their members as opposed to by geography, can act relatively 

independently despite their denominational ties, reflecting a ñparticularistic social grouping.ò Religion is 

also increasingly an achieved, rather than ascribed, characteristic. 
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dense, and more centered on spouse or partner, and such small networks may not provide 

adequate support (Fischer 1982). Thus, in a time where connections to nonkin, 

neighborhoods, and voluntary associations are waning (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and 

Brashears 2006; Putnam 2000), the church may be a critical source of nonfamily strong 

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 meaning and purpose to their attendeesô existence. They actively shape a sense of 

identity in relation to oneself, to others, and (in most cases) to a divine entity. As 

voluntary organizations, they must engage in this identity work in order to recruit, retain, 

and mobilize their members. In addition to developing religious identity, churches 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 

adaptation 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; Patillo-McCoy 1998). 

Interracial Friendship in Protestant Churches 

Despite the fact that church congregations are important sources of social 

relationships and important influences on identity construction, little is known about the 

formation of interracial friendship and the role of racial and religious identities in 



 

8 

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 tendency to befriend same-race others (Feld 1981), and racial 

heterogeneity in organizations provides especial opportunities to befriend cross-race 

others. Churches, the most prevalent religious organization in the United States, have also 

been one of the most racially homogenous 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 congregations in particular tend to be more homogenous than Catholic 

parishes and other Christian and non-Christian congregations (Dougherty 2003; 

Dougherty and Huyser 2008). Further, Protestant churches are less likely to reflect the 

racial composition of their geographical areas (Emerson 2006) because there is greater 

freedom among Protestants to ñchurch shopò
5
 (Cimino and Lattin 1998). Catholics, by 

comparison, are expected to attend their local parish church.  

The racial heterogeneity in Protestant churches is increasing, however, which now 

provides an opportunity to understand the formation of interracial friendship in these 

religious contexts. As of 2000, about 5.5% of Protestant churches can currently be 

categorized as ñmultiracial,ò defined as a congregation where at least 20% of the 

congregation is composed of a different race (Emerson 2006).
6
 Indeed, as the 

                                                 
5
 Market forces characterize church choice on both the individual level and organizational level. On the 

demand side, Emerson and Smith (2000) found that when individuals 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 

differentiation and niche marketing. As a result, Protestant congregations tend toward greater internal 

similarity in comparison to other groups. 
6
 Churches are considered multiracial when at least 20% of the congregation is different from the largest 

racial group, making contact with a cross-race 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 
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predominant voluntary organization, the church is a key contributor to racial dynamics in 

the United States, and the growing racial diversity in church congregations 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 popular attention to racial diversity in 

churches, particularly for those whose composition qualifies as ñmultiracialò (Emerson 

2008). Much of the attention has been directed to explaining how a racially diverse 

congregation is created and sustained (e.g., Ammerman 1997; Christerson, Edwards, and 

Emerson 2005; Emerson and Smith 2000). However, explaining how racial diversity is 

achieved does not sufficiently explain racial integration, which is the true interest of 

these studies. A diverse racial composition merely describes the opportunity set, the 

possibility of cross-race relational ties. Cross-race relationships, on the other hand, reveal 

an intimate integration (Jenkins 2003; Yancey and Emerson 2003), more difficult to 

achieve than an organization superficially ñintegratedò through the mere coexistence of 

racial groups. Thus, I use the term ñracial integrationò to describe whether relational ties 

actually exist among racially different others.
7
 

It is important to examine interracial ties in such contexts because they effectively 

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

                                                                                                                                                 
in research in race and gender relations (Kanter 1977; Pettigrew 1975; 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 

the ñtipping pintò at which the probability of contact with someone of another race is 0.99, assuming a 

binomial distribution and completely random circumstances (Sigelman et al. 1996). 
7
 This is similar to the distinction Molotch (1972) makes between demographic integration, which 

describes geographic proximity between racial and ethnic groups, and social integration, which describes 

the extent and quality of contact between those groups. 
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and Drobnic 1992; Popielarz 1999; Popielarz and McPherson 1995). Racial heterogeneity 

in voluntary organizations such as churches is often difficult to maintain because 

minority members tend to have a higher rate of attrition.
8
 Although it has been 

acknowledged that the sustainability of racially heterogeneous churches depends on the 

degree to which cross-race ties are made between organization members, neither the 

extent of cross-race 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 propensity to choose 

cross-race friends? And among church congregations, how does racial heterogeneity
9
 

impact interracial friendshipðdo the patterns differ from other kinds organizations and if 

so, how? How can churches foster an environment conducive to an intimately integrated 

community? 

Racially diverse churches 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 organizational 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 lack understanding of how religious and racial 

                                                 
8
 Those who are token members of their demographic group in an organization are more 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 organizations, termed niche 

overlap, are also more likely to leave (Popielarz and McPherson 1995). In addition, minority members tend 

to have more extra-organizational ties, which also increase the likelihood that the member will leave the 

organization (McPherson, Popielarz, and Drobnic 1992). 
9
 Rather than focusing on the categories of multiracial and nonmultiracial churches, I 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 develop cross-race ties. Thus, 

this study sheds light on how such identities might be influenced in such a way that 

would facilitate or constrain the formation of cross-race friendships. To the degree that 

church can affect life outside its walls, understanding how the church influences identity 

can have important consequences not 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 affiliations, 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. We can then better understand racially diverse churchesô potential for being a 

racially integrative institution for larger society. 

However, the voluntary nature of churches also introduces a selection bias 

because the factors that select individuals into these organizations may influence the 

likelihood of interracial friendship. Yet, I 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 for, the analysis produces inaccurate 

estimates when the independent variables are regressed on friendship. Therefore, the 

voluntary nature of churches allows me to account for factors influencing oneôs decision 

to choose a racially heterogeneous church environment. I 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 factors. By understanding the effect of self-selection 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 a how-to guide 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; Garces-Foley 2007; Marti 2005) in addition to insightful 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 a context to explicate interracial 

formation and to bring attention to aspects of the organization that affect the incidence 

and quality of cross-race relationships. 

Methodology 

I employ a multimethod approach to this analysis. I rely on a nationally 

representative dataset of individuals and their respective congregations to test the 

proposed hypotheses. Additionally, I selected two churches, each with two 

congregational sites, to study in-depth as case studies, chosen because they vary in racial 

composition and level of integration. I administered a web survey to congregants in each 

of the sites to supplement the statistical analysis of the national dataset. I also collected a 

variety of qualitative data sources, 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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qualitative data present a clearer picture of the influence of congregational-level factors 

that may affect cross-race 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 for friendship formation, and presents hypotheses of the proposed impact of 

identity and demographic composition on interracial friendship.  In Chapter Three, I 

describe the two sources of survey data used: a nationally representative dataset and the 

web survey I administered to the congregations in the case studies. I also present the tests 

of the hypotheses proposed in Chapter Two as well as discussing the limitations of their 

results. Chapter Four outlines the specific methodology used to collect the qualitative 

data on the four congregations and presents profiles of each. The next three chapters 

address many of the limitations discussed in Chapter Three, presenting an in-depth 

analysis of the ways in which the organizational context can influence racial and religious 

identity in such a way that impacts the rates of interracial friendship observed in each 

church. In Chapter Five, I first describe the self-selected composition of church members 

as well as how the recruitment methods used impact social cohesion within these 

churches because churches attract as well as respond to specific types of congregants. In 

Chapter Six, I discuss the literature on how identities and the meaning of friendship are 

influenced by organizational context. Then, by comparing two churches in my case study, 

I show how churches frame diversity and community in the context of their religious 

mission with varying implications for the development of intrachurch cross-race ties. 

Chapter Seven highlights the role of pastoral leadership in facilitating an environment 
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conducive to racial integration. Finally, I conclude with Chapter Eight, in which I discuss 

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

Identity, Opportunity, and Friendship  

Since the late 1980s, there 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, including opportunities and constraints in networks, and explaining the development 

of social ties through varying patterns of social participation. It is to this second body of 

research that this dissertation contributes. In this chapter, I discuss how identity and 

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 predictable than 

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 begins with Lazarsfeld and Mertonôs (1954) homophily 

principleðsimilar 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 above and beyond what would be predicted by the 

composition of our environments. Marsden (1987, 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 highly correlated with friendship choices, even 

more so than would be predicted by the opportunity pool. McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and 

Cookôs (2001) comprehensive review of homophily research shows homophily to exist 

on various status dimensions, such as race and ethnicity, gender, age, religion, 

socioeconomic status (education, occupation, and social class), and network position.
10

 

Though often not made explicit, the mechanism underlying homophily effects is 

one of the most well-established findings in social psychology: 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, which leads 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 attraction results from a cognitive 

equilibrium achieved 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 approval is more likely between similar 

people (Homans 1974; Thibaut and Kelley 1959). Group members are positively biased 

toward in-group members and negatively biased toward out-group members (e.g., Brewer 
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 Structural equivalence occurs between two actors in a network when they are tied to the same people but 

not to each other. It is theorized that structurally equivalent actors are more likely to exhibit the same 

behavior (Lorraine and White 1971). According to Burt (1987), this similarity in behavior results from 

competition between actors as a result of being in 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 examine the conditions under 

which demographic and network similarity would breed attraction or competition. 



 

17 

and Brown 1998; Konrad and Gutek 1987; Pelled, Eisenhardt, and Xin 1999; Tajfel 

1981; Tsui, Egan, and OôReilly 1992; Turner 1987). 

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 based on demographic characteristics, measuring similarity on these 

characteristics alone may be overly static. One judges another person as similar based on 

oneôs perception of similarity, which, in turn, is based on oneôs own social identification: 

Similarity is subjective. Measuring the salience of identity helps define which of an 

individualôs various roles and status characteristics may be the basis of similarity. 

Social identity theories support the assertion that the salience of statuses can 

influence which 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 category is 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 oneôs group membership is salient, oneôs 

perceived similarity 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 environment influences which trait (or traits) is most salient as a basis of 

identification. 

Therefore, it is possible that the strength and salience of oneôs identification with 

a particular demographic category may be a better predictor of friendship than that 
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category in and of itself because they may capture the values, attitudes, and experiences
11

 

often associated with demographic characteristics (Ibarra 1993). The role of identity 

salience as a subjective indicator of similarity has not been adequately measured in the 

interracial-friendship literature. 

I focus on two identities in the church contextðrace and religion. What are the 

relationships of racial and religious identity to the formation of interracial friendships in 

churches? Which has a stronger relationship to interracial friendship? Can a salient 

religious identification trump race as a basis for friendship? 

Racial Identity and Interracial Friendship 

Notably, race has been consistently shown to be the strongest predictor of 

homophily, followed by age, religion, education, occupation, and gender, in that order 

(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001). The preceding discussion implies that if 

oneôs perception of status similarity is relative, so that individuals may not always react 

to racial distinctions, 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 may de-emphasize 

racial categories (Wagner 1995), making race less important as a basis for friendship. If 

race is less important to oneôs self-concept, then other identities may become the basis for 

similarity, and hence, for friendship. 

The degree of racial identification describes a subjective and variable assessment 

of the role of race in oneôs life. Underscoring the variability of the importance of racial 
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 Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954) distinguished between two types of homophily: status homophily and 

value homophily. Status homophily includes homophily on demographic 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 reject 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 actors through 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 or the 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 

perceive race as a valid social identity). Thus, accounting for variability in the salience of 

oneôs racial identity acknowledges the variability in oneôs ñlivedò race. Therefore, 

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 friendship choices. When a racial identity is salient, an individual 

activates and ñperformsò that identity (Fenton 1999; Okamura 1981). Enacting oneôs 

racial identity includes seeking same-race friendships, supporting and reinforcing that 

racial identity. For those whose race is perceived to be of little importance, friends may 

be sought and chosen based on other identities. Therefore, cross-race friendship would be 

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

Hypothesis 1. The salience of oneôs racial identification is negatively related 

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 are real, and for 

nonwhites in particular a salient racial identity may not be as much a personal choice as it 
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is an ascribed reality. Therefore, I also expect that the relationship between racial 

identification and interracial friendship will vary by racial group because of varying 

degrees of racial consciousness, particularly between whites and blacks.  

Noted as a mark of privilege, whites often see themselves as ñracelessò or a 

ñnonraceò and thus tend to be unaware of the role of whiteness in their lives (Feagin, 

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 assess a respondentôs 

evaluation of the perceived impact of whiteness on oneôs choices because many whites 

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 does not affect 

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 ascribed as ñblackò according to the ñone-drop rule,ò regardless of 

how mixed their racial lineage may be, and many continue to take on that racial identity 

(Davis 1991; Waters 1999).
12

 Blacksô racial identity may be particularly salient in 

religious contexts, even for those in more racially heterogeneous congregations, because 

African American culture is strongly tied to black Christianity (Patillo-McCoy 1998). 

Black church culture is integral to the African American community, constituting a 

cultural and organizational toolkit for not only religious life, but also social interaction, 

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

                                                 
12

 Some modern-day examples include Barack Obama and Halle Berry, who are referred to and self-

identify as African American despite their multiracial backgrounds. 
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McCoy 1998). Further, these tools are culturally familiar to African Americans, 

regardless of whether they attend church (Patillo-McCoy 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 in cross-race relationships or experience rejection from out-group 

members. A highly salient racial identity may impede interracial relationships due to 

anticipatory prejudice (Shelton, Richeson, and Salvatore 2005) or even by unintentionally 

invoking negative stereotypes about oneôs group. Steele and Aronson (2004) found that 

the strength of racial identification was related to vulnerability to stereotype threat, the 

risk of confirming, in a self-fulfilling prophecy, negative stereotypes about oneôs group. 

For African Americans, then, racial identity may be more salient compared to other racial 

groups and have a stronger negative relationship to interracial friendship: 

Hypothesis 2. The negative relationship between the salience of oneôs racial 

identity and intrachurch interracial friendship will be stronger 

for blacks. 

Religious Identity and Interracial Friendship 

The salience-of-identity concept implies 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 decrease as a basis 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 facilitating cross-race 
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friendship? This theory of recategorization refers to the redefinition of in-group 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 (Gaertner et al. 1999; Gaertner et al. 1989). The 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 compositions are 

maintained due to the salience of religious identity. In Mosaic, a multiethnic
13

 church, 

Martiôs (2005) ethnographic study found that a salient religious identity can transcend 

and thereby diminish the significance of racial and ethnic differences. Members shared a 

strong identity as ñfollowers of Jesus Christ,ò which seemed to provide a unifying 

corporate identity despite the churchôs racially heterogeneous composition. 
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 There are several terms used to describe racial diversity in congregations. Those most often used are 

multicultural, multiracial or multiethnic, and interracial. These terms are linked to theoretical perspectives 

and conceptualizations 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 dominance of race 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 

constitutes more than 80% of the congregation and interracial as those congregations in which ñfrom the 

viewpoint of the individual, the congregation is not 80% or more of their raceò (p. 85). Those who advocate 

the term multicultural believe culture, not race or ethnicity, 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 difference is due to 

the theologically different approaches of those groups to integration (Garces-Foley 2008). 

I find ñmulticulturalò too broad a term, however, because culture can be used for various levels and kinds 

of groups, not just racial or ethnic groups. Further, because congregations are composed of multiple racial 

groups or ethnic groups does not necessarily mean that there are multiple cultures present. I choose to use 

ñmultiracialò to describe racially heterogeneous churches, not only because of the persistence of race as a 

social organizing principle of social networks, but also because I 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 racial lines. 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 perceived similarity in background 

and a common ascripted racial identity. 
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In regard to interracial friendship, a salient religious identification may mean that 

friendships are sought based more on religious similarity than on racial similarity, 

increasing the likelihood of interracial friendship in a racially heterogeneous 

environment:
14

 

Hypothesis 3. The salience of oneôs religious identification is positively 

related to intrachurch interracial friendship for 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 the blackïnonblack divide in particular as an organizing principle 

in U.S. society (Omi and Winant 1994), underestimating racial status. Therefore, the 

impact of race is minimized by ñsubmerging the real, everyday consequences of living 

lifeò as a racial minority (Edwards 2008a) because 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 settings 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 identity, 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 

countyôs composition of nearly 10%. It is conceivable that blacks were not attracted by 

an environment in which their racial identities were not affirmed. The three largest 
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 Or, put into Lazarsfeld and Mertonôs (1954) terms, value homophily (religious identity) may be stronger 

than racial-status homophily. 
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groups in the church were Caucasian (32.8%), Hispanic (30.3%), and Asian (27.8%), 

most of which were second- or third-generation immigrants (Marti 2005). 

Recategorization has also been criticized for assuming identities to be singularly 

prominent. Identities often overlap, and multiple identities may be relevant to a context 

(Gaertner et al. 1996). Racial and religious identities may therefore be simultaneously 

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 (2008a; 2009i) emphasizes that whites and blacks have 

different religious 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 churches also have distinct religious practices 

(Edwards 2008a), although their racial aspect
15

 is not often acknowledged or even 

recognized because of the normalization of white culture (Waters 1990). The influence of 

racialized religious culture may help explain the finding 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 evangelicals (Emerson and Smith 2000). Racialïreligious 

identity is not limited to African Americans and whites, however. In a recent book, Kim 

(2006) shows how second-generation evangelical Korean Americans actively seek out 

racially similar and like-minded believers as the group that converges on both racial and 

religious dimensions, their most salient identities. 
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 However, there is some initial evidence of the convergence of racial 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 suggests that a personôs salient religious 

identification, however transcendent, may not be enough to overcome racial barriers to 

friendship, particularly between blacks and whites. Hence, a negative finding in the 

application of ñidentity recategorizationò to interracial friendship provides valuable 

insight into the relationship between racial and religious identity. By including both racial 

and religious identity in modeling friendship, I can assess the relative impact of each. In 

addition, I test the interaction of racial and religious identity on friendship. For 

individuals with higher levels of religious identification, racial 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 another 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 spirituality. The church served as a ñhavenò for this 

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 early-career artists, and it also reflects a specific 

demographic of those with a strong interest in creative arts, even if this is not their paid 

occupation. Moreover, the attendees may not be at the same socioeconomic status based 

on education or income, but they share a mindset that values artistic activity; it could be 

argued that they comprise what Florida (2002) referred to as the new ñcreative class.ò 

Although he recognized this unique composition, Marti (2005) did not consider the 

possibility that this dimension of similarity might be an alternative or equally plausible 

explanation for the 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 three ethnic 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 next section. Whereas examining the 

relationship of racial and religious identity in this section focused on individual-level 

propensities for interracial friendship, the following section addresses the effect of 

structural opportunity, or organizational-level factors. 

Structural Opportunities  

Rooted in Blauôs (1977) macrostructural theory of intergroup relations, there has 

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

that network ties develop from opportunities generated by the group structure, and his 

derivative theorem stated, ñIncreasing heterogeneity increases the probability of inter-

group relationsò (p. 80). Homogeneity within organizations constrains the possibilities for 

heterophilous relationships due to simple random opportunity; greater diversity in 

organizations then allows for greater status diversity in friendship networks. 

Interracial friendship research has emphasized the effect of an organizationôs 

racial composition in particular as a measure of structural opportunity for interracial 

friendship. In this section, I assess the application of this work to interracial friendship in 

churches. I propose tests of both racial heterogeneity and racial-group proportions in 

measuring racial composition and testing for possible 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 diversity 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 effect of racial diversity and cross-race relationships on work outcomes. More 

applicable here is the research on diversity in voluntary organizations that has 

underscored the influence of an organizationôs composition; however, this work has not 

included racial composition as a variable. Therefore, I 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 I review the studies that 

most apply to a religious context, but first I 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 race, but 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 dissimilar people (heterophily) and found that diversity in the 

demographic composition of organizations induced a stronger effect on homophilous 

friendship ties than did individual preferences, or choice homophily, measured by the 

degree to which correlated status dimensions influenced friendship choices (McPherson, 

Popielarz, and Drobnic 1992; McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1986, 1987). Their analysis, 
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however, is limited in several ways. The survey population is members of voluntary 

organizations in Nebraska, but selection 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 explain why the relationship between heterogeneity and heterophily is in the 

opposite direction of that shown in school research. In general, the prevailing strength of 

race as a status dimension that influences friendship formation has not been sufficiently 

theorized by homophily research, despite evidence that race is the strongest status 

influence on friendship in the United States (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, 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 desegregation
16

 has influenced race relations. Thus, race-relations 

theories, most commonly contact theory and group-threat theory, are applied to explain 

the effect of racial-group composition on interracial friendship. However, contact theory 

and group-threat theory posit different operationalizations of how racial composition may 

affect friendship. Akin to the propinquity effects shown in homophily research, the 

contact hypothesis is widely used to explain interracial friendship through greater contact 
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 The attention to schools is not only 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 made possible extensive and 

comprehensive friendship research on both the individual and organizational levels. 
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and thus defines racial composition in terms of overall heterogeneity. Group threat theory 

focuses on the proportionate size of oneôs 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 members of other groups. 

Presumably, then, these positive attitudes increase the possibility for interracial 

friendship. Increased contact affects oneôs preference for interracial friendship by 

providing more accurate information about out-group members. However, contact 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; Johnson and Johnson 1992; 

Schofield 1995). 

In contrast, group-threat theory considers racial composition with a greater focus 

on relative racial-group proportions. According to group-threat theory, power dynamics 

between groups are affected by relative group size, so if one group increases in size, then 

the other group may feel threatened and become more hostile (Blalock 1967). Although 

group-threat theory is often discussed in contrast to contact theory, they hold in common 

the general idea that racial composition and type of contact can affect cross-race 

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 depressed because 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, members of that 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 group-threat theory conclude that 

greater racial heterogeneity does not correspond to increased interracial friendship, 

suggesting the persistence of race as a primary and qualitatively different dimension of 

difference. Zeng (2005) found that increasing racial diversity decreased studentsô 

tendency to form cross-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. This supports Moodyôs (2001) finding that same-race 

friendship increased 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 

evidence that 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 conducted on school-aged 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 choose their church 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 self-selected members. 

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 because of the 

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 other than their 

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 education), and whites who 

choose an interracial church are more likely to have lived in diverse residential 

communities. All are more likely to have interracial friendships both outside the church 

and prior to attending diverse churches (Emerson 2006; Emerson et al. 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, I 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 on interracial friendship because there will be 

missing data on nonchurch members and racially homogenous church members (where 

intrachurch interracial friendship is not possible). Selection bias issues are discussed 

further in Chapter Three. 

Self-selection 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 cross-race relationships (provided the availability of other-race 

individuals) despite desiring interracial friendship (Shelton, Richeson, and Bergsieker 
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2009; Vorauer and Sakamot 2006). In addition, people choose their respective 

congregations for myriad reasons; the racial diversity of a church may be incidental to 

other considerations for joining. Despite self-selection, therefore, the strength and 

consistency of findings from school-based research of the mainly negative relationship 

between racial diversity and interracial friendship (Moody 2001; Quillian and Campbell 

2003; Zeng 2005) suggest that the direction of the relationship between racial diversity 

and interracial friendship in churches is likely to be similar. Some 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 

interracial friendship in similar ways. Therefore, consistent with evidence from schools 

research, I predict that (controlling for selection), 

Hypothesis 4. The racial heterogeneity of oneôs church is negatively related 

to intrachurch interracial friendship.
17

 

I 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 same-race alters is limited. That individual 

may feel comfortable with the majority group or may possibly choose that environment 

for the purpose of meeting cross-race others. Those in the majority group have a greater 
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 Although the relationship between heterogeneity and interracial friendship is generally negative, Moody 

(2001) found that at the highest levels of heterogeneity, 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 heterogeneity and interracial 

friendship become positive. However, in the data used here, there are not sufficient cases of individuals 

who attend highly heterogeneous churches to determine whether racial heterogeneity is positively related to 

interracial friendship at those levels. 
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number of in-group members to choose as friends and may even perceive the church as 

an ethnic or same-race church, so they may be less likely to choose cross-race friends. 

This is consistent with the findings of Zeng (2005) that as a group increased in size 

relative to other groups, the other groupsô members would be less likely to form 

friendships with members of that group.
18

 I predict that interracial friendship is less likely 

as the relative size of oneôs racial group increases. Conversely, interracial friendship is 

more likely as the relative size of oneôs racial group decreases. 

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 

friendship explains Moodyôs (2001) finding that only at the highest levels of 

heterogeneity, at which there existed the most even distribution of the greatest number of 

racial groups, was the relationship to interracial friendship positive. His finding shows 

that heterogeneity 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 composition. For 

example, imagine two 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 

congregation would have a higher value for heterogeneity than the former. If both oneôs 

group proportion and oneôs heterogeneity were found to be significant, this would 

indicate that however large or small oneôs own group is, having a diverse pool of 
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 Zeng (2005) attributes this to ñgroup threat,ò which I do not feel is fully applicable to the church context 

because members have the freedom to leave if they are experiencing threat from a larger racial group. 
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available others versus a different-race pool composed of only one race makes a 

difference in interracial friendship formation. In other words, in this hypothetical 

scenario, a person who is white may be less likely to form a friendship with someone 

nonwhite in the 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 other-race individuals, but different kinds of other-race 

individuals. 

Further, individuals who choose a church specifically for its racial diversity, 

however, may attempt to use the opportunity structure and the availability of other-race 

individuals to seek cross-race friendship or be more open to cross-race friendship. 

Therefore, I hypothesize that 

Hypothesis 6. Those who cite racial diversity as a reason for choosing a 

church will be more likely to have interracial friends.
19

 

Variation by Race 

Research on friendship in schools shows that the relationship between racial 

diversity and cross-race friendship varies by racial group, particularly for blacks and 

whites, who are least likely to be friends and for whom there exists the greatest 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 friendship. Although all racial groups 

show in-group preferences (Quillian and Campbell 2003), blacks show more in-group 
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 I cannot test this hypothesis 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 negative relationship between 

racial heterogeneity and cross-race 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 racial groups. 

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 other, and 

blacks and Hispanic blacks are more likely to be friends (Quillian and Campbell 2003). 

Racial diversity was also found to decrease Hispanic and Asian studentsô interracial 

friendship choices. Among cross-race 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 in-group preference found for friendship among blacks thus also 

seems to reflect other groupsô lack of preference for blacks as friends. As noted earlier, 

African Americans may not only experience actual rejection from out-group members, 

they also may anticipate possible rejection that inhibits friendship formation with other 

groups. Further, out-group members may not make an effort to develop friendships with 

blacks because of prejudice or perceived differences. I expect the same to be true in 

churches, particularly if the religiosity of African Americans is tied to their 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, I hypothesize 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 mixed-race church, Edwards (Edwards 2008b) 

found that whites were disproportionately more 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 is not only the relative size of the racial group that matters, 

but also the racial status itself. Therefore, I also test whether race in interaction with 

relative group size affects interracial friendship. 

Effects of Class 

In addition, the potential impact of class 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 socioeconomically homophilous, and strong 

educational, occupational, and class homophily characterize close ties in particular 

(McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001). For example, people are more likely to 

ñdiscuss important mattersò with those of the same educational level (Marsden 1988). 

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 organizations whose membership is highly 

influenced by geographic location, also tend to be socioeconomically homogenous 
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(Chaves 2004). There are very few data that speak to socioeconomic diversity within 

congregations, but one recent study claims that multiracial congregations are more 

heterogeneous in terms of class (Yancey and Kim 2008). However, as respondents were 

asked to rate the socioeconomic diversity of their congregations, from 1 (total 

homogeneity) to 7 the study actually measured perceived socioeconomic diversity.
20

 

Similarity in social class may also provide an alternate explanation for racial 

integration because similarity in socioeconomic status may make cross-race friendship 

more probable.
21

 Among equal-status groups, racial conflict is reduced and positive 

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). Blau and Schwartz 

(1984) write that ñIngroup prejudice and discrimination may prevent individuals from 

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

relations é when many intersecting dimensions of social differentiation create structural 

conditions that make most forms of intergroup relations (though not all forms) inevitableò 

(p. 86). Given that religious expression also varies by class (Ammerman 2005; Chaves 

2004; Kosmin and Lachman 1993; Reimer 2007) in addition to race (e.g., Edwards 

2008a; Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Patillo-McCoy 1998), socioeconomic similarity may 
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 The average level of diversity among nonmultiracial congregations was 3.6; multiracial congregations, 

however, were slightly more heterogeneous in terms of class (4.8). 
21

 If socioeconomic stratification reflects stratification by race, then I can expect greater racial homophily in 

friendship. Unfortunately, I 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 respondents in different 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 another cross-cutting circle (Blau and Schwartz 

1984)
22

 that increase the possibility for relations between different race individuals: 

Hypothesis 8. The socioeconomic homogeneity of oneôs congregation is 

positively related to intrachurch interracial friendship. 

In addition, high socioeconomic status may facilitate interracial friendship (de 

Souza Briggs 2007). Those with high levels of education tend to view racial diversity as a 

desirable characteristic (c.f. Florida 2002). Education generally seems to open an 

individualôs networks in terms of size and diversity. People with Bachelorôs degrees are 

more likely to say that they have cross-race friends than people with lower levels of 

attainment (Wuthnow 2003). More 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 of both family and nonfamily members (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, 

and Brashears 2006), which may increase the possibility of having more cross-race ties.  

These studies suggest that high socioeconomic status, particularly regarding education, 

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

Hypothesis 9. Oneôs socioeconomic status is positively related to intrachurch 

interracial friendship. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, I proposed hypotheses for how individualsô racial and religious 

identityðas well as the structural opportunities, namely in the form of racial and 

socioeconomic compositionðmay affect an individualôs propensity for interracial 

friendships. The next chapter describes the dataset and statistical analyses used to test 

these hypotheses and their results. 
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 Blau and Schwartz (1984) attribute the concept of crosscutting social circles to Simmel (1955 [1923]). 
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Chapter 3  
 

Data, Variables, and Methods 

In this dissertation, I use three different sets of data. The first is a nationally 

representative dataset, the Panel Study of American Religion and Ethnicity (PS-ARE) 

(Emerson and Sikkink 2006). In order to better understand congregational contexts of 

interracial friendship, I also chose four multiracial congregations to study in-depth. The 

second dataset, which I name the East Coast City Survey (ECCS), was self-collected 

from members of these four multiracial congregations. To statistically test hypotheses in 

this chapter, I rely mainly on the PS-ARE and use the ECCS to supplement the findings 

from the PS-ARE whenever possible. 

Observational notes, interviews with church leadership and staff, and sermon 

content from the four congregations comprise the third set of data, which I rely on most 

heavily in Chapters Four through Seven. These inform and are informed by the analysis 

of the ECCS. I discuss them in full in the next chapter. 

Data 

Panel Study on American Religion and Ethnicity (PS-ARE) 

The PS-ARE (Emerson and Sikkink 2006) is a nationally representative dataset of 

individuals and their congregations that was designed to focus on religion and race. 

Subjects were randomly selected with an oversample of nonwhites (blacks, Hispanics, 

and Asians) for a total sample of 2,610 people. Face-to-face interviews were conducted 
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for the first round of surveys, and follow-up telephone surveys will be conducted every 3 

years. The dataset I am using is from the 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 organizational portion of the survey. Although this dataset is not nestedð

that is, it does not allow for hierarchical linear modeling through which I can analyze 

variance within congregations as well as between congregationsðit does allow me to 

account for congregational characteristics, such as demographic composition. There may 

be concern about including organizational-level variables in an individual-level analysis. 

However, because church attendance is voluntary, these are congregational 

characteristics that the individual 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, I supplement the 

PS-ARE with East Coast City Survey data (described later in this section) that I collected 

on two multiracial churches, each with two congregations, for a total of four 

congregations. With these survey data, I assess intrachurch variation and the effect of a 

particular church context for those four congregations. 

Response Rate for the PS-ARE 

The response rate for the PS-ARE was 70% among those on the original list of 

addresses who completed the screening. Of those, 70% completed the interviews. The 

remaining 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 are currently 

affiliated with a congregation (weighted n = 1191.36). Among the 1,155 who were 

affiliated with a congregation and gave their congregationsô contact information, 631 

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 cross-race friend in their congregation. 

The East Coast City Survey (ECCS) 

I selected two churches in a large, East Coast metropolitan area for in-depth 

study. In order to ensure confidentiality, I renamed them Jackson Church and 

Mannington Church. Each church has two congregations, for a total of four sites: Jackson 

ChurchïGatewood, Jackson ChurchïStanton, Mannington ChurchïCity, and Mannington 

ChurchïVarsity. In addition to their common characteristic as multiracial, evangelical 

churches, I selected them for this study because of their multisite form, which provides 

both demographic and geographic variation within the church organization. The sites 

vary in their racial composition but all 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. 

I conducted a survey of church members in each of the congregations, referred to 

here as the ECCS. I chose to administer a Web survey because it was the most cost-

effective option given the number of questions I wished to ask. The sampling frame 

included all congregants listed in the church directory, given to me by the churches, in 

order to get the most survey respondents possible. Church directories are notoriously 
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incomplete, but it was the best alternative. Some researchers have administered paper-

and-pencil questionnaires during church services, but I 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 I 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), I was assured by the leadership of both 

churches that their congregants were unusually computer literate and had this access. 

Further, members who did not have e-mail addresses on file were sent a paper-and-pencil 

version of the questionnaire. Their responses were entered in manually. 

I worked with the church pastors to create a survey that included questions they 

themselves were interested in asking their members. Also, I drew questions from the 

NORC General Social Survey and other religious surveys. The survey covered the 

relevant race-related questions but also asked about various other aspects of the church. I 

was careful to order the questions, particularly the ones asking about respondentsô social 

network, so as not to prime respondents into indicating a more racially diverse network 

than they actually had. I pretested the survey instrument with attendees from sister 

churches, other church attendees, and the church staff. (As such, church-staff members 

were eliminated from the above sampling frame.) I administered the two surveys as close 

to the same time period as logistically possible. The survey for Mannington Church was 

available for a 30-day period in the month of March, and the survey for Jackson Church 

was available for a 30-day period in the month of April. As an incentive, each completed 

survey was entered in a drawing for a $100 Amazon.com gift certificate for each church. 

The initial invitation was sent to recipients via e-mail with a link to the survey created 
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using Zoomerang, a Web-survey 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), so several reminders 

were provided. For the next two Sundays, reminders to fill out the survey were included 

in the bulletin or service program. In addition, an e-mail reminder was sent 3 days after 

the initial invitation, and a second e-mail reminder was sent 4 days 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 report of survey 

results was given to each church. 

It is not my purpose to use the data from these churches to generalize to the 

general population; rather, these congregations are case studies in which to assess factors 

contributing to interracial friendship within these particular organizational contexts. 

However, I compare the results of these analyses to that of the PS-ARE, which may point 

to some key racial, religious, and/or relational characteristics or processes within 

congregations that may be important to understanding interracial friendship. 

Response Rates for the ECCS 

The response rates for the churches are shown in Tables 1 and 2. They were 

calculated as total surveys returned (minus those found to be ineligible, which included a 

few respondents younger 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 surveyôs sampling frames, which were church 
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directories. These directories are 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 frame from Jackson Church, on the other hand, includes 

many more ñvisitorsò and ñex-attendees.ò As illustrated by the number of visitors
23

 and 

ex-attendees, Jackson Church had a particularly high visitor rate and attrition rate. It was 

found after administering this 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, I also calculate response rates for 

attendees based on the highest 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, I calculate the 

household response rate because there were several households for whom more than one 

person responded. Tables 1 and 2 display the various response rates for each church as 

well as for each congregation. 
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 ñVisitorò as a category was self-described by respondents. This indicates 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 Jackson 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 rate
a
 44.2% 34.8% 38.8% 

a
Calculated using attendance (excludes ex-attendees). 

Either calculation yields response rates that are higher than are expected for Web 

surveys. Recent reviews of Web-survey 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 rate
a 

36.0% 37.8%  24.5% 27.4%  

Household response rate 47.6% 50.3%  39.5% 24.7%  
a
Calculated using attendance. These response rates are underestimated (and lower than the rates in Table 1) 

because the ñattendanceò counts include visitors. 

Since the sampling frames 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. Further, the variables 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 were confirmed by my own observation of congregational 

attendance. 

Measures 

Dependent Variable: Intrachurch Interracial Friendship 

In the PS-ARE, after being asked how many individuals they felt close to, 

subjects were asked to name up to four of their closest friends,24 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 of cross-race intrachurch friends to those included among the 

respondentôs closest six friends. Respondents were then asked a series of questions about 

each friend, including the friendôs race and whether that friend attends the subjectôs 

church. Those who were affiliated with more than 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 the friendôs race and other demographics. 

However, the question in the ECCS did not specifically ask about ñcloseò friends as is 

worded in the PS-ARE, but rather about those people with whom important matters were 

discussed in the last 6 months, using the exact same question wording as that used in the 
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 The questions were worded as follows: ñNow think about the persons outside your home that you feel 

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 many people, if any, would you say you feel close to? 

2) I want to ask a series of questions about the people you feel closest toðup to four people. So I can ask 

about the right person, please give me the first name or initials of the person outside of your home you feel 

closest to.ò 
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General Social Survey (GSS) 2004.25 The list of confidants was not limited to nonï

household members or nonïfamily members, but follow-up questions asked whether they 

were family members. 

It is possible that the ñimportant mattersò question from the ECCS/GSS may yield 

different kinds of individuals than those that are named ñclose friendsò in the PS-ARE. 

Other studies have confirmed that the GSS ñimportant mattersò question yields those 

individuals in oneôs close, strong-tie network (Marin 2004). (See McPherson, Smith-

Lovin, and Brashears 2006 for a good discussion of this survey itemôs validity.) 

Limiting analysis to close friends is not merely a function of the available data. 

Close friendships require a level of intimacy and commitment that may be harder to 

achieve between cross-race individuals; these friendships tend to be more homogenous in 

comparison to weaker friendships (Marsden 1987, 1988; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and 

Brashears 2006) Close interracial friendships also 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 friends 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 ñclose friendsò to those in their innermost 

circle. 

The name-generator method of eliciting a count of different race friends used in 

the PS-ARE and ECCS is the most conservative compared to two other popular methods, 
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 The precise wording is as follows: ñFrom time to time, most people discuss important matters with other 

people. Think about all the people in your life. Looking back over the last 6 months, who are the people 

with whom you discussed matters important to you?ò I would have used the same wording as the PS-ARE 

to ensure reliability between measures, but I did not learn of the PS-ARE dataset until after ECCS data 

collection had been completed. 
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using a direct question or a three-step procedure. Surveys that use the direct question 

would ask a white respondent, for instance, ñDo you have any black friends?ò The three-

step procedure involves a series of questions, beginning with, ñDo you have any close 

friends?ò, then ñHow many close friends do you have?ò, and finally, ñHow many are 

white/black/etc.?ò These two methods tend to elicit over-reporting of interracial friends 

than the name-generator method (Smith 2002), presumably due to the desire for favorable 

self-presentation. 

There are several possibilities for coding interracial friendship. The most recent 

interracial-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 be a cross-race friendship (Moody 2001; 

Quillian and Campbell 2003; Zeng 2005). My data do not have information that would 

allow for such a calculation. Some additional possibilities were to code intrachurch 

interracial friendship as a proportion of different-race church friends among total church 

friends, or as a count of intrachurch interracial friendship (from 0 to 6). However, I chose 

to use a dummy-variable operationalization in which 1 = interracial friendship and 0 = no 

interracial friendship (c.f., Joyner and Kao 2000, 2005). Rather than explaining any 

increase in the number of cross-race friends, I 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 church friends. 

In the PS-ARE, if the respondent indicated that a nominated friend is in the 

congregation and is a different race, then the respondent was coded as 1 = has interracial 

church friend; the respondent was coded as 0 if nominated friends were not of a different 

race. Among those who were not in completely racially homogenous churches (n = 280, 
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weighted n = 325.128), only 31 (weighted frequency is 25.886) had at least one 

interracial friend in their church. 

Any measure of interracial friendship is complicated by congregants who identify 

as multiracial. In both datasets, there is an option for multiracial identification. 

Respondents could check as many boxes (Hispanic, white, black, Asian, other) that 

applied to themselves or their named friends and could also write 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 operationalization, interracial friendship could be underestimated 

or overestimated. For example, if it is characterized as a same-race friendship, 

multiraciality as a quality that potentially functions as a bridge facilitating interracial 

friendship is hidden, and interracial friendship thus would be underestimated. This 

problem is mitigated in the PS-ARE 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 named friend was a different race or not, thus 

placing the burden of decision on the respondentôs perception of what qualifies as 

ñdifferent race.ò 

In the ECCS dataset, the few multiracial respondents were assessed individually 

in order to determine whether to classify them in one racial category or as a multiracial 

respondent. Among those who marked ñAfrican Americanò as one of their races, I 

recoded them as black if the respondent had friends solely from that racial group and had 

a spouse who was black. This same categorization applied to other racial groups as well. 

For example, if a respondent identifies as Asian and white, but only has white friends, I 

may categorize that person as white and those friendships as racially homophilous, 
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conservatively assuming that one is likely to choose same-race friends. If a multiracial 

respondent has highly heterogeneous friendship networks or has friends who are 

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

Independent Variables 

Race 

In both datasets, race is collapsed into three dummy categories, ñwhite,ò ñblack,ò 

and ñother race,ò because of the small number of nonblack and nonwhite respondents. 

The nonblack and nonwhite respondents also tended to be more similar on various racial 

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 respondents were 

individually assessed to determine whether to categorize them as one race or multiracial, 

as described above. If they were determined to be multiracial, they were labeled as ñother 

race.ò Also, if a respondent wrote in their race as ñmultiracialò or ñbiracialò, I counted 

them as ñother race.ò 

Salience of Racial Identity 

The survey question I use to measure the salience of oneôs racial identity is 

ñWhen you think about yourself, how important to you is being [respondentôs selected 

race] to your sense of who you are?ò The responses are coded from 0, not at all, to 3, 

very. Although no one survey item can comprehensively measure racial identity because 

of the fluid, contingent, situational, and temporal character of identity, this question 

attempts to captures an adequate summary measure of the importance oneôs race may 
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have to oneôs life and the meaning that race has to oneôs personhood at the time of the 

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 meaningful. Research suggests that instability in racial identity is less 

characteristic of 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 consequences than for whites. For 

many whites and even for some mixed race persons, an ethnic identity is a matter of 

personal choice (Gans 1979; Waters 1990), but this identity does not have the negative 

consequences of constraining housing choices, marriage partners, job attainment, or leave 

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

identity involves voluntarily choosing ñsymbolicò demonstrations of culture with positive 

connotations, such as celebrating ethnic holidays, wearing 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 whether they desire to choose to identify themselves 

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

importance of oneôs racial identity does not provide information about the content of that 

identity. It does not measure why and how the identity is important, that is, whether 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, and whether 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 

subject to differences between racial groups because of the meaning of racial categories 

in the United States. Being black is a qualitatively different experience from being Asian. 

The meaning of ñAsianò as a racial category is still in construction (c.f., Espiritu 1992). 

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. Controlling for race, it provides 

a subjective indicator of how important race is to the respondent based on his or her own 

parameters of what ñimportanceò means as well as what ñraceò connotes, which may still 

be significant predictor of interracial friendship. 

Because 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 friendship. For example, a highly salient white racial identity may predict 

opposite behaviors, both facilitating and inhibiting interracial friendship. A highly salient 

racial identity may predict same-race friendship due to a sense of racial superiority. Or, it 

may predict greater interracial friendship if it is indicative of sensitivity to white privilege 

relative to other groups, and more liberal attitudes in regards to race, and thus greater 

interest in interracial friendship.  

Several additional questions in the PS-ARE do assess other dimensions of racial 

identity. The survey question ñDo you think other Americans would say you are 

[respondentôs selected race] or something else?ò assesses the degree to which oneôs racial 

identity is ascripted. Racial identity not only comes from within a person; it is also 

imposed from othersô perceptions of oneôs race. Another question assesses the degree of 
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discrimination experienced by the respondent: ñCan you think of an occasion in the past 3 

years when you felt you were treated unfairly because of your race?ò This question 

assesses not only hurtful consequences as a result of oneôs race but also oneôs sensitivity 

to understanding how oneôs race may have impacted a particular interaction or situation. 

Although some may consider this a predictor of racial identity, a strong racial identity 

also may mean greater awareness of discriminatory situations. Another questionðñHow 

closely connected do you feel to your racial group?òðasks about oneôs connection to 

other members of oneôs racial group, which could be psychological and/or expressed in 

real ties to members of that group. Finally, another survey item asks, ñHow often, if at 

all, do you think about or are you aware of what race you are?ò Although this asks about 

conscious awareness of oneôs race, this question can assess ascripted identity as well. 

When others invoke your racial identity, it can cause you to think about or be aware of 

what race you are. 

I tested all five racial identity survey items in initial tests of racial identity. All 

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

ñHow closely connected do you feel to your racial group?ò because it mapped too closely 

to the racial composition of oneôs social network. In this case, feeling connected to oneôs 

own racial group was highly dependent on having many friends of oneôs own racial 

group. Of the remaining four survey items, only awareness of oneôs race and importance 

of race were significant predictors of interracial friendship, at p < .05, but importance of 

race was a much stronger predictor. I also compared the two variables in separate 

regression analyses. Including only ñimportance of raceò yielded a higher F-statistic than 

including only ñawareness of race.ò In the interest of the most parsimonious model 

possible given the small number of interracial friendships (31), I ultimately choose to use 
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ñimportance of raceò because its wording best encapsulates the meaningfulness of race to 

the respondent most generally. Ultimately, these other survey items would contribute to 

whether a person would feel his or her racial identity is important. Therefore, I use only 

the summary measure of the importance of racial identity. 

In the ECCS, the importance of oneôs race is measured through a survey item 

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

survey item was taken from the GSS). It asks, ñWhich of the following is the most 

important in describing who you are?ò and ñWhich of the following is the second most 

important in describing who you are?ò etc., followed by a list of 10 identities: occupation, 

race/ethnicity, gender, age, religion, political party, nationality, family, social class, and 

region. Unlike the questions in the PS-ARE, this item measures the importance of racial 

identity in relation to other 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 posed in the PS-ARE, but among their very important 

identities, the respondent is asked to choose which ranks higher in importance. This 

variable was coded as a dummy variable, in which 1 = noted race as the most important 

identity and 0 = did not note race as the most important identity. However, since there 

were so few that marked ñrace/ethnicityò as the first, most important identity (1 out of 

457), I coded a respondent as having a salient racial identity if he or she chose race for 

the first, second, or third most important identity, which increased the yes count to 63. 

There were two additional measures of racial identity in the ECCS. The first 

asked, ñHow close do you feel to your race/ethnic group,ò with response options ñnot 

close,ò ñnot very close,ò ñclose,ò and ñvery close.ò Like the similarly worded question in 

the PS-ARE, this question reflected the racial composition of oneôs social network, so 
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this item was not used. The second survey item asked, ñHow much does race/ethnicity 

affect your life?ò with a scale from 1 to 5, in which 1 was ñIt does not affect my life at 

allò and 5 was ñAffects everything in my life.ò I did also test this variable in lieu of and 

in addition to salient racial identity, but it was not significant in its effect on interracial 

friendship. Because I am interested in the importance of race relative to other identities, I 

use the salient racial identity dummy variable as described above. 

Salience of Religious Identity 

Part of the difficulty in research on religion is adequately operationalizing 

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 

common measurement of ñreligious identityò among Protestants is denominational 

affiliation, which may also be qualified through variables that include measures of 

religious belief and behavior. For the purposes of this study, however, I am interested in a 

subjective measure of the importance of oneôs religionðthe salience of religion, which 

reflects the magnitude of meaning it may have for the individualðrather than religious 

affiliation. Salience of religious identity may more accurately capture what McGuire 

(2008) calls lived religion, the degree to which individuals integrate religious belief and 

practice in their everyday life. ñReligiousò belief and behavior is an individualized 

construct for many peopleðthat is, how religion is expressed is different from what 

people say about their religiousness (Pargament et al. 1995). Indeed, 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 and Smith 1998). Conservative 
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Protestants comprise the majority of respondents in the PS-ARE, and the churches 

surveyed in the ECCS are also conservative Protestant. Further, denominational 

affiliation is losing its explanatory power in social research because so many adherents 

switch affiliations, reflecting a de facto congregationalism that currently characterizes the 

religious landscape; there is more intra-denominational diversity than inter-

denominational diversity (Roof and McKinney 1987). (I discuss later in this chapter 

controlling for religious tradition, which is becoming more popular as a measure that 

captures historical and theological religious traditions.) 

The PS-ARE includes a single measure of the importance of oneôs religion. The 

salience of oneôs religious identity is measured using the following survey question from 

the PS-ARE: ñHow important is religion/God/spirituality to you?ò26 from 0 not at all to 4 

most important. In the ECCS, salient religious identity is measured as the relative 

importance of religion compared to other social identities27 using the same survey items 

as salient racial identity. In this case, those who marked ñreligionò as the ñfirst most 

important in describing who you areò were coded 1, and those who did not were coded 0 

in the same dummy-variable format. There were 193 out of 457 who noted religion as 

most important in describing who they are. Unlike salient racial identity, I did not 

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

                                                 
26

 The PS-ARE also includes questions that assess religionôs degree of influence on major life decisions, 

such as choice of career, marriage partner, etc. The general question seemed adequate as a summary 

measure, since the more specific life-topic-oriented questions were highly correlated with the more general 

question. 
27

 The ECCS also includes other subjective assessments of oneôs religiosity: ñWould you call yourself a 

strong Christian or not very strong Christian?ò and ñHow important is to you that people know you are 

Christian?ò The salient religious identity question is a closer match to the construct I am interested in, as 

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

these measures on interracial friendship, and neither was statistically significant in its effect. 
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ñhas salient religious identity,ò because that tabulation would have included the majority 

of respondents (333 respondents). 

The religiosity measures I use here are those behaviors that one can engage in by 

oneself, as opposed to those behaviors, such as attendance at 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 

oneôs own. These behaviors also can indicate religious commitment because they are not 

necessarily seen by others and are performed outside a communal context. In this study, I 

consider public religious behavior as a measure of exposure to congregational members 

or participation in the congregation, explained as control variables below. On the other 

hand, reading the Bible and praying can occur outside the congregational context. 

Frequency of Bible reading is measured on a scale from 0 to 9, with 0 being never and 9 

being more than once a day. Frequency of prayer includes only nonmeal prayer and is 

also measured on a scale from 0 to 8, from never to more than three times a day.  

As a measure of religious behavior, the ECCS asks, ñHow much time do you 

spend in private devotion such as prayer, meditation, or reading the Bible alone?ò as a 

cumulative measure of private religious activity.28 The six response options ranged from 

ñneverò to ñmore than 4 hours per week,ò but respondents also could fill in their own 

response. 

                                                 
28

 I used one cumulative measure based on conversations with congregants and observation of various 

congregation-sponsored activities. Many people found it difficult to separate Bible reading and prayer, 

which for many were reflexive and complementary behaviors within a private devotional time period. 
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Racial Heterogeneity of Congregation
29

 

There are two widely used measures of diversity for categorical variables such as 

race. As outlined by Teachman (1980), these measures have the ñdesirable propertiesò of 

a measure of qualitative variation: 1) they equal 0 when there is no variation, 2) they 

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 the generalized heterogeneity measure, also known as the diversity 

index or interaction index (White 1986), HerfindahlïHirschman index, or Blau index 

(Tsui and Gutek 1999): 
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where ὴὭ is the proportion of observations that fall in a given category, or 
ὲὯ

ὔ
, N being the 

total population size, and ὲὯ being the number of people in group k. When measuring 

racial heterogeneity, k represents the number of racial groups. This index measures the 

probability that two randomly selected members will be from different categories, in this 

case, racial groups.
30

 A zero value means that all members are from one racial group, that 

                                                 
29

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

PS-ARE. 
30

 The index of dissimilarity (Duncan and Duncan 1955) is another measure 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 

concentration 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, census tracts in a metropolitan area or a population of churches), I 

do not use it here. Rather, a church congregation is considered a singular community of interest. 
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is, total homogeneity. Values approaching 1 indicate increasing heterogeneity. Thus 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 distributed over k categories. For 

example, if there are five categories (k), 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). If there are six categories (k), then the maximum level of 

heterogeneity is 0.83. 

As opposed to the generalized heterogeneity measure, which depends on the 

number of racial categories, the Index of Qualitative Variation (Agresti and Agresti 1978; 

Mueller, Schuessler, and Costner 1970), or IQV, has the benefit of controlling for the 

number of categories (k). It normalizes the general heterogeneity measure by dividing it 

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

Ὧ
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The IQV is thus a standardized measure of heterogeneity. A value 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). As 

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 IQV, it is 

normed by dividing by the theoretical maximum, log k. Values range from 0, indicating 

maximum homogeneity, to 1.0, indicating equal proportions of two or more groups 

represented. It is calculated as follows:  
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The two measures yield very similar results; values are similar between the 

normed versions 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 prefer the IQV (Tsui 1999, p. 32). 

However, there are several computational differences between the IQV and the entropy 

(normed) measure. I found through my own examination of the data that the entropy 

measure has a smaller range than the IQV and is more sensitive to the number of 

categories represented, whereas the IQV tends to be slightly more sensitive to the number 

of people represented in different categories. Table 3 demonstrates a fictional example of 

this difference. In the example, according to the IQV measurement, Church Bôs diversity 

score is nearly the same as Church Aôs, whereas according to the entropy index, Church 

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 

 

I use the IQV for several reasons. First of all, the IQV has an easy, 

straightforward interpretation: it is the probability 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 possible cross-race pairings. Further, because it is standardized from 0 to 1, it 

controls for the number of racial categories and provides a sense of relative diversity 

given k number of categories. Its minimum and maximum are theoretically easy to 

interpret: 0 indicates total homogeneity, 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 each racial group was straightforward, since the 

number of categories (k) was determined by the data available; congregational data 

include information on the percentage of congregants who are white, black, Hispanic, and 

Asian. I added a fifth category, ñother,ò because there were several respondents who did 

not racially match any of the four categories. When this occurred, I added the respondent 

to an ñotherò category and proportionally corrected the remaining categories. There were 

several cases in which the percentages given did not add up to 100%. In these cases, I 

proportionately reduced or multiplied each category so that it added up to 100%. 

In addition to the potential measurement error described above, a weakness with 

the congregational racial composition data in the PS-ARE is that the data are collected 

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 accurate and is often used in other congregational surveys 

(Chaves et al. 1999). Further, because the data are cross-sectional, one cannot know 

whether the racial composition reported is stable or reflects congregations in a moment of 

transition. However, I can still assess whether the relationship between racial 

composition and interracial friendship exists, and in the future I will be able to look at 

changes over time with subsequent panels of the PS-ARE. 
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Racial Group Size 

To measure racial group size, I use the percentage of the respondentôs racial group 

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 reason for joining the church 

or the lack of racial diversity as a reason for leaving his or her previous church, then the 

response is coded as 1. If there is no explicit mention of racial diversity, the response is 

coded as 0. 

Socioeconomic Homogeneity 

I use two separate measures of homogeneity in order to measure diversity in both 

education and income. I use the IQV discussed earlier since both education and income 

are categorical variables. The two categories provided in the PS-ARE for the education 

composition of the congregation are percentage of congregants with 4-year college 

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 not in college). Those three categories were used to calculate the IQV for 

education. The two categories provided in the PS-ARE for the income composition of the 

congregation are the percentage who live in households with an annual income of 

$30,000 or less and the percentage 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 income was 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 $100,000 income 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 higher 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 the PS-ARE, I can more accurately 

calculate the socioeconomic heterogeneity of each congregation using the information 

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

Socioeconomic Status 

Socioeconomic status is measured through two separate variables: education and 

household income. Education was recoded as a series of dummy variables that represent 

the highest educational degree attained, ñhigh school or GED,ò ñtwo-year associate, 

religious, or vocational/technical degree,ò ñbachelorôs degree,ò and ñgraduate or 

professional degree.ò ñLess than high schoolò is the referent category. 

In the PS-ARE, household income is coded into 19 categories, ranging from ñless 

than $5,000ò to ñ$200,000 and more.ò Up to an income of $40,000, each category 

contains an income range of $5,000. For household incomes of $40,000 to $100,000, 

each category contains an income range of $10,000 (categories 9ï14). From $100,000 to 

$200,000+, each category contains an income range of $25,000 (categories 15ï19). The 

resulting household income variable ranges from 1 to 17, or from ñless than $5,000ò to 

ñ$150,000 and higher.ò Analyses that were run with household income as an ordinal 
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variable did not show any significant effect. Upon further examination of the income 

categories, I grouped income categories into three groups based on their distribution and 

similarity in friendship patterns and other related variables. 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, with ñless than $40,000ò used as the referent category. 

In the ECCS, education was recoded as an ordinal variable with the following 

categories: completed high school or less, trade certificate or associateôs degree, 

bachelorôs degree, and graduate degree. Household income was recoded as an ordinal 

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 the relationship 

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 environmental controls were not used in the analysis of the ECCS because of the lack 

of variation and small number of congregations. Organizational characteristics that 

distinguish the churches would be controlled for by dummy variables for church and 

congregation 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 young people, who are more likely to attend racially 
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heterogeneous congregations, are also more likely to have cross-race friends outside the 

congregational context: extrachurch or nonchurch interracial friendships (Emerson 2006). 

Gender31 is coded as a dummy variable (1 = male, 0 = female). Age is 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, I 

constructed dummy variables that reflect marital experience because of research that has 

shown that people who have been divorced are more likely to have cross-race friends and 

more likely to be in interracial congregations (Emerson 2006). If accounting only for 

current marital status, I would 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 experience is coded using two dummy variables: never married, 1 = those who 

have never been married, and divorce/separation, 1 = 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 analysis because there were so few people who were divorced or 

separated. In the ECCS, marital status is coded as a dummy variable, where 1 = married 

and 0 = unmarried. 

Extrachurch interracial friendship is treated as a binary variable, as is intrachurch 

interracial friendship, where 1 = having one or more interracial friends outside oneôs 

congregation and 0 = no interracial friends outside oneôs congregation. Those who are 

affiliated with more than one congregation were counted as missing. 
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 In the ECCS, the response rates for women are high because of two possible factors. One, women tend to 

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 response-rate differences between women and men. 

However, the response rates for women in the PS-ARE are similar to those observed in the ECCS. 
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The total number of close friends provides an indicator of a respondentôs ease in 

forming close relationships and/or the expansiveness of his or her definition of ñclose.ò In 

the PS-ARE, before being asked to name up to six close friends for whom they answered 

a series of demographic and relational questions, respondents were first asked the total 

number of people to whom they feel close, without numerical restriction. Ordinal 

responses ranged from 0 to 9 friends, then in categories 10ï14, 15ï19, and 20 or more. In 

the ECCS, the total number of close friends was limited to five individuals and is a count 

of the number of confidants named. 

In the PS-ARE, in order to measure exposure, the degree of contact with 

congregation members that would make friendship possible, I use a measure of 

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 PS-ARE that asks whether the respondent is involved in a small 

group,32 I 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 categories through an ordinal variable, 

ranging from 0, never, to 5, once a week or more. In the ECCS, ñhours of participationò 

was an open-ended question for which respondents could fill in the number of hours 

spent participating in church activities, groups, and organizations (excluding church 

services). Responses were coded into an integer variable that ranged from zero to 11 

                                                 
32

 Small groups (e.g., Bible studies, small-group fellowships, or support groups) provide spaces to foster 

intimacy and belonging (Wuthnow 1994a, 1994b). Although small groups have the potential to be havens 

for same-race groups, studies have found that they tend to facilitate cross-race interaction 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 addition, small group participation is a dummy variable, where 

1 = involved in a small group and 0 = not involved in a small group. 

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 the PS-ARE, years of 

attendance was measured using an ordinal variable of the year(s) the respondent was first 

involved in the congregation. Categories began with ñbefore 1950,ò ñ1950ï1954,ò 

ñ1955ï1959,ò and ñ1960ï1964,ò then increased by 1-year increments from 1965 to 2006. 

Frequency of attendance is an ordinal variable with eight possible responses increasing in 

degree of frequency from ñneverò to ñthree or more times a week.ò In the ECCS, years of 

attendance were also measured using an ordinal variable with the following categories: 

less than 6 months, less than 1 year, 1ï2 years, 3ï5 years, 6ï10 years, and 11ï20 years. 

Frequency of attendance is also a categorical ordinal variable, from ñseveral times a year 

or lessò to ñmore than once a week.ò 

Organizational Controls 

On the organizational 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 diverse. Size of the congregation is a 

continuous measure using the number of adults who attended worship services in the last 
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7 days.33 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 denominations that 

have emphasized race relations in the past are more likely to be diverse (Hadaway, 

Hackett, and Miller 1984). Religious tradition groups denominations into several broad 

categories, using the coding strategy of Steensland et al. (2000).34 Among Protestants, 

Steensland et al. (2000) classifies groups as evangelical or conservative Protestant, 

mainline Protestant, and black Protestant, which I coded as dummy variables. Mainline 

Protestant is the referent category. However, these religious tradition variables were 

ultimately excluded from the analysis because of the very small number of mainline 

Protestants and black Protestants in my sample and because of concerns of collinearity 

between the racial groups ñblackò and ñblack Protestant.ò35 Further, when I conducted the 

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 the likelihood of interracial 

friendship within churches. 

                                                 
33

 This was the measure recommended for use in 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 accurately reflects similar 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 conservative-liberal 

continuum, and it properly distinguishes between nondenominational and no-denominational 

congregational attendees who tend to exhibit different levels of religious commitment. Steensland and 

colleagues found that this classification scheme improved model fit for a number of different indicators and 

thus provided more accurate estimates of demographic coefficients (Steensland et al. 2000). 
35

 The authors did not find potential collinearity of ñblackò and ñblack Protestant.ò They found that the 

effect of being black was distinct from membership in a ñblack Protestantò church and that both were often 

jointly significant and in the opposite direction (Steensland et al. 2000). In my analysis, however, I found 

that ñblack Protestantò erased the effect of being Black. 
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Steensland et al. (2000) also recommends the use of a theological conservatism-

liberalism scale, which provides more fine-grained distinctions between churches. 

Theological conservatism-liberalism is measured using an ordinal scale with the 

following seven categories (0ï6): very conservative, somewhat conservative, lean 

conservative, right in the middle, lean liberal, somewhat liberal, and very liberal. Because 

of the small number of ñliberals,ò I collapsed the three liberal categories into one. 

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 with the 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; Dougherty 2003; Dudley 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, completely rural 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 (Dougherty 2003; Hadaway, Hackett, and Miller 1984). Region is 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 important influence 

as well. A diverse neighborhood does act as an incentive for cross-race relationships 

(Oliver and Wong 2003) and has been found to be a partial influence on interracial 

friendship in schools (Mouw and Entwisle 2006). Neighborhood racial composition was 

calculated using the IQV of the respondentsô census tract using 2000 U.S. Census data. 

Results: PS-ARE 

Descriptives for the PS-ARE 

Since it is only in churches with some degree of racial heterogeneity that 

interracial friendship would even be a possibility, the analysis is limited to such churches. 

This further restricts my sample from 332 to 280 respondents, or 325.128 weighted
36

 

respondents. Table 4 displays the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the 

variables in the analysis for Protestants who attend nonhomogenous churches. 

                                                 
36

 ñIn order to compensate for known biases, such as nonresponse, which can vary for different subgroups 

of the population, the sample data are weighted. The demographic weighting parameters are derived from a 

special analysis of the most recently available Census Bureauôs American Community Survey, 2006. This 

analysis produced population parameters for the demographic characteristics of adults age 18 or older, 

which were then compared with the sample characteristics to construct sample weightsò (Emerson and 

Sikkink 2006). 
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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 0.102 0.304      

2 Size of respondent's racial group (%) 82.587 25.024 ï0.616     

3 Racial heterogeneity of church (IQV) 0.235 0.225 0.186 ï0.610    

4 Racial heterogeneity of church (entropy) 0.233 0.193 0.193 ï0.603 0.990   

5 Educational heterogeneity of church (IQV) 0.634 0.206 0.004 0.036 0.036 0.035  

6 Income heterogeneity of church (IQV) 0.663 0.228 0.145 ï0.107 0.200 0.213 0.100 

7 Importance of racial identity 1.565 1.152 ï0.103 ï0.081 0.005 0.013 0.081 

8 Importance of religion 2.650 1.125 0.223 ï0.130 0.120 0.124 0.125 

9 Black/African American 0.070 0.256 0.128 ï0.110 ï0.025 ï0.033 0.033 

10 Other nonwhites 0.070 0.255 0.413 ï0.589 0.213 0.219 ï0.019 

11 Whites 0.861 0.347 ï0.397 0.511 ï0.138 ï0.136 ï0.011 

12 Household income: less than $40,000 per year 0.330 0.471 ï0.069 0.039 ï0.063 ï0.076 0.025 

13 Household income: $40,000ï$69,999 per year 0.334 0.472 0.180 ï0.110 ï0.018 ï0.026 0.188 

14 Household income: $70,000 or more per year 0.336 0.473 ï0.114 ï0.028 0.080 0.100 ï0.208 

15 Participation in church groups and activities 1.843 1.509 0.145 ï0.136 0.144 0.154 0.032 

16 Number of close friends 8.135 3.550 ï0.019 ï0.013 0.004 0.010 0.189 

17 Frequency of Bible reading 3.655 2.422 0.190 ï0.158 0.172 0.179 0.152 

18 Theological conservatismïliberalism of church 1.417 1.355 0.144 0.006 ï0.046 ï0.028 ï0.184 
 

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

7 ï0.037            

8 0.076 ï0.037           

9 0.010 0.196 0.072          

10 0.018 0.234 0.016 ï0.075         

11 ï0.021 ï0.316 ï0.065 ï0.681 ï0.679        

12 ï0.172 0.064 ï0.043 0.068 0.017 ï0.063       

13 0.111 ï0.043 0.083 ï0.023 0.012 0.008 ï0.497      

14 0.061 ï0.022 ï0.040 ï0.045 ï0.029 0.055 ï0.500 ï0.504     

15 ï0.003 ï0.018 0.124 0.091 ï0.010 ï0.060 ï0.151 0.081 0.069    

16 0.012 0.010 0.179 ï0.059 0.012 0.034 ï0.282 0.039 0.245 0.097   

17 0.053 0.000 0.609 0.148 0.026 ï0.127 ï0.055 0.147 ï0.092 0.403 0.136  

18 ï0.146 ï0.065 ï0.123 0.061 ï0.068 0.009 ï0.145 0.037 0.107 0.019 ï0.022 ï0.094 

Note: N = 280, Weighted N= 325.128 

Table 5 shows the means of racial identity, religious identity, and racial 

composition of oneôs congregation by race. An ANOVA shows that the means between 

racial groups are significantly different for the importance of race, racial IQV of the 

church, and the percentage of oneôs own racial group in oneôs church. 
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Table 5: Weighted Means, 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 2.54 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  

Weighted n 279.79 22.75 22.59  

Racial Composition     

Racial IQV of church     

Mean 0.223 0.214 0.416 F = 15.81 

S.D. 0.215 0.218 0.279 p < .000 

Percentage of oneôs own racial group in church     

Mean 87.49 72.19 26.21 F = 60.77 

S.D. 16.732 35.733 33.461 p < .000 

n 186 47 35  

Weighted n 271.29 20.21 20.34  

Source: Panel Study of American Race and Ethnicity, Emerson and Sikkink (2006). 

Modeling Sample Selection for the PS-ARE 

Because churches are voluntary organizations, the placement of individuals into 

congregational communities is not a random 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 environments; it cannot be observed among individuals in churches that 

are completely racially homogenous because there would be no opportunities to meet 

other-race individuals there. Interracial friendship also cannot be observed among those 

who have no friends in their congregations at all. This is referred to as a censored sample. 

The type of censoring that occurs in analyzing the PS-ARE is referred to as 

sample selection (Heckman 1979), one of three types of censored-sample problems 

(Breen 1996). In this type of censoring, the dependent variable Y is truncated as a 

function of another variable. The dependent variable, intrachurch interracial friendship, is 
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observed only when z = 1, if z defines those who attend churches that are not racially 

homogenous. Those who attend racially homogenous churches do not have a value for Y. 

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, interracial friendship, which would produce a specification error in 

the model when using ordinary least squares (Berk 1983). Least-squares estimation on a 

truncated sample will under- or overestimate the impact of X on Y; that is, it will bias the 

estimates of the coefficients. 

Generalized versions of the Tobit model, known as sample-selection models, are 

often used to deal with problems
37

 such as those encountered in this study (Maddala 

1983). A particular version of the probit model developed by Tobin (1958), the Tobit 

model was designed explicitly for analysis with limited dependent variables. The Tobit 

model is appropriate for censored samples, where Y is observed based on some criterion 

defined in terms of Y itself.
38

 But in sample-selection models, Y is observed only 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 value of Y. 

Sample-selection models with continuous dependent variables involve a two-step 

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). The first stage 

                                                 
37

 The models used to deal with sample selection are sometimes grouped under ñTobit modelsò developed 

by Tobin (1958) (Amemiya 1984; Berk 1983), but the two-stage modeling process used is actually a 

generalized version of the Tobit model (Maddala 1983). 
38

 A commonly used example is that of income. If income is Y, for lowest wage earners, one may only 

know that their income is $10,000 per year or less. Y is truncated from below. 
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models the probability of selection. A probit analysis estimates the hazard rate
39

 ɚ, also 

referred to as the inverse Millsô ratio. The hazard rate is the probability that an individual 

would be excluded from the sample, that is, the probability that one would not attend a 

racially heterogeneous church. Those excluded from the sample would include 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 value of Y conditional on being included 

in the selected sample. It is a linear regression model that includes the estimate of ɚ 

generated in the first step. The estimator of ɓ is referred to as the Heckman estimator 

(Heckman 1979), and this two-stage model is sometimes referred to as the Heckman 

model or Heckman two-step method. However, the standard errors of the coefficients and 

the estimate of ů will still be incorrect. Another option is to estimate the model using 

maximum likelihood, often preferred because it is considered to be more efficient than 

the two-stage model, that is, it has smaller standard errors (Breen 1996). 

Because my study requires the use of binary dependent variables, I use an 

adaptation of the Heckman two-step method, a probit model with sample selection
40

 (Van 

de Ven and Van Praag 1981). Using the Heckman two-step here would be akin to running 

an OLS regression on dichotomous variables. Rather than generating a value for ɚ, 

                                                 
39

 The hazard rate is a ratio that ñrepresents for each observation the instantaneous probability of being 

excluded from the sample conditional to being in the pool at riskò (Berk 1983). 
40

 The probit model with sample selection is closely related to the bivariate probit model with partial 

observability. (A bivariate 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 model with sample 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 value for ɟ, which is the correlation between error terms for the 

outcome and selection equation. 

There is a situation in which the use of a sample-selection model can be 

determined to be unnecessary because estimates of ɓ will be unbiased.
41

 If the correlation 

between error terms is 0 (ɟ = 0), then selection and outcome equations are independent. If 

ɟ = 0, then the outcome equation can be estimated with a probit or logistic regression 

model, without sample selection. 

Heckmanôs estimator in particular is often criticized for being sensitive to model 

specification (Winship and Mare 1992) and must be used with caution (Breen 1996). For 

example, one widely cited study found that Heckmanôs model was no better than OLS in 

the bias and accuracy of parameter estimates (Stolzenberg and Relles 1990). This study, 

however, involved a case of severe censoring, in which the 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 the Heckman estimation (Breen 1996). 

Sample-selection models also are sensitive to distributional assumptions because 

the estimators are neither consistent nor efficient under heteroscedasticity and 

nonnormality (Amemiya 1984). This can be solved by using the Huber-White
42

 standard 

errors option in Stata (the robust option in Stata computes the Huber-White robust 

estimates of the standard errors). Following the recommendations of the Stata survey data 

manual, I account for complex sample design, which uses robust standard errors and 

                                                 
41

 When using the Heckman two-step model, if the correlation between ɚ and any independent variable is 0, 

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). 
42

 It is also referred to as the ñsandwichò estimate. 
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controls for clustered sampling within primary sampling units in the sample design (Stata 

Survey Data Reference Manual 2007). 

There is the possibility that modeling interracial friendship involves endogenous 

selection, in which intrachurch interracial friendship itself induces selection. That is, 

having a preexisting cross-race friend within the church causes an individual to then join 

that church. There are sample-selection models that can account for endogenous selection 

and outcome (Breen 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 for developing such networks.  

In the PS-ARE dataset, in addition to information on whether each named friend 

attends the respondentôs church, there is information on whether the friend is also a 

family member and/or a coworker. Although this list of other categories of relational ties 

does not exhaust all possible friendship loci, it does provide information on the degree of 

ñnicheò overlap between church friends and other types of friends, and therefore indicates 

the possibility that interracial church friends may be preexisting relationships from other 

contexts. Among the 280 Protestant churchgoers in the sample (excluding those who 

attend racially homogenous churches), only four respondents have interracial church 

friends who are also coworkers, but three of those 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 not family 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 dataset (ECCS), of 260 
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who have friends in church, 82 have church friends 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 contexts. So among those who 

have interracial friends in church, 72.06% are known 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 the church, 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 issue. 

Selection Model
43

 

Because individuals in racially homogenous churches would not have any 

opportunities for cross-race friends within those churches, they are excluded (or 

censored) from the analysis. It is important to model this selection factor because, as 

noted earlier, the factors that contribute to being in a racially heterogeneous church also 

may influence the likelihood of having different-race friends within oneôs church. If ɟ, 

the correlation between the error terms of the selection and outcome equation, is not 

significant (that is, the null hypothesis that ɟ = 0 cannot be rejected), then the two 

equations are independent. When I account for selection into racially heterogeneous 

churches, ɟ was not consistently significant (see Appendix C). Although one would 

                                                 
43

 Because the population to which I 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, I did test whether selection into being a Protestant who is a churchgoer would affect my outcome 

variable by regressing ɚ (the inverse hazard ratio, or inverse Millsô ratio) generated from my selection 

equation into a logistic regression model, in addition to running a probit sample-selection analysis, and 

found that neither ɚ nor ɟ was statistically significant. 



 

78 

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 friendship. Therefore, 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 meaningful.
44

 

The selection model as shown in Appendix C does provide information on what 

predicts choosing a racially nonhomogenous church. The diversity of oneôs neighborhood 

has the most significant effect on whether someone chooses a church that is racially 

homogenous. Also, 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, to ascertain whether religiosity affects the choice of church, I 

added religiosity variables reading the Bible and praying at nonmeal times as well as the 

importance of oneôs religion. None of these variables had an effect on whether one 

chooses a racially homogenous church. 

Although selection into a racially nonhomogenous church did not statistically bias 

the coefficients for the variables that predict having interracial friends in oneôs church, 

another selection criterion must be tested. Having any church friends at all is necessary if 

one or more of them are to be different-race friends. Upon examining the data, I found 

that only individuals who named two or more close friends in church had a different-race 
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 I 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 with greater homogeneity. 
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friend. Therefore, I model the factors that contribute to the likelihood of having two or 

more friends within oneôs church in the selection equation.
45

 

Because opportunities to meet and get to know others within a congregation are 

critical to developing close relational ties, I include the frequency of participation in 

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

congregational members that I initially included were years of attendance, frequency of 

attendance, and size of church. These three variables were ultimately excluded from 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 and intrachurch 

interracial friendship.) I also control for the relative size of oneôs friendship network, or 

the ease one may have in friend-making, by including the respondentsô total number of 

close friends. Religiosity also may influence making close friends in church. 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 between individuals. 

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 church friends. The other 

religiosity variables were thus excluded from the model. I included the respondentôs 

racial group size and racial heterogeneity of the church in the selection model in case the 
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 I also tested a sample-selection model that modeled having two or more church friends (outcome 

equation) conditional upon selection into racially nonhomogenous churches. Rho (ɟ) was not significant; 

therefore, the two equations are independent. See Appendix D. 
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size of oneôs racial group would inhibit or facilitate having more church friends, but these 

variables also had no effect. 

I 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 developing relationships 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 accountability within the church body (e.g., Hebrews 10:24ï25). In 

addition, I control for race (black, other nonwhite) and the size of oneôs close-friends 

network (total number of close friends), since nonwhites tend to have smaller networks 

than whites (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Brashears 2006). 

Tables 6ï8 show the models for 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 individuals who attend Protestant churches 

that are not racially homogenous. When using the subpopulation option for survey data in 

Stata, only the cases defined by the subpopulation are used in calculating estimates, but 

all cases in the survey population are used to calculate standard errors (ñStata FAQò 

N.d.). 
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Table 6: Identity Modelsô Unstandardized 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 1a Model 1b Model 1c 

Independent Variables       

Constant ï1.205
***

 (0.333) ï2.214
***

 (0.511) ï2.203
***

 (0.505) 

Racial Composition       

Size of R's racial group (percent)       

Racial heterogeneity of church (IQV)       

SES Composition       

Heterogeneity-Education (IQV)       

Heterogeneity-Income (IQV)       

25% or more of cong have incomes 100k+       

Identity salience       

Importance of race ï0.630
***

 (0.150) ï0.664
***

 (0.152) ï0.753
***

 (0.173) 

Black/Afr. Am.* Importance of race     0.350
--
 (0.341) 

Importance of religion   0.263
*
 (0.146) 0.288

**
 (0.132) 

Race+       

Black/African American 2.066
***

 (0.454) 2.160
***

 (0.523) 1.591
**

 (0.765) 

Other Nonwhites 3.388
***

 (0.486) 3.544
***

 (0.502) 3.732
***

 (0.563) 

Income++       

$40,000 to $69,999 0.796
**

 (0.304) 0.971
***

 (0.295) 0.918
***

 (0.278) 

$70,000+ 0.266
--
 (0.350) 0.386

--
 (0.381) 0.302

--
 (0.362) 

Selection Variables (weighted censored 

obs.= 32.019)       

Constant ï0.696
--
 (0.450) ï0.650

--
 (0.454) ï0.692

--
 (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) 

Theologically conservative church 0.183
*
 (0.096) 0.178

*
 (0.103) 0.177

*
 (0.103) 

Race+       

Black/African American ï0.512
--
 (0.415) ï0.566

--
 (0.429) ï0.592

--
 (0.406) 

Other Nonwhites ï0.612
--
 (0.375) ï0.629

*
 (0.371) ï0.633

*
 (0.371) 

Rho (́ ) ï0.813
**

 (0.151) ï0.590
**

 (0.209) ï0.599
**

 (0.188) 

F-statistic 9.84
***

 9.16
***

 7.90
***

 

d.f. (60 primary sampling units) (5,55) (6,54) (7,53) 

Weighted subpopulation size 232.596 232.596 232.596 

Source: Panel Study of American Race and Ethnicity, Emerson 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 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. +Referent category is whites, ++Referent category is 

incomes lower than $40,000. 
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Table 7: Racial and SES Comparison Modelsô Unstandardized 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 

 Racial Comp Racial and SES Comp Racial and SES Comp 

 Model 2 Model 3a Model 3b 

Independent Variables       

Constant 1.164
--
 (0.721) 0.827

--
 (1.377) 1.415

**
 (0.669) 

Racial Composition       

Size of R's racial group (percent) ï0.028
***

 (0.008) ï0.037
***

 (0.011) ï0.039
***

 (0.008) 

Racial heterogeneity of church (IQV) ï0.960
--
 (1.164) ï1.630

**
 (0.666) ï1.511

--
 (0.984) 

SES Composition       

Heterogeneity-Education (IQV)   ï1.623
*
 (0.855)   

Heterogeneity-Income (IQV)   2.207
--
 (2.022)   

25% or more of cong have incomes 100k+     ï1.003
**

 (0.492) 

Identity salience       

Importance of race       

Black/Afr. Am.* Importance of race       

Importance of religion       

Race+       

Black/African American 0.530
**

 (0.318) 0.750
*
 (0.410) 0.994

**
 (0.430) 

Other Nonwhites 1.333
***

 (0.445) 1.595
***

 (0.575) 1.831
***

 (0.446) 

Income++       

$40,000 to $69,999 0.551
***

 (0.243) 1.483
**

 (0.689) 1.497
***

 (0.447) 

$70,000+ ï0.067
--
 (0.304) 0.291

--
 (0.490) 0.476

--
 (0.498) 

Selection Variables (weighted censored 

obs.= 32.019)       

Constant ï0.615
--
 (0.432) ï0.813

*
 (0.475) ï0.747

*
 (0.433) 

Participation 0.390
**

 (0.127) 0.332
*
 (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) 0.192
***

 (0.432) 

Theologically conservative church 0.208
*
 (0.075) 0.215

**
 (0.085) 0.213

***
 (0.080) 

Race+       

Black/African American ï0.797
*
 (0.368) ï0.722

*
 (0.394) ï0.780

*
 (0.391) 

Other Nonwhites ï0.514
*
 (0.351) ï0.463

--
 (0.530) ï0.048

--
 (0.452) 

Rho (́ ) ï1.00
***

 (0.000) ï0.983
--
 (0.094) ï0.989

**
 (0.028) 

F-statistic 14.58
***

 5.91
***

 7.52
***

 

d.f. (60 primary sampling units) (6,54) (8,52) (7,53) 

Weighted subpopulation size 229.658 187.353 202.682 

Source: Panel Study of American Race and Ethnicity, Emerson 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 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. +Referent category is whites, ++Referent category is 

incomes lower than $40,000. 
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Table 8: Racial and Identity Comparison Modelsô Unstandardized 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 

 

Racial Comp and 

Identity 

Racial Comp and 

Identity 

Racial Comp and 

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) ï0.033
***

 (0.009) ï0.037
***

 (0.010) ï0.034
***

 (0.008) 

Racial heterogeneity of church (IQV) ï1.736
**

 (0.843) ï2.102
**

 (0.935) ï1.269
--
 (0.782) 

SES Composition       

Heterogeneity-Education (IQV)       

Heterogeneity-Income (IQV)       

25% or more of cong have incomes 100k+       

Identity salience       

Importance of race ï0.616
***

 (0.137) ï0.626
***

 (0.150)   

Black/Afr. Am.* Importance of race       

Importance of religion   0.288
***

 (0.097) 0.363
***

 (0.132) 

Race+       

Black/African American 1.265
**

 (0.476) 1.292
**

 (0.539) 0.602
*
 (0.361) 

Other Nonwhites 2.192
***

 (0.420) 2.174
***

 (0.442) 1.174
***

 (0.404) 

Income++       

$40,000 to $69,999 0.810
**

 (0.307) 0.982
***

 (0.314) 0.746
***

 (0.211) 

$70,000+ 0.122
--
 (0.452) 0.255

--
 (0.474) ï0.009

--
 (0.402) 

Selection Variables (weighted censored 

obs.= 32.019)       

Constant ï0.746
--
 (0.461) ï0.702

--
 (0.462) ï0.647

--
 (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 0.170
***

 (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 American ï0.703
*
 (0.384) ï0.677

*
 (0.379) ï0.719

*
 (0.378) 

Other Nonwhites ï0.668
*
 (0.370) ï0.651

*
 (0.372) ï0.597

--
 (0.389) 

Rho (́ ) ï0.861
***

 (0.116) ï0.748
***

 (0.156) ï0.857
**

 (0.152) 

F-statistic 8.02
***

 11.25
***

       12.62
***

 

d.f. (60 primary sampling units) (7,53) (8,52) (7,53) 

Weighted subpopulation size 229.658 229.658 229.658 

Source: Panel Study of American Race and Ethnicity, Emerson 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 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. +Referent category is whites, ++Referent category is 

incomes lower than $40,000. 
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When accounting for the likelihood of having two or more church friends, ɟ is 

significant at p < .05, indicating that the factors that contribute to having church friends 

also affect the likelihood of having a different-race friend. The total number of close 

friends, being nonwhite, and theological conservatism or liberalism of oneôs church have 

a significant effect on having church friends, but only at the p < .10 level. Only in the 

combined racial- and socioeconomic-composition 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 statistically significant at p < .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 my outcome equation. In 

order to ascertain whether race makes a difference in having a friend in church at all, I 

also tried a selection model that predicts having one or more close church friends versus 

zero friends. However, using this selection criterion did not 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 close church friend 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, I excluded any control variables that lacked 

statistical significance in their effect on interracial friendship if 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 other variables, 

I excluded the following: gender, age, marital experience, and extrachurch interracial 

friendship; size, age, and religious tradition of the respondentôs congregation; and 

urbanicity, region, and neighborhood racial composition. Surprisingly, having different-

race friends outside of the church context had no relationship to having interracial friends 

within the church context. 

Model 1b of Table 6 shows the coefficients for tests of Hypotheses 1 and 3. Both 

the importance of race and the importance of religion are significant and in the 

hypothesized direction. Interracial friendship within oneôs church is less likely the more 

important an individual feels his or her race is, and the more important oneôs religious 

identity, the more likely he or she is to have a cross-race friend in church. Further, 

previous studies suggested that there is a relationship between oneôs religious identity and 

oneôs racial identity; that is, having oneôs religious identity as salient may make oneôs 

racial identity less important. The data do not show this to be true. The importance of 

religion and the importance of race have a correlation of virtually zero (ï0.0367, 

p = .5405). Further, the addition of religious identity in Model 1b has virtually no effect 

on the size or strength of the coefficient for racial identity. When I correlate the 

importance of race and religion for whites, blacks, and other nonwhites, the correlation 

coefficient is significant (p < .01) and negative (ï0.4381) only for blacks. 

Identities not only affect 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 

the cross-sectional nature of my dataset, I examined whether racial identity was related to 

the length of time or frequency with which one participates in oneôs congregation, which 
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might also increase the likelihood of friendship formation. However, there was no 

correlation between racial identity and the years or frequency of attendance, hours of 

participation, participation in small groups, or participation in other religious education in 

oneôs congregation. It may be that racial identity is not greatly affected by oneôs 

congregational involvement because individuals are likely to choose congregations that 

do not pose a serious challenge to their existing identity. 

I expected that the negative relationship between the salience of oneôs racial 

identity and intrachurch interracial friendship would be stronger for blacks (Hypothesis 

2), but this hypothesis is not supported. The interaction term ñblack x importance of raceò 

was not significant (Model 1c). 

Results assessing the effect of the churchôs racial composition are shown in 

Model 2 of Table 7. Only the coefficient for the proportionate size of oneôs racial group 

is significant at p < .001, in a negative direction. Heterogeneity of the church is not 

related to interracial friendship, however. Although the coefficient is in 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 

between heterogeneity and the size of oneôs racial group (ï0.610). If one belongs to a 

congregation with a large proportion of oneôs racial group, heterogeneity would be low 

by definition. Alternately, when one is a small numerical minority in the congregation, 

the pool of different-race others available for 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 (Table 8), the coefficient for the racial heterogeneity of the church becomes significant 
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at p < .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 interracial 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 size of oneôs own racial group. This indicates 

that those most likely to make cross-race friends in their church are first those in a 

numerical racial minority group in a congregation that is mostly homogenous (e.g., 

whites in a mostly Asian church), followed by those in the numerical racial majority (e.g., 

Asians in a mostly Asian 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 congregations (e.g., Asians in a church that is 50% Asian, 20% white, and 30% 

Hispanic). 

However, Model 2ôs F-statistic is 14.58, whereas Model 4aôs and Model 4bôs F-

statistics are 8.02 and 11.25, respectively, indicating that the racial composition model, 

without the identity variables, is a better fit to the data. Moreover, among the models with 

the same weighted subpopulation size, Model 2 has the highest F-statistic and is the fit 

for the data overall. 

Because racial heterogeneity does not capture the particular racial composition of 

an organization and because of the somewhat inconsistent results from tests of racial 

heterogeneity, I also tried using categorical measures of racial composition. The 

categories used were ñmainly whiteò or congregations with more than 80% white 

majority; ñmainly nonwhiteò or congregations with more than 80% nonwhite majority; 

ñmultiracial,ò or congregations in which one racial group was no more than 60% to 80% 
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of the congregants; and ñmixed race,ò or congregations in which one racial group was 

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. The larger the proportion of oneôs racial group size 

within the church, the less likely one is to have interracial friendship. Or, stated 

conversely, the smaller the proportion of oneôs racial group within the church, the more 

likely one is to have interracial friendship. Since the size of oneôs racial group determines 

the number of different-race alters (or same-race alters) available for friendship, this is 

not surprising. Further, individuals who choose to be numerical racial minorities within 

their congregation may feel very comfortable with different-race others and thus would 

be much more likely than those who choose a congregation in which their racial group is 

the majority to befriend different-race others, which may then increase the likelihood of 

interracial friendship for all congregants. 

I 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, they are more likely when compared to whites to 

have cross-race 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 significant (p < .10). In 

fact, compared to whites, all nonwhites (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. Therefore, Hypothesis 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 

at least two church friends. However, those who fall in the ñother nonwhiteò category are 

more likely to have cross-race friends than either blacks or whites. 

I also tested race in interaction with relative group size in order to ascertain 

whether the effect of relative group size on interracial friendship depends on race. I 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 heterogeneity and education 

heterogeneity to the racial composition model, only education heterogeneity is 

significant, and only marginally so (p < .10). When an individualôs congregation is 

homogenous educationally, he or she is more likely to have interracial friendship. 

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 themselves.
46

 There were only three broad 

categories from which to calculate heterogeneity for both education and income.
47

 Thus, 

                                                 
46

 In the PS-ARE dataset, it is not possible to know whether the congregations were stratified 

socioeconomically by race because data were not collected on a sample of congregants within each 

congregation. Per individual respondent, the data include information on the percentage of different 

socioeconomic categories and the percentage of different racial groups in his or her church.  
47

 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 

different from a congregation that is mainly higher income. I try a model using ñpercentage of congregants 

with Bachelorôs degrees or higherò as well as a model using ñpercentage of congregants with household 

incomes of $100,000 and over,ò both of which yielded strange outputs in Stata. Because previous research 

has shown that higher income congregations tend to be more diverse, I then used categorical dummy 

variables for the education and income composition of the congregation: ñHighly educated congregationò is 

a congregations in which over 50% of the attendees hold Bachelorôs degrees or higher (34.16% of the 

congregations fall into this category) and ñHigh income congregationò is a congregation in which 25% or 

more of the attendees earn household incomes of $100,000 or higher (29% of congregations fall into this 

category). Only ñhigh income congregationò was significant in the model, as shown in Model 3b. However, 

when identity variables are added to this model, the model becomes ñstuckò in Stata. 
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the hypothesis that socioeconomic homogeneity in a congregation is positively related to 

the likelihood of interracial friendship (Hypothesis 8) is not supported. 

I also hypothesized that higher-socioeconomic-status individuals would be more 

likely to have interracial friendships (Hypothesis 9). When testing both education and 

income, education was not significant when added to the model, so it was excluded from 

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 within oneôs church. Rather, it is the middle-income individuals 

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 church as frequently 

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 possible that 

those in the middle-income categories have greater interracial contact. However, when I 

incorporated frequency of interracial contact as a variable, it was not significant, which 

may be due to collinearity with being nonwhite as well as collinearity with the size of 

oneôs racial group in the congregation. Further, the quality of interracial contact would 

not be known through a frequency of interracial contact variable. Knowing the frequency 

of contact does not reveal whether the contact, however frequent, is a negative or positive 

interaction. Those in lower- and upper-income categories may experience negative 

interracial contact from higher-status or lower-status individuals, respectively. Likewise, 

middle-income individuals may be more likely to interact with different-race individuals 

who are similar in status. 
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Discussion: PS-ARE 

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 as a factor in 

cross-race friendship formation among Protestant churchgoers, but the effect of race 

varies at different stages. 

First, race matters in the initial choice of oneôs church. African Americans are 

more likely to be in racially homogenous churches, controlling for the diversity of oneôs 

neighborhood. Therefore, it matters in that blacks, more so than other racial groups, are 

more likely to seek out churches that are wholly one race.
48

 This is consistent with 

previous research that has shown that more than 80% of African 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, but also essential political, economic, 

and social resources to a disadvantaged population (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Morris 

1984; Patillo-McCoy 1998). For example, black churches provide opportunities for 

leadership and status, political mobilization, and financial 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 

oneôs own race, having at least two close friends in church is a necessary condition for 

having a cross-race friend. In these data, everyone who names close church friends 
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 This choice may not always be voluntary. Depending on the degree of residential segregation, some 

blacks may not have a choice between all-black congregations or more diverse congregations. 
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named at least one same-race church friend. In addition, although the effect of race is 

inconsistent in this regard, nonwhites may be less likely than whites to have at least two 

close church friends. It is important to note, however, that the difference in number of 

friends may reflect a difference in how different racial groups define ñcloseness.ò If 

previous research has indicated that nonwhites tend to have smaller nonkin networks, it 

may be because ñclosenessò of a friend may be measured against the closeness one has 

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 among racial 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, although 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 any cross-race friends. Nonwhites are more likely than whites to have cross-race 

friendships, controlling for how many same-race alters are available as well as the overall 

racial diversity of the congregation. Further, regardless of how important race or religion 

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 pointðbeing in a racially heterogeneous church and on the likelihood of 

making two or more friends within oneôs church. Given that those two conditions are 

met, being nonwhite has a positive influence on making interracial friends. It is whites in 

these environments that have greater in-group preferences. The fact 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 mainly by oneôs residence. It may be that that very choice facilitates 

interracial friendship among nonwhites and inhibits interracial friendship among whites. 

This finding runs counter to studies from schools showing that there is greater in-

group preference among blacks compared to other racial groups. Those black congregants 

that have chosen places of worship that are not wholly composed of their own race are 

more likely to form cross-race friends. Other research on blacks in interracial churches 

(defined as those who attend churches that are less than 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 provide insight 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 importance of oneôs racial identity and the value he or she places on 

religion are both important and independent predictors of interracial friendship. Although 

the importance of religion does not ñtrumpò the effect of either race or racial identity on 

interracial friendship within congregations, it does influence the formation of cross-race 

ties along with race. Individuals who feel that religion is very important to them and feel 

that their race is unimportant to them have the greatest likelihood of having interracial 

friendships, but each exerts an independent effect on interracial friendship formation.
49

 

Further, the salience of religious identity has an effect independent of religious behavior, 
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 I 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 often occur based on perceived similarity between individuals, and 

identity salience may be considered a measure of which characteristic one might base that 

similarity on. Therefore, these results suggest that identity salience is an important 

subjective measure of the relative significance of an individualôs characteristics on 

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 having cross-race ties. 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 desirable to forge 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 with a greater proportion of same-race friends in their 

congregation are those who have a greater likelihood of finding same-race alters. Further, 

when controlling for identity, the racial heterogeneity of oneôs congregation had a 

negative relationship to having an interracial 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 paradoxically, congregants in racially diverse churches may make less effort to 

form close friendship ties with people of different races because they assume cross-race 

ties are occurring. It may be the diverse environment that they seek, not necessarily close 

relationships with other-race individuals. Individuals in these contexts may be 
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accustomed to being in diverse environmentsðand may even consider a diverse 

congregational environment is an opportunity to find friends of oneôs own race, which 

would ultimately inhibit cross-race tie formation. For example, a person who may feel 

marginal in his or her own racial ingroup may find other same-race individuals who also 

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

may be more 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. Although in 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 minority-race 

members, having different-race friends would be highly likely, given the low number of 

same-race 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 

ñmainly whiteò (whites compose more than 80% of the congregation) or ñmainly 

nonwhiteò (nonwhites compose more than 80% of the congregation) congregations were 

not members of the majority race. Only three out of those 13 are minorities (whites) in 

ñmainly nonwhiteò congregations. Choosing a congregation in which one is part of a very 

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 white religious culture), or are perhaps more willing to 

ñstrategically assimilateò (Lacy 2007) to the majority group in their congregation. 
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Therefore, based on the results from the analysis of the PS-ARE dataset, I 

conclude that religion does not trump race. The population 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 religious identity actually is divisive along 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 divergent 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 friendsða condition 

that is also affected by raceðrace 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 homogenous friendship networks. This is not to say that religious identity is 

unimportant, however. Although it does not negate or ñtrumpò the effect of racial identity 

or race on the propensity to make cross-race friends, the salience of religion can be a vital 

bridge between different-race Protestant churchgoers; the more important oneôs religious 

identity, the more likely one is to have cross-race friends. 

There are several aspects of interracial friendship formation that these results do 

not explain. How and why individuals choose the churches they do could be critically 

important to understanding the propensity to form cross-race friendships within 

congregations. If one chooses a church because it is diverse, is he or she more likely to 

seek out cross-race 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 example, both race and religion may be very important in oneôs life, but 

oneôs faith may 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 choosing a value based on comparisons to othersô 

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 formation is a two-sided 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, but also in terms of othersô identities, is important information that is 

missing from this analysis. It was suggested earlier that individuals may choose 

congregations that are, in effect, a ñmatchò to their racial and religious identities. 

Therefore, knowing how racial and 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 or 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 assessed.  
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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, because of 

these aforementioned weaknesses with the above analysis, I also analyze data collected 

from four multiracial congregations. In the following section, I describe results from 

analysis of the ECCS data and compare them to the PS-ARE analysis. In addition, the 

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 congregations has a distinctive congregational 

membership, in Table 9, I display the demographic information for each congregation 

rather than for each of the two churches. In addition, for comparison purposes, Table 9 

shows the demographic profiles for the national averages among conservative Protestant 

churchgoers who attend racially nonhomogenous churches from the PS-ARE dataset. 

Table 10 displays 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 Cross-Race 

Friendship by Church Site, Including National Data from the PS-ARE 

 MC  JC     

 
City 

(within site) 

 Varsity 
(within site) 

 Stanton 
(within site) 

 Gatewood 
(within site) 

 
Total  

 % n  % n  % n  % n  % n Natôl 

Close church friends                

0 church friends 17.0 9  25.6 43  61.5 32  50.7 71  37.5 155  

Only same-race friends 49.1 26  27.4 46  21.2 11  27.9 39  29.5 122  

At least 1 interracial friend 34.0 18  47.0 79  17.3 9  21.4 30  32.9 136  

 100 53  100 168  100 52  100 140  100 413  

Race                

Whites 18.2 10  49.2 87  51.9 28  76.7 112  54.9 237  

Blacks 76.4 42  40.8 72  37.0 20  10.3 15  34.5 149  

Other race 5.5 3  10.2 18  11.1 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  68.3 112  63.7 305  

Male 39.7 23  38.9 77  37.3 22  31.7 52  36.3 174  

 100 58  100 198  100 59  100 164  100 479  

Education                

High school or less 23.6 13  20.2 36  5.5 3  21.2 31  19.1 83 55.92%
b
 

Trade certificate/associatesô 5.5 3  15.2 27  14.6 8  17.8 26  14.8 64 22.91%
b
 

Bachelors degree 41.8 23  40.5 72  47.3 26  31.5 46  38.5 167 14.03%
b
 

Graduate degree 29.1 16  24.2 43  32.7 18  29.5 43  27.7 120 7.14%
b
 

 100 55  100 178  100 55  100 146  100 434  

Household income                

< $25,000 21.6 11  2.4 4  7.8 4  8.8 12  7.6 31 21.89%
c
 

$25,000ï$49,999 23.5 12  10.6 18  21.6 11  19.7 27  16.4 68 30.89%
c
 

$50,000ï$74,999 17.7 9  17.1 29  19.6 10  20.4 28  18.6 76 23.20%
c
 

$75,000ï$99,999 19.6 10  22.4 38  21.6 11  17.5 24  20.3 83 11.37%
c
 

> $100,000k 17.7 9  47.7 81  29.4 15  33.6 46  36.9 151 12.83%
c
 

 100 51  100 170  100 51  100 137  100 409  

Marital status                

Married 30.9 17  72.9 129  45.5 25  57.9 84  59.0 255 57.37%
d
 

Unmarried 69.1 38  27.1 48  54.6 30  42.1 61  41.0 177 42.63%
d
 

 100 55  100 177  100 55  100 145  100 432  

Median age in years 28 57  41 191  34.5 56  39 162  38 466 46
d
 

Mean # church friends
a
 (s.d.) 2.55 (0.46)  2.15 (1.79)  0.90 (1.43)  1.13 (1.46)  1.64 (1.69) 1.12

e,f
 

N  53   169   52   141   415 182.50 

a
Of 5 possible; 

b
N = 232.50; 

c
N = 205.62; 

d
N = 236.49; 

e
Of 4 possible; 

f
Standard deviation = 1.29; 

g
N = 182.50. 



 

100 

Table 10: Means, Standard Deviations, 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 friendship 0.527 0.500 .      

3 Salient racial identity 0.138 0.345 ï0.047 ï0.067     

4 Salient religious identity 0.626 0.484 0.175 ï0.050 ï0.255    

5 MC-City 0.121 0.326 0.161 ï0.107 0.203 0.091   

6 MC-Varsity 0.415 0.493 0.204 0.204 ï0.069 0.160 ï0.312  

7 JC-Stanton 0.123 0.329 ï0.189 ï0.045 0.086 ï0.159 ï0.139 ï0.315 

8 JC-Gatewood 0.342 0.475 ï0.193 ï0.112 ï0.127 ï0.120 ï0.267 ï0.606 

9 Black/African American 0.345 0.476 0.064 ï0.184 0.401 0.016 0.337 0.108 

10 Other nonwhites 0.106 0.309 ï0.004 0.232 0.040 ï0.058 ï0.064 ï0.013 

11 Whites 0.549 0.498 ï0.058 0.032 ï0.407 0.022 ï0.282 ï0.096 

12 Married 0.590 0.492 0.018 0.224 ï0.133 0.067 ï0.218 0.235 

13 Household income 4.623 1.328 ï0.041 0.118 ï0.089 0.037 ï0.211 0.254 

14 Education 5.217 1.822 ï0.054 ï0.038 ï0.026 ï0.015 0.004 ï0.040 

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 ï0.058 0.164 0.138 0.372 

17 Frequency of attendance 3.813 0.736 0.283 0.117 ï0.000 0.191 0.087 0.202 

18 Involved in a small group 0.470 0.500 0.350 0.103 ï0.061 0.123 0.016 0.143 

19 Number of close friends 0.475 0.972 0.198 0.108 ï0.022 0.096 0.073 0.191 
 

 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

8 ï0.270            

9 0.020 ï0.364           

10 0.006 0.055 ï0.251          

11 ï0.023 0.314 ï0.800 ï0.381         

12 ï0.105 ï0.016 ï0.205 0.053 0.163        

13 ï0.055 ï0.080 ï0.104 ï0.028 0.117 0.504       

14 0.126 ï0.050 ï0.014 ï0.032 0.033 0.090 0.146      

15 ï0.100 ï0.243 0.197 ï0.001 ï0.185 0.030 0.095 0.008     

16 ï0.330 ï0.251 0.105 ï0.084 ï0.048 0.231 0.246 ï0.024 0.089    

17 ï0.173 ï0.151 0.008 ï0.026 0.009 0.122 ï0.008 ï0.037 0.092 0.236   

18 ï0.110 ï0.084 0.003 ï0.015 0.007 0.103 0.063 0.006 0.037 0.267 0.364  

19 0.055 ï0.110 0.063 ï0.034 ï0.039 ï0.127 ï0.128 ï0.067 0.040 ï0.040 0.062 0.028 

 

Clearly, these four multiracial congregations are unusual, especially when 

compared to national data; I do not assume that these data are representative of all 

Protestant churchgoers.
50

 Rather, I use these data to begin to assess the role of the 

                                                 
50

 Although it is not my purpose here, it may be possible to use a truncated regression model in order to 

generalize these data to the entire population of Protestant churchgoers. The ECCS data are truncated in 

addition to being censored. That is, unlike the PS-ARE data, I lack information on the explanatory variables 

for those who do not attend these churches, in addition to the lack of values for Y among 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 regression model, the interpretation of ɓ would 

hold for the entire population and not just for the particular sample (Breen 1996). This truncated regression 

model accommodates situations in which ɚ cannot be estimated in the first stage of the two-stage model. 

However, this model would need to be adapted for binary dependent variables. I choose not to use this 
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organization in influencing friendship for these particular congregations. First, I 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 are only four organizations in my sample of congregations 

(which is not sufficient for multilevel modeling), I use dummy variables for each of the 

four congregations. Although it is a somewhat crude approach because the congregations 

differ from each other in their racial and socioeconomic composition, age, size, location, 

and religious culture, it does provide an indication of the potential influence of the 

congregation independent of attendeesô individual characteristics if the congregation 

dummy variables are statistically significant. In the next chapter, I describe in greater 

depth the particular characteristics of these congregations and how the organizational 

context may affect interracial friendship. 

Selection Model: ECCS Data 

Consistent with the analysis of the PS-ARE data, I 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 interracial friend 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 152 do not. It is possible that the high rate of church friendships in 

these data as opposed to respondents in the PS-ARE may be due to contextual priming of 

                                                                                                                                                 
truncated regression model because I am not attempting to generalize the congregations in the ECCS to a 

wider population. I am interested in the differences between these congregations in and of themselves as 

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 not told that the study was specifically about interracial friendship), and 

therefore, they may have been primed to think of church friends more so than other 

friends. However, it is more likely that there is unusually more intrachurch friendship in 

these churches, as will be explicated in Chapter Five.  Further, one would expect the bias 

toward naming church friends to be higher in the PS-ARE. In addition to asking 

respondents to name up to four close friends, the PS-ARE specifically asked for two 

additional church friends, so one would expect higher rates of church friendship among 

PS-ARE respondents. 

In addition to using three dummy variables for each of the congregations, with 

Jackson ChurchïGatewood as the reference category, I use indicators for exposure, 

religiosity, race, and total number of close friends, as in the previous analysis. In order to 

measure exposure to other congregants or opportunities to befriend other churchgoers, I 

included years of attendance, frequency of attendance, hours of participation in church 

activities outside of weekly services, and involvement in a small group. Of these, hours 

of participation was not significant and was therefore excluded from the model, which 

had a negligible effect on the other coefficients. As in the previous analysis, I also 

included a measure of private religious behavior and salience of religious identity. 

Neither was significant, and they were both ultimately excluded from the final model. In 

the analysis using the PS-ARE dataset, race was a significant contributor to having 

church friends, even when controlling for the total number of close friends. Surprisingly, 

race had no effect on having church friends in the ECCS congregations. 

As shown in Tables 11 and 12, ɟ is significant at p < .05, and the Wald test of 

independent equations chi-square statistic is also significant at p < .05. Therefore, the null 
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hypothesis that ɟ = 0 (that the selection and substantive equations are independent) is 

rejected. As expected, the 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 close church 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 dummy variables. 

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 facilitates friendship 

formation, or Jackson Church may have characteristics that inhibit friendship formation. I 

investigate the differences between these environments in greater depth in Chapters Four 

and Five. 
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Table 11: Control and Identity Modelsô Unstandardized Coefficients 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 ï0.049
--
 (0.275) 0.092

--
 (0.286) ï0.074

--
 (0.278) 

Identity       

Salient racial identity   ï0.064
--
 (0.150) 0.391

--
 (0.531) 

Black/Afr. American x racial identity     ï0.446
--
 (0.606) 

Salient religious identity   ï0.244
--
 (0.177)   

Congregation Dummies+       

MC-City 0.004
--
 (0.292) 0.073

--
 (0.299) 0.046

--
 (0.299) 

MC-Varsity 0.376
--
 (0.244) 0.401

*
 (0.244) 0.377

--
 (0.242) 

JC-Stanton 0.272
--
 (0.341) 0.251

--
 (0.355) 0.242

--
 (0.354) 

Race++       

Black/African American ï0.334
*
 (0.193) ï0.329

*
 (0.200) ï0.321

--
 (0.205) 

Other Nonwhites 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 ï3.496
***

 (0.556) ï3.434
***

 (0.555) ï3.405
***

 (0.556) 

Congregation Dummies+       

MC-City 0.644
**

 (0.308) 0.644
**

 (0.311) 0.650
**

 (0.311) 

MC-Varsity 0.298
*
 (0.172) 0.306

*
 (0.172) 0.308

*
 (0.172) 

JC-Stanton ï0.135
--
 (0.210) ï0.166

--
 (0.212) ï0.167

--
 (0.212) 

Years attend church 0.240
***

 (0.066) 0.235
***

 (0.066) 0.235
***

 (0.066) 

Frequency of attendance 0.260
**

 (0.107) 0.247
**

 (0.106) 0.241
**

 (0.107) 

Small group 0.674
***

 (0.162) 0.689
***

 (0.162) 0.691
***

 (0.162) 

Total number of close friends 0.351
***

 (0.067) 0.350
***

 (0.067) 0.349
***

 (0.067) 

Rho (́ ) ï0.591
**

 (0.185) ï0.592
**

 (0.178) ï0.570
**

 (0.184) 

Wald test of independent equations, chi-square 5.41
**

 5.56
**

 5.01
**

 

Wald chi-square 31.69
***

 32.35
***

 33.06
***

 

d.f. 6 8 8 

N 407  404 405 

Censored/uncensored observations 154/253 154/250 154/251 

Source: East Coast City 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. Standard errors are presented in parentheses. ***p < .01, ** 

p < .05, * p < .10. +Referent category is JC-Gatewood, ++Referent category is whites. 
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Table 12: SES and Diversity Modelsô Unstandardized Coefficients Showing the Effects of Identity on 

Interracial Friendship in Four Multiracial Congregations  

 Probit Models with Sample Selection 

 SES Model 2 Chose for Diversity Model 3 

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) ï0.203

--
 (0.311) 

MC-Varsity 0.507
**

 (0.257) 0.311
--
 (0.279) 

JC-Stanton 0.306
--
 (0.366) 0.208

--
 (0.330) 

Race++     

Black/African American ï0.374
*
 (0.207) ï0.321

--
 (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 ï0.012
--
 (0.076)   

Education ï0.064
--
 (0.040)   

Chose church for its racial diversity    0.238
--
 (0.230) 

Selection Variables       

Constant     

Congregation Dummies+     

MC-City ï3.509
***

 (0.573) ï3.322
***

 (0.573) 

MC-Varsity 0.626
**

 (0.307) 0.583
*
 (0.308) 

JC-Stanton 0.291
*
 (0.174) 0.196

--
 (0.177) 

Years attend church ï0.142
--
 (0.215) ï0.205

--
 (0.207) 

Frequency of attendance     

Small group 0.235
***

 (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) 

Independent Variables 0.355
***

 (0.070) 0.358
***

 (0.070) 

Constant ï0.520
**

 (0.194) ï0.628
*
 (0.260) 

Wald test of independent equations, chi-square 
3.95

**
 4.08

**
 

Wald chi-square 31.17
***

 26.56
***

 

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. Standard errors are presented in parentheses. ***p < .01, ** p < .05, * 

p < .10. +Referent category is JC-Gatewood, ++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 this, I use the robust standard errors option with 

clustering by household ID in Stata. 

Substantive Model: ECCS Data 

In each of the models, gender, age, and extrachurch interracial friendship were 

dropped from the analysis because they were not statistically significant in 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 1a of Table 11 displays the coefficients for tests of Hypothesis 1, that a 

salient racial identity 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 friendship, contrary to 

the findings in the national dataset.
51

 There 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 the significance of oneôs racial identity, thereby reversing 

the causal direction of racial identity on interracial friendship. I examined the data to 

determine whether the years of attendance, frequency of attendance, hours of 

participation, involvement in a small group, and involvement in ministry groups were 

related to the salience of oneôs racial identity in addition to the other ethnic identity 

                                                 
51

 Because it can be argued that the discrepancy stems from a difference in the variables used, I replaced the 

salient racial identity variable with the other available racial identity variables in the dataset, how close do 

you feel to your racial/ethnic group and how much does your race/ethnicity affect your life, which are a 

closer match to variables in the PS-ARE. However, none of these variables significantly affected interracial 

friendship either. I also replaced the salient religious identity variable with other measures of religiosity 

available in the ECCS, hours of private devotion and do you feel you are a strong Christian, and neither of 

those variables predicted interracial friendship as well. 
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variables, how close do you feel to your racial/ethnic group and how much does your 

race/ethnicity affect your life. However, 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, I also examined the data to determine whether the years of attendance, 

frequency of attendance, 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 Church (r
2 
= 0.172, 0.203, and 0.150, 

respectively). None of the exposure variables was correlated with religious identity for 

the Mannington Church congregations. I added these three exposure variables, 

individually and in conjunction, to the control model along with salient religious identity, 

but there was no change in the statistical nonsignificance of religious identity in its effect 

on interracial friendship. 

Salient racial identity may not be exhibiting an effect because race and 

congregation dummy variables are accounting for the variation in racial identity. Race 

was indicated as an important aspect of oneôs identity almost exclusively among 

nonwhites. Only 2 of 232 white attendees marked race as one of the three most important 

self-identities. However, 32.4% of blacks (n = 145) and 17.4% of nonwhites (n = 46) 

noted race as one of the top three self-identifiers. The difference in choosing race as an 

important identity indeed varies by race (Pearson ɢ
2 

= 76.867, p < .001). Further, the 

difference between blacks who cited race as a salient racial identity varies by 

congregation. Table 13 shows the cross-tabulations of salient racial identity by 



 

108 

congregation among black congregants. In both of Mannington Churchôs congregations, 

black congregants have lower rates of choosing race as an important identity compared to 

Jackson Church. Mannington ChurchïVarsityôs African American population, which 

comprises 40.7% of the congregation, has the lowest percentage of those who noted race 

as important to their self-identity. In addition, the percentages of those in Jacksonôs two 

congregations who indicated race as a salient self-identity are nearly identical. 

Table 13: Cross-Tabulations of Salient Racial Identity by Congregation Site among Blacks Only 

 MC  JC 

 City  Varsity  Stanton  Gatewood 

 % n  % n  % N  % n 

Race is a salient self-identity 40.0  16  20.0  14  50.0  10  46.7  7 

Race is not a salient self-identity 60.0  24  80.0  56  50.0  10  53.3  8 

N  40   70   20   15 

Pearson ɢ
2
 (3) = 10.189; p = .017. 

Salient religious identity also varies by congregation site. Table 14 shows the 

cross-tabulations for salient religious identity by congregation site. The chi-square 

statistic (ɢ
2 

= 24.676), which is significant at p < .001, indicates that whether one chooses 

religion as the most salient self-identity varies by congregation. Also, percentages among 

Mannington Church are similar (within three percentage points), and percentages among 

Jackson Church are similar (within three percentage points). 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 each congregation account for congregation-level 

variance. I discuss the different religious ñapproachesò in greater depth in the next 

section. 
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Table 14: Cross-Tabulations of Salient Religious Identity by Congregation Site 

 MC  JC 

 City  Varsity  Stanton  Gatewood 

 % n  % n  % n  % n 

Religion is the most salient self-identity 74.6  41  71.7  137  41.8  23  54.5  85 

Religion is not the most salient self-

identity 

25.5  14  28.3  54  58.2  32  45.4  71 

N  55   191   55   156 

Pearson ɢ
2
 (3) = 24.676; p = .000. 

These results suggest that racial and religious identities are influenced by the 

church context. Each congregation attracts individuals with particular racial and religious 

identities, and individuals may choose congregations that are a perceived match to their 

sense of self-identity based on the churchôs racial culture and/or religious culture. One is 

not likely to choose or remain in a community in which there is no sense of affinity or 

similarity. Also, churches actively shape identities, which may further facilitate similar 

salience of identities among its members. I explore how each congregation may have a 

different approach to developing a racially integrated community, particularly by how it 

frames racial and religious identity in Chapter Six. 

As shown in Model 1b of Table 11, Hypothesis 2, that the negative relationship 

between racial identity and intrachurch interracial friendship is stronger for blacks, is 

unsupported.
52

 However, Table 11 shows that Hypothesis 7, that blacks are less likely to 

have cross-race ties than other racial groups, is supported. The negative coefficient, 

however, is only marginally significant at p < .10. This is contrary to the findings from 

the PS-ARE, which showed that blacks were more likely to have cross-race ties 

conditional upon having at least two church friends. And, as noted earlier, unlike the 
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 I chose not to add salient religious identity to Model 1b in order to keep the model as parsimonious as 

possible. 
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previous PS-ARE analysis, race did not account for any differences in the number of 

church friends. Other nonwhites, however, are more likely to have cross-race ties 

(p < .001), similar to the previous analysis. 

With these data, I 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 congregations (n = 4). However, it is helpful to look at the data to determine 

whether any relationship between demographic composition and interracial friendship 

exists at all. Tables 15ï17 show the raw data for the racial and socioeconomic 

composition of each congregation and the corresponding rate of interracial friendship. 

Table 15 shows the IQV for racial diversity of each congregation and the rates of 

interracial friendship. To calculate racial heterogeneity, I use the following race 

categories: white, black, Hispanic, Asian, and other (which includes multiracial 

respondents). Table 16 shows the rate of interracial friendship and expected interracial 

friendship among those who have church friends, based on the racial composition of the 

congregation and the size of each racial group within each congregation. The expected 

rate of interracial friendship
53

 is 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 made one friend by random chance. The table displays the congregational 

context for the finding that blacks are less likely to have interracial friendships than other 

racial groups. 
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 The expected rate of interracial friendship was calculated by first subtracting 1 from the total 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 

IQVïRace 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 for Mannington and 

Jackson Church Congregations for Each Racial Group 

 MC  JC 

 City  Varsity  Stanton  Gatewood 

 % IF % expected IF n  % IF % expected IF n  % IF % expected IF n  % IF % expected IF n 

White 75.0 83.6  10  72.7 51.4  87  30.8 50.0  28  32.0 24.0  112 

Black 50.0 25.5  42  41.3 59.9  72  80.0 64.8  20  62.5 90.4  15 

Other 16.6 96.4  3  91.7 89.8  18  50.0 90.7  6  81.8 87.7  19 

 

Mannington ChurchïVarsity has the highest overall rate of interracial friendship, 

as well as the second highest level of heterogeneity, which is remarkable considering that 

it has the largest population. One may expect that a large numerical size might hinder 

cross-race tie formation among churches with similar levels of heterogeneity, simply 

because there are more individuals within the same racial group from which to choose. 

The other three congregations have similar rates of interracial friendship although their 

levels of heterogeneity vary. (Chapters Four through Seven explore some of the reasons 

for the high rate of interracial friendship in Mannington ChurchïVarsity in particular, as 

well as the conditions that may inhibit interracial friendship in the other congregations.) 

Whites have a higher-than-expected rate of interracial friendship in Mannington 

ChurchïVarsity and Jackson ChurchïGatewood, along with a lower-than-expected rate 

of interracial friendship among blacks in those respective congregations. Blacks have a 
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higher-than-expected rate of interracial friendship, and other racial groups have much 

lower than expected rates of interracial friendship in Mannington ChurchïCity and 

Jackson ChurchïStanton. 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. 

 

 

 

I hypothesized that the socioeconomic homogeneity in a congregation is 

positively related to the likelihood of interracial friendship (Hypothesis 8). This means 

that the more heterogeneous congregations should show lower rates of interracial 

friendship. Table 17 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. 

 

Figure B2. 

 

Although there are only four data points in Figure B1, the rate of interracial 
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of interracial friendship does not seem to be related to the heterogeneity in education. 

Mannington ChurchïVarsity, which has the highest rate of interracial friendship, also is 

the most homogenous in household income when compared to the other three 

congregations. Mannington ChurchïVarsity also has the highest mean household income. 

Therefore, the degree of high-income homogeneity may contribute to cross-race 

friendship in this congregation, which is consistent with previous research that has shown 

high socioeconomic status to facilitate 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; Hadaway, Hackett, 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 (Swaroop 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 

higher-class racial minorities to navigate the dominant white culture. Such cultural capital 

involves familiarity with dominant cultural norms and ñhabitusò (Bourdieu 1984), which 

are white cultural norms and a signal of middle-class status. In the United States, 

dominant cultural norms are defined by white cultural norms. For example, Lacy (2007) 

describes strategies that middle-class blacks use to navigate between black and white 

worlds. Middle-class blacks perform a public identity by ñscript-switchingò (p. 88), 

downplaying their racial identities and signaling their similarity with middle-class whites 

and dissimilarity with lower-class 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 congregations may be composed of racial minority members who 

connect culturally with middle-class whites. 

However, Hypothesis 9, which states that higher-socioeconomic-status 

individuals are more likely to have cross-race friends, is not supported (Model 2). Neither 

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 

cross-race ties, and being married is highly correlated with income (r
2 
= 0.504). It is 

possible that congregations with a socioeconomic homogeneity that consists of high-

status individuals may facilitate cross-race friendship ties and that a high socioeconomic 

congregation may have greater influence on interracial friendship formation than the high 

status of individuals. 

Model 3 (a and b) of Table 18 displays 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 supported.
54

 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 congregations (see Table 18). In Mannington Churchï

Varsity, nearly 36% of black congregants and 27.0% 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 responded to the question (176 responded to the 

question, 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 
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 Further, a cross-tabulation between choosing a church for its racial diversity and having an interracial 

church friends yields a Pearson ɢ
2 
of 1.362, p = .243. 
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Church, as evident from the racial breakdown of its congregants, diversity is a more 

obvious compositional characteristic. As is discussed further in Chapter Seven, it is also a 

more obvious characteristic among its leadership. 

Table 18: Percentage Who Cited Racial Diversity as a Reason for Choosing 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 context in these 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 and/or relational culture 

of each church as opposed to their demographic compositions accounts for the difference. 

Further, contrary to the results from the PS-ARE 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 the PS-ARE 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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congregational 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 effects in these 

groups. 

Similarly, religious identity varies by church, which is expected because there is a 

much greater difference between each church rather than between its congregations in its 

approach to religious life. And, as one would expect, having a salient religious identity 

increases with greater attendance (years and frequency) and participation. This suggests 

that these congregations, despite being multiracial communities, are more successful at 

shaping religious identity than racial identity. Indeed, influencing religiosity and faith is 

the primary purpose of these churches, which are also most often an individualôs sole 

religious community. Further, by choosing to participate, congregants are choosing these 

particular communities to influence their religious 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 PS-ARE results, I noted that the pool of potential friends 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 particular racial 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 differences in interracial 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 on interracial 

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 ChurchïVarsity and Jackson 

ChurchïGaithersburg, despite composing different percentages of the congregation. At 

Mannington ChurchïCity and Jackson ChurchïStanton, however, blacks have a much 

higher rate of interracial friendship, despite composing different percentages of the 

congregation. Therefore, how 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 Church attendees 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 individual-level analysis 

of the PS-ARE, may be due to differences in question wording and measurement between 

the two surveys. For example, in the PS-ARE, subjects are asked to name close friends, 

whereas in the ECCS, subjects are asked to name confidants, which may yield a different 

group of individuals. However, because the PS-ARE limits named friends to nonï

household or nonïfamily members, whereas the ECCS does not, the list generated by the 

ECCS should be more racially homophilous because family members tend to be same-

race, which would provide a more conservative estimate of racial diversity in oneôs 
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network. In addition, the identity measures differed from that of the PS-ARE. However, 

even when similar other measures were used, the results did not change. Therefore, it is 

doubtful that the difference in results can be attributed to measurement error alone. The 

differences in results between the two datasets also may be attributable to the high degree 

of racial diversity in each of the congregations, the particular regional or metropolitan 

context of these four congregational ñcases,ò and the unique qualities of the churches. 

The results from this ECCS analysis point to the possible effects of the churchesô 

organizational context, both on the demographic composition and 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 cross-race friends in oneôs church is also a 

product of the congregation.  

Conclusion 

The results from the analyses of the PS-ARE and ECCS reveal several issues that 

can be explored more fully through an in-depth look at the case study churches. First, 

selection into racially 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 analysis. The ECCS data showed racial 

and religious identity to vary by church, which suggests that individuals may be choosing 

church environments that are a perceived match to their existing identities. It is important 

then, to assess how congregations attract those 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 importance to oneôs 

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 how and why racial 

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 (Allport 1954). 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 positive relationship 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 because both sets of data are cross-sectional. 

The qualitative data presented in the next chapters can help flesh out how identity may 

affect interracial friendship. 

Assessment of the effect of the congregational context is limited in the above 

analyses as well. Both the PS-ARE 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 survey data suggests an organizational effect 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 of relationships. A fuller understanding of the church context 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 

quantitative analysis thus far is the role of pastoral leadership, which is highly influential 

in congregational life. In the next chapter, using interview, observational, and sermon 

data, I explore how the religious and relational cultures differ between the churches and 

discuss possible implications for cross-race friendship formation.  
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Chapter 4  
 

Introduction to Four Congregations  

The next four chapters rely on the qualitative data I collected in order to better 

understand the influence of organizational context on friendship formation, which could 

not be fully explored through the individual-level analyses in the previous chapter. In-

depth assessment of two multiracial churches, each with two congregational sites, helps 

explain what aspects of church organizational life affect differences in interracial 

friendship. Specifically, how does the self-selected population in each church affect the 

propensity for intrachurch social cohesion and racial integration? Additionally, how do 

the churchesô missions and approaches to their religious missions influence the content 

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 leaders in facilitating an environment conducive to cross-race 

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 

questions, I show how the church attracts, responds to, and directs their particular 

constituency. Further, I argue that understanding the religious purpose and approach of 

each of these churches is critical to understanding the social and racial integration 

observed. Analysis of these 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 of the individual, this half of the dissertation emphasizes identity as a collective 

self-conception, an organizational property. 

In the rest of this chapter, I describe the methodology and the kinds of data 

collected. I also describe a typical religious service 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 tend to vary 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 mixed-methods study, I employ a case-study approach. Even though 

the case-study method is one type of qualitative research, it is not solely relegated to the 

qualitative realm (Yin 2009). Accordingly, I use a mix of quantitative and qualitative 

evidence in this portion of the analysis. Initially, I intended to compare each 

congregational case within a comparison of two church cases, but both the quantitative 

and qualitative analyses point to church-level characteristics as the salient dimension of 

difference. Although studying multiple congregations rather than one meant that 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 interracial friendship. 

Without the benefit of such contrast, some 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 would not have 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 individualôs decision to join the church, and on to the attendeeôs experience. By 

examining organizational context and process, this portion of the analysis fills significant 

information holes revealed in the statistical analysis in Chapter Three, creating a richer, 

deeper, and more contextual analysis of the conditions under which interracial friendship 

may occur. 

Discovering Research Subjects 

The churches used in this research were discovered and recruited out of the 

serendipitous intersection of the churchesô needs, my own interest in attending a 

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 I had recruited 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, I was not informed of this decision until after I developed a 

research proposal around this very organization. In addition, the pastor, who was 

extremely supportive of this research and who was a key liaison for me to gain access to 

another organization for my study, resigned and became unavailable. This church was not 

only a research subject; it was also the religious community with which I had chosen to 

be involved. 
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Deflated and discouraged by both the growing controversy in that church and the 

loss of a yearôs work, I decided to 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, I decided to visit. At an evening ñnewcomers reception,ò I had the 

opportunity to speak to Mike, the head pastor. During the course of our conversation, the 

subject of my research came up. To my surprise, he enthusiastically expressed a desire to  

have Jackson Church be a part of my study because he was interested in gathering 

information about the church. The following week, I interviewed him in greater depth to 

learn more about the church. 

As I thought and developed ideas for a new dissertation topic, one intriguing 

feature of many of the churches I had visited in the area was their mixed racial 

composition and the varying degrees of cross-race interaction I observed. I decided to 

pursue this topic for my dissertation. 

Soon thereafter, my sister mentioned a church in the area that I might be 

interested in attending. She knew that my husband and I 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, I made a visit out to Mannington 

Church, which was approximately 45 minutes from where we lived. The racial mix was a 

pleasant surprise to me because I had never visited a church with an even mix of blacks 

and whites. My sisterôs pastor, whom she knew well, had a close relationship with the 

pastors at Mannington Church. She was able to explain my research interests to her 

pastor, who then gave me Pastor Jamesô personal cell phone number. I later realized that 

this had given me unusually direct access to the pastors. After the initial conversation 
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with Pastor James, later phone calls and interviews were all scheduled through 

administrative assistants. 

Pastor James expressed a strong desire to be part of my research, particularly after 

I 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 I spoke with her almost exclusively in the development of the 

survey instrument. She was not only a critical source of information about the church, but 

she also became a close friend. 

The Data 

I used several sources of data. The use of multiple methods, often referred to as 

triangulation, helps to corroborate information as well as provide an in-depth 

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 of information, I 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 the previous chapter, I 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 open-ended 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 opportunity to air any and all kinds of opinions about the churches. Thus, 

I not only use the quantitative data from the survey, but I also rely heavily on the answers 

to the open-ended questions. 

I and two undergraduate research assistants separately coded the open-ended 

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 survey instrument. These 

comments were eventually organized according to the various categories that emerged 

through examination of all the qualitative data. 

I conducted semistructured interviews with the pastoral staff, ministry leaders, 

and full-time administrative assistants, and some lay leaders at each church, interviewing 

nine people at Jackson Church and eighteen people at Mannington Church. More 

Mannington Church leaders were interviewed because each of its two congregation had 

its own pastoral leadership staff, whereas in Jackson Church, the pastors were the same 

for both of its sites. The interviews ranged from one to four hours in length. Each 

individual was provided a statement of confidentiality to ensure their anonymity. As 

such, all their names were changed 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 statement approving the tape recording of their interview. There were no 

objections to taping. In addition, I also asked if I could take notes in case the recording 

failed. These notes proved invaluable, since a few of the tapes (though initially tested at 



 

128 

the beginning 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 I intended to ask, I often 

did not follow the order of questions as listed on the interview schedule. Instead, I asked 

questions 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 the freedom to ask additional questions that I had not initially 

considered. 

I rely heavily on sermons given by the pastors at the churches. Preaching is a 

central mode of communication in a religious service (Franklin 1994). It is the primary 

way church leaders communicate ideology, encourage, admonish, teach, and relate to 

their congregations (Carroll 2006). The task of preaching in particular involves the 

greatest investment of a pastorôs time (Carroll 2006), and is one of the top two roles of 

the pastor as perceived by Protestant laityðamong conservative Protestants, teaching 

about faith is 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, I felt 

it critical to use these sermons as a source of data. These sermons not only provided a 

richness of information on the churchôs ideologies with respect to Christianity and race, 

organizational conceptualizations, religious style, and congregational expectations, but 

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 analysis. I found the 

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, I was able to collect additional sermons that were given before or after 

my time physically present in the field. I collected 30 sermons from Jackson Church 

given from January through September 2006, which do not include the few whose mp3 

files were corrupted. I also excluded one sermon given by a guest speaker, whose 

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. I found in my observations that the sermon deliveries at each 

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 through July 2006. 

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 are due to errors 

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. I personally transcribed 

approximately half of the interviews and a quarter of the sermons. Due to the time-

consuming nature of this task, however, the rest were transcribed by a hired student 

transcriptionist. I checked each of those transcriptions against the original recordings. 

In addition, I also collected any and all printed and online sources generated by 

the churches. These included the website, postal mail and email sent by the churches, 

monthly update letters, informational booklets, Sunday programs or bulletins, small-

group lists, fundraising materials, and church event ads. I also collected materials from 



 

130 

the association of churches to which Mannington Church belongs, including a vision and 

values primer and Bible-study materials. 

Finally, I engaged in participant observation. I spent from January through July 

2006 attending and observing Sunday worship services, church-sponsored events, and 

various Bible-study groups or small groups in each of these congregations. Church-

sponsored events included a marriage conference, baptisms, and social gatherings. 

Attending and participating in church activities also gave me opportunities for 

informative conversations with church members and opportunities to observe cross-race 

interaction and friendship. I took notes using pen and paper during these events if my 

note-taking activity was neither noticeable nor unusual. If the note taking seemed 

intrusive or inappropriate, I 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 month, during 

which I gave birth and cared for a newborn. However, during this interruption I 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 much-needed 

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

An Asian American, Christian Researcher 

I found myself walking a line as both insider and outsider in these churches, and I 

struggled with how much insider status I wanted to claim as a participant in these 

churches. However, because I was studying four separate congregations, I found myself 
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more of an outsider looking in because time and social capacity simply 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 I did hold insider status. I have attended conservative, 

Protestant churches most of my life and made an explicit commitment to the Christian 

faith during college. Therefore, I had intimate understanding of the terminology used, as 

well as exposure to different ways of ñdoing churchò and different philosophies of 

ministry. I have extensive experience with different kinds of churches, particularly the 

various forms that would fall under the evangelical category. I have been a part of or at 

the least visited Korean American multigenerational and unigenerational churches, 

Chinese-American 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 

particularly in what racial group was dominant. I have been involved in or taken part in 

Presbyterian, Lutheran, Methodist, Baptist, Assembly of God, Catholic, 

nondenominational, and interdenominational religious services. The Charismatic and 

Pentecostal environments I have 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. I have been to church prayer meetings that 

range from total silence and meditation to those that are characterized by screaming, 

shouting, and crying. I am familiar with several Christian parachurch ministries, and I 

have been involved in house churches as small as 10 people and megachurches as large 

as 15,000 and churches of various sizes in between. I have attended services at seeker 

churches, seeker-sensitive churches, theologically heavy churches, right-wing 
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fundamentalist churches, and progressive churches. I have also attended religious 

services at Jewish synagogues and participated in Buddhist meditations. 

Having been involved or having had exposure to multiple kinds of church 

environments, I found myself being able to make comparisons and contrasts that may 

have not been as apparent to those with no connection to 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 uniqueness from other church organizations. 

Further, I feel my experiences with such a diversity of church environments gave me an 

appreciation of what each kind of church can add to oneôs faith experience. 

I found my ñinsiderò status as a Christian sometimes aiding and sometimes 

hindering the interview process in particular. At the beginning of an interview, I never 

revealed that I myself was a Christian. Therefore, many of the interviews started off with 

interviewees attempting to speak to a non-Christian audience by translating jargon. When 

they mentioned that they were attempting not to spiritualize their speech, or if I found 

that their explanations seemed stifled by not using religious terms, I specifically asked 

them to use the terms they found most comfortable. When I was directly asked if I was a 

Christian, I responded affirmatively but 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 I knew what they were talking about. In those 

cases, I would ask for clarification; one personôs use of a religious term may not be the 

same as anotherôs. I also found that upon revealing my status as a fellow Christian, 

interviewees often opened up, elaborated, and were more candid about their faith 

experiences than they might have been otherwise. 
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As an Asian American with an interest in racial dynamics, my insider/outsider 

status was also ambiguous at times. I was sensitive to how I may be perceived, and I was 

conscious of the fact that my racial status may affect the interview dynamic specifically, 

particularly because I would be asking questions about racial experiences. At Jackson 

Church, I suspected that I may have had an easier time getting incorporated into the life 

of the congregation because I was Asian American. Although Asian Americans 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 Korean American, and my 

husband and I 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 unique challenges of being an 

ethnically mixed, Asian couple. Further, there was another Asian American woman in the 

church who I had known from a brief stay in the city 10 years earlier. 

At Mannington Church, even before I had officially begun my research or met 

many of the pastoral staff, I felt that I 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. Initially, I 

attributed the welcome and attention as a product of the overall culture of the church as 

well as our own visibility, but when I discovered the intentional desire to increase the 

Asian American and Latino populations at their church, I realized that the attention 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, I was a minority among a minority as a U.S.-born ethnically 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 by the mostly college-aged congregants, 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, I felt at times that interviewees had 

some difficulty relating to my racial status. Because I was neither white nor black, I 

sensed that some felt the freedom to be more candid and honest whereas others were 

unsure. One phenomenon I noticed in some of the African American leadersô interviews 

was that at the beginning of the interview, they would invoke a much more formal 

language; as they became comfortable with me, their language turned increasingly 

colloquial. I felt as though the commonality as people of color did not matter as much as 

the fact that I was not African American in establishing more immediate relational 

rapport. As I 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 surprise to me. In these instances, revealing my 

status as a Christian helped establish a more comfortable conversational environment. In 

most cases, however, I felt that individuals also appreciated my status as a ñneutralò party 

because I was neither white nor black. Thus, they could speak of whites or blacks in the 

congregation without personally offending me as a member of either group. I also noticed 

that there were intentional efforts to be inclusive to me as an Asian American in 

interviews. When speaking of diversity, there was care to mention ñAsian Americansò in 

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. 




