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Over the |l ast several decades, nmjor changes have been
occurring in the religious preference of the American public.
Because t he changes have been of the sl ow and-steady type, they
have attracted relatively little attention. In addition, the
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tracking of these trends have been hanpered by various factors:
the conplexity of religious preference to due the splitting and
mer gi ng of denom nations, confusion between |ike-named faiths, and
related definitional natters; the |lack of governnent statistics
(the First Amendnment has been interpreted to forbid the Census from
collecting information on religious affiliation and, as we shal
see below, the only tine that the Census asked affiliation was in
a 1957 Current Popul ation Survey); and a nmaze of nethodol ogica
artifacts, both within and between survey organi zati ons that have
neasured religious preference. After the definitional issues are
sorted out and the artifacts weeded out as best as we can, the
basi ¢ trends are reasonably apparent although sone inportant
details renmmi n uncertain.

We can al so get a handle on the denographi c processes (natura
i ncrease, net migration, and religious nobility) that produce the
basic trends. Wiile a conplete nodel of the popul ation growth of
religions is not possible fromthe existing data, it is possible to
conpare and contrast how these various factors have contributed to
the changes in religious preferences.

Trends in Religious Preference
Cross- Sectional Surveys

Tables 1 and 2 show the three best tinme series available on
religious preference with data from Gallup, the Survey Research
Center's (SRC) Anerican National Election studies (including sone
ancillary Mnor Election studies), and the National Opinion
Research Center (NORC). As the table notes and question wording
listings make clear, there are many variations in how these
preferences were neasured, both across and w thin houses, and, as
we explore the data further, we will discuss additional variations
i n nmeasurenent.

Table 3 shows the basic trends reported by each series. In
terms of direction, there is conplete agreenent. Gallup
SRC/ El ection, and NORC show significant increases in the proportion
Cat holic and None and significant declines in the proportion
Protestant and Jew sh. NORC and SRC/ El ecti on show si gnificant
variation in the proportion O her, but with no net direction or
trend, while Gallup shows a significant increase in O her

1 The house tine series do show sone di sagreenent on the
magni tude of the change, with Gallup and SRC/ El ecti on show ng
greater Protestant decline and nore Catholic and No Religion growh
than the NORC series. Overall SRC El ection and NORC agree the best
on the average proportions, while SRC El ection and Gallup nmatch the
cl osest on slopes. Figure 1, showing trends in the proportion
Protestant, indicates that NORC tended to match the Gallup tine
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series until the nid-seventies while the SRC/ El ection series showed
nore Protestants that the other two. Since the nid-1970s, NORC and
SRC/ El ecti on have generally foll owed one another while both
exceeded the Gallup figures. The Gallup and SRC/ El ection series
remai n roughly parallel throughout the period. This difference is
al so indicated by the better fit that Gallup and SRC El ecti on have
bet ween the proportion Protestant and tine (r2s of .84-.85 for

Gal lup and .73 for SRC/El ection) than NORC has (r2=.54). The
simlarity of the Gallup and SRC/ El ection trends ni ght be
interpreted to nean that they are providing nore consistent (and
thus better) estinates of the changi ng proportion Protestant.
However, the differences in the average proportion Protestant show
that consistent differences separate them (Gallup = .621
SRC/ El ection = .692) and that at best, these houses agree only on
the relative level of change. They corroborate one another only if
we accept that a systematic, but consistent bias is operating.

To try to determ ne the best estinmate of the trend in the
proportion Protestant (as well as for the other religious
categories), we 1) conpare all three series to the 1957 Current
Popul ati on Survey, 2) closely exam ned differences in measurenent
met hods, and 3) used nultivariate regression to try to control for
the differences resulting from measurenent variation

Tabl e 4 conpares Gl lup, SRC Election, and NORC to the Census.
Bot h because of its large sanple size (35,000 househol ds covering
over 75,000 adults) and the excellence of its field and sanple
procedures, one would nornally accept the CPS as the best avail able
estimate. By this standard, NORC does the best with Gallup next and
SRC/ El ection furthest fromthe nark (Table 4, Census vs. ).
One m ght question, however, whether the Census actually is the
best estinmate, since it had no experience in collecting religious
dat a.

The second procedure was to | ook for nmeasurenment variation in
and between the tinme series. Two approaches were used. First, the
nmeasurenment attributes of each of the data points (e.g., question
wor di ng, codi ng procedures, sanple technique, etc.) were exan ned
and |likely sources of variation were identified both fromthe snal
literature on religious neasurenent and the rmuch | arger genera
l[iterature on survey neasurement. Second, the data points were
exam ned for outliers and when such devi ations were detected, the
nmeasur ement properties of the surveys in question were exam ned for
sources of variation. These two procedures identified severa
sources of measurenent variation involving 1) category definitions,
2) question wording, 3) coding, 4) sanpling, 5) weighting, and 6)
house.

Cat egory Definitions

Fol I owi ng the practice enployed by the vast majority of
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surveys, we classified mgjor religions as Protestant, Roman

Cat holic, Jewi sh, Oher, and None (no religion). Protestant was
defined broadly to include all post-Reformation Christian churches,
i ncl udi ng such denoni nati ons as Mdrnons, Christian Scientists, and
Jehovah's Wtnesses. Roman Catholic excludes such churches as the
Pol i sh National Catholic Church and the A d Catholic Churches.

Jewi sh included all branches of traditional Judaism (e.g. Hasidic,
Ot hodox, Conservative, and Reform). Ot her covered pre-Refornation
non- Cat holi ¢ churches such as the Eastern Othodox and Copti c,

non- Christian faiths (except Jewi sh), and m scel | aneous ot her
religious and quasi-religious affiliations. None included
agnostics, atheists, non-believers, those with no religious
preference, and simlar designations. Mst surveys either followed
this classification or their categories could be collapsed into

t hese groups.

In a nunber of instances, however, there was sone slippage
bet ween the Protestant and Ot her group with some snaller and sone
| ess traditional Protestant groups being coded in with Gther. Such
occurred on NORC survey 4239 (1976), 5051 (1973-74), and partially
on GSS73. Simlar differences may have occurred on GSS72, NORC4179
(1973), and NORC876 (1966), but no codi ng docunmentation exists to
confirmthat the suspiciously |larger proportion of thers results
from an expanded definition of Gther. Simlarly we suspect that
the large variation in the proportions her on Gallup (especially
between the 4% in 1976 and the 1% in 1978) results from
definitional shifts, although we found no docunentation indicating
a change.2 Sone sinlar slip page may occur between the Ronman
Catholic and Ot her categories, especially involving the Eastern
Rite Catholics, but we found no direct evidence of any variation
fromthis source and an anal ysi s conparing questions that used
"Roman Catholic" vs. those that used the broader "Catholic" showed

no difference (see discussion below). In sum in at least a few
situations, and perhaps in others, the Protestant proportion was
defl ated by the coding of sone sects into Oher. 1In those cases

where we can study the problem the net |oss seens to be between
.01 and .02, although it m ght go as high as .03.

Questi on Wirding

Over two dozen different question wordings were used in the
Gal l up, NORC, SRC/ Election, and CPS surveys. W exani ned those
variations and cane up with seven variations that m ght have
i nfluenced religious preference. The first, and probably nost
obvi ous difference, is between questions that ask about church
nmenbershi p rather than the broader religi ous preference or
affiliation. Menbership covers a notably snaller segnent of the
adult popul ati on (see discussion bel ow), does not always match
preference (Roof, 1980), and is not necessarily proportional to
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preference. Because of these differences and because only three of
our data points involved this variation, we have excl uded
menber shi p questions from our anal ysis.

Second, we conpare questions that asked "preference" (e.g.

"I's your religious preference Protestant..."), that sinply asked
for one's religion (e.g., "Are you Protestant..." and "Wat is your
religion?"), and that were unstructured, giving only a topic and
sone precoded categories, but no question wording (e.g., "Religion
and "Religion of Respondent"). Work by Taylor and MCourt (1976)
suggests that religious preferences may differ from actua
affiliation, although their evidence is open to alternative
interpretations.3

Third, we exani ned whether the mentioning of specific
religions (e.g. Is your reference Protestant, Roman Cat holi c,

Jewi sh, or sonething else?") led to differences with questions that
did not mention specific religions (e.g., "May | ask your
religion?" and "Wat is your religious preference?"). Presumably

t he unnentioned versions solicit many nore responses of specific
denom nations (e.g. Episcopalian) that have to be coded by the
interviewer, while in the nentioned version the respondent usually
does the coding. This may lead to some di fferences between the
Protestant and Ot her categories and possibly between these
categori es and None.

Fourth, we | ooked at questions that referred to "Catholics"
vs. "Roman Cat holics" (excluding questions that did not nention
religions). Here the anticipation was that Catholic m ght attract
nore responses than Roman Catholic.

Fifth, anong questions that mention religions, we considered
whet her None was nentioned as an option (e.g., "Wuat is your
religious preference? Is it Protestant...or no religion?" and the
nore amnbi guous "Is your religious preference Protestant...or
sonet hing el se?") or not nentioned (e.g. "lIs your religious
preference Protestant, Catholic, or Jew sh?" and "Wat is your
religious preference? Is it Protestant...or some other religion?").
W expected nore Nones when this category was explicitly offered.

Si xth, we expected that questions that nentioned only the

three major religions (e.g., "Is your religious preference
Protestant, Catholic, or Jew sh?) would receive fewer O hers than
those that either mentioned Other explicitly (e.g., "Wat is your
religious preference? Is it Protestant, Catholic, Jew sh, or sone
other religion?") or those that nentioned no religions (e.g., "My
| ask your religion?"). In turn, we expected that the explicit

nmentions would yield nore Gthers than wordings with no nentions.
Finally, in a conparison that was suggested by the pattern of
responses, we | ooked at two question wordi ngs (each used only once)
t hat enphasi zed the present ("Wat is your own religious preference
now?" and "What is your religious preference at this tine?" rather
than using a general, non- specific tinme reference (e.g., "Are you
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a Protestant..." and "What is your religious preference?"). The
guestions that enphasize the present would of course tend to
capture short-termaffiliations rather than previous and perhaps
nmore latent affiliations. 1In particular, this seens to influence
the religious preference indicated by | apsed practitioners.

Codi ng

In general, coding is sinple and straight-forward since
precodes existed for the five major categories. The only inportant
i ssue is whether a separate precode was provided for None or if
this category was only coded fromverbatimremarks. W would
expect the proportion None to be reduced if it was not precoded.

Sanpl i ng

Broadl y speaking, all of the sanples used can be divided into
two categories: probability sanmpling with quotas and
full-probability sanpling. The Gallup surveys are all quota (bl ock
guota since 1950), the CPS and SRC/ El ecti on surveys are
full-probability, and NORC is a m xture of both. Sanpling theory
i ndicates that full-probability designs are superior to bl ock
gquotas, yielding nore reliable estimtes, although enpirica
conpari sons (Stephenson, 1979) typically find little differences
bet ween the two.

To assess the differences between bl ock quota and
full-probability sanples, we used the experinental conparisons
conducted on the 1975 and 1976 GSSs. |In both years, half of the
cases were fielded as block quota and half were full-probability.
Table 5 conpares the wei ghted and unwei ghted distributions for
t hese two experinments conbi ned. Both distributions show
significant differences with block quota sanples yielding nore
Cat holics and Nones, while full-probability sanples report nore
Protestants and Jews. This difference basically has significance
for trends only in the case of NORC, since SRC/ Election and Gall up

remai n consistently either full probability or block quota. In
addition, it offers a possible explanation for some of the house
di fferences that we will be discussing bel ow.

Wi ghti ng

Except for the CPS, all surveys exam ned sel ected one
respondent per househol d, thus by design underrepresenting people
in households with a | arge nunber of adults. To give all nenbers
of the househol d popul ati on an equal probability of selection, one
nmust wei ght by the nunber of eligible respondents in the househol d.
Typically, this adjustnent nakes little difference (Stephenson
1978), but for variables that are correlated with the nunber of
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adults in households, such as marital status, it can have a notable
i mpact .

In fact, weighting actually has little inpact on the religious
distributions. It slightly reduces the proportion Protestant (from
an unwei ghted 63.8%to a weighted 63.0% for the pooled 1972-1987
GSSs), slightly increases Catholics (from25.4%to 26.5% and has
no inmpact (0.1% on Oher, Jews, and Nones. Mnor as it is, the
Protestant/Catholic shift appears to be real, replicating both
across tinme and sanpling nethods. The SRC/ El ection figures are al
unwei ghted. The Gl lup figures are not explicitly docunented, but
at least since the early 1960s, published Gallup figures are
usual | y wei ghted, although not with a nunber of adults wei ght
(Gaertner, 1976). NORC figures in Table 2 are unwei ghted except
for the 73-74 Continuous National Surveys (which utilize both a
post-stratification and a nunber of adults weight). In addition
wei ghted figures were available for the GSS. Since weighting is
generally consistent within house, it has little inpact on tine
series (remenber that it has little inmpact in general). At a later
poi nt, however, we will enploy an adjustment that will convert NORC
unwei ght ed, bl ock quota sanples into estimated | evel s of wei ghted
full-probability surveys and conpare these with the wei ghted GSSs
as an alternative nmeasure of the tinme series.

House Effects

In addition to the neasurenment differences that we can separate
and conpare, there are differences that are intrinsic to the
i ndi vi dual organi zations ("houses"). These cover a host of house
specific attributes such as the sanple franme used, interview ng
style, verification procedures, and so forth. W can not
i ndividually anal yze these factors and instead are left with
treating themas a conposite house effect.4

Mul tivariate Analysis of Religious Preference

Qur basic approach was to introduce the measurenent vari abl es
di scussed in the previous sections to see how controlling for them
affected the rel ationship between tine and religi ous preference.5
The dependent variable in each regression was the proportion with
each of the five religious preferences. W tried introducing year
and nonth as separate variables, but since nonth was never
significantly related to any of the religious preferences, we
ultimately decimalized nonth and conbined it with year in a single,
i near nmeasure of tine. W also conbined the measures of the
wor di ng and codi ng of None into one variable that distinguished
neasurenents that facilitated or pronoted None from ot her wordi ngs
and codings. Finally, since the variables that distinguished
bet ween Catholic and Roman Cat holic and between mentioning O hers
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and not mentioning them never were significantly related in any of
the nodels we tested, we dropped themfromthe final nodel.6 That
left the follow ng vari abl es:

1) Tinme (year and nonth of survey)
2) House (NORC vs. Not NORC)
3) Sanple (Full Probability vs. Block Quota)
4) "Preference" (preferencel/is-are/ no wording)
5) Religions Mentioned (list of religions read/not read)
6) None (Hi gh=None nentioned; Medi umeFnot nenti oned,
but precoded; Low=not mnentioned, not precoded)

Table 6 shows that the proportion Protestant has declined with
tinme. It is higher when the organization is not NORC and when the
guesti on does not nention religions, |ower when the question
pronotes Nones, and unrelated to sanple or "preference" wording.
The association with Nones is a bit tentative however since the
rel ati onship was significant in only two of four nodels when this
variabl e was constructed in different ways. Next, we see that the
proportion Catholic has increased over time. It is higher when
bl ock quota sampling is used and when Nones are pronoted, |ower
when the organi zation is not NORC and when religions are nentioned,
and related to "preference.” As in the Protestant case the
relationship with None is questionable because it is not robust
across alternative formulations. Third, the proportion Jew sh

decreases over tine. It is higher when the question does not ask
for "preference", |lower when religions are nentioned, and unrel ated
to organi zation, sanple, or the measurenment of Nones. Fourth, the
proportion O her shows no significant relationship with tine. It

i s higher when Nones are not pronoted, |ower when "preference" is
used and when the organi zation is NORC, and unassociated with
sanmple or nmentioning religions. The sanple and preference
association vary in their significance anong nodel s, however, and
the r2 is the lowest for Oher of all religious affiliations.
Finally, the proportion None has grown over time. It is higher
when the question does not ask for "preference" and when Nones are
promoted and is unrelated to organi zati on, sanple, or mention
wording. Only the tinme and None neasurenent variabl es are robust
however .

Overall, we see that each of the measurement variables has the
i nfluence on the religious preferences expected. NORC, primarily
inthe fifties and sixties, got nore Protestants and fewer
Cat holics than SRC/ El ection for house reasons, net of the sanple
and ot her nmeasurenment differences that we have been able to contro
for. Block quota sanples capture nore Catholics, a result that is
consistent with the experinental differences reported earlier. The
use of the "preferences" wording decreases the Jew sh proportion
and may have an inpact on Others. W believe that the former
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association may result fromthe differential response of cultura
or ethnic Jews vs. religious Jews to religion questions.
Simlarly, the Jewi sh proportion is higher when "Jew sh" is
explicitly nentioned. W believe that ethnic Jews who do not
practice their religion are nore inclined to report a "Jew sh"
affiliation when their group is nentioned and when the question
avoi ds phrases |like "religious preference" (Lazerwitz and Harrison
1980 and Dashefsky and Shapiro, 1974). W thout these versions,
sone of this group falls into the None category. Questions that
nention religions also attract nore Catholics and decrease the
nunber of Protestants. The attraction of Catholics is consistent
with the previously reported results that suggest there is a group
of lapsed Catholics who prefer their original Catholic religion
but who, because of differences with the Catholic Church over its
marri age and/ or divorce doctrines, are not current Catholics.
Last, we see the wordings and codi ngs that pronote Nones
significantly increase those nmentioned, while decreasing the
mentions of Catholics and Gthers. The Table 6 suggests that
Protestants are al so increased by the pronotion of Nones, but, as
not ed above, neither this association nor the association with
Catholics is especially robust.

The inpact of these neasurenent variations on religious trends
can be illustrated by conparing the unstandardi zed b's when only
time and religious affiliations are regressed with the slopes in
t he nodel s described above. Table 7 shows that Protestant decline
and Catholic growmh were underesti nated because of the neasurenent
variation. Wiile the uncontrolled slopes (changes in proportion
per annun) show a divergence of .0038 between Protestants (-.00238)
and Catholic (+.00104), the controlled slopes indicate that the
true |l evel of divergence was about .00418 or about 24% greater
This difference cones nostly fromthe changes in the Catholic slope
on NORC studies (uncontrolled = +.00121 vs. controlled = +.00195).
Changes between the controlled and uncontrolled rate of change for
Jews, Others, and Nones are relatively mnor. One can interpret
this to nmean the measurenment variation distorted the true change in
religious preference overtinme and that this distortion has been
greater for NORC than for SRC/ Election. This suggests that the raw
NORC tinme trends presented earlier may be less valid than the nore
simlar SRC/El ection and Gallup trends.7 This analysis does not
address the issue as to which series cones closest to the true
val ues and does not directly counter the indication fromthe CPS
that the NORC surveys nost closely matched the Census.

Counting Lost Sheep

Because of its relevance to the grand secul ari zation theory,
probably no change in religious preference is so scrutinized as the
change in the proportion w thout any religious preference, the
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Nones. Secul arization theory contends that religious behaviors and
bel i efs wane wi th nodernization (Hammond, 1985; Hadden, 1987,
Wit hnow, 1976). While w dely accepted anong soci al scientists,
secul ari zati on theory has been chall enged by sone researchers who
argue that little enpirical evidence exists for this predicted
soci al change (Greeley, 1972; 1989; Capl ow, Bahr, and Chadw ck
1983) and that religion fulfills crucial human needs that cannot be
satisfied by secular society (Geeley, 1972; Stark and Bai nbridge
1985). Since the proportion None is a solid (but single) indicator
of the degree of secularization and its trends, schol ars have
tracked it to access the validity of the secularization theory
(Root and McKi nney, 1987; Greeley and Hout, 1987; d enn, 1987).
Unfortunately, as sone of the previous discussion has indicated,
det ermi ni ng whether the proportion without any religious preference
has been increasing is hanpered by muddl ed nmeasurenent. Changes in
guesti on wordi ngs and codi ng procedures have led to nmany artificial
shifts in distributions. Both NORC and the Election studies have
altered their wordings so that the wordings used in recent years
are nore likely to encourage "nones" than ol der wordings (Tables 8
and 9). Conparison of Election studies in 1966-1972 and NORC
studies in 1976 suggest that adding a phrase covering those w thout
religious preference (either "or sonmething else" or "no religion")
inflates "nones” by 1.5-2.0 percentage points. Simlarly, the
i nclusion of a precoded category for "none" also increases their
percentage. In 1945-46 and 1963, the addition of a precode appears
to have significantly increased the percentage of "nones" on NORC
surveys and increases on the Election studies in the percent "none"
occurred between 1972 and 1974, when a precode was added, and
bet ween 1976 and 1978, when the precode category was broadened.
Only the lack of an increase in the percent "none" in 1958
guestions the inpact of a precode. The shifts in question wording
and precodes, put into serious question the otherw se inpressive
i ncrease in "none" recorded in the Election studies from around
1-1.5%in 1956-1960 to 9% in 1982. Except for the rise from1l.2%
in 1960 to 3.1%in 1968, all of the increases have occurred between
surveys when the notabl e changes in question wording or precoding
were made. This does not mean that no real changes in the % None
have occurred since 1968, since the confounding of tine and
nmeasur ement makes either a possible explanation for the changes,
but a measurenent artifact explanation for all change since 1968 in
the El ection studies can not be ruled out.8

Fromthe inspection of the three series (NORC, Gllup, and
SRC/ El ection), we draw sone general consensus on the true change in
Nones:

1) Sone traces exist on all three series of a small decline
in the proportion fromthe late forties to the nid-fifties.
The nmid-to-late fifties show the | owest |evel of Nones
http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edw/GSS/rnd1998/reports/s-reports/soc26.htm (10 of 80)2004-10-14 (AAI 4:48:40
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for each house over the entire period.

2) The proportion None then began to rise in the late fifties
and early sixties and this growh accelerated in the
late sixties and early seventi es.

3) The proportion None then apparently |eveled off in the
1970s (NORC finding a constant fit from 1974 on and
SRC with no change from 1978 on). However, Gllup shows a
continued growth in Nones in the 1970s and 1980s that is
only marginally slower than in 1950s and 1960s (.0022
per annum for 1952-1978 and .0020 for 1978+).

4) The rate of increase during the sixties and seventies was
about .0025 (NORC) to .0035 (Gallup) per annum G ven
the very small starting base of Nones, this translated
inatw to four fold increase.

5) Successive cohorts in the 1960s, 1970s, and early 1980s
had nore Nones. The levelling-off in the 1980s was at | east
partly a result of the aging of the baby booners. Aging in
general reduces Nones and as the baby booners noved from
their 20s to their 30s and 40s the aging effect and the
changi ng age structure cancel ed out the boost to Nones
from cohort succession (Geeley, 1989; denn, 1987).9

Trends in Major Protestant Denom nations

Tabl e 10 shows changes in denom national affiliations. For
each of the houses, the time series are shorter and | ess dense than
for major religions, SRC/ Election starts in 1960, NORC has a first
point in 1950, but the second observation does not appear unti
1963, and Gallup begins in 1967. (And for the CPS the only point
is in 1957). Categorical designation is also nmore of a problem
than with the four major religions. Each house differed sonewhat
i n what denom nations they coded and these conventions all shifted
over tine. |In addition, there is the problem of distinguishing
confusing denominations with sinmilar nanes and difficulties in
i mpl enenting intended distinctions. For exanple, Gallup notes
possi bl e confusi on between Sout hern Baptists and Baptists living in
the South and between the United Church of Christ and the Churches
of Christ (Gallup Report No. 259). SRC Election has never been
successful in separating the M ssouri Synod Lutherans from ot her
Lutherans and had a sinilar problemw th the Southern Baptists
until an explicit follow up question was added in 1972. NORC, in
turn, has had a problemin separating the Christian Church
(Disciples of Christ) fromsimlarly naned denoni nati ons and
generic Christians. (For a nore conplete discussion of this
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problem see Smith, 1990b.)

Despite these problens, there seens to be |ess inter-house
variation on the distribution of mjor Protestant denoni nations
than on major religions. W looked in detail at the difference in
1964, 1970, 1976, 1982, and 1984 (to take advantage of the nore
detail ed codes used by Gallup and NORC in the |last year) and found
that for the nmmjor denom nations, the extrene difference between
the three houses rarely exceeded 2 percentage points. Wen it did
reach as high as 4 percentage points, the percentages reported for
the outlier was usually a bit out-of-line fromits own intra-house

series. In addition, there seens to be little pattern to the
di fferences with one house reporting slightly nore of a particular
denomi nation one year and slightly less in another year. |In brief,

there seens to be very little house bias in the distribution of
maj or Protestant denoninations. The one exception is the | ow
percent that Gallup reports for Presbyterians in 1984-1986 which
are about half of the NORC and SRC figures and al so i nconsi stent
with higher Gallup figures after 1986 (Table 11).

Except for Presbyterians, the three house tinme series al so
agree closely on trends. They basically show that Baptists have
held their own while all other major denom nations - Mthodists,

Lut herans, Presbyterians, and Epi scopal i ans have shown
slight-to-noderate declines (Table 11). Gallup however shows a
nmuch steeper (3 tinmes +) drop-off for Presbyterians than either
NORC or SRC. O these the declining proportion of Methodists is the
| argest. They have fallen by 4 percentage points since the early
1960s. Church nenbership figures that we discuss |ater on suggest
that the decline is due to falling nembership in the United

Met hodi st Chur ch.

Next, we turn to changes in theol ogical orientation based on
the classification of denonminations as Fundamentalist, Mderate, or
Li beral. This procedure is difficult (see Smith, 1990b for
details) and can be acconplished with reasonabl e accuracy only when
fine-grain, denominational codes are available. That eliminates
all available Gallup points prior to 1979, SRC/ El ection studies
before 1972, and all but two NORC studies prior to 1984. Table 12A
shows that for the 1964-1989 NORC series, there was a significant
| i near conmponent with an annual increase of 0.3 percentage points
in the percent Fundanentalist. This increase cones alnost entirely
fromthe 1964 point. |If that point is elimnated, then the
1967-1989 trend is constant. Simlarly, when GSS data are anal yzed
for 1972-1983 and for 1984-1989, there are no significant variation
in the Fundanentalist/Liberal distribution. Likew se, the
SRC/ El ection series for 1972-1988 fits a constant, no change nodel .
We exam ned the 1964 point in sone detail and while we found sone
possi bl e reasons for an undercount of Fundamentalists, we were
unable to blane the shifts clearly on neasurenent artifacts. Thus,
while we have little reason to believe that there was an increase
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in Fundanentalists since the late 1960s, there nmay have been sone
gromh earlier in the sixties. This pattern flys in the face of

t he much bal Il yhooed talk of a New Christian Right, the rise of the
Moral Majority, and the growh of televangelists. It is

consi stent, however, with the fact that the proportion of Anericans
believing in the inerrancy of the Bible declined fromthe

m d-si xties to the mid-seventies and has remrai ned stable since
(Smith, 1990c).

Trends in Religious Preference: A Cohort Approach

A second survey-based nethod for studying the changing
religious affiliation of the American people is to ask contenporary
respondents what religion they were raised in. Since this is a
fixed attribute (one's religion, as we shall see later on, can
change, but the religion of origin can not actually change),
retrospective reports across different birth cohort can provide a
nmeasure of the religion of one's fanmly of origin and nore
indirectly of parents and even approxi mately of adults in genera
since the beginning of this century (Davis and Smith, 1980; Snith
and Kl aeser, 1983). 1In addition, since these retrospective reports
code actual denom nations, they permt a nore detailed tracing of
changes in religious preferences. While potentially prom sing both
to extend the tinme series of religious affiliations backwards past
the | ate-1940s and to provide an alternative nmeasure of changes in
nore recent years, this technique has its limtations and
difficulties.

Recal | of religion raised in can be errant because of various
factors. First, the recall period averages about 30 years and can
be over 60 years for the ol der respondents. G ven the |ong period
i nvol ved, nenory decay could be notable. Test/Retest agreement on
recal | denographics averages 92% on the GSS over 1-2 nonth
intervals (Smith and Stephenson, 1979), however. Second, the
recall may be conplicated by respondent's exposure to two or nore
religions, a situation especially likely when parents were from
different religions. For parents with two different religions, we
m ght expect the reports to balance out in the aggregate. However,
if one parent followed a religion and the other parent had no
religion, the child would generally be brought up in the former's
religion and thus report on that religion. Only in a totally
irreligious home is the child likely to have been without religious
exposure (Caplow, Bahr, and Chadw ck, 1983). As a result, the
proportion of parents with no religion should be systematically
underestimated by this item Third, the religion raised in
qguestion refers to the respondent's famly of origin and nore
indirectly to his/her parents and not to a cross- section of
adults as covered in the surveys previously analyzed. However, we
are able, to a certain extent, to adjust the religion reports to
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nore cl osely match that popul ation

First, we excluded those who were rai sed outside of the United
States. Second, we controlled for multiplicity of informants. In
a famly that has five children who are adults living in the United
States, there are five people who could report on the religion of
the parental home, but for an only child, only one person could
report on the parental hone. Thus, in the forner case, the chance
of getting a report on the parental honme is five tines greater than
inthe latter. W do not know how many actual surviving, adult
children in the United States there are and have used the nunber of
sibling ever born to the respondent's parents plus one (for the
respondent) as our adjustnent factor. This inplicitly assumes that
all siblings are potential respondents to the survey, a situation
that is undoubtedly false and which is nore likely to be in error
for the elderly (due to the death and institutionalization of their
si blings) and the very young (because nmany of their siblings are
still mnors). |In addition, historical fanmlies have no
chance of coverage if they were either childless or have no
surviving children anong the current adult popul ation of the United
States. (For details on such estimating problens, see Smth and
Davis, 1980 and Smith and Kl aeser, 1983.) All this cautions that
these estimates are subject to various errors. |In fact, however,
the results appear to be robust. W tried various alternative
techni ques using alternative years, unwei ghted data, and data with
only househol d wei ghts and the basic pattern reported here renains
unchanged.

Tabl e 13 shows the estimates of parental religious
affiliations based on retrospective reports of religion raised in.
The first set of dates are years of birth and the date in
par ent heses represents the year the sonmeone born in the nd-point
of year cohort (1915, 1925, etc.) would be 16 years old. Thus for
the cohort born in 1910-1919, we woul d take 1915 and add 16 to get
1931. This year is taken to represent (in a crude fashion) the
reference year for parental religion. O to put it another way,
the religious affiliations reported in Table 13 are taken to
represent that of the parental population for the reference year
Part A gives the estinmates based on all years of the GSS. Part B
gi ves estimtes based on only the npst recent (1984-87) GSSs. The
fornmer estimate i s based on considerably nore cases (except for the
youngest cohort) and its results tend to be nore regul ar,
presumabl y because of |ess sanpling variation. W present the
1984-87 GSS figures because subsequent nore detailed religious
breakdowns wi || be based on only surveys after 1983.10 Table 13A
shows trends that generally agree with those indicated by the
cross-sectional surveys. As Table 14 el aborates, there has been a
linear increase in the percent Catholic and None, a linear decline
in the proportion Protestant and Jew sh and no change in the
proportion ther. Except for Jews, the birth cohort data suggest
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that the trends observed for the post World War |1 period from both
t hese cohort figures and fromthe cross-section tinme series

conti nued back to at |east the beginning of the century. 1In the
case of Jews, the figures suggest that their proportion increased
until the years right after World War Il and have since declined.
Not only does the direction of the trends fromthe tine series and
cohorts agree, but the slopes are reasonably close (conpare Tabl es
3, 7, and 14).

Definite differences do energe between these two indicators,
however. The cohort figures underestinmate the proportion
Protestants, overcount Catholics, and approxi mately agree on the
nunber of Others and Jews. Probably the |argest source of this
di screpancy is the difference between the adult popul ati on sanpl ed
by the cross-section and the parental popul ation reconstructed by
t he cohort approach. Nones seemto be underrepresented by a bit in
the last two cohorts, probably as a result of the previously
predi cted undercount of non-religious parents. In sum while the
retrospective birth cohort approach can not fully reproduce the
religious profile of past adult popul ations, it probably gives a
fairly accurate neasure of relative changes in religious
affiliation and the trends it projects back prior to the advent of
surveys on religion in the 1940s probably reflect the changes that
were occurring during that earlier period.

Utilizing the nore detail ed denoni national codes avail able on
the religion raised in question, Table 15 shows trends wthin
Protestantism The percentages total up to the percent Protestant
in Table 13, not to 100% We will not go into a detail ed anal ysis
at this point, but note the followi ng shifts:

1. Most denominations |ost ground as the overall proportion
Protestant declined. Mornons are the only group to
i ncrease consistently over the century.

2. Methodi sts and Southern Baptists switched their relative
1-2 rank around the early 1950s. Both faiths have been
| osing shares in recent years however.

3. O her Fundanentalists (i.e., besides the Southern Baptists)
have lost a little ground, but not as much as small
noderate and |iberal denoni nations.

4. The |l arger noderate-to-I|iberal denom nations have | ost
ground. The Methodi sts and Disciples of Christ show the
| argest declines. The Lutherans, Preshyterians,

Epi scopal i ans, and | nterdenom nati onal s individually show
instability due to sanple variation, but generally held
their own until perhaps the nost recent period.
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In Table 16, we see the trends across religions classified as
Fundanent al i st, Modderate, or Liberal (for details of these groups,
see Smith, 1987). Fundanentalists held their share of the
popul ati on over the period, noderates grew (basically the growh in
Catholics nmore than off-setting declines anbng noderate
Protestants), and Liberals declined (a drop in liberal Protestant
affiliations being even greater than the rising proportion of
Nones). None of these differences are very pronounced and the
decline in the liberal wing nmay be exaggerated by the probable
underestimate of Nones in the nost recent birth cohort. In
general, in terns of the Fundanmentalist/Liberal balance within
American religions, the picture is stability rather than
redi stribution.

Survey Measures of Church Menbership

Anot her possi bl e data source about religious trends are
guesti ons about group nmenbership that ask about religions. There
are two main types of nmenmbership information: 1) general questions
about group nenberships and 2) specific questions on church
menber ship. There are several problens with the general, group
menbership items. First, they appear infrequently. Second, they
are very variable in formand therefore results (Smth, 1990d;
Tayl or, 1975). Third, conpared to questions focusing on church
nmenbership only, these questions significantly underreport
nmenberships. This partly results fromthe usual underreporting
that occurs on long, laundry list questions and partly from uncl ear
and restricted definitions of religious/church nenberships. Table
17 shows that the percent belonging to "church groups" varies from
6 to 50% As Table 18 indicates, nost of this variation is
probably due to the way the questions were cast. Menberships are
| owest when religion is not nentioned in the question, internediate
when it appears on a list but none of the groups are inquired about
separately, and highest when each group on the list is subject to
a specific query. Simlarly, menbership is |owest when it is
restricted to religious groups besides the church or congregation
as a whol e and hi gher when sinple church menbership is counted.
(Unfortunately inconpl ete docunentation and vague categori zation
makes it hard to know how i nclusive the church category was in
several instances.)11l As a result of this measurement variation
little useful trend infornmation is avail abl e about religious
menber ship and active invol venent fromthese gquestions

A second way of studying religious trends by tracking church
nmenber shi ps uses specific, nmenbership questions (Table 19). Wile
much | ess probl ematic than the general, menbership itens,
difficulties include 1) that there are far fewer data points on
church nenberships than on religious preferences, 2) that for nmany
of the points, the proportion of those with a particular religious
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preference who are nmenbers of each religion are not available, 3)
t hat preferences and nenbershi ps do not al ways correspond (Roof,

1980) 12, and 4) that there is sonme di sagreement between NORC and
Gal | up over the proportion that are church nmenbers.

Fromthe Gallup figures on nenbership in Table 19 and the
religious preference figures in Table 1, we cal cul ated the
proportion of Protestants, Catholics, and Jews anong church nenbers
in 1952, 1965, 1975, and 1985. (No information on O hers was
avai l able.) Catholics have consistently had the hi ghest proportion
of nmenbers, Protestants have been in the mddle, and Jews have
al ways been the lowest. The relative |evels have vari ed sonmewhat
with the Catholic edge narrowi ng and then reboundi ng sonewhat and
the Jewi sh | evel bouncing around a lot due to sampling variation
On bal ance, the inpact on trends appears to have been minimal. In
terms of the three major religions, the change in preference from
1952 to 1985 was Protestant - 4.3 percentage points, Catholic + 6.2
per centage points, and Jew - 1.9 percentage points, while for
menbers the figures were Protestant - 4.5 percentage points,
Catholic + 5.6 percentage points, and Jew - 0.5 percentage points
(Tabl e 20).

Survey Measures of Church Attenders

A final survey-based way of assessing trends in religious
affiliation is to track changes in church attendance. Various
neasures of church attendance have been asked virtually as |ong as
religious affiliation. @Gallup typically has asked "Did you
yoursel f, happen to attend church in the | ast seven days?" NORC
has usually asked a less tinme specific question, "How often do you
attend religious services?", with response categories running from
nore than once a week to never. SRC/Election has generally used
subj ective itens such as "Wuld you say you go to church regul arly,
often, seldom or never?" The Gallup and NORC questions can be
used to estimate the nunmber of church goers in each religion
simlar to what would occur if a sanple of people were drawn from
those attending religious services, a pew poll. (Some adjustnent
could be made with the SRC/ El ecti on surveys, but because of the
qualitative nature of the attendance neasure, it would be |ess
preci se and nore relativistic.)

Gal l up attendance breakdowns by major religions are avail able
back to 1958, while NORC data begin in 1972. (For both houses,
earlier data points exist, but the necessary crosstabul ations are
not available.) Table 21 shows that attendance anong Catholics
used to be higher than Protestants, but the difference has eroded
over the last 30 years. Protestant church attendance has renai ned
virtual ly unchanged, while Catholic attendance has fallen by 25
percentage points. (Fluctuations for Jews are nost probably within
sanpling error.) In fact, as Andrew Geel ey has noted (1985, p
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55; 1989), alnpst all of the decline in church attendance observed
over the |last 30+ years, can be attributed to the declining
attendance of Catholics. Because of the changi ng attendance
differential, trends in church attendance differ appreciably from
trends in religious preference. According to Gallup, the
proportion with a Protestant preference fell 11 percentage points
from 1958 to 1986, while Catholics gained 3 percentage points
(Table 1). The proportion of the popul ation attendi ng Protestant
services in an average week dropped only 6.6 percentage points over
this period, while the Catholic proportion dropped 4.6 percentage
points (rather than increasing by 3 percentage points). |In terns
of ratios, the Protestant to Catholic ratio in preferences fell
from2.9:1 in 1958 to 2.2:1 in 1986, while the attendance ratio
actually rose from1.7:1 in 1958 to 1.8:1 in 1986

The shorter NORC/ GSS series shows snaller differentials than
Gal l up between Catholic and Protestant attendance |evels, but
confirms the Gallup pattern that the differential has been
declining in recent years.13

The difference between the religious affiliation of the
general popul ation and that of church attenders for 1984-1987 is
shown in Table 22. Because of their |ower than average attendance
the proportion None, Other, and Jew sh is | ower than anong
affiliators than anong all adults. The changing portions are
particularly striking anong theol ogi cal groups (Table 22B). Wthin
Protestanti sm we see that Fundanentalists, Mrnons, Southern
Baptists, and Presbyterians all increase their share while the
relative |losers are Liberals, |Interdenom nationals, Episcopalians,
United Methodists, and Mbderates. Anerican Lutherans and Discipl es
of Christ held their positions.

Rel i gi ous Trends in Church Menbership

Besi des the use of the tinme series analysis of cross-sectiona
surveys and the retrospective reports of religion raised in, the
mai n source on changing religious affiliation is the church
menber ship figures annually collected by the National Council of
the Churches of Christ in the United States (Jacquet, 1986).
Conpared to the met hodol ogi cal problens involved with working the
menbership data, the difficulties with the existing survey data are

trivial. Many of the shortcom ngs of these data are well-known,
but, if anything, these critiques have probably underesti mated the
problems. 14 As Table 23 illustrates, the basic finding fromall of

the studi es of nmenbership is that 1) theologically Iiberal and

noderate churches generally began to show declining nmenberships in

the late sixties. (Only Catholics failed to show absolute drops in

adherents.) 2) Al Fundanentalist churches (with the exception of

the fairly noderate M ssouri Synod Lutherans) have shown

continued gromh, often at inpressive rates. These huge growth
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differentials seemto dispute the nodest-to-nil increases in
Fundanental i sts reported in the precedi ng survey anal ysis.15 Sone
researchers have remarked about the apparent disjuncture, but have
not ed the appl es-and-oranges nature of the conparisons. In
particul ar, they have observed that survey reports usually refer to
religious preferences, not to church nenberships, and that the

peri ods under reference are frequently not conparable.

Per haps t he bi ggest reason for the apparent discrepancies is
a sinple mathematical illusion. The Fundanentalist increases are
generally fromvery small bases, so that the | arge proportiona
gains in nmenbers convert into fairly nodest gains in their
percentage of the general population. |If we take the eight
Fundament al i st denominations in Table 23 as representative of al
Fundament al i st denominations in ternms of their growh pattern (a
bi g and unprovabl e assunption), we find that this group of
denomi nations reported that nenbership increased from15 nmillion in
1960 to alnost 25 million in 1985. The average increase for the
ei ght individual denom nations was 138% (respectively the changes
from1960 to 1985 were Lut heran-M ssouri Synod 10% Sout hern
Bapti st 49% Church of the Nazarene 70% Seventh Day Adventi st
105% Mornons 160% Jehovah's Wtness 192% Church of God
(Ceveland, TN.) 208% and Assenblies of God 310%. However, the
gain for these churches as a group was only 68% |ess than 1/2 of
the "average" of 138% The overall average is much |ower than the
average of the separate rates because the biggest denomi nations
(especially the Lutherans and Baptists) grew nore slowy than the
snmal | er churches. Averaging the eight growmh rates gives equa
wei ght to each denonination and thus allows the rapid reported
expansi on of the smaller churches to swanp the nore slowy grow ng
| arger churches and in turn to exaggerate the growth of
Fundament al i st as a social group

Second, these growth rates do not tell us how the
Fundanent al i st share of the popul ati on has changed. To answer that
we have to conpare the Fundanentalists to some base and, as we
shal | see, the base we chose influences the answer. |n 1960 they
made up 13.2% of the inclusive menbership of reporting churches and
by 1985 it had risen to 17.8% a relative increase of 35% If we
use the total population of the United States as the base, we find
that these churches increased their share from8.3%to 10.7% a
relative gain of 29% Finally, using the total adult popul ation as
the base, we find that their proportion grew from 13. 1% to 14.5%

a very nodest relative increase of less than 11%

G ven the way that nenbership figures are defined, none of
these bases is entirely appropriate. The inclusive nmenbership
figure is the sumof the individual nmenbership statistics of
reporting denoninations, but of course excludes non-nenbers, varies
over tine in its coverage, and includes a nix of adult and ninor
nmenbers that nakes conparison to other populations difficult. The
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total popul ation base is clearly broader that what nenbership
figures even potentially could add up to. It includes not only
non- menbers of churches, but al so groups, such as m nors, who are
not counted as potential nenbers by many denom nations. The total
adult base matches that covered by surveys and allows for
non-menbers to show up in the figures, but since the nenbership
figures include (at |least for sone denom nations) children, the
nunerator is potentially greater than the denominator. |In sum one
can not in any exact fashion nmake the nmenbership statistics
directly conparable to the survey-based figures.

The differences between the survey and denomi national counts,
whi ch seem striking at first glance, are actually probably quite
small. To give two exanples of relative agreenent on trends, the
menbership figures show the United Met hodists falling behind the
Sout hern Baptists between 1965 and 1970 and the 1967 NORC survey
confirms that Southern Baptists out-nunmbered United Methodists.

Li kewi se, the switch in the relative rank of these two |eading

Prot estant denomi nations is confirned by the cohort analysis (Table
15). Second, the nenbership figures show an increase in the
proportion Catholic fromthe 1950s to the 1960-80s, as does the
time series and cohort analyses. |In brief, while the church
menbership figures cover quite different populations with a
considerably different (and nore suspect) nethodol ogy, the

di fferences between the results are often nore apparent than real

Det erm nants of Religious Trends
Rel i gions gain or |ose nenbers because of inbalances in three

pairs of processes: births and deaths, immgration and enigration
and conversion and disaffiliation. An absolute balance in all

three pairs, or a net balance across these pairs will nean no
absol ute change. The relative gain or loss of a religion will of
course depend on the performance of all other religions. While we

l ack sufficient denographic information on these factors to conpute
a sinple, accounting sunmation of the six factors and the net
change, we have sone information on several of the factors and

t hese can provide indicators as to why sone religions have

i ncreased their share while others have fallen behind.

Fertility

Some religions follow God's first conmandnent to man, "Be
fruitful and multiply,"” nore assiduously than others and these
fertility differentials tend to persist over tinme. Table 24 gives
four fertility indicators: one of "past" differences, two of
present differences, and one of "future" differences. The first
colum gives the nunber of children in respondent's famly of
origin using religion raised in. The second colum shows what the
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i deal nunber of children is thought to be. The third colum gives
the total expected nunber of children (those ever born + additiona
children expected). The last columm gives the total nunber of

chil dren expected for those under 36. This can be considered as a
short-termpredictor of fertility's inpact on future religious

di stributions since alnost all of the children reported by these
young adults will be minors (or not even born) and therefore are
not yet, but soon to be, nenbers of the adult population. Wth one
exception, fertility declines as one goes frompast, to ideal, to
present, to "future". That is, people generally canme from | arger
famlies than they intend to have and the fanmilies they intend to
have are smaller than their ideal nunber of children. The

di fference between past and present levels of fertility reflects
wel | -established historical trends. W suspect that the difference
bet ween past and ideal, and the expected nunber of children may be
exaggerated since we expect that people will ultimtely have nore
children that they expect to. |In particular, the figures reported
for young adults seemto be too | ow.

Putting this issue aside, what can we say about the relative
grom h of major religions? The patterns anobng religions on these
four indicators is fairly conmplex. Catholics had high past
fertility and the highest future fertility, but their edge over
Protestants is slight and for all adults their current fertility is
| ower than Protestants. Jewish fertility is consistently |ower
than Catholic and Protestant fertility on all indicators. Qhers
start out as the group with the highest parental fertility, but
show | ower than average current and "future" fertility. As we wll
di scuss shortly, this large relative shift probably results from
the fact that nmany Qthers are recent inmmgrants whose parenta
fertility was fromanother culture. Nones have relatively | ow
fertility on all neasures, but have fallen below Jews fromthe
parental to the current generation. As we will see in the mobility
section, this is partly the result of the fact that the high
turnover in Nones across generations nmeans that these are
substantially different groups and thus nore subject to changes in
the fertility pattern. The slight fertility edge of Catholics over
Protestants al so shows up for nost birth cohorts over this century
as does the substantially lower fertility of Jews (Table 25).

The fertility indicators for major religions and najor
Prot estant denomi nations are shown in Table 24B. The pattern is
conplex and as with major religions varies by indicator, but the
general pattern is that nore fundanentalist denom nations tend to
have hi gher fertility than noderate-to-liberal denomi nations. This
pattern largely holds both for past birth cohorts (Table 25B) and
for current fertility. The differential appears to be narrow ng
sonewhat however.

We have no information on the relative nortality pattern of
religions. W suspect that differences are small and in particular
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unlikely to inpact differentially on the relative rates of natura
increase. Differences anong these major religions in natura

i ncrease are probably mainly due to fertility differentials and
nmortality differences are probably smaller and have | ess inpact
than fertility differentials on relative natural increase. One bit
of denpgraphic information that sheds sone |ight on the

nortality issue (as well as on fertility) is the age structure of
adults in religions. As Table 26 shows, there is a difference of
al nost 12 years in nean age. The older the group the higher its
rate of nortality is likely to be in the near future and the |ess
likely the group is to have nore children. Anpbng the youngest are
t he Nones and Interdenoni nationals, who are always relatively
overrepresented anong the young, adult life stage, and O hers, who
i ncl ude many young inmigrants. At the other end are nost of the
mai nl i ne noderate-to-liberal Protestant denominations and, at the
very top, Jews. 16

M gration

I mmigration and emigration figures are not kept by religion
and i nferences about religion based on the religious distribution
of country of origin are unreliable in part because religious
affiliation of the countries of origin is sonetines not known, but
mai nly because the religious profile of the hone countries is often
not typical of inmmgrants to the United States. For exanpl e,

imm grants from Lebanon and the Far East tend to be drawn fromthe
Christian mnorities of those countries. For emgrants fromthe
United States, the estimtes of even their gross nunber are so
uncertain that little can be inferred about their religion or
anything el se. However, sone insights into the contribution of

nm grati on can be gai ned by exami ning Table 27 which shows the
religious distribution of recent inmmigrant generations. In the
first colum, is the distribution of people who were born outside
the country and who lived outside the country until at |east age 16
before inmigrating. Myving to the right we have those born outside
the United States who inmgrated before age 16, those born in the
United States whose parents were born outside the country, those
with all grandparents born outside the country, those with al
native born grandparents, and finally the religious distribution of

t he whol e popul ation across all inmgrant statuses.
Protestants heavily predoni nate anong the fourth + generation,
but their share falls rapidly until it |evels-off at about 30%  for

the first and second generations. Catholics rise sharply fromthe

fourth + generation, level-off in the second generation and fal

slightly anong the first generation. Jews follow the sane pattern

as Catholics. In both cases, this is the result of heavy Eastern

and Sout hern European inmigration fromthe 1890s to Wrld Var |I.

O hers show a slow rise across generations, accel erating anong the
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first generation. This reflects the shifts in recent years to non-
Eur opean sources of inmigration. Finally, Nones show little
variation across generations.

The bottom sections of Table 27 shows that anmong Protestants
Fundanent al i sts (Fundanental i st and Sout hern Baptists) have been
t he nost underrepresented anong recent immgrants. Al so,
underrepresented are noderate Protestant denom nations that are
either Anerican in origin (e.g. Disciples of Christ) or centered in
America (Methodists). For these groups there are relatively few
co-religionists outside the United States. While no Protestant
denom nation really gains because of immigration, those with many
co-religionists outside the United States roughly hold their own
(Lut herans, Episcopalians, and Presbyterians).

The imm gration status distributions indicate that inmgration
(and probably net migration as well) has strongly favored the
grom h of Catholics and Jews. Their imnigration edge has
di mi ni shed in recent years and while their share of inmigrants is
still above their share in the resident popul ation, the
differential is not as large as it used to be. The one group that
has widened its immgrant differential recently is hers. Anong
Prot estant denomi nations the pattern is fairly stable. No
denom nation is increasing its overall share because of
i mm gration, and Fundanentalists and to a | esser extent other
i ndi genous religions are in relative decline because of
i mm gration.

Rel i gi ous Mobility

Rel i gi ons al so grow and shrink fromthe conversion and
disaffiliation of nenbers. The nmagnitude of religious nobility
depends on how it is nmeasured. Mbility will be greater when 1)
neasured over a longer period, 2) detail ed denom nations are
covered, and 3) gross rather than net changes are counted. G o0ss
mobility (total number of religious changes or proportion having

nmade one or nore switches) will increase over tine. (It can remain
unchanged, but since sone additional changes will al nost always
occur, it will normally marginally increase over time.) Net

mobility (the percent whose current faith does not equal their
original or base faith) can go up or down as duration increases,
but will also tend to increase with duration. Mbility will also
be higher as finer grain religious distinctions are used. A
grouping by major religions will show |l ess nmobility than one that
separated out all of the snmaller Protestant denom nations, since
use of the generic Protestant category will cover-up all within
Protestant nobility. Finally, gross nobility will show nore change
than net nobility since switches back to the religion of origin
cancel out in net nobility, but count as additional changes for
gross mobility. 17

We can study net religious nobility fromthe religion raised
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into current religion (an average duration of a little over 30
years) and can utilize various finer or grosser categorization to
classify religions. Table 28 shows the %reporting a (net) swtch
for various religious classifications. Swtching between najor
religions is |owest at 14% changes between the three
Fundanent al i st/ Li beral groups are internediate at 21% and when we
use all religions coded separately on the GSS, we get a maxi hnum net
nobility rate of 32%

For 1988 only we can also |ook at gross religious nobility. By
counting peopl e who had ever changed fromthe religion they were
raised in (even if they had since returned to their faith of
origin), we find a gross nobility rate of nearly 36%

Tabl e 29 presents three nmeasures of religious mobility. In
the first colum, the percent of people raised in a particular
religion who are currently still nmenmbers of that faith is shown.

In the second colum, the ratio of converts to disaffiliators is
given. In the last columm, the net change between the nunber
raised in a religion and the number currently preferring that
religion is shown. (This ratio has to be greater than one if net
change is greater than 100%) For exanple, 90.4% of respondents
rai sed as Protestants are still Protestants. For every 10
disaffiliations there are only 7.05 converts so the nunber of
current Protestants falls below the base total (97.2% of the base
or a |loses of -2.8 percentage points).

Anmong nmajor religions Protestants, Catholics, and Jews al
show net | osses. 18 (The figures for Jews show no change, but
| ooking across all years indicates that their net change is 93%)
Each religion holds on to its nenbers quite well, gains relatively
few menmbers fromother religions, and | oses nore nenbers (primarily
to None) than it gains. Ohers have |lower stability than the three
Judeo- Christian faiths, but are also nuch nore successful at
gai ni ng adherents than the other major groups. W suspect that the
hi gh turnover is associated with inter-marriage. Finally, Nones
are very unstable, retaining only 45% of those raised without a

religion. |In part, this is because nost in this group were
probably not raised as explicit agnostics or atheists, but sinply
were not regularly exposed to any religion (Tamey, Powell, and

Johnson, 1989). Thus for nmenbers of this group to switch probably
does not nean the abandonnent of a prior "faith" (as the switch of
Catholic to Protestant would), but nmerely the initial adoption of
a religion after having received no exposure as a child.
Simlarly, the large surplus of "converts"” to "disaffiliators” does
not reflect the organizational adoption of a non- or even
anti-religious ideology, but only a | apse (either permanent or only
tenmporary) in adherence to an organi zed religi on (Hadaway, 1989).
Looki ng at mmj or Protestant denoni nations we see that
stability is quite variable, ranging fromthe Mrnons who hold 91%
of those raised in that faith to Liberals and the Inter-
http://webapp.icpsr.umich.eduw/GSS/rnd1998/reports/s-reports/soc26.htm (24 of 80)2004-10-14 (AAI 4:48:40



Reports\ Social Change : Social Change Report 26

denom nationals who hold less than half. 1In terms of converts to
disaffiliators, all of the main noderate-to-l|iberal denom nations
except United Methodi sts conme out on the plus. The smaller Libera
and Moderate groups do not do as well however with both relatively
| ow stability and negative turnover. Fundanmentalists show a m xed
pattern with Mornons wi nning big, the smaller Fundanmentalist sects
al nost breaki ng even, and Southern Baptists having three | oses for
two gains. Looking at theological orientation we see that
Moderates | ose the nost, with Fundanmental i sts showi ng snaller
| osses, and only Liberals showi ng net gainsl9 (due to Nones). 20

In recent years, there seens to have been little change in the
| evel of turnover. There has been no significant change from
1972- 1987 as neasured on the GSS in ternms of nmjor religions, mgjor
Prot estant denominations, or Fundamentalist/Liberal orientation.21
Across birth cohorts however there is evidence that sone forns of
religious nobility have increased (Table 30). For major religions
the turnover rate about doubles fromthose born prior to 1910
conpared to those born in the 1940s. The rate then |evels-off and
declines. This decline is because of the confounding of cohort
changes with life cycle. As we noted above, mobility will increase
wi th duration and each succeeding birth cohort is about a decade
ol der and thus has a longer nobility interval. Since nost
swi tching occurs when respondents are relatively young, this
interval effect has little inpact on the ol der cohorts. It
probably slightly depresses the 1950-1959 cohort (which included
respondents as young as 25) and nost certainly causes the dip in
t he 1960 cohort which includes many 18 year olds and no one ol der
than 27. The increased nmobility anong major religions does not
appear to have occurred either within Protestanti smnor across
Fundanent al i sni Li beral i sm since nobility shows no trend across
cohorts for either all religions or theological groups (Table 28).
It appears that the barriers between the three cultures that
Her berg (1956) tal ked about have been coni ng down, but that the
already high level of Protestant mixing has not increased.

Rel i gi ous Mobility and Socialization

One factor influencing religious nobility is the degree of
soci alization into religion of origin (Bi bby, 1978). W neasure
degree of socialization as the nean probability of one's parents
attending church in a given week. As Table 31 shows, parenta
church attendance varies across religions. Catholics were the nost
faithful attendees followed by Fundanental i st Protestants,
noderate-to-liberal Protestants, Jews, and |lastly Nones (see al so
Tabl es 21 and 22). High church attendance is associated with high
stability. For exanple, for the five nmajor religions the
associ ati on between frequent church attendance and staying in the
sane faith is .357 (ganma, prob. = .000).
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For parents who attended church I ess than 38% of the tine 79%
of their children remained in the parental religion, for those who
attended 39-85%of the tinme the retention rate was 90% and for
t hose who attended over 85%of the time the retention rate reached
91.5% Interestingly enough this pattern reverses, as we m ght
expect, for people raised without any religion. Parents who
attended |l ess were nore likely to pass on their lack of religion
For parents who never attended church 50%currently report no
religion. For parents who went up to 20% of the tinme 45% stil
have no religion and for parents who went nore than 20% of the tine

44% of their children remained without any religion. |In brief,
religious nobility varies with degree of exposure to the religion
of origin. In general, nore exposure (as neasured by frequency of

parental attendance of services) increases the |ikelihood that
people raised in areligion will stay in that faith.

Rel i gious Mbility and Inter-marriage

A second factor influencing religious mobility is the Ievel of
inter- marriage. The level of inter-marriage depends on how it is
defined and neasured. The finer religious distinctions enpl oyed,
the nore inter-marriage will be found. Also, nore inter-nmarriage
exists if one conpares the religious origin of spouses rather than
their current religion. As Table 32 shows, in 27% of current
marri ages, the spouses were raised in different
maj or religions, 39% were fromdifferent theol ogical inclinations,
and fully 60%were raised in distinct denom nations. Since nuch
religi ous convergence occurs as the result of marriage, the exogany
rates for current religion are only about half as large, 15% for
maj or religions, 18.5% for Fundanentalisnl Liberalism and 40% for
all religions.

Inter-marriage | evels have shown little change in recent years
(for all three classifications changes on the GSS from 1973 to 1987
have either been insignificant or have shown no clear |inear
trend), but sone changes have occurred across birth and marriage
cohorts.22 Table 33 indicates that exogany across major religions
has grown during this century.23 No notable changes have occurred
across theol ogi cal groups or across all religions, however. This
result is simlar to that reported above on religious nobility and
i ndicates that while barriers between mgjor religions (chiefly
Protestanti smand Catholicism have | owered, the overall |evel of
inter-marri age has not changed. It appears that the rising nunber
of marriages between Protestants, Catholics and ot her nmjor
religions are replacing a conparabl e nunber of inter-denom nationa
marri ages anong Protestants, so that the total vol une of
inter-marriages is not growing. |In particular, MCutheon (1984)
has found that inter-narriage increased for all najor religions and
for mainline Protestant denoni nations, but held constant for
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fundanent al i st denoni nati ons.

Inter-marriages account for a major share of religious
mobility. Wen both spouses were raised in the sane mgjor
religion, only 5% of respondents report a current religion
different fromtheir religion of origin, while when the partners
were raised in different religions, 35.5%o0f respondents have
switched religions. Simlarly, when the spouses cone fromthe sane
t heol ogi cal canp, only 11% have changed canps; while for nixed
origins, the change level is 40% Looking at those who changed
their major religion, we find that 44% of the changers are narried
to sonmeone raised in another faith, 19%are not currently married
(separated, wi dowed, or divorced), 19% have never been narried, and
18% are nmarried to a spouse with their sane religious background.
For FundamentalisniLiberalism the switchers are 47%different
backgrounds, 20% ex-married, 13% never married, and 20% sane
background. G ven that sone of the ex-marrieds may have changed
religions to match their now ex-spouse, it appears that a majority
of religious mobility occurs among peopl e who have been married to
someone raised in religion different fromone's own.

The inportance of religious inter-marriages on religious
mobility is also shown by the fact that religious switchers nmention
marriage nore often than any other single factor as the reason for
t hey changed religious preferences (Roof, 1989)24

Rel i gi ous Change on Bal ance

We | ack sufficient details to count up net natural change, net
mgration, and net religious nobility to explain past, present, and
possi bly future patterns of religious change.25 W can, however,
| ook across these three conponents and nmake sone general observa-
tions about the sources of change for various religions and the
i kely balance across the conmponents. In only one case does
natural change, migration, and nobility comnbine to favor one nmjor
religion over the others. Ohers have the highest parenta
fertility, have been aided, especially recently, by immgration,
and have gained fromreligious nobility. Nones have gai ned the
nost fromreligious mobility and show some gains frommgration
but rank near the bottomon fertility. Since turnover is so high
for the Nones, low fertility is not the serious inpedinent to
sustained growmh that it would be for other groups however.
Catholics gain fromimmgration and, in the past at |east, from
fertility, but they have the largest | oss of mmjor religions from
religious nobility. Protestants lose fromimmgration and
religious turnover, and have relatively little gain/loss from
fertility. Finally, Jews have fared the worst. Their fertility
has been and remains very low, inmigration renmains a positive, but
di m ni shed source of growh (whether emigration to Israel is an
i mportant off-setting factor is unknown), and religious nmobility is
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producing a small, net loss.26 Wth religious nobility and
immgration being relatively small factors for Jews, their growh
depends heavily on their natural increase which is very | ow and
bel ow absol ute repl acenent |evels.

The pattern is also nmixed for groups along the
Fundament al i st/ Li beral conti nuum The Fundarmentalists have
relative high fertility, noderate nobility retention, and | ow
immgration. Moderates are average on fertility, low on nobility,
and quite high on immgration (nostly Catholics). Liberals
are |lowest on fertility, tops on net nobility change (nostly
Nones), and receive no relative change from mgration

A sinplified view of the bal ance between fertility and
nmobility (excluding migration) can be denonstrated by conparing the
total nunber of children expected with the stability rate.
Assuming that two children per respondent are needed for
repl acement, we see that Protestants with 2.36 (Table 24) children
expected would need a stability rate of .86 to break even. Since
Protestants have actually had a stability rate of .904 (Table 28),
we see that births minus disaffiliation still |eave Protestants
with a net gain (approximately 2.13 children in their parents
religion). When converts are factored in, they make up for nost of
the losses fromdisaffiliations and their net gain becones 2.30.
Nones on the other hand have only 1.63 children expected and a | ow
retention rate of only .454, so fam lies of Nones produce only .74
children who are Nones to replace thensel ves. Nones have a very
hi gh nunber of "converts" however, and these push the gain per
parental couple up to 2.44, above that of Protestants. The group
t hat does best of all are Mornons. They have 3.58 children and
retain 3.25 as Mornons. Since Mornons also gain fromreligious
nobility, the net yield per parental couple is 3.87. |In brief,
fertility, retention, and conversion can conbine together in
various ways to determine a religion's growh rate

Concl usi on

Basi c religious change has been gl acial; slow steady, and
ultimately massive. The proportion Protestant has been declining
t hroughout this century at about .003 per annum since WNI. Jews,
who gai ned ground early in the century, have al so been decli ning
since the 1940s at about .0006 per annum Catholics have been
gai ning ground throughout the century at about .0010-.0015 per
annum Qhers (nost Othodox and non-Judeo-Christian religions)
have shown no clear increase, but appear to be gaining adherents
over the |l ast decade at least (Table 34). As a result of these
changes, the ratio of Protestants to Catholics has fallen from over
4.1:1 around the turn of the century to about 2.7:1 today.

During this same period the proportion wi thout any religious
affiliation has al so been rising. Wiile the net trend has been
http://webapp.icpsr.umich.eduw/GSS/rnd1998/reports/s-reports/soc26.htm (28 of 80)2004-10-14 (AAI 4:48:40



Reports\ Social Change : Social Change Report 26

upwar ds at about .0014-.0027 per annum it has not been a sinple,
nmonot oni ¢ i ncrease and has varied by house. The nunber w thout
religion appears to have dipped fromthe late forties to the late
fifties before increasing until the md 1970s. Fromthen to the
present the proportion None has apparently remai hed constant. 27
Signs of a large and grow ng segnent of token religionists or of

t he unchurched are linmted. Church nenbership shows little change
and church attendance anbng Protestants has remmi ned stable for the
| ast 30 years. Anong Catholics, however, significant declines in
mass attendance occurred as well as snmaller slides in

congr egati onal nenbershi p.

Overall these indicators provide at best nixed support for the
secul ari zati on hypot hesi s (Hamond, 1985; Hadden, 1987; Wit hnow,
1976). The secul arizi ng changes has been 1) small in magnitude, 2)
intermttent in tine, and 3) restrictive in scope. However,
whenever there has been change, it has been in the secul ar
direction. This sanme conplex pattern in general also holds for
attitudinal and belief neasures (Smith, 1990c).

A second much bal | yhooed change has been the growth of
Fundanent al i st churches and nore recently the rise of the New
Rel i gious Right. Despite the inpressive evidence from church
menbership statistics, it does not appear that Fundanentalists have
appreci ably changed their share of the popul ation either across
generations or in recent years. This also is basically
substantiated by attitudinal trends (Smth, 1990c). Wat has
occurred in recent years is the politicization of the
Fundanentalists into a powerful, organized force

The typically down played changes in nmajor religions and the
exagger at ed changes in Nones and Fundarentalists have resulted from
a conpl ex bal anci ng of natural increase, net migration, and
religious nobility. Religions have grown froma varying m xture of
these factors and practically no faith has ranked either high or
low on all three factors. More often than not, the denographic
factors of births and deaths, and inmigration and enigration rather
than the winning or losing of souls, account for nost church growth
or decline. Religious nobility is an inportant process, but with
t he exception of gains for the Nones, its net inpact has been
noder ate and sl ow acti ng.

Li ke other long-term structural changes (such as the shift to
the Sun Belt, the decline in the manufacturing sector, or the aging
of the population) religious redistribution has slowy, but surely
changed the social profile of Arerica. Wile changes to the right
(rising Fundamentalism and to the left (rising atheism have both
been accented in popular and scholarly works, the biggest changes
have been occurring in the mddle as the relative share of
Protestants, Catholics, Jews, and now apparently Ot hers has shifted
over the last half century.28 1In particular, the decline of
nmai nl i ne Protestant denoninations is general and of United

http://webapp.icpsr.umich.eduw/GSS/rnd1998/reports/s-reports/soc26.htm (29 of 80)2004-10-14 (AAI 4:48:40



Reports\ Social Change : Social Change Report 26

Met hodi sts in particular, has been draining the noderate mddle,
whi |l e Catholics have repl eni shed the depleted center.

Table 1

Gal lup Trends on Religious Preference,

1947-1989a

Pr ot est ant Catholic Jewi sh O her None
1947 69% 20 5 1 6
1952 67% 25 4 1 2
1957b 70% 24 3 1 1
1962 70% 23 3 2 2
1966 68% 25 3 2 2
1967 67% 25 3 3 2
1970 65% 26 3 2 4
1971c 65% 26 3 2 4
1972 63% 26 2 4 5
1974 60% 27 2 5 6
1975d 61% 27 2 4 6
1976e 60% 28 2 4 6
1978f 60% 29 2 1 8
1979 59% 29 2 2 8
1980 61% 28 2 2 7
1981 59% 28 2 4 7
1982 57% 29 2 4 8
1983 56% 29 2 4 9
1984 57% 28 2 4 9
1985 57% 28 2 4 9
19869 59% 27 2 4 8
1987h 57% 28 2 4 9
1988i 56% 28 2 4 10

Reported in Gallup's Religion in Anerica (RIA) Series:

1. @Gllup Opinion Index Nos. 70, 114, 130, 145, 184

2. @Gl lup Report Nos. 222, 236, 259

3. Religion in Amrerica, 1979-80. Princeton: Princeton
Rel i gi on Research Center, 1982

4. Religion in Anerica, 1982. Princeton: Princeton Religion
Center, 1982

5. Carroll, Johnson, and Martin, 1977.

6. Religion in Anmerica: 1990. Princeton: Princeton Religious
Research Center, 1990
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a The Gallup figures are conpiled by pooling Gallup surveys from
the indicated years. For 1947, 1952, 1962, 1967, 1972, 1975,

and 1976 Roozen and Carroll (1979, p. 34) note that at |east four
surveys were used. For 1957 five surveys with 7,619 cases were
used. Oher information available are as indicated 1970 - 10
surveys, 16,523 cases (RIA No. 70); 1974 - 6,261 cases (R A, No.
114); 1979, 41,521 cases (1982); 1981 - 19 surveys, approximtely
29,000 cases (RIA, 1982); 1983 - 30,739 cases (RIA, No. 236);
1984 - 17 surveys, 29,216 cases (RIA No. 236), and 1986 - 6
surveys (4 personal), 8,292 cases (6,221 personal) (Rl A No.
259).

b The 1957 point usually published with the Gallup tine series is
actually fromthe Current Popul ati on Survey (Roozen and Carroll
1979; p. 34). The above point is based on five Gallup surveys
fromthe 1957. The 1957 figures in RIA 1986, No. 259 are in
error.

Cc Reported in RIA 1976 No. 130. Maybe 1970.

d Reported in RIA, 1976, No. 130 Sonme later RIA's report 62% for
Prot estants.

e Reported in RIA, 1977-78, No. 145. Sone later RIA's appear to
repeat 1975 figures for 1976.

f Reported in RIA 1979-80. RIA 1981, No. 184 reports sane
figures for 1977-1978.

g Based on 6,221 personal interviews and 2,071 tel ephone
interviews. For personal interviewers only Protestant figure is
58% RIA, 1986, No. 259.

h Based on 14, 147 cases according to Gallup and Castelli, 1989, p.
267, but see note i below See also RIA 1990, p. 32

i Several different figures are given by Gallup for 1988. Gallup
and Jones, 1989 p. 68 gives these proportions and n=15,460. Rl A
1990, p. 30 gives the same figures (although O her is not

reported), and reports figures are based on 11 surveys with 14, 147
cases according to RIA, 1990, p. 14, 147, but note unlikely

coi ncidence in note h above. RIA 1990, p. 29 also gives figures
for 1988/89 of Protestant=56% Catholic=28% Jew=2% her=4, and
None=10% wi th n=17,917 and on p. 33 cites 1988 a Protestant figure
of 57% based on 11 surveys which p. 32 seens to indicate had 15, 460
cases.
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Gal l up Question Wordings on Religion, 1946-1988*

1. 1946-1948
Are you a nenber of a church?
I f Yes:
Whi ch denomi nation? (PLEASE GET SPECI FI C DENOM NATI ON. )
I f No:
What is your religious preference? (PLEASE GET SPECI FI C
DENOM NATI ON | F PGsSI BLE. )

2. 1949-1955
What is your religious preference - Protestant, Catholic, or
Jewi sh?

Pr ot est ant/ Cat hol i ¢/ Jewi sh/ O her **

3. 1955-1958
VWhat is your religious preference - Protestant, Catholic, or
Jewi sh?

Pr ot est ant/ Cat hol i ¢/ Jewi sh/ O her / None ***

4. 1957-1966
VWhat is your religious preference - Protestant, Roman Catholic,
or Jew sh?

Pr ot est ant/ Roman Cat hol i ¢/ Jewi sh/ O her / None

5. 1966-1977
What is your religious preference - Protestant, Roman Catholic,
or Jewi sh?

Prot estant/ Cat hol i ¢/ Jewi sh/ East ern Ot hodox/ & her

6. 1977-1978
VWhat is your religious preference - Protestant, Roman Catholic,
or Jewi sh or Eastern O thodox?

Protestant/ Cat hol i c/ Jewi sh/ Eastern Ot hodox/ O her

7. 1978-1983
What is your religious preference - Protestant, Roman Catholic,
or Jewi sh, or an Othodox church such as the Greek or Russian
Ot hodox church?
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Pr ot est ant/ Roman Cat hol i ¢/ Jewi sh/ Ot hodox Church/ & her

8. 1983-1988

What is your religious preference - Protestant, Roman Catholic,
Jewi sh, Mornon, or an Othodox Church such as the G eek or
Russi an Ot hodox Church?

* These represent the standard Gallup wordi ngs used in each of
the indicated periods and do no cover all versions. The
information prior to 1974 cones from Roper Center, 1975.

I nformation since 1973 cones froma perusal of Gllup
guesti onnai res and codebooks in GSS s Social Change Archive.

** These are the precoded categories. Additional categories such
as "None" prior to 1955 were sonetinmes added during coding.

*** However the first Gallup survey in the 1955-58 period that |
can definitely identify as precoding None is Al PC698 (5/1958).
After that survey precoding of None appears regularly.

Table 2
NORC/ SRC- El ecti on Trends on
Rel i gi ous Preference, 1943-1989
A. NORC

DATE STUDY PROT CATH JEW OTH NONE CASES WORD

1943.04 210 60.1 15.8 2.7 0.4 21.0 2466 9
1943.71 216 60. 0 17.0 3.0 0.0 20.0 2448 9
1944.13 223 61.1 16. 2 2.9 0.1 19.7 2536 9
1944.71 228 74.9 19.3 4.3 0.0 0.0 2549 10
1944.79 229 73.5 20.3 4.3 1.9 0.0 2564 10
1944.96 231 71.0 21. 4 4.4 3.2 0.0 2471 10
1945.21 233 73.1 20.6 4.4 1.4 0.5 2504 10
1945.29 234 73.9 20.8 3.5 1.8 0.0 2494 10
1945. 54 235 75.4 20.6 3.2 0.8 0.0 2572 10
1945. 71 237 74.1 21.5 3.5 0.9 0.0 2533 10
1945.88 239 74.1 21.1 3.5 1.3 0.0 2540 10
1946. 13 143 67.0 23.0 5.0 2.0 3.0 523 12
1946.21 141 69.0 22.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 1293 11
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1946. 38 142 68.0 23.0 4.0 1.0 4.0 1292 11
1946. 63 243 73.0 20.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 2504 11
1946.71 144 71.7 21.0 4.3 0.2 2.8 1265 10
1948. 13 155 70.0 22.0 5.0 1.0 2.0 1271 13
1948.21 156 69.0 23.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 1289 13
1948.29 157 71.0 20.0 6.0 1.0 2.0 1280 13
1948. 46 158 73.0 19.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 1295 13
1948.46 159 70.0 20.0 5.0 1.0 4.0 1301 13
1948.54 160 67.0 23.0 5.0 1.0 4.0 1261 13
1948.79 161 68.0 21.0 6.0 1.0 4.0 1257 13
1949.21 164 69.0 23.0 3.0 2.0 3.0 1301 13
1950.29 280 67.0 24.0 4.0 1.0 4.0 1274 13
1951.21 300 66.0 25.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 1237 14
1951.29 302 64.0 26.0 4.0 3.0 3.0 1289 14
1952.38 325 67.0 26.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 1265 14
1952.46 327 68.0 24.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 1285 14
1952.63 329 70.0 24.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1297 13
1952.79 332 68.0 26.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1306 13
1953. 13 337 68.0 25.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 1293 13
1952.29 339 70.0 24.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1251 13
1953. 38 340 68.0 25.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 1265 13
1953.46 341 69.0 23.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 1291 13
1953.71 348 68. 0 23.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 1262 13
1953. 88 349 74.0 19.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 1233 13
1954.04 351 69.0 22.0 5.0 1.0 3.0 1250 13
1954.88 365 70.0 23.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 1201 13
1956. 04 382 71.0 23.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1238 13
1956.29 386 71.0 23.0 3.0 1.0 2.0 1224 13
1956.46 390 69.0 24.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 1275 13
1956. 71 393 68.0 25.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 1263 13
1956.96 401 72.0 23.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1232 13
DATE STUDY PROT CATH JEW OTH NONE  CASES WORD
1957.29 404 68.0 24.0 4.0 1.0 3.0 1279 13
1963.04 100 71.9 23.8 2.1 1.1 1.1 1482 15
1963. 38 160 68. 7 25.0 3.3 2.9 0.1 1515 15
1963.88 350 68.0 25.6 2.0 1.5 2.9 1379 15
1963. 96 330 67.6 23.4 2.3 2.8 3.9 1550 15
1964. 38 630 67.0 27.3 2.7 0.2 2.8 1428 15
1964.79 760 67.9 25.9 3.1 0.6 2.5 1975 1
1965. 46 857 68.9 24.6 2.0 1.5 3.0 1468 15
1965.79 868 68. 6 25.9 2.0 0.8 2.7 1518 15
1965.96 870 69. 2 23.9 2.4 1.3 3.2 1482 15
1965.96 876 65. 6 23.3 2.6 5.2 3.3 1482 15
1967.04 4011 66. 7 25.5 3.0 2.0 2.8 1514 15
1967.21 4018 70. 3 22.6 2.3 1.0 3.8 3091 1
1968. 29 4050 70. 8 22.6 2.1 1.2 3.3 1480 15
1970. 04 4095 65.0 25.8 1.8 3.9 3.5 1495 15
1970.29 4100 65.5 23.8 1.6 2.8 6.3 1490 16
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1970.71 4088 61.3 24. 1 2.4 3.3 9.0 3018 19
1971.21 4119 67.2 23.5 2.1 2.3 4.9 1499 15
1972. 21 GSS 64.1 25.7 3.4 1.7 5.2 1608 17
1972.88 5046 63. 2 25.2 2.1 2.5 7.0 1461 17
1973. 21 GSS 62.7 25.9 2.8 2.3 6.4 1500 17
1973.29 5047 60.0 28. 4 2.4 4.2 5.0 723 18
1973.38 5047 62. 2 25.8 3.1 3.9 5.0 647 18
1973.46 5047 57.7 31. 4 2.9 4.0 4.0 644 18
1973.54 5047 60.1 27.3 3.0 4.0 5.5 616 18
1973. 63 5047 60.5 25.2 3.3 4.6 6.4 644 18
1973.71 5047 61.3 25.8 3.2 4.2 5.5 631 18
1973.79 5047 60.5 28.9 2.7 3.0 4.9 688 18
1973.88 5047 59.9 28.1 2.3 4.3 5.4 700 18
1973.96 4179 61.3 26.4 2.1 3.4 6.7 1489 17
1974. 04 5047 61.9 25.0 4.1 4.2 4.8 697 18
1974.13 5047 62.6 22.9 3.4 4.7 6.5 696 18
1974.21 5047 61.9 27.5 2.2 3.3 5.1 610 18
1974. 21 GSS 64. 3 25. 4 3.0 0.5 6.8 1483 17
1974.38 5047 63.9 27.3 1.7 2.1 4.9 658 18
1975.21a GSS 64. 3 26.5 0.5 1.1 7.6 754 17
1975. 21 GSS 66. 8 22.2 2.6 0.8 7.6 734 17
1976. 21 GSS 62. 4 27. 4 1.2 0.8 8.2 755 17
1976. 21 GSS 64.7 24. 7 2.4 1.2 7.0 742 17
1976.71 4329 63. 2 24.5 1.6 4.4 6.3 1321 1
1977. 21 GSS 65.9 24.5 2.3 1.2 6.1 1523 17
1978.21 4269 63.0 26.0 2.6 1.4 7.0 1509 17
1978. 21 GSS 64.1 25.1 1.9 1.1 7.8 1528 17
1979.71 4294 60.1 26. 3 2.7 1.3 9.6 1010 1
1980. 21 GSS 64.0 24.7 2.2 2.0 7.2 1465 17
1982. 21 GSS 64. 6 24. 4 2.5 1.3 7.3 1498 17
1983. 21 GSS 60. 8 27.5 2.7 1.6 7.3 1595 17
1984. 21 GSS 63.8 25.7 1.8 1.4 7.3 1461 17
1985. 21 GSS 62.5 26.7 2.1 1.6 7.1 1529 17
1986. 21 GSS 62.8 25.8 2.6 2.0 6.7 1467 17
1987. 21 GSS 65.1 24.2 1.4 2.1 7.1 1460 17
1988. 21 GSS 61.2 25.9 2.0 2.8 8.0 1480 17
1989. 21 GSS 63. 3 25.2 1.5 2.2 7.8 1533 17
B. SRC/ El ection

DATE STUDY PROT CATH JEW OTH CASES WORD
1948.88 1948 70.0 21.3 3.8 2.1 2.8 657 7
1951.46 1951 75.9 19.5 3.4 0.3 0.9 990 5
1952.88 1952 71.7 21.7 3.3 1.1 2.2 1787 5
1954.79 1954 75.3 19.1 3.0 1.4 1.2 1138 6
1956.88 1956 73.2 21.1 3.2 1.1 1.4 1759 5
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1958.88 1958 73.7 21.2 3.0 0.8 1.3 1818 5
1960. 71 1960 72.6 21.9 4.1 0.8 0.6 1378 5
1960.88 1960 74. 4 20.1 3.4 0.9 1.2 1827 5
1962.88 1962 73.5 20.1 3.4 1.2 1.8 1295 8
1964.88 1964 70. 4 22.2 2.9 0.9 3.6 1569 5
1966. 88 1966 71.5 22.0 3.4 0.8 2.3 1274 4
1968.88 1968 71.6 21.9 2.7 0.7 3.1 1539 3
1970.88 1970 70.5 19.2 2.8 2.8 4.7 1502 21
1972.88 1972 68. 6 23.8 2.4 1.0 4.3 2695 2
1974.88 1974 68. 2 21.6 2.4 0.9 6.9 2500 2
1976.88 1976 65. 2 24.6 2.4 1.4 6.4 2867 2
1978.88 1978 63.0 24.0 2.9 1.4 8.7 2285 2
1980.88 1980 63.1 23. 4 3.2 1.3 9.0 1583 2
1982.88 1982 65. 7 22. 4 1.7 1.4 8.8 1402 2
1984.88 1984 62.0 26.0 2.4 1.4 8.2 2237 2
1986.88 1986 65.1 23.7 1.5 1.3 8.4 2153 2
1988.88 1988 65.1 23.9 1.5 0.8 8.7 2026 2
C. CPS (CENSUS)

DATE STUDY  PROT CATH JEW OTH NONE  CASES WORD
1957.21 1957 66. 7 25.8 3.3 1.3 2.8 75000 20
a First points for 1975 and 1976 are for bl ock quota sanple, second

points are for ful

1. What is your religion?

2. I's your religious preference Protestant,

probability sample.

Questi on Wordi ngs

Jewi sh, or sonething el se?

3. Are you a Protestant, Ronan Catholi c,
4. Are you Protestant, Roman Catholi c,
5. I's your church preference Protestant,
6. Rel i gi on of Respondent

7. Rel i gi ous Preference
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8. I's your religious preference Protestant, Catholic, or

Jewi sh?
9. Are you a nenber of a church? |IF YES: What denoni nation?
10. What denom nation do your consider yourself?

11. Rel i gi on
12. Not given
13. What religion do you consider yourself?

14. May | ask you religion?

15. What is your religious preference?
16. VWhat is your own religious preference now?
17. VWhat is your religious preference? 1Is it Protestant,

Cat holic, Jew sh, sone other religion, or no religion?

18. What is your religious preference? Is it Protestant,
Cat holic, Jewi sh, or sone other religion?

19. What is your religious preference at this tinme?
20. What is his religion - Baptist, Lutheran, etc.?a
21. I's your religious preference Protestant, Catholic, Jew sh

or sonething else.?

a Census publications also list "Wat is your religion?" as the

wor di ng. Perhaps this was used for informants while the one
cited above was used in reference to other family nmenbers
("Religion...", 1957, p. 1; Mieller and Lane, 1972).

Table 3

Sunmary of Trends on Religious Preference
Aver age Proportion/ Change per Annum

Pr ef er ences

O gan. Dat es Pr ot est ant Catholic Jew sh

O her

None

Gal l up 1947-89 .621/-.0038 . 265/ +. 0018 . 023/ -.0006
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Gl | up 1952-
SRC/ El ection 1948-

NCRCa 1946-

89 .618/-.0043

88 .692/-.0034

89 .669/-.0021

. 269/ +. 0016

. 222/ +. 0012

. 242/ +. 0010

. 024/ -.0009

. 026/ -. 0005

. 026/ -. 0007

. 024/ +. 0009
. 010/ ( +. 0001)

. 012/ ( +. 0004)

. 040/ +. 0027

. 029/ +. 0024

. 034/ +. 0014

a Excl udes two data points in 1963,

two in 1970, and one in 1979 that

contai ned najor variations in wording and codi ng. Changes per annum t hat
are not statistically significant are in parentheses.

Religious Distributions in 1957

Tabl e 4

Pr ot est ant Cat holic Jew sh O her None
Census (CPS) 66. 7% 25.8 3.3 1.3 2.8
NORC (1956) 70. 2% 23.6 3.4 1.0 1.8
NORC (1957) 68. 0% 24.0 4.0 1.0 3.0
SRC (1956) 73.2% 21.1 3.2 1.1 1.4
SRC (1958) 73. 7% 21.2 3.0 0.8 1.3
Gl lup (1957) 70. 4% 24. 3 3.3 1.4 0.9
NORC (1957ADJ) a 69. 8% 21.2 --- --- 2.5
NORC (1956ADJ) 72.1% 21.5 --- --- 1.5

Census vs. (I'ndexes of Dissimlarity)

NORC (1956) 3.6
NORC (1957) 2.2
SRC (1956) 6.5
SRC (1958) 7.0
Gl up (1957) 3.8
NORC (1957ADJ) 5.0
NORC (1956ADJ) 5.7

a Adjusted figures

explained in note 7.

Table 5

Conpari sons of Block Quota and Full-Probability Sanples
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(1975-76 GSS, Conbi ned)

A Unwei ght ed

Pr ot est ant Cat hol i c Jew sh O her None N Pr ob.
Bl ock Quot a 63. 4% 27.0 0.9 0.9 7.9 1509
. 002a
Ful | -
Probability 65. 7% 23. 4 2.5 1.0 7.3 1476
B. Wei ght ed
Pr ot est ant Cat hol i c Jewi sh O her None N Pr ob.
Bl ock Quota 62. 4% 27.9 0.9 1.0 7.8 1597
. 002
Ful | -Probability 65.1% 24.6 2.5 1.1 6.7 1388
a Assum ng SRS.
Table 6

Mul ti pl e Regression Analysis of Religious Preference

A. Pr ot est ant
Vari abl es

Ti ne -

Organi zation

Sanpl e -
"Pref erence" -,

Rel i gi ons Menti oned

Nones -

B. Cat holic
Ti ne

Organi zati on -

Sanpl e
"Pref erence”

Rel i gi ons Menti oned -.

Bet a
829
. 512
188
150
. 496
272

. 779
588
. 337
. 093
522
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. 119
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. 001
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. 011
. 423
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Nones . 404 . 000
r2=.54
C. Jewi sh
Ti me -.728 . 000
Organi zati on -. 157 . 051
Sanpl e -.025 . 833
"Preference" . 291 . 007
Rel i gi ons Menti oned -.389 . 006
Nones . 136 .138
r2=.61
D. Q her
Ti me . 087 . 616
Organi zati on -.620 . 000
Sanpl e -.286 . 070
"Preference" -.339 . 016
Rel i gi ons Menti oned -. 116 . 519
Nones . 437 . 000
r2=.33
E. None
Ti me . 896 . 000
Organi zati on . 043 . 489
Sanpl e . 136 . 152
"Preference" . 198 . 021
Rel i gi ons Menti oned -.126 . 248
Nones -.182 . 013
r2=.76
Table 7

Conparison of Bivariate and Miltivariate Sl ope Coefficients
(Change in proportions per annum

Uncontrol |l ed Control | eda
Time * Religion Time * Religion

A Al Ogani zations

Protestants -. 00238 -.00272
Catholics +. 00104 +. 00146
Jews -. 00058 -. 00055
Q hers +. 00025 +.00008 (n.s.)b
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Nones +. 00162 +.00173
B. NORC
Protestants -. 00245 -.00224
Cat holics +. 00121 +. 00195
Jews -. 00062 -. 00068
Q hers +. 00035 +.00010 (n.s.)
Nones +. 00151 +. 00085
C SRC/ El ecti on
Protestants -. 00279 -. 00320
Cat holics +. 00094 +. 00103
Jews -. 00043 -. 00043
O hers +. 00003 +.00008 (n.s.)
Nones +.00223 +. 00252
a See Table 6 for variables controlled for. For parts B
and C organi zation is of course omtted.
b n.s. = not statistically significant at .05 |evel

Trends in % None in Sel ected NORC Surveys

Rel ated to Changes in Coding and Question Wrding

None
Dat e St udy Questi on Wirdi ng Pr ecoded % None
9/ 1944 228 10 No 0. 0%
10/ 1944 229 10 No 0.0
12/ 1944 231 10 No 0.0
3/ 1945 233 10 No 0.5
4/ 1945 234 10 No 0.0
7/ 1945 235 10 No 0.0
9/ 1945 237 10 No 0.0
11/ 1945 239 10 No 0.0
3/ 1946 141 11 Yes 3.0
5/ 1946 142 11 Yes 4.0
8/ 1946 243 11 Yes 2.0
9/ 1946 144 10 Yes 2.8
4/ 1957 404 13 Yes 3.0
1/ 1963 100 15 No 1.1
5/ 1963 160 15 No 0.1
11/ 1963 350 15 Yes 2.9
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12/ 1963 330 15 Yes 3.9
4/ 1968 4050 15 Yes 3.3
1/ 1970 4095 15 Yes 3.5
4/ 1970 4100 16a Yes 6.3
9/ 1970 4088 19b Yes 9.0
3/1971 4119 15 Yes 4.9
3/ 1976 GSS- BQ 17c Yes 7.7
9/ 1976 4239 1 Yes 6.3

a Wrding likely to increase "nones" by addition of the phrase
"now. "

b Wrding likely to increase "nones" by addition of the phrase "at
this tinme."

c Wrding likely to increase "nones" by addition of the phrase "or

no religion.”
Table 9
Trends in % None in Anerican National Election Studies

Rel ated to Changes in Coding and Questi on Wrding

None
Dat e Questi on Wording Pr ecoded % None
Fal | /1952 5 Yes, "None" 2.2%
Fal 1 /1956 5 No 1.4
Fal I /1958 5 Yes, "None" 1.3
Fal 1 /1960 5 No 1.2
Fal | / 1962 8 No 1.8
Fall /1964 5 No 3.6
Fal | / 1966 4 No 2.3
Fal | / 1968 3 No 3.1
Fal | /1970 21* No 4.7
Fal | /1972 2* No 4.3
Fall /1974 2* Yes, "None" 6.9
Fal | /1976 2* Yes, "None" 6.4
Fal | /1978 2* Yes, "None, No preference" 8.7
Fal I /1980 2* Yes, "None, No preference" 9.0
Fal | /1982 2* Yes, "None, No preference" 8.8
Fal | /1984 2* Yes, "None, No preference" 8.2
Fal | /1986 2* Yes, "None, No preference" 8.4
Fal I /1988 2* Yes, "None, No preference" 8.7
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*Question wordings likely to encourage "nones" by addition of the
phrase "or sonething else.”

Tabl e 10
Trends in Protestant Denom nations

A. SRC/ El ecti on

1960 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988
Baptistd 21.3 21.5 20.0 21.2 24.0 10.1 11.4 9.4 8.3 8.8 9.5 9.0 8.8 7.6
Al'l Bapt. 21.3 21.6 20.0 21.3 24.1 19.5 21.9 17.9 18.4 18.9 20.2 17.9 19.6 18.6
SBC 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 8.4 10.5 8.5 10.1 10.1 10.7 8.9 11.8 11.0
Met hodi st c 16.6 15.5 17.0 16.4 14.1 12.7 11.6 11.1 11.1 10.8 12.1 11.5 11.9 11.1
Lut her ana 7.6 7.6 7.5 7.4 7.8 8.1 8.0 8.3 7.0 6.9 6.1 6.0 5.6 5.9
Presbyteri an 7.3 4.7 5.1 6.0 4.3 5.5 4.4 4.4 3.9 4.1 3.9 4.3 4.2 4.3
Epi scopal i an 3.7 3.3 3.5 2.4 2.7 2.6 2.0 2.3 2.5 2.8 2.1 2.6 2.1 2.6
UCCb 3.1 3.3 2.4 1.6 2.3 2.5 2.0 2.5 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.1 1.4
DC 2.1 2.4 2.4 2.4 3.0 1.5 1.2 1.3 1.8 1.8 2.4 2.2 3.0 1.5
Ref or med 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.7 0.6 0.6
I nt erdenom 3.3 3.1 3.7 3.0 1.7 4.1 3.2 4.3 2.8 4.0 4.0 3.8 3.7 4.6
Fund. e 7.3 7.3 7.4 8.9 7.6 10.4 10.0 9.7 9.0 8.8 10.2 9.1 9.7 12.1
Mor mon 0.3 1.1 0.7 0.8 1.0 1.5 2.2 1.5 2.4 1.4 1.1 0.8 1.3 0.5
Li beral f 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.9 0.4 0.2 0.6
Q herg 1.1 0.3 0.5 0.4 0.7 0.4 1.0 0.8 1.2 1.3 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.1
Tot al 74.3 70.7 71.4 71.7 70.2 68.6 68.2 65.1 62.9 63.5 65.7 62.1 65.2 64.9

a Except Mssouri Synod. However, as in the case of Southern Baptists (see note d), M ssouri Synod
Lut herans were al nost never separately coded in early years and even in |later years it appears
that nost were coded in the Lutheran category.

b Plus Congregational and Evangelical and Reforned.

United Methodist, African Methodists, and United/ Evangelical Brethren. Excludes Free Methodists.

d Excludes Primitive, Free WIIl, and Gospel Baptist. Southern Baptist not effectively separated until
1972. Slight decline in total Baptist appears to result frombetter coding to the
fundanmental i st Baptists. |In 1970 these accounted for 0.3% and added to other Baptists yields 24.4%
In 1972 they were 3.1% and total Baptists were 22. 6%

e Mennonite, Am sh, Church of the Brethren, M ssionary, Church of God, Holiness, Nazarene, Free
Met hodi st, Church of God in Christ, Plymouth Brethren, Pentecostal, Assenblies of God, Church of
Christ, Salvation Arny, Primtive, Free WIIl, and Gospel Baptists, Seventh Day Adventist, M ssouri
Synod Lutheran, Christian Scientists, Jehovah's Wtnesses, and other fundamentalists.

f Unitarian, Universalist, and Quaker.

g O her unspecified, Spiritualist, and Unity.

(@]

Trends in Protestant Denoninations (Continued)
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B. NORC
Year 1950 1963 1963 1963 1964 1964 1964 1965 1965 1967 1967 1968 1970 1971 1972
St udy 280 160 350 330 630 760 857 868 870 4011 4018 4050 4100 4119 GSS

Bapt i st 16 19.2 20.1 21.7 23.3 (18.9) 22.8 20.4 21.6 20.3 (22.8) 23.3 22.3 23.5 20.3

SBC X X X X X 9.5 X X X X 11.7 X X X X
Am Bapt. X X X X X 4.7 X X X X 6.2 X X X X
Qh Bapt. X X X X X 4.7 X X X X 4.9 X X X X

Met hodi st 13 14.5 13.6 13.2 13.7 11.2 13.5 15.8 14.1 13.1 (13.5) 14.3 12.6 13.3 13.5

Un. Meth. X X X X X X X X X X 9.9 X X X X
Free Meth. X X X X X X X X X X 0.9 X X X X
ah Meth. X X X X X X X X X X 2.7 X X X X

Lut her an 7 9.0 7.0 6.9 9.3 (9.7) 7.5 9.5 9.2 9.1 (7.3) 8.0 8.1 8.5 8.8

Am Luth. X X X X X 6.3 X X X X 4.4 X X X X
Mb. Synod X X X X X 2.3 X X X X 2.3 X X X X
ah Luth., X X X X X 1.1 X X X X 0.6 X X X X
Pres. 8 5.4 4.7 4.8 6.1 5.9 5.6 5.5 5.4 4.9 6.1 5.2 4.5 4.4 4.9
Epi s. 4 3.1 3.5 2.8 4.2 2.9 2.9 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.2 2.7 2.1 1.7 2.2
UCC/ Cong. X 1.9 1.8 1.9 3.5 3.6 1.1 2.0 1.9 3.3 2.7 2.8 3.4 2.3 X
DC X X X X X 2.6 X X X 1.0 1.5 0.7 X 0.7 0.5
O her 19 15.6 17.1 16.3 7.5 13.0 15.5 12.5 13.7 12.0 14.2 13.8 12.4 12.8 12.2
67 68.7 67.8 67.6 67.5 67.8 68.9 68.5 69.2 66.7 70.3 70.7 65.4 67.1 62.4

B. NORC Conti nued
YEAR 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1980 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
STUDY GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS GSS

Baptist 20.5% 21.5% 20. 5% 20. 3% 20. 8% 20. 8% 21. 6% 19. 3% 19. 1% 19. 6% 21. 4% 19. 2% 21. 8% 21. 3% 20. 0%

SBC X X X X X X X X X 7.4 9.6 8.2 10.2 10.9 8.8
Am Bapt. X X X X X X X X X
12.2 11.8 11.0 11.6 10.4 11.2
Qh Bapt. X X X X X X X X X
Met h. 12.9 12.5 11.0 10.7 12.3 12.5 11.3 10.8 9.1 10.5 10.8 9.7 10.3 9.4 9.7
Un. Meth. X X X X X X X X X 8.1 7.8 7.1 7.9 7.4 7.6
Free Meth. X X X X X X X X X

2.4 3.0 2.6 2.4 2.0 2.1
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Oh Meth., X X X X X X X X X
Lut heran 8.2 7.4 9.7 6.8 8.9 7.9 6.2 8.0 8.6 6.3 6.3 7.3 6.0 5.0 7.3
Am Luth. X X X X X X X X X 2.7 2.4 3.4 2.9 1.8 2.6
Mb. Synod X X X X X X X X X 2.1 2.0 2.4 1.5 1.3 2.2
Oh Luth., X X X X X X X X X 1.5 1.9 1.5 1.6 1.9 2.6
Pres. 4.0 5.1 5.3 5.1 4.4 3.7 5.4 4.6 3.8 4.8 3.7 3.7 5.2 4.3 4.6
Epi s. 2.8 27 31 32 22 2.4 30 31 2.4 1.8 2.8 2.4 2.0 2.1 238
UCC/ Cong. X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
DC 0.9 1.4 1.5 1.8 1.1 1.7 0.8 1.6 1.0 2.1 2.5 1.4 1.7 0.6 0.5
Q her 12.1 12.5 13.2 14.5 15.1 14.1 15.4 16.5 16.2 17.4 15.3 17.5 17.9 18.4 18.5
Tot al 61.4 63.1 64.3 62.4 64.8 63.1 63.7 63.9 60.2 62.5 62.8 61.2 64.9 61.1
63. 4 Trends in Protestant Denoninations (Continued)
C. Gl lup, 1967-1989

1967 1969 1974 1975 1976 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
Bapt i st 21% 20% 21% 20% 21% 19% 19% 19% 19% 19% 21% 20% 20% 20%
Met hodi st 14 14 14 11 11 11 11 10 10 10 10 9 10 9
Lut her an 7 7 7 7 7 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 6 5
Pres. 6 6 6 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 2 2 2
Epi s. 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2
Q her 16 -- 9 15 13 18 17 20 18 16 13 16 17 20
Tot al 67 -- 60 61 60 60 59 61 59 57 56 57 57 58
SOURCES: @Gallup Reports Nos. 130, 145, 222, 236, 259 and RI A 1990.

Trends in Protestant Denoni nations (Continued)
C. Gl lup, 1967-1988
1987 1988

Bapti st 20% 20%
Met hodi st 9 10
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Lut her an 6 6
Presbyteri an 3 4
Epi scopal i an 2 2
Q her 17 14
Tot al 57 56

D. Gallup, 1979-1988

1979 1983 1984 1986 1988

Sout hern Bapti st 8% 10% 9% 10% 9%
Ameri can Bapti st 2 2 2 2 2
Nat| Baptist Church of Anmerica 1 2 1 * *
Nat| Baptist Church, USA * * * * *
O her Bapti st 3 3 3 5 3
Baptist, Don't Know 5 5 5 3 5
Uni ted Met hodi st 7 8 7 7 7
African Methodi st Episcopal Zion * * * * *
African Met hodi st Epi scopal 1 * * * *
O her Met hodi st 1 1 1 1 1
Met hodi st, Don't Know 2 1 1 1 2
Ameri can Lut heran Church 2 2 2 2 2
Lut heran Church in Anmerica 1 1 1 1 1
M ssouri Synod Lut heran 2 2 2 1 1
Q her Lutheran * 1 1 * *
Lut heran, Don't Know 1 1 1 1 1
Presbyteri an 4 3 2 2 4
Epi scopal i an 2 2 3 2 2
United Church of Chri st 2 2 2 2 2
Di sci pl es of Chri st 2 NA NA 2 2
Mor mon 1 1 NA NA NA
O her Protestant 7 3 2 7 6
Protestant, Don't Know 4 3 5 5 4
O her 1 2 2 4 1

59 56 57 58 57

*Less than 0.5%
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E. CPS, 1957 (Persons 14 +)

Bapti st 19. 7%
Met hodi st 14.0
Lut her an 7.1
Presbyterian 5.6
Q her (including
Epi scopal i an) 19. 8
66. 2

Table 11
Sunmary of Trends on Major Protestant Denoni nations
Aver age Proportion/ Change Per Annum Mode

Bapti st Met hodi st Lut her an Presbyteri an Epi scopal i an

SRC/ El ecti on
(1960-1988) .212/(-.0006)a/ NCNL .125/-.0021/SLC .071/-.0009/SLT .046/-.0007/SLT .025/-.0004/C

NORC
(1963-1989) .208/(+.0001)/NCNL .120/-.0015/SLC .077/-.0006/SLC .049/-.0006/SLT .026/-.0003/SLC

Gal | up
(1967-1989) .201/-.0005/ SLCb .108/-.0025/SLT .064/-.0007/SLC .040/-.0021/SLC .024/-.0006/SLC

a Parentheses nmean trend is not statistically significant.
b Borderline significance, alnost fits constant nodel.

Table 12

Trends in Fundanental i sm Li beralism

A, NORC/ GSS
1964 1967 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

Fundanent al i st 26. 2% 32.2% 34. 1% 33. 7% 35. 1% 35. 8% 35. 4% 33. 0%
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Moder at e 43.7 42.1 39.6 39.8 39.7 38.4 38.6 40.7
Li ber al 30.1 25.7 26.4 26.5 25.2 25.8 25.9 26. 3
None 2.5 3.8 7.3 7.1 6.7 8.0 8.0 7.8

(1953) (3092) (1432) (1499) (1473) (1423) (1426)  (1491)

B. SRC/ ELECTION
1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988

Sout hern
Bapti sts and
Fundanmental i sts 18.8% 20.5% 18.2% 19.1% 18.9% 20.9% 18.0% 20.5% 23.1%

(2695) (2500) (2867) (2285) (1598) (1402) (2237) (2153) (2026)

Table 13

Religion Raised in By Birth Cohorta
(Excl udi ng people raised in another country)

Bi rth Cohort A GSS 1972-87
Rel i gi on
Pr ot est ant Catholic Jew sh Q her None

Prior to 1910 78. 0% 17.1 2.5 0.2 2.2 (1917)
1910- 1919 (1931)b 71. 9% 21.7 3.4 0.6 2.4 (2321)
1920- 1929 (1941) 70. 4% 22.7 3.4 1.0 2.4 (2693)
1930- 1939 (1951) 66. 9% 25.8 3.6 0.7 2.9 (2678)
1940- 1949 (1961) 63. 4% 29.5 3.3 0.7 3.1 (3717)
1950- 1959 (1971) 62. 6% 30.9 2.4 0.5 3.6 (4027)
1960+ 60. 4% 32. 4 1.2 0.7 5.4 (1118)

B. GSS 1984-87
Rel i gi on
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Pr ot est ant Cat holic Jewi sh O her None
Prior to 1910 7. 2% 17.0 1.9 0.5 3.4 (265)
1910- 1919 (1931) 73. 7% 21.5 2.0 0.6 2.1 (526)
1920- 1929 (1941) 70. 9% 20.3 5.4 0.9 2.4  (780)
1930- 1939 (1951) 71. 1% 24.0 2.2 0.6 2.1 (848)
3940- 1949 (1961) 63. 0% 29.1 3.3 1.1 3.4 (1139)
1950- 1959 (1971) 66. 7% 27.6 2.3 0.4 3.1 (1378)
1960+ 59. 6% 33.0 1.1 0.6 5.7 (1006)

a Wei ghted by nunmber of adults in household and reciprocal of nunber

parent's fanily.

of children in

b Number in parenthesis is year in which a person born in niddle of cohort turned

16. Table 14

Sunmary of Trends on Religi on Raised
in Across Cohortsa (1972-1987 GSS)
(Excl udi ng people raised in anot her country)

Rel i gi on Model b Sl ope r2
Prot estants SLT -. 0027 . 965
1951-1981 SLT -. 0020 . 942
Cat hol i cs SLT +. 0024 . 984
1951-1981 SLT +. 0021 . 938
Jews SLC -. 0003 . 239
1951-1981 SLT -. 0009 . 941
Q hers C (+.0001)c . 140)
1951-1981 C (-.0000) . 067)
Nones SLT +. 0004 . 750
1951-1981 SLT +. 0007 . 823
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a Based on Table 12.
b Mbdels explained in note 1. SLT = Significant linear trend.
SLC = Significant |inear component. C = Constant.
c Not significant in parentheses.
Tabl e 15

Religion Raised in by Birth Cohort
Maj or Denomi nations/ Religions
(Excl . people raised in another country)

(GSS 1984- 1987)

Maj or Denomi nati ons/ Rel i gi ons

Bi rth Cohort

SBC UM LUa PRb EP I-D DC
Prior to 1910 6.7% 12.9 2.3 3.6 2.7 3.2 3.7
1910- 1919 (1931) 8.4% 9.3 2.7 3.1 3.7 2.4 3.3
1920- 1929 (1941) 8.3% 9.1 3.7 2.9 2.8 1.8 2.6
1930-1939 (1951) 11.9% 10.0 2.1 4.3 3.6 2.1 2.9
1940- 1949 (1961) 11.5% 10.0 2.9 3.5 1.3 1.1 1.1
1950- 1959 (1971) 9.8% 9.2 3.0 3.7 3.0 2.3 1.9
1960+ 8. 9% 6.2 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.4 2.4

O her

FUND

24.

23.

24.

23.

18.

22.

21.

a Anerican Lutheran Church and Lutheran Church in Anerica.

b Presbyterian Church in the United States and United Presbyterian Church

Table 16
Religion Raised in by Birth Cohort
Fundanent al i sm Li beral i sm
(Excl udi ng people raised in anot her country)

(GSS 1984- 1987)

Birth Cohort Fundanent al i sni Li beral i sm
http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edw/GSS/rnd1998/reports/s-reports/soc26.htm (50 of 80)2004-10-14 (AAI 4:48:40

Protestants



Reports\ Social Change : Social Change Report 26

Fundanental i sts Moder at es Li beral s
Prior to 1910 32.2% 36.3 31.6 (258)
1910- 1919 (1931) 33. 0% 38.5 28.5 (516)
1920- 1929 (1941) 33. 9% 34.4 31.7 (775)
1930- 1939 (1951) 36. 8% 36.4 26.7 (830)
1940- 1949 (1961) 32. 3% 39.3 28.4 (1107)
1950- 1959 (1971) 34. 0% 39.9 26.0 (1341)
1960+ 32. 8% 45.7 21.4  (982)
Tabl e 17

Percent Bel onging to "Church" G oup

Mental Health - 1957 14. 7%
Five Nations - 1959 15. 1%
Al PO - 1960 35. 0%
SRS/ NORC - 1964 20. 1%
Political Part. - 1967 6. 2%
SRC/ El ection - 1972 50. 3%
GSS - 1974 42. 1%
GSS - 1975 40. 1%
GSS - 1977 38. 7%
GSS - 1978 36. 2%
GSS - 1980 30.5%
GSS - 1983 37. 7%
GSS - 1984 33. 8%
GSS - 1986 40. 0%
GSS - 1987 30. 5%
GSS - 1987 14. 0%
GSS - 1988 34. 6%
GSS - 1989 32. 7%

a Sum of nentions of church group on first, second, or third mention. This m ght include double counts for people
who named nore
than one church group and/or undercounts from people nentioning a church group as a fourth or later nention.

b Sum of nentions of church group on first, second, third, or fourth nentions. This night count nore than once
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peopl e who naned
nore than one church group. Since no church groups were recorded as a fourth mention undercounts are not |ikely.

c Category defined as "Church: Ladies Aid, Bible Cubs, Holy Nanme, Rosary Society, etc. (Any nention of a church
or m ssionary
group)".

d Category defined as "Church groups (including groups connected with the church, Bible Study groups, etc.)".

e Coded fromthe groups listed in response to "Any organi zations not |listed?". The list of church-affiliated
organi zati ons makes

no reference to the church as a whole. That list includes Church Circle, Wnen's Christian Society, Wnen's
Christian Service

Club, Religious Witers, Young Fell owships, Holy Nanme, Catholic Order of Foresters, Bible Study, M ssionary
Soci ety, Rosary

Society, Fireside Fell owship, Holy Fam |y Rosary Society, Church Choir, Lutheran Church Wnen, Tenple Beth Am
Fel | owshi p,

Counci | of Jewi sh Wnen, Catholic Daughters, Stewardess Board of Church, Jr. Mechanics Organization -- Church
group, M ssionary

Society (in church), Altar Guild, Rosary Alter Society, Ladies Aid of Church, Newconers, Religious Training,
Worren' s Chri sti an

Trai ni ng Cour se.

f People who said they belonged to a church-affiliated group were asked, "You said you were a nenber of a church
affiliated
group. |Is that group or organization the church (synagogue) itself, or some other group related to the
church?" Only those
i ndi cating sone group besides the church itself are counted.
WORDI NGS

1. SRC/ Mental Health (March, 1957)
Are you a nmenber of any (other) clubs and organizations -- |ike a |lodge, PTA, a comunity group, or any
ot her kind of
group? |F YES: What are they?

2. Alnond and Verba Five Nation Study - USA (June/July, 1959)
Are you a nmenber of any organi zati ons now -- trade or |abor unions, business organizations, social groups,
pr of essi ona
or farm organi zati ons, cooperatives, fraternal or veteran's groups, athletic clubs, political, charitable,
civil or
religious organi zations -- or any other organi zed group? (Any others?) (If needed:) (Wich Ones?)

3. Al PG625 (March, 1960)
What community organi zations or groups, if any, do you belong to, that is, fraternal, social, business,
civic, or religious
groups?

4. SRS/ NORC760 (Cctober, 1964)
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Do you belong to any organi zati ons or clubs, such as a union, |odge, church group, political organization,
or social club?
IF YES: Could you tell nme what there are?

5. Verba and Nie Political Participation in Anerica (March-June, 1967)

Now we woul d |ike to know sonet hing about the groups and organi zations to which individuals belong. Here is
a list of

various kinds of organizations. Could you tell ne if you belong to any of these kinds? Do you belong to
any . . . CODE

YES OR NO FOR EACH

Fraternal groups? Service clubs? Any Veteran groups? Any political groups? Any |abor unions? Any sport
groups? Any

yout h groups? Any school service groups? Any hobby or garden clubs? Any school fraternities or
sororities? Any

nationality groups? Any farmorganizations? Any literary, art discussion or study clubs? Any professiona
or acadenic

soci eties? Any organization not |isted? (PLEASE WRITE IN.)

6. SRC El ection (Cctober/Novenber, 1972)

Here is a list of some kinds of organizations to which people may belong. Just tell ne the letter on the
card of any type

of organization that you belong to. |If you belong to any that are not on this list, tell me about those
too. Fraterna

| odges/ Busi ness groups/ Prof essi onal groups/Farm organi zati ons/ Church or religious groups/Nei ghborhood
associ ati ons/ Soci al

or card-playing groups/Athletic clubs or teans/Cooperatives/Political clubs or organizations/Charity or
soci al -wel fare

organi zati ons/ Veteran's organi zations/ G vic groups (Ilncluding PTA Board of Education)/Special-Interest
groups or

| obbi es/Ethnic, Racial, or nationality associations/Labor unions/Q her

7. Ceneral Social Surveys 1974-1989
We woul d I'ike to know sonet hi ng about the groups and organi zati ons to which individuals belong. Here is a
[ist of various
ki nds of organizations. Could you tell nme whether or not you are a nmenber of each type? (READ EACH | TEM
CODE ONE FOR

EACH) .

Frat ernal groups/ Service clubs/Veterans groups/Political clubs/Labor unions/Sports groups/Youth groups/
School service

groups/ Hobby or garden cl ubs/ School fraternities or sororities/Nationality groups/Farm organi zati ons/
Literary, art

di scussion or study groups/Professional or academ c societies/Church-affiliated groups/Any ot her groups?

Tabl e 18

Percent Bel onging to Church G oups by Mentioning
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Rel i gi ous G oups

Not Menti oned

Ment i oned

No Separate Query

Speci fic Query

of Groups and Breath of Coverage

Restricted

(No Ceneral

Menber shi p)

Cover age

Pr obably More

Uncertain

I ncl usi ve

6. 2% (Pol .

Part.)

14. 7% (Ment al

15.1% (5 Nati ons)

20. 1% ( SRS/ NORC)
35. 0% ( Al PO)

14. 0% ( GSS- 87)

Tabl e 19

Church Menbership

36. 7% ( GSS 73- 87)
50. 3% ( SRC/ El ec. )

Year St udy % Menber s

ALL Protestants Cat holics Jews
1943 NORC210a 79. 0% - _ _
1943 NORC216 80. 0% - _ _
1944 NORC223 80. 3% _ _ _
1967 Pol. Part.b 74. 3% _ _ _
1988 GSSc 61. 1% 67.0 67.2 50.0
1937 Gal | upd 73% _ _ _
1938 Gal | up 73% _ _ _
1939 Gal | up 2% _ _ _
1940 Gal | up 72% _ _ _
1942 Gl | up 75% _ _ _
1944 Gal | up 75% _ _ —
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1947 Gl | up 76% _ . .
1952 Gl | up 73% 75% 87% 50%
1965 Gl | up 73% 75% 90% 62%
1975 Gal |l up 71% 73% 83% 34%
1976 Gl l up 71% 71% 80% .
1977 Gal | up 70% _ _ _
1978 Gal |l up 68% _ . _
1979 Gal l up 68% 73% 78% 37%
1980 Gal | up 69% 72% 80% 51%
1981 Gal l up 68% 73% 79% -
1982 Gal | up 67% . . -
1983 Gal | up 69% 73% 80% 45%
1984 Gal | up 68% 72% 80% 58%
1985 Gal | up 71% . o .
1986 Gal | up 69% 72% 81% 44%
1987 Gl I up 69% . - o
1988 Gal | up 65% 72% 72% L
1989 Gl | up 69% _ . .
1990 Gl | up 69% 71% 81% .

a For NORC studies in 1943 and 1944 the wording was "Are you a nenber of a church?”

b "Are you a nenber of a church? (IF JEWSH Are you a nenber of a synagogue?)"”

c "Are you, yourself a nenber of a church or synagogue?"

d Wrding for Gallup studies are not individually docunented. For 1937-1948 it was "Are you a nenber of a
church? |n sone or

all later years it was "Do you happen to be a nenber of a church or synagogue?" Gallup data reported in Gallup
Reports Nos.

184, 222, 236 and 259; RIA 1990; Gallup and Jones, 1989; and Energing Trends, 12 (Cct.,
1990) . Tabl e 20

Changes in Religious Preferences and
Menber shi ps, 1952-1985

(Gal I up)
Pr ef erences Member shi ps
Pr ot est ant Cat holic Jew sh Pr ot est ant Cat holic Jew sh
1952 69. 8% 26. 0% 4. 2% 68. 0% 29. 3% 2. 7%
1965 70. 8% 26. 0% 3.1% 67.7% 29. 8% 2.4%
1975 67. 8% 30. 0% 2.2% 65. 9% 33. 2% 0. 9%
1985 65. 5% 32. 2% 2.3% 63. 5% 34. 9% 1.6%
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Table 21

% At tendi ng Church Last Weka

A Gllup Pr ot est ant Catholic Jew sh
1958 44 74 --
1964 38 71 --
1965 38 67 --
1966 38 68 --
1967 39 66 --
1968 38 65 --
1969 37 63 --
1970 38 60 --
1971 37 57 --
1972 37 56 --
1973 37 55 --
1974 37 55 --
1975 38 54 20
1976 40 55 23
1978 40 52 27
1979 40 52 --
1980 39 53 25
1981 40 53 --
1982 41 51 --
1983 39 52 32
1984 39 51 --
1986 41 49 20
1987 38 52 --
1988 45 48 --
1989 40 50 --

SCURCE: Gallup Reports Nos. 130, 145, 145, 184, 236, 222, 259, RIA 1979-80,
Emer gi ng Trends, 12 (June, 1990).

B. NORC/ GSS

Pr ot est ant Cat holic Jewi sh O her None
1972 44 61 14 47 04
1973 42 49 14 29 02
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1974 42 53 15 19 04
1975 44 47 22 33 03
1976 41 46 10 36 05
1977 41 52 20 36 05
1978 41 51 14 27 04
1980 42 50 19 22 03
1982 41 45 19 35 04
1983 45 49 21 35 01
1984 45 50 19 39 04
1985 43 48 19 34 03
1986 46 48 19 24 03
1987 42 46 23 32 05
1988 42 45 19 36 02
1989 41 47 20 41 04

SOURCE: Ceneral Social Surveys, 1972-1989

a We converted the NORC categories into probabilities of attending church
in a given week, conparable to the way Gallup collects
church attendance. Wile these two different methods of neasuring
church attendance should not necessarily yield sinilar
estimates, on average they do. Across 64 Gallup surveys from 1974 to
1984, the average proportion attendi ng church was .412.
For the 1972-1987 GSSs, the average was .415

Tabl e 22
Conparison of Religious Affiliators

and Church CGoers
1984- 87

Affiliators Church Goers
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A

Maj or Rel i gi ous

Pr ot est ant 62.
Cat holic 26.
Jew sh 1.
O her 1.
None 7.

Pr ot est ant Denoni nati ons

Sout hern Bapti st
Uni t ed Met hodi st
Lut her an
Presbyterian

Epi scopal i an

| nt erdenom nati onal
Di sci pl es of Chri st
Mor non

Fundament al i st
Moder at e

Li ber al

N
PONNPEWNNNN®

NDDOODOCTOONNONO

Fundanent al i smi Li beral i sm

Fundament al i st 34.
Moder at e 40.
Li ber al 25.

8%

[(e RN {e]

S

6%

66. 1%
31.1

=S

N
NWwNRhPRPWENNNO

OFRPONOOWOOOWER

40. 9%
43.9
15.2

Tabl e 23

Changes in Reported Church Menbership

by 5- Year

I nterval s,
(Percent age Change During 5-Year

1950- 1985a

I nterval)

1950-55 1955-60 1960-65 1965-70 1970-75 1975-80 1980-85

Li beral Churches
United Church of Christ
Epi scopal Church
Uni t ed Met hodi st

Moder at e Chur ches
Di sci pl es of Chri st
Presbyterian Church, USA
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Roman Cat holic 16. 6 26.1 9.8 4.3 1.4 3.2 4.4
Lut heran Church in America 15.2 10.6 2.9 -1.1 -3.9 2.1 -0.9
Anmerican Lut heran Church 20. 4 17.3 13.3 0.0 -5.0 -2.6 -0.9
Reformed Church in Anmerica 12. 3 11.0 8.8 -4.7 -3.4 -2.7 -0.9
Fundanent al i st Chur ches

Lut heran Church- M. Synod 19. 7 19.3 12. 6 3.6 -0.9 -5.0 0.1
Sout hern Bapti st 19.6 14.9 10. 7 8.0 9.5 6.8 6.5
Church of the Nazarene 19.4 13.7 11.6 11.6 15.1 9.8 7.8
Mor mon 10.7 20.9 20.3 15.9 12.7 23.3 37.3
Jehovah's Wt nesses - - 33.6 32.1 17.8 44, 2 0.8 29.2
Sevent h- Day Adventi st 16.9 14. 7 14. 7 15.3 17.9 15.2 14. 1
Church of God (d evel and, TN) 22.5e 19.3 20.7 32.5 26.1 26.7 20. 3e
Assenblies of God 25.6 27.1 12.5 9.2 - - 35.5 95.7

From Jacquet, 1987. For slightly different figures for 1950-1975 see Doyle and Kelly, 1979.

a
b Sone of this drop is due to congregationa
c Estimated from 1956 and 1966 fi gures.

d Estimated from 1984.
e Estimated from 1951 and 1984.

secession follow ng mnerger.

Tabl e 24
Fertility Indicators

# of Children in | deal # of Total Nunber of Chi |l dren Expected

Family of Origina Chi | drenb Chi | dren Expectedc (R less than 36)
A. Major Religions
Pr ot est ant 3.44 2.76 2.36 1.89
Cat holic 3.65 3.01 2.33 1.98
Jewi sh 2.45 2.61 2.04 1.68
O her 3.85 2.73 2.09 1.62
None 3.19 2.55 1.63 1.49
Source: GSS, 1984-1987

a Number of siblings + 1 weighted for nultiplicity of reports, religion raised in rather than

current religion used.
b CHLDIDEL with nmentions of "as many as you
¢ Nunber of children ever born (CH LDS) + nu

want," coded to 3.5.
mber of additional

chil dren expected ( CHLDNUM CHLDMORE) .

B. Major Religions and Protestant Denom nati
Mor non 4. 46
Q her 3.85
Fundanental i sth 3.78
Catholic 3.65
I nt er denomi nati onal 3.61
Sout hern Bapti st 3.53
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Moder at e 3.52 2. 66 2.20 1.25
Di sci pl es of Chri st 3.26 2.67 2.05 1.31
Lut her anc 3.24 2.25 2.16 1.37
Uni ted Met hodi st 3.21 2.45 2.25 1.46
None 3.19 2.38 1.63 1.17
Li ber al 3.03 2.33 2.07 1.42
Presbyt eri and 2.69 2.42 2.23 (1.22)
Epi scopal i an 2.64 2. 36 2.04 (1.68)
Jewi sh 2.45 2.51 2.04 (1.30)
a Figures in parentheses based on | ess than 50 cases.
b For classification of Fundanentalist, Mderate, and Liberal see Snith, 1987.
¢ Anmerican Lutheran Church and Lutheran Church in America.
d Presbyterian Church, U S A
C. Fundanental / Li beral Categories
Fundanent al i st 3.80 2.73 2.57 1.70
Moder at e 3.51 2. 65 2.24 1.48
Li ber al 3.05 2.40 2.01 1.33
Tabl e 25
Nunmber of Children in Fanmily of Origin by Birth Cohort
(GSS 1984-1987)
Birth
Cohorts
A. Major Religions Pre 1910- 1920- 1930- 1940- 1950- 1960+
1910 1919 1929 1939 1949 1959
Pr ot est ant 4.4 3.9 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.4 3.4
Cat holic 4.2 4.0 4.2 3.5 3.4 3.8 3.4
Jewi sh _a . 2.0 . 2.0 . .
Q her . . . . . . .
None - - _ . 3.2 3.1 3.3
B. Fundament al i s Li beral i sm
Fundanent al i st 4.9 4.5 3.9 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.6
Moder at e 4.2 3.7 3.8 3.4 3.3 3.7 3.5
Li ber al 4.0 3.3 2.8 3.0 2.8 3.0 3.0

a Too few cases.
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Tabl e 26
Mean Age of Major Religions and Denom nati ons

(1984- 1987 GSS)

Rel i gi on/ Denom nati on Mean Age
None 36.7
O her 40. 2
I nt er denoni nat i onal 41. 2
Mor non 41. 4
Cat holic 42.5
Di sci pl es of Christ 43. 1
Moder at e 44, 2
Sout hern Bapti st 44. 3
Epi scopal i an 45. 2
Fundanent al i st 45. 3
Lut her an 46. 3
Li ber al 46. 8
Uni ted Met hodi st 47. 4
Presbyterian 47. 4
Jewi sh 48. 1

Tabl e 27
I mmigrant Status of Major Religions and Denom nations

| mm grant Status
(Cenerati ons)

Fi rst First Partly

(Adul t) (Child) Second Third Fourth Fourth + Al
A. Major Religions
Pr ot est ant 28. 6% 30. 8% 29. 6% 39. 8% 51. 4% 79. 1% 63. 0%
Cat holic 44. 4 50. 7 52.8 45.0 37.8 13.6 26. 4
Jewi sh 5.2 5.2 9.1 5.1 2.2 0.3 2.1
O her 12.3 4.7 3.2 1.7 0.8 0.6 1.5
None 9.6 8.6 5.2 8.3 7.8 6.4 7.0
B. Major Protestant Denom nations
Sout hern Bapti st 0. 9% 0. 5% 0.3% 1.2% 3.2% 14. 3% 9.1%
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Uni t ed Met hodi st 1.8 4.4 2.4 51 7.6 9.6 7.9
Lut her an 1.6 0.0 4.4 5.0 4.0 2.0 2.8
Presbyterian 2.7 0.5 0.7 2.5 4.7 2.4 2.7
Epi scopal i an 2.5 0.0 2.5 1.5 4.1 1.8 2.2
| nt er denom nati onal 1.6 0.0 2.2 2.7 2.9 4.3 3.5
Di sci pl es of Chri st 0.0 2.0 0.3 0.2 1.5 2.7 2.0
Mor non 0.0 2.0 0.8 1.3 3.2 3.0 2.5
Fundament al i st 8.4 15. 1 9.3 11.7 13.2 29.5 22.1
Moder at e 2.7 2.5 3.7 2.3 2.7 3.8 3.4
Li ber al 2.0 3.0 3.9 3.7 4.6 4.4 4.2
C. Fundanmentalisnm Liberalism

Fundament al i st 11.1 17.9 10. 8 14.5 19.8 47. 2 34.4
Moder at e 64. 8 55.6 66. 6 58.3 50.4 28.8 40. 2
Li ber al 24. 1 26. 4 22.6 27.2 79. 8 24.0 25. 4
Sour ce: GSS 1984- 1987

Tabl e 28

% Swi t chi ng Religions

(1984- 1987 GSS)

Five Maj or Religions 13. 7%
Three Fund./Li beral Categories 21. 0%
Al Separately Coded Religionsa 31. 9%
Ever Switched (1988)b 35. 7%
a All codes on RELIG DENOM and OTHER are used except for the collapsing of codes that actually represent the
sane
denom nation. For exanple, on OTHER the codes LDS (59), LDS-Mrnon (60), LDS-Jesus Christ; Church of Jesus LDS
(62), and
Mormon (64) were all collapsed together
b Il'dlike to go over your religious preferences since you were raised as a ____ . Have you ever had anot her
religious
preference besi des being ?
Tabl e 29
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I ndicators of Religious Mbility

% St abl e Gai n/ Losses Net Change
(Base = 100%

A. Major Religions

Pr ot est ant 90. 4% . 705 97. 2%
Catholic 82.3 . 562 92.3
Jewi sh 86. 6 1. 000 100.0
Q her 70.5 1.720 121.2
None 45. 4 3.133 215.0

B. Major Protestant Denoninations

Sout hern Bapti st 71.8 . 677 90.9
Uni t ed Met hodi st 63.0 . 902 96. 4
Lut her an 80.0 1.633 112. 7
Presbyteri an 56.7 1. 156 106. 7
Epi scopal i an 71.6 1. 257 107. 3
I nt er denomi nat i onal 47.1 2.292 168. 3
Di sci pl es of Christ 63.9 . 884 95.8
Mor mon 90. 8 3.270 120. 3
Fundanent al i st 73. 7 . 889 97.1
Moder at e 57.0 . 600 82.8
Li ber al 46. 4 . 450 70.5
C. Fundarental i sm Li beralism
Fundarent al i st 80. 3 . 825 96. 3
Moder at e 81.9 . 683 94.5
Li ber al 71.6 2.020 128.2

Tabl e 30
% Switching Religions by Birth Cohort
(1984-1987 GSS)

Maj or Fund. / All
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Rel i gi ons Li ber al Rel i gi ons
Prior to 1910 7. 7% 24. 3% 32. 6%
1910- 1919 8.7 20.7 27.6
1920- 1929 10.7 24.7 31.9
1930- 1939 12. 6 23.2 32.4
1940- 1949 17.2 24.0 33.1
1950- 1959 17.0 20.0 28.0
1960 + 14.8 13.9 21.8
Tabl e 31

Probabilities of Parents Attendi ng Church Services

by Religi on Respondent Raised In

(Aver age of Mbther/ Fat her)

A. Major Religions

Pr ot est ant
Catholic
Jewi sh

O her

None

B. Major Protestant Denomninations

Sout hern Bapti st
Uni ted Met hodi st
Lut her an
Presbyterian

Epi scopal i an

| nt erdenoni nati ona
Di sci pl es of Chri st
Mor non
Fundament al i st
Moder at e

Li ber al

C. Fundanental i sni Li beral i sm
Fundament al i st

Moder at e
Li ber al

. 551
. 619
. 318
. 461
. 061

. 565
. 541
. 572
. 509
. 572
. 388
. 448
. 620
. 599
. 547
. 432

. 591
. 589
. 426
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Sour ce: GSS 1984- 1987

Tabl e 32
Level s of Religious Inter-marriage
for Religious of Oigin and Current Religion
by Religious Three C assifications

(% with Spouse of a Different Religion)

A. Religions of Oigin

Maj or Rel i gi ons 26. 8%
Fundanent al i sni Li beral i sm 39. 2%
Al'l Religions 60. 1%
B. Current Religions
Maj or Rel i gi ons 15. 3%
Fundanent al i sni Li beral i sm 18. 5%
Al'l Religions 39. 6%
Tabl e 33

% of Respondents Raised in a Different Religion
Than Their Spouse was Raised In
by Birth and Marital Cohorts
(1984 - 1987)

Birth Cohorta First Marriage
Al Mrried Never Divorced Cohorthb
A.  Major Religions
Prior to 1910 17. 9% 17. 1% *
1910 - 1919 19.1 19.6 *
1920 - 1929 21.8 20.9 14. 6%
1930 - 1939 24.9 23.7 18.0
1940 - 1949 28.7 27.7 20. 4
1950 - 1959 31.6 33.2 24.2
1960 - 1970 33.5 34.7 28.6
1970 + -- -- 36.1
Birth Cohort First Marriage
Al Married Never Divorced Cohor t
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B. FundanentalisniLiberalism

Prior to 1910 43. 9% 42. 9% *
1910 - 1919 31.5 33.5 *
1920 - 1929 38.9 36.9 43. 7%
1930 - 1939 35.8 33.5 35.9
1940 - 1949 42. 6 41. 4 36. 4
1950 - 1959 41.1 40.5 34.5
1960 - 1970 39.4 39.9 39.8
1970 + -- - - 41. 3
Birth Cohort First Marriage
Al Married Never Divorced Cohor t
C. Al Religions
Prior to 1910 61. 4% 60. 6% *
1910 - 1919 55.9 56.9 *
1920 - 1929 60.9 59. 4 63. 5%
1930 - 1939 56. 6 54.6 59.1
1940 - 1949 63. 8 62.6 58.5
1950 - 1959 61.7 61. 3 56.1
1960 - 1970 64.9 66. 2 61.0
1970 + -- -- 64.0
a All currently married respondents included in "All Married". "Never divorced"

excludes currently nmarried respondents who have been divorced and thus are not
intheir first marriage.
b Covers currently married respondents who have never been divorced.
Tabl e 34

Rel i gi ous Trends for Major Religions, 1972-1989 (GSS)a

Pr ot est ant Cat holic Jew sh O her None
1972 66. 7% 24.6 3.1 1.2 4.5
1973 66. 3% 23.7 2.8 1.4 5.8
1974 66. 9% 23.3 3.1 0.6 6.1
1975 66. 2% 23.7 2.2 1.2 6.7
1976 64. 0% 25.6 2.8 0.9 6.8
1977 64. 9% 26.0 2.1 1.1 5.9
1978 63. 1% 26.3 1.9 1.1 7.6
1980 63. 9% 25.3 1.9 2.0 6.8
1982 63. 9% 25.7 2.1 1.2 7.1
1983 60. 3% 28.2 2.5 1.5 7.5
1984 62. 5% 27. 4 1.8 1.5 6.8
1985 62. 8% 26.5 2.1 1.4 7.2
1986 61. 2% 27. 4 2.5 2.0 6.9
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1987 64. 9% 24.7
1988 60. 4% 27.1
1989 62. 3% 26.2

e
oo w
M~
K
NN
(o RN

Rel i gi on Model Sl ope
Pr ot est ant SLT -. 0030
Catholic C (+.0017)
Jewi sh SLT -. 0007
O her SLT +. 0008

None SLT +. 0013

a The full-probability sanpl es have been wei ghted for nunber of adults.
The bl ock quota sanpl es have been adjusted to nake them
conparable to weighted full-probability sanples (see notes 7).
1972 and 1973 have been adjusted for niscodes between O her
and Protestant. Slope in parentheses is not statistically significant.

Endnot es

1 The statistical trends tested are described in Taylor, 1975. In brief,
a series of nodels are fitted to the tine series. |If there is no significant
variation fromthe pooled or average proportion, a constant nodel is
accepted. |If there is no significant variation fromthe best linear line, a
linear nodel is accepted. |If the best linear fit is significantly better
than the constant fit, but there is still significant variation, then a

I i near conponent nodel is accepted. |If the linear nodel is not a significant
i mprovenment over the consistent nodel and there is significant variation in
both cases, then the tine series is judged to be non-constant, non-Ilinear

For the NORC and SRC/ El ection series, we enploy each data point individually
using true Nto calculate yearly estinmates were available. For calculation
pur poses, we assigned each an N of 5,000. This naturally nmakes Gall up
nodel i ng | ess precise.

2 Gallup's definition of Protestant denom nations is unclear and
apparently changes over tine. Docunentation is also internally inconsistent
(e.g. RIA 1982, pp. 23, 26). Prior to the adding of "Mrnon" to the basic
religion question in 1983 Mdrnons were at | east sonetines included in the
Protestant total. After the explicit nentioning of Mornons in 1983, they seem
to be counted anong Ot hers rather than Protestants. At |east one survey
explicitly lists Jehovah's Wtnesses as Protestants.

3 McCourt and Tayl or (1976) report on a sanple of Catholics that was drawn
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fromthe April through Novenber 1973 sanples of the Continuous Nationa
Survey. They find that 5% (45 cases) of those identified as Catholic on the
CNS ("What is your religious preference? 1s it Protestant, Catholics,
Jewi sh, sone other religion, or no religion?") were not Catholics on the
foll owup survey conducted in February, 1974 ("Wat is your present
religion?"). They credit the inconsistencies to 1) people raised as Catholic
who are out of grace with the church because of their marital status, 2)
people married to a Catholic and perhaps intending to becone one, and 3)
confusion with the Geek Orthodox faith. They conclude that "asking the
present religion rather than religious preference seens to be nore precise in
its ability to elicit religious affiliation, at |east anbng Catholics in the
United States." They however overl ook two alternatives explanations. First,
on average six nonths | apsed between the initial interview and the
reinterview and sone religious conversions could have occurred within this
span. It is hard to judge how many this m ght cover, but over the
approxi mately 30 years between current religion and the religion one was
raised in, the proportion of Catholic changing faith was 17. 7% (see Mbility
section below). To prorate this over a six-nonth period (a very sinmplistic
expedi ent), we get an expected shift of 0.3% This suggests that true change
is not a likely explanation. Sinple random nmeasurement error might be
however. Test-retest nmeasures of religion over a six-week period on the 1972
and 1978 GSSs showed that al nbst 5% of respondents (not just Catholics)
reported different religions in response to the identical question 3.3%in
1972 and 5.7%in 1978). Thus a nodi cum of true change plus sinple
neasurenment variation wthout any consideration of differences in question
wordi ng could readily account for the observed 5% shift.

Secondly, their Othodox hypothesis is tenuous. They found that 2
of their 45 | apsed Catholics reported being Geek Orthodox. First, while a
few smal|l orthodox churches do incorporate "Catholic" as part of their title
(Ameri can Car pat ho- Russi an Orthodox G eek Catholic Church, Apostolic Catholic
Assyrian Church of the East, and Eastern Othodox Catholic Church in
Anerica), they contain well |less than a 100,000 adherents and nake up only a
smal | share of the total Orthodox faith. Wiile the two G eek Orthodox cases
make up 4% of the switchers, this is only a little over a single case nore
t han what one woul d have predicted by chance and is neither significant nor
not abl e.

More notable is the fact that 31% (14) of the switchers reported no
religion on the second interview Gven that the CNS' s averaged about 5.2%
None, this is alnmpst six tinmes as nany as expected. As the distribution from
ot her NORC surveys with a tine reference indicates, focusing on the present
i ncreases the proportion saying they have no religion by counting people who
have stopped practicing their earlier religion while in nany cases stil
retaining sonme identification with and preference towards. Mcourt and
Tayl or identify one group, those narital status puts themat odds with the
Catholic church, which tends to fall into this |apsed group

Simlarly, Roof (1980) found that 2.4% of those who gave Catholic
as their religious preference, reported nenbership in a Protestant church
(and 0.7 of Protestants belonged to the Catholic Church). He found that the
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pr ef erence- menber shi p di screpancy for Catholics was related to 1) having weak
ties to local comunity, 2) |ow church attendance as a child, 3) having a
Prot estant spouse, and 4) favoring "new noral values" (acceptance of sexua
freedom marijuana usage, abortion). He failed to find current status having
any relationship to the preference/ menbership disagreenent. His results do
however confirm McCourt and Tayl or about inter-marriage and Roof's finding
that Catholics who hold liberal noral positions at odd with the Catholic
church are nost likely to be nmenbers of other denoninations is consistent
with the | apsed or non-practicing argunment nade above.

4 One ot her possibl e neasurenent variation is node adninistration

(Tel ephone vs. personal). Since only the 1979 NORC point is a tel ephone
survey, we excluded it fromanalysis. This point appears to be an outlier
however. |In particular, while the question and wordi ng and the excl usive of
non- phone househol d shoul d have tended to reduce the proportion None (Smth,
1987), this survey shows a higher than normal proportion None. One
hypothesis is that tel ephone survey increase Nones because there is |ess on
a social desirability effect operating to pressure respondent to "be

somet hing" (Smith, 1984). W have no evidence on this point however and do
not pursue node of adnministration differences in this paper

5 Table 2 lists 120 data points, 97 from NORC, 22 from SRC El ection, and
1 fromthe Current Popul ation Survey of the Census. The mnultivariate

anal ysis was generally based on 113 data points, 91 from NORC, 21 from
SRC/ El ection, and 1 from CPS. Three NORC points dealing with church
nenber shi ps, one on which the her and None were col |l apsed together, one

t el ephone survey, and one with on docunentation on the wording of the
religion question were elimnated (NORC210, 216, 223, 228, 4294, 143).

Li kewi se, one SRC/ El ection point that covered heads of households or their
spouses were dropped. (SRC1960, 10/1960).

6 Many different variants of these variables were tried. Because of the
smal | er nunber of cases involved and the categorical nature of several of the
i ndependent variable, sonme of the relationships are |iable, appearing
significant in some nodels, but not in others. The basic relationships, such
as the association between tinme and the religious preferences, were quite
robust however. The nodels presented here represent overall the best ways of
nodel i ng dat a.

7 This is al so supported by the fact that when all NORC studies are

adjusted to approximate full-probability surveys, the estinmates of the slopes

nmove nore in line with the SRC and Gallup estimates. the Adjusted slopes are

Protestant -.0026, Catholic +.0016, and None +.0017. The experi nental

conpari sons between full-probability and probability with bl ock quotas

conducted on the GSS in 1975-76 were used to construct weights to adjust the

proportions fromthe bl ock quota surveys into estinmates of what weighted,

full-probability surveys woul d have yielded. The adjustment takes into

consi deration both the nunber of adults in the househol d and sanpling
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techni que. We devel oped both a ratio adjustment factor and a percentage

di fference factor. After trying both we decided that 1) there were usually
little difference between the two nethods and 2) the ratio adjustnment was a
little nore accurate than the percentage di fference adjustnent. Adjustnents
were calculated for Protestants, Catholics, and Nones. No adjustnents were
created for Jews and O hers because of variability in the estimates for these
smal | religious groups. The adjustnents increased the proportion Protestant
on bl ock quota sanples by 1.027 and decreased the Catholic and None shares by
.911 and . 848 respectively. These adjustnents were applied to all block quota
sanpl es. For the probability sanples nunber of adult wei ghts were enpl oyed.

8 Because of the confounding of tinme and codi ng on the SRC/ El ection
studi es, we have not attenpted to adjust the tine series by controlling for
the latter.

9 Pooling all GSS years together and | ooking at the percent Nones by
singl e age groups shows that Nones peak at 13-14%for those 23-26. Nones then
fall to 10% by 29-30, 8% by 38-39, 6% by 43-46, 4% by 50-54. The pooling
across years mnimzes, but does not elimnate the inpact of cohort on these
age differences.

10 Because of the shift to nore detail ed coding of Protestant denom nations
starting in 1984, we can consistently apply certain codes only after that
point. For details on this matter, see Smth, 1990b

11 This is probably also the cause of the instability of nenbership |evels
reported in the GSS. The swings from 1980 to 1983, 1984 to 1986, and 1986 to
1987 are much greater than those for other groups and quite |large conpared to
other GSS itens. Sone respondents report their general church menbership,
whil e other do not and the ratio between the two groups apparently varies
across surveys. One of the sources for these variation appears to be context.
Variation in question order across years appears to account for a 6-7
percentage point difference in reported nenbership (Snith, 1990a).

12 On the 1988 GSS 7% of those with no religious preference reported that
that they were menbers of a church

13 Consi der abl e di scussi on (Hout and G eel ey, 1987; Chaves, 1989; Hout and
Greel ey, 1990; Chaves, 1990) has devoted to the issue of whether there are
cohort effects in church attendance and whet her such effects indicate that
secul ari zation is occurring. Since it appears that church attendance varies
both across age as a |life cycle effect and across cohorts, it is difficult,
if not inpossible, to separate these two factors.

14 The nost comon critiques of church nenbership statistics are:
1. Coverage

Not all denoninations are covered in the conpilations and the
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coverage of denom nations has varied over tine (Newran and Hal vorson, 1982;
Denerath, 1968; d ock and Stock, 1965; Jacquet, 1985; Roozen and Carroll,
1979). The total nunber of nenbers across churches thus has little neaning.

2. Definition of Menbers

Denom nati ons define nenbers differently. For exanple, Catholics
and nost Lutherans tend to count all baptized people as nenbers, thereby
i ncludi ng many children, while nost other denoninations count only confirnmed
nmenbers who are usually 13 or ol der (Doyle and Kelly, 1979; Roozen and
Carroll, 1979; Wl f, 1959; Newran, Hal vorson, and Brown, 1977; Landis, 1959;
Denerath, 1968; Kelley, 1977; Newnan and Hal vorson, 1982; Jacquet, 1985). The
Year book of American and Canadi an Churches (Jacquet, 1985) reports both
"I ncl usi ve nenbership" and "Full, Conmunicant, or Confirned Menbers," but the
latter is mssing for many denomi nations and the terns are not under in the
same manner by the reporting denom nations. Wile menbership definitions tend
to remain fixed over time (but see Demarath, 1968, p. 354), changes in age
structure due primarily to fluctuations in the birth rate will effect the
relative grow h rates of denoninations. For exanple, during the Baby Boom of
1946- 1960 Cat holi ¢ nmenbership i medi ately began to show i ncreases fromthe
i nfant baptisns, but churches that counted only confirmed or adult menbers
woul d not show the boost until the Baby Boom was actually over

3. Reliability

The data quality of church statistics varies w dely anong
denom nati ons and probably over tinme as well. Few churches rely on rigorously
execut ed censuses. For a nunber of denoninations the reported nunbers are
educat ed guesses, often rounded to the nearest hundred thousand or even half
mllion (Jacquet, 1985 and Newmran, Hal vorson, and Brown, 1977). It is
sonetines clained that the reports of smaller, periphery churches tend to be
| ess accurate than those of the larger, mainline denoninations (Kell ey,
1977). For sone denom nations, total nenbership figures depend on the
voluntary reporting of their individual congregations and these are
frequently not forthconming. Figures are perhaps nost commonly distorted by
the failure to purge church rolls of former menbers who have di ed, noved, or
disaffiliated (Bouma, 1979; Stark and d ock, 1968; Kelley, 1977; d ock and
Stark, 1965; Demarath, 1968; Landis, 1959; Jones, 1979; Roozen and Carroll
1979). One list sanple of church nmenbers found that 14% were no | onger
actually nmenbers (d ock and Stark, 1965) and an audit by the Southern
Baptists turned up a 25% overcount (Stark and d ock, 1968). The nunber of ex-
menbers carried on the books will depend on the diligence of the
denom nati onal record keepers, on how | apses are defined, and by the |evel of
turnover (especially disaffiliations). It is sometinmes argues that these
factors will lead to greater overcounts anong the snaller and nore
fundanental i st denoni nations (Stark and d ock, 1968). The overcount nmay al so
vary over tinme (Demarath, 1968; p. 356), although sone research discounts
this as a mgjor factor (dock and Stark, 1966, p,. 277; Roozen and Carroll
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1979).
4. 1ndividual Denom nations

Followi ng trends for particul ar denom nations is conplicated by
nergers and schi sns (Newnan and Hal vorson, 1982; Newran, Hal vorson, and
Brown, 1977; Jacquet, 1985; Roozen and Carroll, 1979). Sinple accounting
procedures can usually renedy these problens, if the former and subsequent
constituents parts are all reporting. At tinmes the trackkeeping get a little
conplicated. Wen the Congregational and the Evangelical and Reforned
Churches nerged to formthe United Church of Christ, a nunber of |oca
Congregational churches rejected the nmerger and nost of these joined the
Nat i onal Associ ation of Congregational Christian Churches. A related problem
is that individual congregations nmay affiliate with nore than one
denomi nation (Roozen and Carroll, 1989). In nost cases, however, attention to
t he denomi national history of churches and sonme sinple adjustnments will keep
count s conpar abl e.

Sone of the difficulties enunerated above can be dealt with by
careful attention to the data and sinple adjustnents (e.g. coverage and
nmergers/splits). Ohers such as unreliable estimtes and dated information
can be mnimzed by the exclusion of the probl ematic cases (Jacquet, 1985;
Doyl e and Kelly, 1979). That still |eaves a nunber of serious difficulties
such as overcounting fromthe inclusion of former nenbers and definitiona
di fferences in nenbership that can not be easily elininated fromthe figures.
Investigators often deal with such difficulties by assumi ng that the biases
are constant either across tinme, across organi zations, or both (Kelley, 1977,
and Stark and Bai nbridge, 1985). W have pointed out in regards to the
bapti zed vs. confirmed nenbership distinction and the overcount problemthat
the biases may well interact with tine.

15 The relative growth of fundanentalist denoninations conpared to
noderate-to-liberal denominations was noted at |east as early as the

1950s (Wl f, 1959 and Hudson, 1955). The reported absol ute declines of

noderate-liberal churches in the 1960s, especially as sumarized and

expl ained by Dean M Kelley's 1972 book, Wy Conservative Churches are

Growing: A Study in the Sociology of Religion (1977), hei ghtened awareness

and concern over the gromh differentials. Wiile Kelley's analysis of church

menber ship trends has been generally accepted (as opposed to his explanations

for the differential), the way he (and others) present the statistics can

|l eave in the reader's mind the inpression that the changes are nore nassive

than they have been. (W will set aside the issue dealt with in note 11 of

t he accuracy of church nenbership statistics.) This m sinpression energes not

because of any willful distortion on Kelley's part or even because of

m sappl i cation of church nenbership statistics, but because of the way the

statistics are presented in graphs 1) accent recent declines in mainline

churches and 2) enphasize the growth of fundamentalist churches. Three

exanples will illustrate. First Figures 1-5 contrast the historical growh of
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Ameri can Lut herans, Episcopalians, Methodists, Presbyterians, and
Congregationalists with recent slow ngs and declines. The shift appears
dramatic and certainly the recent declines are unprecedented. The shift is
made to seem greater than it actually was, however, by plotting absolute
nunbers rather than the percent of the popul ation belong to these

denom nations. The nmin (although not only) reason that these faiths showed
sustained growth from 1800 to 1960 was the rapid increase in the tota

Anmeri can popul ation. This has of course slowed in recent decades and the

sl opes of the absol ute nmenbership graph could flatten out out while the
denom nation's percent of the population actually increased. Second, Figure

6 shows that the Southern Baptists overcane the United Methodists in 1967.

Wi le the graph is accurate, it is msleading. Visually it shows that

Met hodi sts | ed Baptists by 6:1 in 1958 only to fall behind them1:4.5 by
1975. In actuality, the approximte ratios changed from1l.1:1 to 1:1.3. The
shift in relative standing is of course real, but the nagnitude of that

swi tch has been grossly exaggerated by the truncation of the graph's base
line at 9.2 million. Third, Figures 9-14 conpare the proportionate increase
of pairs of "liberal" and "conservative" churches fromthe sanme

denom national famlies. In every case the conservative church shows nore
rapid gromh that its liberal mate. These charts are actually very hel pful in
conparing relative growh rates over tine. However, enphasizing the
proportionate menbership growh rates without reference to the absolute
nunber of adherents creates the false inpression that "liberal"™ churches have
fallen behind their "conservative" counterparts. |In several of these
conparisons the liberal church is actually substantially larger than its
conservative mate, even at the end of the period after nmany years of relative
gai n by the conservative church. Gowh differentials are an inportant fact,
but so are current differences in nenbership |evels.

16 For a consideration of the inmpact of age structure and fertility on
church growth see Perrin, 1989.

17 Using the 1988 GSS Roof (1989) found that of those who had switched
religions one-third had switched 2 or nore tines.

18 The gain and |l ose we refer to here is just that sub-set fromreligious
mobility. Some have noted differences in religious nmobility and nenbership
grom h patterns (Stark and G ock, 1968) wi thout considering other factors
that determ ne net growth (Newport, 1979, p. 536).

19 Early studies of religious nobility found a pattern of liberal gains and
conservative losses (G ock and Stark, 1966; Stark and G ock, 1968). These
results were largely restricted to Gock and Stark's Northern California
sanple (Stark and d ock, 1968). Their national only conpared changes for
whites within major Protestant denom nations, excludi ng non-Protestants,
Protestant sects, and cases for whom father's religi on was unknown (Hadaway,
1978) and this gave a very linted exam nation of nobility along the
t heol ogi cal di nension. Most |ater research (hadaway, 1978a; 1978b; 1979;
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Newport, 1979; Roof and Hadaway, 1977; Rook and MKinney, 1987; Smith, 1984)
has concluded that mobility and net gain does not follow a sinple
fundanentalist/liberal pattern. Also, all later studies contradict Stark and
A ock's finding that Nones suffer net |osses (Stark and d ock, 1968). Some
see the intergenerational gain of Nones as evidence of secularization (Roof
and Hadaway, 1977). Studies that exam ne the particular origin and
destination of switchers include Kluegel, 1980; Newport, 1979; and Roof and
McKi nney, 1987

20 If Nones for both religion raised in and current religion are excluded

fromthe religious nobility tables, the net gain of the liberal groups falls
from hi ghest to |l owest. The net gain with Nones excluded are Fundanentali st

99.5% Mderate 102.8% and Liberal 95.2% - conpare to Table 29

21 From 1984 to 1987, there has been a marginally significant (.022)
increase in nobility when all denominations are utilized.

22 Previ ous studies generally found that inter-marriage has increased
(Bunpass, 1970; Alston, Mlntosh, and Wight, 1976; d enn, 1982; MCutcheon
1984; Capl ow, Bahr, and Chadwi ck, 1983), but Geeley (1970) argues that
little change has occurred.

23 For our purposes, it would be preferable to have the religion of origin
of ever married respondents and their first spouse. Instead, we have the
religion of currently married respondents and their present spouse. W can
largely identify currently married respondents who are in a second or |ater
marriage and can elimnate these remarriages fromour first nmarriage cohort
anal ysis. W cannot, however, include first marriages that have ternmnnated,
since we have no information on religion of origin of ex-spouses. Thus, we
can | ook at either intact marriages or current narriages, but have only

i nconpl ete and bi ased coverage of the religious nix of all first marriages.

24 Most investigations of religious nobility have ignored the role of
inter-marriage. For exceptions see, Newport, 1979 and Stark and G ock
1968.

25 Nor has any other research been able to fully describe church growh and
decline by a conpl ete denographic nodel. Anpbng those studies that do consider
t he approxi mate contributions of natural increase migration, and nobility
(switching) are Bouma's (1979) conparison of the Christian Reforned Church
and the Reform Church in Anerica, Jones' (1979) analysis of the Southern
Bapti st Church, Newport's (1979) investigation of religious nobility in
general, and Roof and MKinney's (1987) consideration of nainstream
Protestantism Al of these studies (like the present study) are only partia
accountings. In particular migration is either ignored (Roof and MKi nney,
1987), or covered in a descriptive manner with little statistics (Bouna,
1979).
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26 In addition, the extrenely |ow church attendance rates for Jews suggest
that many Jews are ethnic rather than religious Jews.

27 This accepts the NORC and SRC constant fits and di scounts the Gall up
series.

28 Except for our discussion of "future" fertility, we have not exam ned
future trends. Most researchers predict further Catholic growh (Gallup and
Castelli, 1987; Rook and McKi nney, 1987; Hadden, 1987), but Hoge (1987) sees
decline conming fromassinilation and affluence and Kelley (1977) foresees a
decrease due to liberalizing of the Post-Vatican Council Church.
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