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Work in Progress toward a New Paradigm
for the Sociological Study of Religion in
the United States!

R. Stephen Warner
University of Illinois at Chicago

This article reviews recent literature on U.S. religious institutions
and argues that a new paradigm is emerging in that field, the crux
of which is that organized religion thrives in the United States in
an open market system, an observation anomalous to the older
paradigm’s monopoly concept. The article has six sections: first, a
brief survey of the paradigm crisis; second, a development of the
concept of an open market in the historiography and sociology of
U.S. religion; third, fourth, and fifth, arguments that U.S. religious
institutions are constitutively pluralistic, structurally adaptable,
and empowering; sixth, a consideration of recent religious individu-
alism in the light of the new paradigm. A conclusion sketches some
research implications.

In every scientific venture, the thing that comes first is Vision.
That is to say, before embarking upon analytic work of any
kind, we must first single out the set of phenomena we wish
to investigate, and acquire “intuitively” a preliminary notion
of how they hang together or, in other words, of what appear
from our standpoint to be their fundamental properties. This
should be obvious. If it is not, this is only owing to the fact
that in practice we mostly do not start from a vision of our
own but from the work of our predecessors or from ideas that
float in the public mind. [JOSEPH A. SCHUMPETER, History of
Economic Analysis]

INTRODUCTION

The sociology of American religion is undergoing a period of ferment,
interpreted herein as a paradigm shift in process. This article is at once
a partial review of a vast, rapidly growing literature and an attempt at

! Research for this article began when I was a visiting member of the Institute for
Advanced Study, Princeton, New Jersey. Earlier formulations were presented to audi-
ences at the institute in October 1988, Princeton Theological Seminary in February
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Toward a New Paradigm

theoretical integration that draws tendentiously on certain strains within
that literature. Thus the article is part of the very process it heralds.

The older paradigm—identified here with the early work of Peter
Berger (1969, 1970)—is still cited by a great many researchers in the field
and remains useful for understanding aspects of the phenomenology of
religious life. However, those who use the older paradigm to interpret
American religious organization—congregations, denominations, special
purpose groups, and more—face increasing interpretive difficulties and
decreasing rhetorical confidence. The newer paradigm—consciously un-
der development by only a handful of independent investigators—stands
a better chance of providing intellectual coherence to the field.

The newer paradigm stems not from the old one (Tschannen 1991),
which was developed to account for the European experience, but from
an entirely independent vision inspired by American history. Thus,
rather than fully documenting the alleged deficiencies of the older para-
digm (see Hadden 1987), this article will only briefly recount some recent
developments in American religion that are anomalous from its perspec-
tive before turning to an exposition of the emerging new paradigm. Sec-
tion I sketches the crisis in the old paradigm, and Section II presents
the presuppositional key to the new paradigm, the idea that religious
institutions in the United States operate within an open market. The
balance of the article is a series of corollaries to this idea. Section III
argues that institutional religion in the United States is constitutively
pluralistic, Section IV that American religious institutions are structurally
flexible, Section V that they can serve as vehicles of empowerment for
minorities and otherwise subjugated people, and Section VI that recent
individualistic tendencies in American religion are consistent with its
history. A conclusion considers benefits to be gained from future research
oriented to the new paradigm.

1989, a joint session of the American Sociological Association and the Association for
the Sociology of Religion in San Francisco in August 1989, the Humanities Research
Forum and the Office of Social Science Research of the University of Illinois at Chi-
cago in January 1990, the Department of Sociology at Northwestern University in
October 1991, and Swarthmore College in November 1991. I am indebted to members
of these audiences for their reactions, to numerous colleagues for advice and commen-
tary, and to the Institute for Advanced Study, the Rockefeller Foundation, the Na-
tional Endowment for the Humanities, the University of Illinois at Chicago, and
Northwestern University for support. Rather than implicate by name any of the many
individuals who have commented on previous drafts and assisted with this one, I wish
to express my deep appreciation to all of them, as well as to four referees for the
American Journal of Sociology. Correspondence may be directed to R. Stephen War-
ner, Department of Sociology (M/C 312), University of Illinois at Chicago, Box 4348,
Chicago, Illinois 60607-7140.
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The focus throughout is sociological, on religion as an institutional
sector (Friedland and Alford 1991) rather than a primarily cultural or
psychological phenomenon, and comparative in conception, focusing on
the distinctive parameters of religion in American society, rather than on
the evolution of “religion” as a generic phenomenon. Unless otherwise
indicated, “America” refers to the United States and, for stylistic conve-
nience, “American” to things pertaining to the society, government, or
people of the United States.

I. ANOMALIES AND CRISIS

In Protestant, Catholic, Jew, a product of the 1950s, Will Herberg (1960)
influentially portrayed a society suffused by religion. At that time, when
cultural elites took liberal Protestant hegemony for granted, Reinhold
Niebuhr and Paul Tillich appeared on the cover of Time, and the claim
of the National Council of Churches to represent nearly 40 million Ameri-
cans still seemed credible (Herberg 1960, p. 134), it was not particularly
striking that the majority of leaders of the civil rights movement were
clergymen. But a generation later, when many educated Americans had
come to believe that religion was inconsequential, the fact that the move-
ment that had produced the most sweeping progressive social change in
modern U.S. history was led by Protestant preachers (Morris 1984) struck
many intellectuals as anomalous (Wills 1990).

The surprise that news of American religion has occasioned in the past
15 years—the incomprehension that met Jimmy Carter’s confession as a
born-again Christian; the embarrassment occasioned by Jesse Jackson’s
public prayers; the near panic that greeted the emergence of the New
Religious Right; the incredulity met by regular reports that more than
90% of Americans believe in God and 70% in an afterlife, that nearly
90% report they pray and that the majority of those pray daily, that 70%
claim church membership and 40% attend weekly (Gallup 1990; Davis
and Smith 1991); the derision earned by Oral Roberts’s reports of conver-
sations with God; the patronizing response given to the National Confer-
ence of Catholic Bishops’ pronouncements on peace and justice—testifies
not so much to the state of American religion as to its misunderstanding
by those who have been too deeply schooled in the conventional wisdom
of social science. “The learned have their superstitions, prominent
among them a belief that superstition is evaporating” (Wills 1990, p. 15).

This conventional social science wisdom is rooted in a paradigm that
conceived religion, like politics, to be a property of the whole society,
such that the institutionalized separation of state and church in modern
society offered religion only two alternatives: either religious values
would become increasingly generalized so that they could remain the
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Toward a New Paradigm

property of the whole, increasingly pluralistic, society, or, if they re-
mained resolutely particularistic, they would devolve to an inconsequen-
tial private sphere. The former alternative was theorized by Talcott Par-
sons (1960, 1967, 1969); the latter by Peter Berger (1969). We shall see
below that religion in the United States has typically expressed not the
culture of the society as a whole but the subcultures of its many constit-
uents; therefore, that it should not be thought of as either the Parsonian
conscience of the whole or the Bergerian refuge of the periphery, but as
the vital expression of groups.

For the older paradigm, insofar as religion had a place in the lives of
conventional Americans, it merely supported, or only decorated, the sta-
tus quo; insofar as religion was obstreperous, it was likely found only on
the margins of society. Thus, writing on the basis of his observations at
midcentury, Talcott Parsons (1960, 1967, 1969) proposed that religion in
modern society, to the extent that it was viable, was likely to be ascriptive
in recruitment, generalized in content, and consensual in appeal. Yet,
by the 1980s, previously descriptive designations like “Christian” and
“humanist” became divisive labels, and arguments over the particular
statuses of Jesus and the Bible took on renewed urgency. On the one
hand, nearly one out of 10 Americans no longer professed a religion at
all (Gallup 1988, p. 47). But on the other hand proselytizers were busy:
one out of three persons reported that, sometime during the year ending
in March 1988, they had been invited to join someone else’s church
(Gallup 1990, p. 29).

Conversely, Peter Berger said in 1970, defiant assertions of supernatu-
ralism were “likely to be restricted to smaller groups, typically those
whose social location (in ‘backward’ regions, say, or in the lower classes)
gives them little interest or stake in the world of modernity” (Berger
1970, p. 21), but less than a decade later Mary Jo Neitz (1990, p. 91)
“met lawyers and business executives . . . speaking in tongues and prac-
ticing faith healing” at a huge Roman Catholic charismatic prayer group
meeting every Monday night in an affluent Chicago suburb (see also
Neitz 1987). Pentecostalism was no longer peculiar to the down-and-out:
Gallup (1988, p. 56) estimated that 9% of all Americans, including 8%
of all U.S. college graduates, took part in a charismatic group in 1986—88.
A startling phenomenon to those who expect religion to be innocu-
ous and conventional is an energetic new Christian denomination of
22,000 members, the Universal Fellowship of Metropolitan Community
Churches (UFMCC), which ministers to gays and lesbians on the basis
of an orthodox trinitarian theology with echoes of pentecostalism (Perry
and Swicegood 1990, esp. chap. 4; Warner 1989; Jacquet and Jones 1991,
p- 262). Alongside the UFMCC are gay and lesbian congregations stand-
ing on their own (Thumma 1991) and operating within conventional
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Protestant denominations as well as in Catholic and Jewish communities
(Gorman 1980). The sheer variety within American religion is staggering
(Melton 1989).

Many scholars studying these developments—assertive particularism,
resurgent traditionalism, creative innovation, and all-round vitality in
American religion—have attempted to frame their reports using the “sa-
cred canopy” perspective (Berger 1969), which is, after all, their disci-
plinary cultural capital. Yet inconclusive results have become chronic
in the field (Ammerman 1987, esp. pp. 1-3; Christiano 1987, chap. 7;
Davidman 1991, pp. 28-29, 203—4; Poloma 1989, p. 93; Prell 1989,
pp. 161-65, 270). Others (e.g., Bender 1991; Finney 1991; Gilkes 1985;
Gorman 1980; Kaufman 1991; Preston 1988; Rose 1987; Stacey 1990),
especially feminist scholars, drawn to the field by interests more topical,
moral, political, or personal than the theoretical interests defined by the
sociology of religion, have produced reports unframed by either paradigm
and thus subject to appropriation by both. That the reigning theory does
not seem to work has become an open secret. Indeed, a sociological
observer from abroad reports “the impression that, at least in the United
States, it is the antisecularization thesis that has become the accepted
wisdom” (Sharot 1991, p. 271). “Antisecularization,” however, is a mere
negation; it is not yet a paradigm.

Advocates of the older paradigm have by no means retired from the
scene and, indeed, have counterattacked (Lechner 1991; Tschannen
1991). Using the apparatus of secularization, they have attempted to
account for apparent anomalies such as the resurgence of fundamentalism
(Lechner 1985) and the persistence of evangelical (Hunter 1983) and lib-
eral (Roof 1978) Protestantism. They have reformulated “secularization”
to make it conform better to the American experience (Chaves 1991¢). Yet
much of secularization theory’s best evidence and most forceful advocacy
comes from Europe, where secularization is arguably a historical fact as
well as a theory (see Hadden 1987, pp. 589-91, 599).

The debate is unsatisfactory and will likely remain so until the oppo-
nents of the secularization paradigm develop their own paradigm. In the
last few years, they have begun to do so.

II. THE CRUX OF THE MATTER: DISESTABLISHMENT AND
RELIGIOUS MOBILIZATION IN THE UNITED STATES

The emerging paradigm begins with theoretical reflection on a fact of
U.S. religious history highly inconvenient to secularization theory: the
proportion of the population enrolled in churches grew hugely throughout
the 19th century and the first half of the 20th century, which, by any
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measure, were times of rapid modernization. Whereas about 10% of the
population were church members at the time of the American Revolution,
about 60% are so today, with particularly rapid growth registered in the
50 years preceding the Civil War and the Great Depression (Herberg
1960, pp. 47-50; Caplow, Bahr, and Chadwick 1983, pp. 28-29; Finke
and Stark 1986; Stark and Finke 1988). One naive glance at the numbers
is bound to give the impression that, in the experience of the United
States, societal modernization went hand in hand with religious mobiliza-
tion.? The end result is that, with the exception of “a few agrarian states
such as Ireland and Poland,” “the United States has been the most
God-believing and religion-adhering, fundamentalist, and religiously tra-
ditional country in Christendom” as well as “the most religiously fecund
country” where “more new religions have been born . . . than in any
other society” (Lipset 1991, p. 187).

In default of census data on individual religious affiliation, which the
government may not inquire into, sociologists of religion employ what
can be called “poll” data (sample surveys done by Gallup, NORC, etc.)
and “roll” data (reports of internal counts by religious bodies them-
selves). Measured in terms of poll data, the current rate of adult church
membership is between 69% (Gallup 1990, p. 43) and 61% (Davis and
Smith 1991, p. 399); in roll data terms, the figure is 59% (Jacquet and
Jones 1991, pp. 303, 265).°> While mainline Protestant denominations
have lost members since peaking in the mid-1960s and individually re-
ported church membership has declined four or five percentage points
from the 73% registered in polls at that time, it stretches these points
mightily to see this slight and uneven decline over three decades as evi-
dence for secularization theory, in view of about 10 previous decades of
strong and positive zero-order correlations between church membership

? Peter Berger has recently acknowledged (1986, pp. 226—27) that his early work erred
in supposing that modernity in the United States must lead to an erosion of communal,
including religious, life. But it is his earlier work that is still influential in the field.

3 It is noteworthy that reports of individual respondents (poll data) yield higher rates
of church membership than ecclesiastical reports (roll data) for the high-status liberal
Protestant denominations and lower rates for Roman Catholicism. Thus, many (and
in the case of Presbyterians, most) of those who claim in sample surveys to be Protes-
tant church members evidently do not comply with the denominations’ membership
requirements (e.g., regular attendance and contributions) but instead evidently feel a
residual or anticipatory identification with the church community as a reference group.
Many of those who claim to be church members are thus said to be effectively “un-
churched” (Gallup 1988), thereby explaining the 10% discrepancy between poll data
church membership and the corresponding roll data figure. The implications of these
discrepancies represent a research frontier in the field (see Marcum 1990; Roof and
McKinney 1987, pp. 177-79; Hadaway and Marler 19915b).
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and industrialization, urbanization, immigration, and most of the other
processes that are thought to cause secularization.*

The research of historians helps us understand what is distinctive
about American religious institutions (Hackett 1988). Despite the impres-
sion on the part of today’s conservative Christians that the United States
was founded as a Christian nation, the early decades of American inde-
pendence were times of eclectic spiritual ferment but thinly distributed
church membership. Jon Butler (1990), in Awash in a Sea of Faith,
emphasizes widespread religious indifference in colonial New England
and documents flourishing non-Christian strains of magic, astrology, and
spiritualism in the antebellum years. In The Democratization of American
Christianity, Nathan Hatch (1989) chronicles the strenuous efforts of
early 19th-century revivalists to bring into religious fellowship the masses
of common people who had been ignored by colonial religious establish-
ments.

The great antebellum revivals, or the Second Great Awakening (ca.
1790-1830), have accordingly been interpreted by historians not as exer-
cises in nostalgia but as strenuous, and largely successful, efforts at social
organization (Mathews 1969; Smith 1968). “Worried about colonial spiri-
tual lethargy since the seventeenth century, concerned about the rise of
deism and skepticism among the political and social elite, propelled by a
republican ideology to secure Christian foundations of American political
virtue, and seeing in independence new opportunities to win adherents,
religious leaders rushed to proselytize citizens in a growing nation” (But-
ler 1990, p. 274). The enormous growth of the Catholic church in the
United States later in the 19th century was similarly not merely a matter
of the importation of pre-existing religious commitments but the result
of strenuous effort by revivalists worried about apostasy of spiritual kins-
folk in a dominantly Protestant culture (Dolan 1978; Finke 1988).

The analytic key to the new paradigm is the disestablishment of the
churches and the rise of an open market for religion, the process that
intervened between colonial lethargy and antebellum fervor. Establish-
ment was not uniform across the colonies and disestablishment did not

* In order to account for recent downturns in religion, some analysts seem to posit
that modernity arrived in the United States only in the 1960s, which, in effect, aban-
dons the secularization paradigm for a finding of “secularization” over a two-decade
period (cf. Chaves 1991¢, p. 502). Much more promising from the point of view of
the new paradigm is to focus on such specific factors as governmental activity (Wuth-
now and Nass 1988) and family formation (Chaves 1991c¢) as variables affecting church
membership and attendance. Meanwhile, overall church attendance has been remark-
ably stable for the last two decades (Hout and Greeley 1987; Greeley 1989; Chaves
1989, 1991¢; Firebaugh and Harley 1991) and specifically Protestant church atten-
dance for the last half-century.
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occur overnight in 1789, for the First Amendment prohibited only Con-
gress (not the states) from establishing religion. Disestablishment was the
fruit of an ironic alliance between deistic political elites and insurgent
evangelical firebrands (Littel 1962; Mead 1963; Finke 1990), and it had
two profound implications for the institutional order of religion: first,
protection for the free exercise of religion in general, second, no protec-
tion for any religious organization in particular. For the people, there
was freedom of worship. For the churches, it was sink or swim, and the
market share of Congregationalists started quickly to sink, whereas the
Baptists and Methodists swam expertly (Herberg 1960, pp. 103—7; Finke
and Stark 1989a). The long-term result of disestablishment was a far
higher level of religious mobilization than had existed before.

Thus, rather than viewing American religion as a mere exception to
or negation of the pattern of European establishment, new paradigm
sociologists have learned from historians to view U.S. religion as institu-
tionally distinct and distinctively competitive. Table 1 dramatizes the
difference between the new and old paradigms.

Economic imagery is widespread among students of American religion.
The historian Butler writes of Baptists developing “national spiritual
markets” and observes that denominational leaders on the postrevolu-
tionary frontier “read maps with an intensity that challenged land specu-
lators” (1990, pp. 275-76). The historian Terry Bilhartz (1986, p. 139)
focused on “the marketing skill of . . . competing venders” in his mono-
graph on religion in post-Revolutionary Baltimore, and he casually intro-
duced “supply-side” imagery to the discussion. This imagery was later
developed by Hatch into a theory of “competition in the religious market-
place” among spiritual “entrepreneurs” in a “divine economy” (1989,
pp. 15, 67, 101). Anthropologists Irving Zaretsky and Mark Leone (1974,
p. xxxvi) write that American religion “is the last voice for decentraliza-
tion and the free enterprise system.” Sociologist Richard Lee (1992, p.
6) claims that “both religious and economic behavior are shaped by a
common independent variable, reward,” and Andrew Greeley (1989, p.
122) agrees that “a ‘rational choice’ theory does much to explain the
persistence of religion in the United States.” Rodney Stark and William
Bainbridge (1985, 1987) developed an elaborate theory of “the religious
economy,” and Finke and Stark (1992) have used the theory to account
for 200 years of organizational success and failure of U.S. religious bod-
ies. The economist Laurence Iannaccone found an early statement of the
market theory of religion in Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations and tested
it with cross-national data. He found that, “among Protestants, at least,
church attendance and religious belief both are greater in countries with
numerous competing churches than in countries dominated by a single
church” (Iannaccone 1991, p. 157).
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Toward a New Paradigm

The new paradigm is not defined by economic imagery, however, but
by the idea that disestablishment is the norm. For instance, Berger’s
statement that in contemporary America “religious institutions become
marketing agencies and the religious traditions become consumer com-
modities” (Berger 1969, p. 138) is an often-cited observation (see also
Hammond 1986). Still, Berger represents the older paradigm, dominated
by the scenario of European secularization, not the emerging one, which
is based on and specifically describes and explains the American experi-
ence. For Berger, the modern American market situation is a degenerate
one of “loss,” “rupture,” “deprivation,” “fragility,” “tenuousness,”
and “crisis” (1969, chap. 6), whereas the paradigmatic, durable, tradi-
tional situation is one in which religions are “authoritatively imposed”
as “monopolies” by the “coercive support” of the state (1969, pp. 138,
135, 131). According to Berger, the market situation of religion in modern
society deprives religious institutions of the support of coerced monopoly;
above all they lack the support of being “taken for granted” that arises
in the absence of ideological competition.

Accordingly, when Bergerians are confronted with some old-fashioned
religion thriving in modern America, they feel constrained to account for
it as a kind of deviant case. Thus the analyst focuses on the surrogate
supports, called “plausibility structures,” that the group provides itself.
Such framing of the research usually requires that the ethnographer con-
centrate on the sociological commonplace that members of a group sur-
round themselves with like-minded others. The reader learns indeed how
the group cognitively defends itself but, unless other theoretical sources
are drawn upon, little of how it organizationally expresses itself (Wuth-
now 1986).

Contrary to the sacred canopy concept, ethnographers (e.g., Snow and
Machalek 1982) have argued that maintaining supernatural religious be-
liefs in U.S. society is not particularly difficult, and opinion pollers have
found high levels of self-reported belief in God and devotional and attitu-
dinal religiosity (praying daily, reading the Bible, etc.) among the “un-
churched” (those who do not regularly participate in a religious body;
see Gallup 1988; Davis and Smith 1991). This suggests that other factors
than “implausibility” (e.g., anger at church pronouncements on birth
control) are at work in whatever religious disaffection does exist in the
United States (Greeley 1989).

Thus one result of the older paradigm was that relatively too much
attention was paid to the question of maintaining deviant religious cogni-
tions and too little to what the religion in question did for its adherents
and they for it in the real world. The work of James Davison Hunter is
a case in point. Hunter devoted his first two monographs (Hunter 1983,
1987) to the quandaries and compromises modern America poses for
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conservative Christians, leaving for a third (Hunter 1991) the question
of the cultural challenge that conservative Christians pose for modern
America. Since Hunter is an intelligent, energetic, resourceful, and em-
pirically responsible scholar, his work can be appropriated for the new
paradigm despite his Bergerian presuppositions.

Another result of taking the monopolistic situation as the norm is an
illusory focus on the shock posed to religious organizations by their ad-
justment to the circumstances of pluralism. It is said that churches can
“no longer take for granted” the loyalty of clients. Their ideas, “which
previously could be authoritatively imposed,” now must be marketed.
In the pluralistic situation, religious activity “comes to be dominated by
the logic of market economics” (Berger 1969, p. 138; emphasis added).
Thus does Peter Berger account for the secularizing, homogenizing, psy-
chologizing tendencies of religion in the contemporary United States,
as if a few gigantic, previously privileged suppliers had been suddenly
confronted a few decades ago by hordes of price-conscious consumers
(see also Luckmann 1991, pp. 176—79). Yet it has been nearly two centu-
ries since religion in the United States could be coercively imposed. Very
few of the hundreds of religious organizations flourishing in the United
States today—arguably only the Episcopal church (Swatos 1979)—have
had to adjust to a pluralistic situation. Most of them were born into it.

The adjustment-to-pluralism model is not groundless. It matches the
personal and familial experience of some groups from which religion
scholars derive. Eastern European Jews came to the United States from
encapsulated, religiously monolithic communities, and their offspring are
aware of the contrast of traditional and modern worlds (Davidman 1991,
pp. 34-37; Furman 1987, pp. 130-31). Bergerian theory narrates the
psychological experience of intellectuals who emerge from religiously con-
servative families to the religiously indifferent world of the academy,
where they learn that religion is socially constructed and that theirs is
only one of many systems of meaning (Wacker 1984). People with such
biographies have undergone psychologically the perforation of a sacred
canopy that the old paradigm attributes sociologically to Western society
as a whole. Bergerian theory can thus succeed as a phenomenology of
religious lives where it fails as a theory of American religious organiza-
tions.

Contributors to the new paradigm have not reached consensus on all
matters. Historians (Marsden 1990; Michaelson 1990) might well be sur-
prised to hear the work of Jon Butler (1990) and Nathan Hatch (1989)
attributed to the same “new paradigm,” for Butler’s long-standing focus
on religious authoritarianism is known to contrast with Hatch’s equally
persistent stress on consumer sovereignty. Yet not only does each endorse
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the other’s book,’ both agree on the fundamental point that, however it
is to be evaluated, the Christianization of the United States was neither
aresidue of Puritan hegemony nor a transplantation of a European sacred
canopy but an accomplishment of 19th-century activists. This fundamen-
tal point is itself hardly new to historians and was central to those upon
whom Herberg relied (e.g., Mead 1963). Indeed, more recent in religious
historiography are challenges from European-oriented Marxian and Fou-
cauldian perspectives. But Butler and Hatch join forces with the new
paradigm sociologists in stressing the distinctive properties of U.S. reli-
gious institutions against such challenges.®

Those who use economic imagery do not agree on the full logic of
market analysis as applied to religion or on all its empirical corollaries.
For example, the rational consumer of religious commodities is as often
imagined to be fickle as to be brand loyal. Analysts as different as Finke
and Stark, Bellah and associates, and Berger look for signs of individual
religious mobility as evidence of religious rationality, whereas Iannac-
cone, Greeley, and Lee model steadiness of religious identity as a means
of reaping rewards of investments in religious cultural capital.” On the
organizational side, the free marketplace of religion is expected by Stark
and Bainbridge (1985) to exhibit inexhaustible variety and by Iannaccone
(1986) to offer sectarian as well as churchly alternatives, whereas Berger
(1969, p. 148) expects to find “standardization and marginal differentia-
tion.” A paradigm is not yet a theory but a set of ideas that make some
questions more obvious and urgent than others. Much remains to be
specified.

In particular, debate has arisen in the literature over the effects of
pluralism on religion. Finke and Stark, the most outspoken exponents of
the new paradigm, assert categorically that “the more pluralism, the

5 Butler’s “book is path-breaking and simply has no competitor in treating the full
scope of religious history in early America” (Hatch on the dust jacket of Butler’s
book); Hatch’s “deeply researched, superbly written book goes to the very heart of
the American religious and cultural development” (Butler on the dust jacket of
Hatch’s book).

¢ Butler (1990, pp. 297, 345) cites the work of Stark and Finke (1988; Finke and Stark
1986), and Hatch (1989, p. 298) cites that of Caplow (1985).

’ Nor do all theorists assume religious wants to be exogenous in the manner of pure
microeconomics (cf. Friedland and Alford 1991, pp. 232-35). On the contrary, it
seems to be a widespread notion among new paradigm exponents that Americans’ high
level of religious interest is due in part to the historic vigor of religious organizations in
this country (Iannaccone 1991, pp. 161-62). A path-breaking article by Gary Becker
and Kevin Murphy (1988, p. 675) begins with an epigram from Shakespeare, “Use
doth breed a habit,” and argues that addictions, which are the dependent variable,
“require interaction between a person and a good” (p. 694; emphasis added).
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greater the religious mobilization of the population” (1988, p. 43). The
exchange began when Finke and Stark (1988) argued that they had suc-
cessfully tested that claim using turn-of-the-century census data. These
data had previously been analyzed by Kevin Christiano (1987), who had
expected consistency with the older paradigm but was surprised by mixed
results. Kevin Breault (1989a, 1989b) then defended the older paradigm’s
expectations with both a critique of Finke and Stark’s methods and an
analysis of another, contemporary, data set. More recently, Judith Blau,
Kenneth Land, and their associates have entered the fray, testing elabo-
rate models on data from 1910 to 1930 (Land, Deane, and Blau 1991)
and from 1850 to 1930 (Blau, Redding, and Land 1991). They reject
Finke and Stark’s pluralism theory with the conclusion, “It may be
true that America has exceptionally much religious diversity and also
exceptionally high rates of religious membership, but the two are not
causally related—at least not positively” (Blau et al. 1991, p. 36).

The debate on pluralism is unresolved and the issues are complex,
having to do with measures of religious diversity, proper units of analysis,
the adequacy of various data sets, the possibility that causal forces differ
for Protestant and Catholic contexts and that causal relationships may
have changed over time, and other matters. But resolution seems close
on two issues. The older expectation (see Christiano 1987) that cities are
necessarily inimical to religion has been refuted; indeed, U.S. cities and
their modern economy evidently provide resources and conditions condu-
cive to religious mobilization (Finke and Stark 1988; Blau et al. 1991;
Olson 1993). Score one for the new paradigm.

On the other hand, Finke and Stark (1988, 1989b) have conceded what
Christiano (1987) earlier found, that religious concentration, in the sense
of numerical predominance of one denomination in a geographical area,
does not necessarily militate against religious vitality, particularly if that
denomination is Catholic. Iannaccone (1991, p. 171) reports that this
theoretical complication was also recognized by Adam Smith for Catholic
countries in the 18th century. If, as in the case of Ireland and Poland,
the church is allied with a sense of submerged nationalism (Lipset 1991),
or—as in the American instances of Utah Mormons, turn-of-the-century
urban Catholics, and postbellum Southern Baptists—the geographically
concentrated group perceives itself to be a minority surrounded by a
hostile culture (Shipps 1985; Finke and Stark 1988, pp. 44—46; 1989b,
pp. 1054-56; Wacker 1991), the regionally dominant church is less likely
to lapse into the complacency that a protected position invites. Con-
versely, if, as in France, a monopolistic church is allied with the widely
despised, losing side in a nationwide struggle, it will languish.

Finke and Stark, Iannaccone, and Blau and Land and their associates
all employ a measure of monopoly/competition that is based on the rela-
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tive homogeneity/diversity of religious affiliation within a given unit, but
Iannaccone (1991) argues that neither models of pure monopoly (literally,
a single supplier of religion) nor pure competition (countless small sup-
pliers) is realistic in the discussion of religion. Instead, he suggests (Ian-
naccone 1991, pp. 160-63) that religious disestablishment should be
measured by the relative prevalence of government subsidies to or inter-
ference in religion. Chaves and Cann (1992) take up his suggestion; mea-
suring state regulation directly, they provide more evidence for the propo-
sition that an open market is conducive to religious vitality.

Such is the contribution of Hatch’s supply-side imagery: what is impor-
tant about religious markets from this perspective is not so much the
diversity of alternatives available to consumers as the incentive for sup-
pliers to meet consumers’ needs, which is maximized when the religious
economy is wide open to energetic entrants, none of whom has a guaran-
teed income. Consider the phenomenally influential Oral Roberts, whose
career is a key to Pentecostalism breaking out of its class-, race-, and
region-based boundaries in the second half of this century. Roberts was
ordained at age 18 as a preacher in the Pentecostal Holiness denomina-
tion, which, “like most new sects, had a vast oversupply of ministers”
(Harrell 1985, p. 20). The ambitious Roberts soon outgrew his denomina-
tion and at age 30 invested $60,000 in his own infrastructure: a truck-
and-trailer rig, portable organ, piano, sound system, folding chairs, and
a tent with room for 3,000. Four years later, he bought a tent big enough
for 12,500 and soon began broadcasting (these biographical details come
from Harrell [1985, esp. pp. 20-21, 51]). For Roberts and entrepreneurs
like him, ordination was not a sinecure, but a license with a built-in
incentive to reach out to new audiences through innovative means.

Accordingly, the concept of a competitive religious market entails nei-
ther that religious organizations pander to a lowest common denominator
of spiritual commitment nor that religious consumers constantly compare
competing suppliers’ responses to their fixed demands (cf. Scherer 1988,
p. 481; Wuthnow 1991, pp. 6—7). For example, evangelical Protestants
are currently worried about the presumed mass defection of inner-city
African-Americans to Islam (e.g., Guthrie 1991), and Catholic bishops
are concerned about the reported defection of Hispanics to Pentecostalism
(e.g., National Conference of Catholic Bishops 1984). No matter that,
because the U.S. Census Bureau may not inquire into individuals’ reli-
gion, hard data on such trends are lacking: widely repeated anecdotes
and case studies help mobilize countermeasures that initially take the
form of paying more attention to the client at risk, where the supplier
changes the distribution of its effort, not its basic teaching (e.g., Fitz-
patrick 1990). Thus, research indicates that recent denominational
growth and decline patterns are largely explained by patterns of new
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church plantings (foundings of new congregations, parishes, and mis-
sions; see Hadaway 1990; Marler and Hadaway 1992). Religious organi-
zations cannot succeed in the market unless they bring their services to
consumers, but the new paradigm does not claim that religious entrepre-
neurs are insincere about their product. Quite the contrary.

If the paradigmatic situation for Bergerians is the sacred canopy, the
religious monopoly inaugurated in Europe by Constantine in the 4th
century, then for market theorists it is the furious competition to evange-
lize North America in the 19th, the revivalism of the Second Great Awak-
ening and later (Warner 1991). The competitive patterns that emerged
two centuries ago in the United States constitute “an institutionally spe-
cific cultural system” (Friedland and Alford 1991, p. 234), which mini-
mizes state interference in religion and permits adaptation to an always
changing society.

III. THE MASTER FUNCTION OF RELIGION IN THE UNITED
STATES: SOCIAL SPACE FOR CULTURAL PLURALISM

Unity is a normative ideal for Christian ethicists and an analytic presup-
position for their old-paradigm cousins. But, from the beginning, religion
in the United States has been associated with societal differentiation, and
pluralism has tended in this society to take on a religious expression.
During colonial times, New England was the stronghold of Congrega-
tionalism; New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware of the
Presbyterian and Reformed churches; and Virginia of Anglicanism. Reli-
gion and region are associated to this day (Stump 1984; Hill 1985). But
already by the time of the American Revolution, the Anglicans were
relatively stronger on the coast and the Baptists in the hinterland, and
another axis of variation—urban-rural—came into play, with a distinct
social class component soon overlaid upon it as the Methodists and Bap-
tists swept across the frontiers of upstate New York, the Ohio River
Valley, and the Appalachian Piedmont. At the present time, Episcopa-
lians, the successors to the Anglicans, still outrank Baptists and Method-
ists not only in income and education but also in the likelihood of urban
residence.

These three demographic factors—region, social class, and urban-
ism—at first served to differentiate from each other a dozen or so denomi-
nations of mostly white, Anglo-Saxon Protestants, but by the middle
of the 19th century, religion in the United States became much more
multicultural, with race, ethnicity, and national origin added to the de-
mographic differentiators of religious denominations. The immigration
of masses of Catholics and Jews (as well as more Lutherans) from Ger-
many and Catholics from Ireland increased the sociological salience of
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religious identity itself, the Civil War intensified religious sectionalism,
and the rapid rise of African-American churches after the war added a
color line between the churches (instead of simply within them). At the
turn of the 19th century, immigration from Scandinavia gave language
and national identity renewed religious significance for Lutherans and
Baptists, and that from eastern and southern Europe strengthened minor-
ity religious groups—Catholics, Jews, and Eastern Orthodox—whose
claims on constituents’ loyalties were at least as strong as those of the
older Protestant bodies.

These social factors in religious differentiation—class, race, ethnicity,
language, urbanism, region, and the like—are not simply templates on
which religious association is modeled, nor are they merely identities
people carry as individuals from one locale to another, identities destined
to fade as the carriers die. Religion itself is recognized in American soci-
ety, if not always by social scientists, as a fundamental category of iden-
tity and association, and it is thereby capable of grounding both solidari-
ties and identities (Herberg 1960).

First of all, religion is constitutive for some American subcultures.
From early colonial days to the present many groups came to this country
to practice their religion unmolested: English Puritans and French Hu-
guenots, German Mennonites and Russian Jews, Tibetan Buddhists and
Iranian Baha'is. Others, like Mormons, Seventh Day Adventists, and
Jehovah’s Witnesses, began in America, withdrew from the wider culture
into their own geographical and associational enclaves, and then brought
their new ideas back to the world. Originally a protest movement of
American whites, Jehovah’s Witnesses have recruited substantial num-
bers of African-Americans to their cause (Cooper 1974) and expanded the
social space available for other religious protest movements (Fields 1982);
Seventh Day Adventism created a worldwide health-oriented religious
culture (Bull and Lockhart 1989); and Mormonism became “a separate
and distinct religious tradition in its own right” (Shipps 1985, p. xi), the
first world religion created in the United States.

Second, religion in America has historically promoted the formation
of associations among mobile people. Many frontier settlements were
consolidated when the pioneers set up churches. The principle of volun-
tary, congregational church membership made “a concrete social contri-
bution [that] was to provide a means for hitherto complete strangers,
migrants on the frontier, to establish close personal relations quickly”
(Miyakawa 1964, p. 214). The same was true of transatlantic migrants.
“Immigrant congregations . . . were not transplants of traditional institu-
tions but communities of commitment and, therefore, arenas of change.
Often founded by lay persons and always dependent on voluntary sup-
port, their structures, leadership, and liturgy had to be shaped to meet
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pressing human needs” (Smith 1978, p. 1178). In a system where reli-
gious institutions comprehend not the whole society but subcultures, mo-
dernity, migration, and mobility make it possible for people to found
religious associations that are at once self-selected and adapted to present
circumstances (Olson 1992).

Third, religion in America serves as a refuge of free association and
autonomous identity, a “free social space” (Evans and Boyte 1986).
Throughout its history, the United States has been a dynamic, rapidly
changing society, particularly in its economic aspect, with a political
constitution that protects minority religious rights at the same time that
it stifles minority political representation (Wuthnow 1991, p. 295). In
such a setting, religion is a refuge for cultural particularity. Such was
the heart of Will Herberg’s theory of American religion.

Of the immigrant who came to this country it was expected that, sooner
or later, either in his own person or through his children, he would give up
virtually everything he had brought with him from the “old country”’—his
language, his nationality, his manner of life—and would adopt the ways
of his new home. Within broad limits, however, his becoming an American
did not involve his abandoning the old religion in favor of some native
American substitute. Quite the contrary, not only was he expected to retain
his old religion, as he was not expected to retain his old language or nation-
ality, but such was the shape of America that it was largely in and through
his religion that he, or rather his children and grandchildren, found an
identifiable place in American life. [Herberg 1960, pp. 27-28]

Later I shall cite Herberg’s own qualification of the notion that “old
country” religion is simply “retained.” Yet his argument helps us to
understand why religion remains the preeminent voluntary associational
form in our society (Curtis, Grabb, and Baer 1992).

Yet such constitutive pluralism is foreign to the older paradigm. Reli-
gious prophets scorn the social functions of particularistic religious partic-
ipation in the United States and they long for signs of religious unity.
The theologian H. Richard Niebuhr (1929) was scandalized by the de-
nominational particularism he did so much to analyze. Will Herberg, as
much a theologian as a sociologist, celebrated the “triple melting pot”
that transmuted multitudinous nationalities into three nationwide reli-
gious communities, and he openly cheered the victory of the (Americaniz-
ing and mostly Irish) Roman Catholic hierarchy over the (particularly
German) movement for ethnic dioceses within the American church
(Herberg 1960, pp. 144—45). Both Niebuhr and Herberg appreciated
the role that genuine religion played for communal identity in a rapidly
modernizing, pluralistic society, but the fact that mass migration, one of
the major and arguably least illegitimate sources of American religious
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pluralism, was all but shut down in the years they wrote made the persis-
tence of pluralism seem all the more perverse.® Their moralistic attitude
influenced others to interpret pluralism—beyond the legitimate Protes-
tant-Catholic-Jew trinity—as evidence of weak religion (Berger 1961;
1969, pp. 108, 200) rather than the paradigmatic situation of religion in
America.

Recent immigration has given a new boost to religious pluralism,
which is just starting to receive the attention of students of religion (e.g.,
Christiano 1991; Denny 1987; Hurh and Kim 1990; Kivisto 1992; Num-
rich 1992; Warner 1990; Waugh 1992; Williams 1988). The religious expe-
riences of immigrants from the 1840s through the 1920s—Protestants,
Catholics, Eastern Orthodox, and Jews, overwhelmingly European—
have been analyzed by historians central to the new paradigm (e.g.,
Dolan 1975, 1985, 1988; Smith 1971, 1978), but since 1965 there has
been a whole new stream of immigration. Nearly as many people entered
the country in the past quarter century (1966—90) as did between 1890
and 1914 (14 million compared to 17 million; see Keeley 1991). Moreover,
the “new” immigrants are racially, ethnically, linguistically, and reli-
giously more heterogeneous than those of a century ago. One result is
that the purely religious boundaries of American religious pluralism have
expanded with the recent addition of about as many Muslims and Bud-
dhists to the U.S. population as there are adherents of the Eastern Ortho-
dox churches, and a significant number of Hindus have arrived as well
(Kosmin and Lachman 1991). Yet despite the novelty of these beliefs,
many of the processes of immigration and religious settlement today are
similar to those of the past.

Because of restrictions on the U.S. Census Bureau, firm data are hard
to come by on the religious profile of the new immigrants and other
expanding minorities. We do not know for certain the religious affiliations
of the 22.4 million Hispanics, 1.6 million Chinese, 1.4 million Filipinos,
897,000 Indo-Pakistanis, 848,000 Japanese, and 799,000 Koreans re-
corded by the 1990 census (Asian American Handbook 1991, p. 9.61),
nor the 919,000 refugees admitted from Southeast Asia between 1975 and
1989 (Rutledge 1992, p. 37). However, locally based studies have recently
been conducted of some new immigrant religious identities and associa-
tions: Asian Indians in Atlanta (Fenton 1988), Chicago, Houston, and

& Keeley (1991) has pointed out that large-scale de facto migration of Mexican laborers
continued from 1942 to 1964 through the bracero program. Moreover, until 1946, the
Philippines were a U.S. possession, and substantial numbers of Filipinos came as
U.S. nationals in the 1920s (Kitano and Daniels 1988, pp. 78-83). The religious
institutions of both groups—Mexican-Americans and Filipino-Americans—have re-
ceived astonishingly little scholarly attention.
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elsewhere (Williams 1988); Sri Lankans in New York City, Washington,
D.C., and Los Angeles (Blackburn 1987; Numrich 1992); Muslims in
Toledo (Denny 1987), rural Alberta (Waugh 1992), and three unnamed
locations in the northeastern United States (Haddad and Lummis 1987);
Iranians in Los Angeles (Bozorgmehr et al. 1990); Thai Buddhists in
Chicago (Numrich 1992); Vietnamese in Oklahoma City (Rutledge 1982),
and Koreans in Chicago and Los Angeles (Hurh and Kim 1990; Warner
1990; Yu 1988)—and patterns seem to be consistent with the experiences
of earlier immigrants.

First, today as in the past, ethnic and religious mobilization and minor-
ity consciousness often begin in the home country, “amidst complex eco-
nomic and cultural rivalries” (Smith 1978, p. 1165). Vietnam is culturally
divided along Buddhist, Catholic, and other lines, and so are immigrant
Vietnamese (Rutledge 1982, 1992). “Asian Indians” are united by a U.S.
census category, but elsewhere they are divided by religion into Hindus,
Muslims, Sikhs, Jains, Christians, and other groups, and by language
into Hindi, Punjabi, Malayalee, Gujarati, and others. Urdu-speaking
Muslims may be Pakistani or Indian in national origin (Williams 1988).
Neither in the homeland nor in the United States are these identities
“taken for granted” in the manner of the older paradigm.

Second, immigrant identities are not fixed after migration to the United
States (Smith 1978; Sollors 1988). National, regional, linguistic, religious,
and other country-of-origin affiliations vary in their contribution to the
emigration process and become more or less salient in the United States
(Williams 1988). A critical mass of the respective grouping may or may
not be present in the U.S. locality; when it is absent, solidary groups
may be broader in recruitment but thinner in commitment. The host
culture itself contains “proximal hosts” (Mittelberg and Waters 1992),
preexisting ethnic and racial groupings into which the host society places
the immigrants, who, in turn, may reject their ascription. Group con-
sciousness is also affected by the vagaries of interaction with agents of
the host society: federal immigration authorities and census takers stress
national origin, local school districts and potential employers are con-
cerned with language, a few underfunded networks focus on gender, and
some resettlement agencies care about religion (Gold 1987).

Third, because religion in the United States “is an accepted mode
both of establishing distinct identity and of intercommunal negotiation”
(Williams 1988, p. 3) and because migration itself is “often a theologizing
experience” (Smith 1978, p. 1175), religious association may be more
salient for both individuals and the group after immigration than it had
been before immigration. This effect seems to pertain particularly for
contemporary Indian, Pakistani, and Korean immigrants (Williams 1988;
Haddad and Lummis 1987; Hurh and Kim 1990; Lee 1991). Perhaps the
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most distinctively religious new immigrant group are Korean-Americans,
half of whom, as sampled by Hurh and Kim (1990), report premigration
membership in Christian churches but another quarter of whom affiliate
with Christian churches after arriving in this country. By 1988, Korean
immigrants had established some 2,000 congregations in the United
States (Lee 1991). Religion does not always take on increased salience.
In Los Angeles, for example, ethnic Muslim refugees from the Iranian
Islamic revolution have shied away from mosques during their relatively
brief residence in the United States (Bozorgmehr et al. 1990). But religion
is widely available to new immigrants as a legitimate institutional form
(Williams 1988).

Fourth, the institutions established by immigrants are affected by gen-
erational succession. Early in the experience of the first generation, the
immigrant congregation approximates a gemeinschaft within the gesell-
schaft, a remembrance of Zion in the midst of Babylon, and for that
among other reasons Muslim women are more visible in American
mosques than in Middle Eastern ones (Waugh 1992; Haddad and
Lummis 1987) and competition increases among men for positions of
clerical and lay leadership in Korean-American congregations (Hurh and
Kim 1990; Shin and Park 1988). For the first generation, religion is in
part a refuge from America. But the arrival of a second generation, now
as in the past (Niebuhr 1929), suggests to many participants that some
old country ways, in particular, language, must be sacrificed in order to
maintain the attention of the children (Numrich 1992). Conducting wor-
ship in the English language is one of the classic paths by which America
transmutes ethnicity into religion, where what gives the group its iden-
tity is no longer Urdu, for example, but Islam (Hathout, Osman, and
Hathout 1989; Williams 1988, pp. 282-83), not Japanese but Bud-
dhism (Mullins 1988; Kashima 1990), not Yiddish but Judaism (Herberg
1960, p. 31).

In addition to international migration as a factor in religious pluralism,
there is internal migration, particularly that impelled by culture, of which
the migration of gay men to major cities since World War II is prototypi-
cal. Frances FitzGerald (1986, p. 27) cites a late 1970s report that more
than three-fourths of the population of the Castro, San Francisco’s gay
district, had moved to that city within that decade. With such massive
population shuffling in mind and a view of the Bay Area in front of her
as she stood on one of the city’s hills, FitzGerald conceived a new meta-
phor for the social mechanism at work in contemporary American cul-
tural life, “not a melting pot but a centrifuge that spun [people] around
and distributed them out again across the landscape according to new
principles,” including income and life-style (1986, p. 16; emphasis
added). On the basis of such social sorting into a gathered community
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(and his own energy and imagination), the religious entrepreneur Troy
Perry founded the Metropolitan Community Church in Los Angeles in
1968 (Dart 1969, 1991; Perry 1972; Warner 1989). Thus, the grounds
on which Americans gather and find one or another religious message
compelling, grounds that have historically included geography, social
class, race, national origin, generation, ethnicity, and language, now also
include gender, sexual orientation, “life-style,” and moral culture.

The work of Daniel Olson (1989, 1993) has shed light on the anomaly
(to the older paradigm) that religious institutions flourish in this most
mobile of societies. On the one hand, it is a well-established generaliza-
tion that geographic mobility is inversely correlated in the short run with
religious participation (Wuthnow and Christiano 1979; Finke 1989). It
seems that mobility disrupts the social networks that support regular
church attendance. On the other hand, as we have seen, transatlantic
migrants invigorated American religious life in the 19th century and at
least some of the post-1965 immigrants are doing so today. Moreover,
churches located in growing communities—particularly suburbs—have
a better chance of growing in membership than those in stable or declin-
ing areas (see, e.g., Roof et al. 1979). Furthermore, denominations grow
when they “plant” new churches and decline when they do not (Marler
and Hadaway 1992). Assuming that one of the motivations for religious
participation in the United States is the desire for friendly and culturally
supportive associations, Olson argues that members of old and stable
churches tend to have all the friends they want, but that new churches
are likely to have many members whose demand for church-based friend-
ships are not yet satiated. They therefore make room in their lives for
newcomers (Olson 1989). Claude Fischer’s (1982) work suggests that
larger communities facilitate cobelievers’ spending time with each other,
so that urbanism can promote religious communalism rather than homog-
enization. Locations with high rates of in-migration thus offer attractive
markets for aggressive religious organizations.

IV. STRUCTURAL ADAPTABILITY

Religious forms are typically sacralized. For example, “apostolic succes-
sion” in the leadership structure of Catholic and Episcopal churches is
a hallowed doctrine traced to Jesus’s laying his hands on Simon Peter,
and the “divine liturgy” in the Orthodox church is claimed to represent
an unbroken patriarchal tradition well over a thousand years old. The
older paradigm theoretically privileges religious establishments and is
inclined to take their word for what is truly “religious” and what is
“worldly.” But because of disestablishment, U.S. religious forms have
historically been malleable. Thus in America today there are Roman
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Catholic parishes pastored, de facto, by women (Wallace 1992), and Or-
thodox churches where scriptures are read (with an American accent)
also by women (Warner 1992). Religious forms change in the United
States, and Herberg (1960, p. 83) knew better than to say that they are
only “retained” from historical patterns: “religion in America has tended
toward a marked disparagement of ‘forms,” whether theological or litur-
gical.” But the new paradigm does not regard religious change as pre-
sumptive evidence of “worldliness.”

From the perspective of Europe, where the universal “church” was
the social and theoretical norm against which the radical “sect” perenni-
ally protested, the American “denomination”—making little claim to
inclusiveness yet also working within the world—was a structural inno-
vation (Niebuhr 1929; Smith 1968; Swatos 1979). The voluntarism of the
U.S. religious system has also facilitated the development, since early in
the 19th century, of parachurch “special purpose groups” (Wuthnow
1988, chap. 6), both bureaucracies (e.g., the American Bible Society) and
collegia (e.g., the Full Gospel Business Men’s Fellowship International).
Another pervasive American pattern is the congregational model of local
church organization, whether or not sanctioned by the hierarchy (Silver
1990; Warner 1993).

Long-term centralization and bureaucratization characterize much of
organizational life in modern societies (Powell and DiMaggio 1991), but
the institutional history of U.S. religion is better seen as an alternation
of centripetal and centrifugal tendencies.

The centripetal tendency comprises bureaucratization and profession-
alization of denominational and ecumenical staffs, where material and
especially human resources flow upward toward headquarters and
greater attention is paid to edicts of the center, whether or not such a
flow is legitimated by the respective religious doctrines. In the history of
mainline Protestantism from the Civil War to the Vietnam War, centripe-
tal processes produced denominational bureaucracies and ecumenical
agencies (notably the National Council of Churches) and tended to substi-
tute professional expertise and political ideology for religious orthodoxy
as a source of organizational power (Hadden 1969; Pratt 1972; Carroll,
Hargrove, and Lummis 1983, chap. 2; Wuthnow 1988; Ammerman 1990;
Chaves 1991b, Olson and Carroll 1992). At its height in the first half of
this century, centripetalism in mainline Protestantism took the form of
what felt like, to both its own fiduciaries and excluded minorities, a
protected establishment (Hutchison 1989); the recent erosion of this “es-
tablishment” centripetalism is interpreted by some participants as the
long-delayed process of secularization predicted by the older paradigm.
One result of this temporary establishment was that, for a generation,
mainline Protestant leaders were in general more liberal than their laity
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(Hadden 1969; Hoge 1976; Takayama 1980; Wood 1981; Warner 1988).
More recently, the centripetal flow in mainline Protestantism has ebbed,
indeed reversed, as denominational and ecumenical budgets have been
slashed and symbolically significant mainline headquarters have been
moved from New York to places like Cleveland and Louisville (McKin-
ney and Roof 1990). Undoubtedly, the most influential attempt to delin-
eate recent centrifugal processes is found in Robert Wuthnow’s (1988)
chapter on “the declining significance of denominationalism,” which
analyzes both the blurring of individual denominational identities and
the weakening of denominational organizations. Wuthnow’s evidence
suggests that since World War IT denominations have become less distinct
from each other but more diverse within themselves in member attitudes
and demographics. For instance, the old nominal-level variable “Catho-
lic-Protestant” has ceased to have predictive power for most sociological
studies of individual beliefs and behavior and is instead replaced by
frequency of church attendance. Wuthnow documents declining interde-
nominational antagonism and increasing cross-denominational intermar-
riage and membership switching. Perhaps because of the success of ecu-
menism, denominational loyalties have declined and church shopping
has increased. In important mainline Protestant bodies, fewer clergy con-
fine their training to their denominational seminaries, and local churches
send a declining share of their resources to organizational headquarters.

Wuthnow intends none of this to say that religious boundaries have
disappeared or that religion has no further power as a sociological vari-
able. The social centrifuge, as FitzGerald (1986) would have it, not only
spins things out from the center but also reshuffles them into new combi-
nations. Wuthnow’s (1988) “restructuring” spotlights an organizational
shift along a new cultural fault line of American religion, comparable to
that which took place early in the 19th century (see Wuthnow 1988, p.
xiv). Wuthnow sees denominations fading relative to nationwide special
purpose groups on each side of the divide between religious “left” and
“right” (see also Liebman and Wuthnow 1983; Roof and McKinney
1987; Diamond 1989; Jorstad 1990; Hunter 1991). On the left are such
organizations as People for the American Way, Witness for Peace, and
Clergy and Laity Concerned; on the right are the Moral Majority, Focus
on the Family, and Religious Roundtable.

Another centrifugal conceptualization is “de facto congregationalism”
(Warner 1992), that is, labeling an institutionalized bias of American
religious life toward affectively significant associations under local and
lay control, beginning with observations of differences between congrega-
tions within the same denomination (Warner 1983, 1988; see also Carroll
and Roozen 1990). De facto congregationalism implies that the local reli-
gious community is in fact constituted by those who assemble together
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(which is the etymological root of “congregation”) rather than by the
geographic units into which higher church authorities divide their constit-
uents, which is what “parishes” historically are. Since Vatican II, the
Catholic church seems to be quietly relaxing the geographic parish con-
cept of local church affiliation in the direction of the more cultural gath-
ered-congregation concept, accommodating itself to members’ cultural
values. Music, architecture, preaching, liturgy, and sexual orientation
are thus joining language and national origin as principles of intra-
Catholic differentiation (Warner 1992; Christiano 1991). The historian
Jay Dolan indicates that Catholic de facto congregationalism has deep
roots in America. “The post—Vatican II era has rightly been called the
age of the emerging laity, but history reminds us quite clearly that, even
in the brief past of Catholic America, lay people at one time had a
major responsibility for the growth and development of the local church”
(Dolan 1985, p. 192; see also Smith 1971).

The normative congregationalism of Judaism has long facilitated
adaptability, and at the present time it is women who are causing the
greatest changes in that ancient tradition by claiming professional oppor-
tunities as cantors and rabbis and demanding that they ought to be
counted as members of the minyan for prayer. The resulting adaptations
include ordination for women in Reform and Conservative branches,
the synagogue reform movement known as Egalitarian Minyan, and the
house-based groups known as Havurot (Wertheimer 1989, pp. 96, 104,
129-34, 136, 141, 154-57; Prell 1989). Beginning in the middle of the
19th century, an earlier congregationally based innovation was mixed
gender, or “family,” seating (Sarna 1987).

Congregational patterns seem to be emerging among non-Christian
religious groups. Among immigrant Muslims, the mosque, established in
Islamic countries as a place for prayer, has become an educational and
service center to meet the needs of the Muslim community, a congrega-
tion, in other words, with adult classes, potlucks, and coffee hours. The
imam, who, according to Sunni Islamic practice, is simply the prayer
leader, has become in America a religious professional who celebrates
marriages, counsels families, visits the sick, conducts funerals, and repre-
sents his people among the local clergy, modeling himself in the process
on pastors, priests, and rabbis (for details, see Chazanov 1991; Denny
1987; Fenton 1988, pp. 187—-97; Haddad and Lummis 1987; Waugh 1992;
see also Kashima [1977] on Japanese-origin Buddhists and Fenton [1988]
on Hindus).

The adaptability of religion in the United States does not mimic liberal
democracy or necessarily bring “progress.” American religious institu-
tions respond to both consumer demands and supplier initiatives. Today,
many lay people make claims in the name of democratic and, increas-
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ingly, feminist values that are discovered by insiders to reside in the
religious tradition itself; one result is such innovations as Egalitarian
Minyan. But other democratic tendencies tend to be theologically conser-
vative: the Christian charismatic movement, in which individuals feel
themselves to be directly in touch with the deity, and evangelicalism,
whose tradition of Biblical literalism and literacy mean that the ultimate
charter of the group is at the disposal of any member (McGuire 1982;
Neitz 1987; Warner 1988; Bender 1991). Market incentives induce re-
ligious elites to maximize the appeal of their organizations to poten-
tial constituencies, and one result is entrepreneurial but authoritarian
religious institutions—for example, fundamentalist missions to Hispan-
ics (e.g., Montoya 1987) and Buddhist centers catering to European-
American converts (Fields 1991, 1992; Preston 1988).

While in medieval Europe there was only one “the” Church, religion
in America has taken many forms, denominational and congregational
among them. Since the new paradigm recognizes the historic popularity
of American religion, it is more generous than the old paradigm in credit-
ing such forms as genuinely religious.

V. INDIVIDUAL AND GROUP EMPOWERMENT

The older paradigm expects religion to be increasingly privatized and
invisible when it is not generalized (see Sec. I above). Moreover, those
most interested in promoting social change, scholars affiliated with the
left, have been long disinclined to think that religion could play a positive
role from the point of view of their values (Hannigan 1991, pp. 317-18;
Fields 1982). Thus, the role of religion in social change has been widely
overlooked.

Yet religious involvement in the United States has historically been
one way that groups have improved their lot. The 1960s would not have
been the same without American churches, and Aldon Morris (1984,
p. 4) reminds us that “the black church functioned as the institutional
center of the modern civil rights movement.” Nor would the outspoken
moral conservatism of the 1980s have been the same without churches.
The Moral Majority was mobilized by entrepreneurial pastors of local
churches, largely independent Baptists, who represented not an establish-
ment, but an insurgency (Liebman 1983, p. 72; see also Guth 1983; Am-
merman 1990). But moral conservatives are not the only recent players,
since Sanctuary, the movement challenging U.S. immigration policies
toward central American refugees, is also “firmly rooted in religious
groups” (Wiltfang and McAdam 1991, p. 1003; see also Matters 1992).

Remarkably, the gay liberation movement is itself a practitioner of the
art of church-based mobilization. Troy Perry, some of his allies in the
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gay rights movement, and his severest conservative critics all credit
the Metropolitan Community Church with being the organizational cen-
ter of the attempt to legitimate gay culture in the United States (Perry
and Swicegood 1990, chaps. 9—10; Humphreys 1972, pp. 149-53; Rueda
1982, pp. 270-96). Dennis Altman, a radical theoretician of the gay
movement, observes that “in many places the church is the only form of
the gay movement that exists,” and he characterizes Perry as “perhaps
the most charismatic leader yet produced by the American gay move-
ment” (Altman 1982, pp. 123, 27).

That churches can play this empowering role is due in part to the
pluralism that Christian ethicists deplore and the old paradigm miscon-
strues, which is embodied in the widely cited observation that eleven
o’clock on Sunday morning is the most segregated hour of American life.
The obverse of this unpleasant truth is that any group can have its
own church. Churches, synagogues, mosques, and the like, as human
institutions dedicated to spiritual matters, also inherently have access to
the worldly; they combine the symbolic and the material, the cultural
and the structural, group morale and social networks. Insofar as a subor-
dinated group requires for its emancipation access to financial and social
resources, churches in the United States are a convenient and legitimate
means of organization, and in some cases—the classic example may be
found among African-Americans—they may be the only such means
available. “Churches provided the [civil rights] movement with an orga-
nized mass base; a leadership of clergymen largely economically indepen-
dent of the larger white society and skilled in the art of managing people
and resources; an institutionalized financial base through which protest
was financed; and meeting places where the masses planned tactics and
strategies and collectively committed themselves to the struggle” (Morris
1984, p. 4). Jesse Jackson recently testified that “church was like my
laboratory, my first actual public stage, where I began to develop and
practice my speaking powers” (as quoted in Frady 1992, p. 59). Empow-
erment is partly a function of pluralistic social organization.

But the special potency of religious institutions comes from answers
they give to a group’s need for faith in the justice of their cause and the
inevitability of triumph. Such faith depends on the conviction, mislead-
ingly called “other-worldliness,” of the existence of a religious reality.
If one assumes a sacred/secular dichotomy, supernatural beliefs can seem
at best irrelevant to this-worldly action, antagonistic at worst (cf. Fields
1982; Hannigan 1991). In this view, shared by many social scientists and
some liberation theologians, the most progressive religions must be the
most demythologized; thus, for their own good, oppressed groups must
slough off their superstitions. But on the model of the African-American
experience, where sacred and secular are inextricable, the new paradigm
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expects otherwise. To insist that rebels be iconoclasts is to deprive them
of one source of their courage.

Eric Lincoln and Lawrence Mamiya state, in their recent comprehen-
sive study of the black church, that “other-worldly religious transcen-
dence can be related dialectically to the motivation, discipline, and cour-
age needed for this-worldly political action” (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990,
p. 234). Based on a textual analysis of spoken sermons, Bruce Rosenberg
writes that African-American preachers know that there are “sacred texts
that cannot be altered. . . . David must always slay Goliath, Christ is
always the Son of God, and always in the beginning God makes the
heaven and the earth” (Rosenberg 1988, p. 145). Pastor James Henry
Harris adds, “Black folk expect the preacher to reassure them of God’s
power, not to question or doubt it. They expect the pastor to help them
cope with joblessness, poverty and discrimination by transforming their
despair into hope” (Harris 1990, p. 599). As Garry Wills puts it, “Hope
welling up from the darkest places remains the miracle of African-
American Christianity” (Wills 1990, p. 204). Thus numerous empirical
studies attest that the black church is historically bot% theologically con-
servative and a resource for social change; it contributes bot%z to group
solidarity and personal well-being (Ellison 1991). African-Americans who
leave the church in disgust in effect distance themselves from the black
community and its struggle as much as from religion (Sherkat and Ellison
1991).

Other communities have manifested the power of combining autono-
mous organization with theologically conservative beliefs and practices.
Dwight Billings’s theory of “religion as opposition” argues that among
Appalachian coal miners in Holiness and Baptist congregations indepen-
dent of company control, “the repetition of collective symbols and their
ritualized expression in sermons, prayers, and group singing helped to
sustain miners’ commitment to the sacred cause of unionism and solidar-
ity” (Billings 1990, p. 20). By segregating themselves into a denomina-
tion, the members of the Metropolitan Community Church are able both
to organize their own ministries and to celebrate Troy Perry’s pentecos-
tally inspired conviction that he was created gay by a beneficent personal
God (Perry 1972, p. 111; Perry and Swicegood 1990, p. 30; Warner 1989).
Although the analyst must in each case elucidate the mechanisms by
which supernatural religion facilitates social strength, experience teaches
us to look for such a link.

Thus it is to be expected that the empowerment functions of religion
are latent. At an individual level, those who seek well-being in religion
tend not to find it; those who gain well-being from religion are not those
who seek it (Althauser 1990). At a communal level, the New Religious
Right of the early 1980s harnessed individual religious convictions to
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political ends, but the process did not work in the other direction, that
is, individual political ends did not take religious forms. Those who
watched the politicized TV preachers were more interested in their reli-
gious than political messages (Shupe and Stacey 1982). Something similar
is true of African-American religion: Wilcox and Gomez (1990) argue on
the basis of data from the 1979—-80 National Survey of Black Americans
that the significant effect of religion on political participation and political
attitudes is indirect and is mediated through the contribution of religion
to group identification. In other words, political empowerment appears
to be a by-product of religion, not its manifest goal (see also Sherkat and
Ellison 1991).

Therefore, although we can notice stirrings of collective public partici-
pation stemming from the religious institutions of new immigrants in
the United States, it would be grossly premature to test the political
empowerment hypothesis on their current level of outspokenness. As
Lincoln and Mamiya observe, in reference to the black church and po-
litical action, “Both forms of protest and electoral politics are only
made possible by the prior foundation of community building activity”
(1990, p. 199; emphasis added). Studies of conservative Protestants,
who seemed to have emerged out of nowhere in the 1970s (cf. Herberg
1960, p. 123), reveal that their vociferousness was preceded by genera-
tions of institution building away from the attention of the broader public
(Brereton 1991; Carpenter 1980; Marsden 1987).

The role of religious organizations for the empowerment of women
presents a rich test case for the new paradigm. Given the role of religion
in the construction and maintenance of patriarchy, it is no surprise that,
with few exceptions, the more an American woman identifies with femi-
nism, the less she identifies with organized religion (Wuthnow 1988, pp.
226-30). Yet it is also true that, by nearly any measure, American women
are more involved in religion than their male counterparts—more likely
than men to attend church, to read the Bible, to pray, to say that religion
is salient to their lives, and less likely to profess nonbelief (Wuthnow
1988; Wuthnow and Lehrman 1990). Some theoretical approaches see
women’s religiosity as so much false consciousness, an extension of patri-
archal control. Those oriented to the new paradigm, however, are in-
clined to agree with feminist theories that women’s cultures—whether
or not feminist (Cott 1978, 1989)—represent women’s attempts to make
the best of their historical circumstances (Kandiyoti 1988), and they have
learned to look to U.S. social history for evidence.

The mid-19th-century social movement for “moral reform,” arguably
the first public social space for American women as a whole and, in turn,
the organizational matrix out of which first-wave feminism emerged, was
a direct outgrowth of the evangelical Second Great Awakening. During
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that era, roughly the first third of the 19th century in the United States,
the modern gender order of “separate spheres” was developed,® which
in turn ruled relations between the sexes until only a generation ago. As
social organization in the years between the Revolution and the Civil
War moved away from home-centered production toward the differentia-
tion of industrial production and family consumption, the vocational
education of young men no longer took place in apprenticeships at their
fathers’ side, and American Protestant women joined with their pastors
to construct an essentialist doctrine of womanhood as custodian of culture
and protector of morality. Business and politics were men’s business, but
culture and morality were spheres belonging to women. Seeing that their
interests and values were distinct from those of men, women soon came
together in local, regional, and national associations for the promotion
of “moral reform.” Insisting that home was woman’s place, they did
not limit woman’s place to the home but also opened a public arena of
women’s action (Cott 1977; Ryan 1979, 1981; Epstein 1981; Smith-
Rosenberg 1985).

The lesson for the new paradigm is pointed. The very pluralism of
American religion that gives it power to promote group solidarity also
makes it the more likely that the voices of those subordinated within the
group are silenced. If the religious community simply mirrors the local
patriarchy (or the local gerontocracy), women (or young people) will have
reason to escape it (Gilkes 1985; Burdick 1990; Billings 1990). Yet in-
sofar as the relationship between domestic and religious institutions is
orthogonal—that is to say as long as there is a structural church-fam-
ily differentiation—“institutional contradiction” (Friedland and Alford
1981) can allow women to play one patriarchal institution against an-
other. Women’s associations provide such differentiation. “Using reli-
gion to develop extra-domestic roles, [women] created powerful local
and nationwide single-sex organizations expressive of women’s particular
angers, anxieties, and demands” (Smith-Rosenberg 1985, p. 142).

Successors to moral reform organizations provided avenues of women’s
influence in mainline Protestantism until a generation ago, when, in a
program of gender desegregation and ecumenism, they were absorbed
into denominational agencies (Brereton 1989) at about the same time
that openings accelerated for women in seminary education and mainline
Protestant and liberal Jewish ordination (Carroll, Hargrove, and Lummis
1983; Wertheimer 1989, pp. 104, 130-34, 141). Thus, although ordained
women’s career opportunities are not equal to men’s, it is probably no

° The nuclear family with a division of labor into men’s and women’s spheres is
historically “modern,” not, despite the rhetoric of both reactionaries and feminists,
“traditional” (see Stacey 1990, chap. 1).
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accident that among Presbyterians, Episcopalians, and Jews, there is no
inverse correlation between feminist consciousness and women'’s religious
participation (Wuthnow 1988, pp. 229-30).

Yet with only the minimal organizational leverage of being extrafamil-
ial, religion has long provided moral leverage to American women when
other power resources were lacking. Among Catholics in the years be-
tween the Depression and the 1960s, devotion to Saint Jude led women
to feel “empowered in new ways. They broke off relationships with
‘mean’ boyfriends [and] rejected unwanted medical treatments” (Orsi
1991, p. 159; see also McGuire 1982, pp. 179—-82; Neitz 1990, pp. 101—-4).
Among Pentecostals in rural Missouri, “religious life provided the only
opportunity for young girls to leave home and travel. . . . Young girls
who could go virtually nowhere else could hardly wait to don their best
dresses and hurrywsdown to the tent” (Lawless 1988, pp. 73, 75; see also
Lawless 1983). In today’s neo-evangelical and charismatic movements,
women often convert before their husbands do; in this they are like their
sisters of the Second Great Awakening and today’s Latin American evan-
gelicals, who gain the moral leverage that comes with entering the reli-
gious community of their own volition (Warner 1988, pp. 118-27,
143—45, 292-93; Ryan 1981; Brusco 1986). Precisely because of the power
of its God, Pentecostalism gives some women opportunities as religious
entrepreneurs (Lawless 1988; Kwilecki 1987).

Women committed to marriage and motherhood find moral support
and interpersonal leverage in many evangelical and charismatic fellow-
ships, in which relational values and androgynous images of God are
increasingly endorsed (Hunter and Stehlin 1987; Neitz 1987, pp. 149-50).
In a modern Orthodox synagogue, Lynn Davidman observed that “one
of the aspects of family life in this Orthodox community that was high-
lighted by several women was that the men seemed to be involved in
child care, both within the synagogue and outside of it” (Davidman 1991,
p. 117). On the basis of field research with “postfeminist” converts to
evangelicalism, Stacey and Gerard (1990, pp. 111-12) write that such
women’s “turn to evangelicalism represents . . . a strategy that refuses
to forfeit, and even builds upon, the feminist critique of men and the
‘traditional’ family,” and provides them with “effective strategies for
reshaping husbands in their own image.”

Proponents of both the newer paradigm (Iannaccone and Miles 1990)
and the older one (Hunter and Stehlin 1987) have recognized that much
of contemporary conservative religion in the United States, particularly
evangelicalism and neo-Pentecostalism, has been affected by feminism,
which indeed is a fact that the public needs to know (see Stacey 1990).
But this fact can be interpreted as representing the capitulation of religion
to secular currents—as ultraconservatives, radicals, and the older para-
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digm are inclined to see it—or as a mobilization of latent feminist cur-
rents in religion itself—a view consistent with much recent historical
research. For example, the stringent patriarchy of contemporary Protes-
tant fundamentalism, which the new evangelicals are relaxing, the dic-
tum that no woman may hold authority over any man, far from being
“traditional,” was itself a turn-of-the-century reaction against feminist
currents in 19th-century evangelicalism (Caldwell 1991; Barfoot and
Sheppard 1980; Zikmund 1979).

Ideological leverage inheres in religion (Fields 1982). Jewish and Chris-
tian feminists have good reason to see adumbrations of their ideals lying
near the heart of the traditions they wish to alter, for example in the
Gospel testimonies that the Resurrection was first revealed to Jesus’ fe-
male disciples. The affinity of Korean-Americans for Christianity, and
more particularly for Presbyterianism, is partly due to the heroic role
played by Presbyterian missionaries and converts in Korea’s turn-of-the-
century struggle against Japanese colonialism (Kitano and Daniels 1988,
pp. 113—14). Troy Perry’s moment of inspiration to establish the Metro-
politan Community Church came when he realized that the God whom
he had not ceased to love and fear wanted Perry to take his gospel of
innate homosexuality into the gay community (Perry 1972, p. 8; Perry
and Swicegood 1990, p. 30).

VI. THE “NEW” VOLUNTARISM

The preceding four sections have developed four distinctive and peren-
nial aspects of American religion which, under different rubrics, have
received the attention of contemporary researchers and which, considered
theoretically, pose an alternative to the older paradigm. With appropriate
complications and qualifications, religion in the United States is and
has long been (a) disestablished, (b) culturally pluralistic, (¢) structurally
adaptable, and (d) empowering. My final topic is the recent (i.e., post-
1960s) complex of individualized religious identification—including con-
version to new religious identities and the assertive embrace of old ones,
as well as apostasy on a wide scale—that I will follow Roof and McKin-
ney (1987) in referring to as “the new voluntarism.”'® The contemporary

10 The concept of “voluntarism,” as used here, stands in the tradition of American
religious studies rather than sociological theory. Sometimes called “voluntaryism”
(Ahlstrom 1972, pp. 382—83), the religious studies concept refers to the concrete insti-
tutional facts of separation of church and state and religious freedom in the postrevolu-
tionary United States and the consequent need for churches to rely on persuasion
rather than coercion for their support (Littel 1962; Mead 1963). Such “voluntarism,”
strange and remarkable to Europeans, “became a matter of course to Americans”
(Rowe 1924, p. 53), and over time it evolved into the religious system portrayed here.
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scene seems sufficiently discontinuous with the patterns described more
than a generation ago by Herberg (1960) to raise the question whether
the American institutional complex portrayed in this article persists or
whether, as the older paradigm would have it, we are witnessing the
latest stage of “secularization.”

Consider these figures: between one-third and one-half of those re-
sponding to polls have changed denominations in their lives, some of
them only to switch back to the affiliation of their youth, more to an
adjoining denomination, but many to religious disaffiliation (Hadaway
and Marler 1991a; Roof and McKinney 1987, p. 165). One-fifth of those
raised Catholic no longer identify with that faith, and they include an
estimated one million Hispanics who have gone over to Protestantism
within the past 15 years (Greeley 1990, p. 120). The proportion of Ameri-
cans claiming no religious preference (the people sociologists of religion
call “nones”) has jumped from 2%-3% a generation ago to 7%—-9%
today. Moreover, with the exception of African-Americans, nones do not
as a whole occupy alienated or marginal status in U.S. society (Glenn
1987; Roof and McKinney 1987, p. 99; Kosmin, Keysar, and Lerer 1991).
Probably as radical as switching—and certainly as unsettling to loved
ones—are such surprises as the Pentecostal spirit baptism of lifelong
devoted Catholics (Neitz 1987), born-again evangelicalism among main-
line Protestants (Warner 1988), and the “return” of nominal Jews to an
orthodoxy they had never before embraced (Davidman 1991; Kaufman
1991).

The voluntarism is attitudinal as well. Gallup (1988, p. 3) reports that
80% of Americans agree that the individual “should arrive at his or her
religious beliefs independent of any church or synagogue” (see also Roof
and McKinney 1987, p. 57). Roof (1993) and his associates have tracked
accounts of spiritual trajectories of “baby boomers” away from and back
toward conventional religion and many syncretic alternatives. Phillip
Hammond (1988, p. 5) speaks of a growing shift from “collective-
expressive” church membership in the past to “individual-expressive”
religious involvement—voluntary and independent of other social ties—

The “voluntarism” of sociological theory, particularly associated with the early work
of Talcott Parsons, concerns the analytic question of the categories needed for the
analysis of individual action (Alexander 1982). Insofar as Parsons, himself raised a
liberal Protestant, conceived modern social order to minimize coercion, the two con-
cepts were no doubt related in his mind. Moreover, since the “new voluntarism”
complex conceptualizes an additional, perhaps temporary, movement toward individ-
ualism in religion (referred to below as a disjunction of culture and social structure),
the phenomena it delimits are closer still (albeit not identical) to the theorists’ concerns.
The new voluntarism has also been called the “third disestablishment” (Roof and
McKinney 1987; Hammond 1992).
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today (see also Hammond 1992). Samuel Heilman (1990, p. 195) writes
that, “for the contemporary Jew, corporate identity diminishes and as-
cription gives way to achievement and autonomy as the most powerful
determinants of identity.” Elsewhere I have written that evangelical
Protestantism upholds an ethic of achieved rather than ascribed recruit-
ment (Warner 1988, pp. 52-53, 72, 292-93). It is true by definition that
membership in a new denomination such as the Metropolitan Community
Church is an achieved status; this is true as well as for the Vineyard, one
of several conservative Christian protodenominations emerging out of
the late 1960s Jesus movement and appealing primarily to baby boomers
(Perrin and Mauss 1991). These are inherently churches of converts.

In other words, both religious disaffiliation and religious conserva-
tism benefit from “achieved” religiosity; the United States has seen both
religious revival and apostasy (Chaves 1989; Roozen, McKinney, and
Thompson 1990). Taken-for-granted, traditional religion is passé. Born-
again, return-to-the-fold neotraditional religion is all the rage.

The authors of Habits of the Heart (Bellah et al. 1985) have most
eloquently lamented these individualistic trends. Although they recognize
that Americans, no matter how individualistic, seek out like-minded oth-
ers, they fear that the resulting associations are only “lifestyle enclaves,”
a term they intend to connote shallowness and mutual narcissism. “When
we hear such phrases as ‘the gay community’ or ‘the Japanese-American
community,” we need to know a great deal before we can decide the
degree to which they are genuine communities and the degree to which
they are lifestyle enclaves” (Bellah et al. 1985, pp. 74—75). These authors
worry about a culture that encourages Americans “to choose the groups
with which [they] want to identify” (p. 154), and they propose instead,
in the spirit of the older paradigm, that “there is a givenness about the
community and the tradition. They are not normally a matter of individ-
ual choice” (p. 227).

I do not wish to dismiss the concerns of Bellah and his colleagues, but
there is considerable evidence that religious switchers are morally serious.
Kristin Luker reports that nearly 20% of the pro-life activists in her study
of the abortion controversy were “converts to Catholicism, people who
have actively chosen to follow a given religious faith, in striking contrast
to the pro-choice people, who have actively chosen not to follow any”
(Luker 1984, p. 196). Evidence that FitzGerald’s social centrifuge con-
tributes to moral coherence is presented in Roof and McKinney’s analysis
of 1972—84 General Social Survey data, which indicates that Protestants’
inveterate switching of denominations is increasingly motivated by moral
culture instead of socioeconomic status. Those shifting their allegiance to
the liberal Protestant denominations like the Episcopal and the Presbyte-
rian churches are more liberal on matters of women’s rights and racial
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justice than those raised in these communities, while those gravitating to
conservative bodies like the Southern Baptists and the Nazarenes are
accentuating those bodies’ conservatism on sexual morality (Roof and
McKinney 1987, pp. 218, 220, 222).!! Switching is decreasingly likely to
mirror upward social mobility and to represent instead genuine religious
change; “switchers are, in a very real sense, converts” (Hadaway and
Marler 1991a, p. 22). Protestant switching is not entropic (Sullins 1992).

Switching includes the disaffiliation of dropouts, to be sure, but for
those who shift from one faith community to another it also means greater
religious involvement—contributing money to the church, frequent
prayer and Bible reading, being “born again,” being in agreement with
the moral culture of their newfound reference group, searching for more
meaning in religious participation (Roof and McKinney 1987; Hadaway
and Marler 1991a; Mauss and Perrin 1991). Conservative churches that
expect high levels of involvement are organizational beneficiaries of such
switching patterns (Mauss and Perrin 1991; Roof and McKinney 1987,
pp. 177-79), but liberal churches that take strong stands and make strong
demands can attract newcomers as well (Matters 1992; Wiltfang and
McAdam 1991).

We also know that irreligion in the United States replicates itself across
generations less effectively than active religious preference. Though the
proportion of “nones” has roughly tripled since the 1950s, nones tend to
generate additional nones less efficiently than Protestants, Catholics, and
Jews do their own kind (Roof and McKinney 1987, p. 169). This may be
in part because, in a religious society such as ours, nones are surrounded
more by religion than by irreligion. Men are more likely to lack religion
than women, but religiously indifferent fathers are particularly poor in
passing on their indifference to their offspring. Moreover, the rate of
disaffiliation is declining. Disaffiliation was common in the young adult-
hood of baby boomers but is less so more recently (Hadaway and Marler
1991a). Religion is still a prime idiom by which Americans identify them-
selves.

Yet religion need not represent something in which people are primor-
dially rooted. Religious affiliation in the United States is not tribal. The
freedom of Americans to choose with whom they will congregate in ser-
vice of their most basic values is a freedom not to “pass” as biological

1 Roof and McKinney (1987) measure mobility of identifiers, not members, across
“families” of denominations, not denominations per se. Thus, for their research pur-
poses, Presbyterians are the same as Episcopalians since both are “liberal Protes-
tants,” Lutherans and Methodists are alike “moderate Protestants,” and Southern
Baptists and Pentecostals are “conservative Protestants.” The cultural sorting they
map, therefore, is ambiguous with respect to the hypothesis of the declining signifi-
cance of denominational identities, strictly speaking.
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kin but to partake as full legatees of cultural traditions that add depth
and richness to the association. Literate converts to a religion of the book
have immediate access to its communal memory. The religious groups
that seem to work best in cosmopolitan America are those that recognize
the mobility of their members and bring them into contact with great
cultural traditions by incessantly and elaborately recounting the founding
narrative (Warner 1988, chap. 9).

It is helpful in this regard to think of religion in the United States as
being subject to the decoupling of culture and social structure (Bell 1976).
Religiously relevant statuses are increasingly random with respect to the
standard categories of social structure (Caplow 1985; Hammond 1992;
Hadaway and Marler 1991¢). Thus the new paradigm is not surprised by
news of people with modern intellectual resources who reject secularity in
favor of “Bible-based” Christianity and “observant” Judaism. Susan
Rose (1987, p. 255) tells of women in an upstate New York religious
commune who “knowingly and willingly stepped down and relinquished
their authority and power” because they valued relationships with men.
Nancy Ammerman (1987, pp. 26—31, 72—102) studied a fundamentalist
church in New England whose members were demographically and edu-
cationally clustered slightly on the more privileged side of the sur-
rounding middle-class suburb but who withdrew morally from what they
felt to be an alien world. Lynn Davidman (1991, chap. 5) spent time
with converts to orthodox Judaism in Manhattan—young, educated,
well-employed women who found in traditional religion a legitimation
for the families they hoped to create. In each of these studies, religious
commitments helped people set and maintain priorities in a time of per-
ceived bewildering choice.

Has American religion become rootless, evanescent, or arbitrary? No.
The breakdown of ascription may be welcomed when, like members of
the Metropolitan Community Church, its beneficiaries are convinced that
they have been freed to acknowledge their true nature. What the new
religious voluntarism amounts to is a centrifugal process, sorting elemen-
tal qualities on the basis of which identities are constructed. The evangel-
ical Presbyterians I met in Mendocino, California, had in common not
their denominational or educational backgrounds but their histories as
migrants to an idealized small town. Their pastor’s preaching united
their ideological neoparochialism with the theology he had learned in
seminary so as to give their common narrative deep resonance (Warner
1988, pp. 86—87, 205—-8). In this way, the breakdown of ascriptive ties
to religion can enhance, rather than reduce, the elemental nature that
believers attribute to their experiences. From this point of view, social
ascription that denies one’s true being is seen as arbitrary, while a new-
found religion is self-affirming.
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I do not wish to overestimate either the extent or the appeal of religious
mobility, nor ignore the pain that often accompanies it. Once having
chosen a religious home, one is supposed to be and likely to be loyal, and
it is probably true that someone dissatisfied with her or his church is as
likely to turn away from churches altogether as to seek a church more
conformable to personal needs, at least in the short run. There is a norm
to the effect that shopping for religion is wrong, and talk of a “religious
market” is highly offensive to many people, particularly when it suggests
an instrumental attitude toward religion, or ecclesiastical social climbing.
Such a norm is no doubt functional for the stability of religious organiza-
tions.

~What facilitates religious mobility despite such a norm and despite
investments in religious capital (Iannaccone 1990) are several social facts,
including aggressive proselytization; the emphasis on loyalty to God over
institutions that is part of the evangelical-—and hence mainline Protes-
tant—tradition; members’ intermittent involvement, such that some who
are formally church members may not feel committed and therefore not
disloyal when they leave; life-cycle events such as marriage, particularly
religious intermarriage; children, for whom one may want to choose an
appropriate Sunday school; and geographic mobility. Geographic mo-
bility requires people to choose a church. Since denominations are not
homogeneous, the church of one’s former denomination in the new loca-
tion may not “feel right.” Denominations themselves change, and the
switcher may well perceive that it is not she or he who left the fold.

More research is needed on the question whether rates of religious
mobility have recently increased over those prevalent in the 1950s, as
has been argued by Roof and McKinney (1987) among others. Yet it
should be borne in mind that religious individualism and denomination
switching characterized earlier periods of U.S. history, particularly the
“awakenings” that took place around 1800-30 and 1890-1920.% It was
in the former period that the numerical dominance of what later came
to be called the liberal Protestant denominations was eclipsed by the
surge of the evangelical Methodists and Baptists. The latter period saw
the rise of the Holiness, Pentecostal, and fundamentalist movements,
the recent visibility of which has so greatly altered the profile of late
20th-century U.S. religion.

Like the present, these were times of massive geographical and social
mobility, when individuals could not effectively follow in the footsteps
of their parents but had to “start over” for themselves (FitzGerald 1986,
pp. 383—414; see Ryan [1981] for the earlier period and Thomas [1989]
for the later). Large numbers heeded the messages of religious innovators,

12 The dates are from McLoughlin (1978).
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and from these times of intense, revivalistic competition new institutions
were born, institutions with the potential to solidify into powerful organi-
zations and even rigid bureaucracies (Pritchard 1984; Barfoot and Shep-
pard 1980; Poloma 1989). Before entertaining the hypothesis that a new
religious order prevails in the United States, it is worthwhile to mine the
analogies between the present and the American past.

Such an analogy occurred to the anthropologist Riv-Ellen Prell as she
looked back on her study of the early 1970s Egalitarian Minyan in Los
Angeles. Prell (1989, p. 27) “came to understand the strong parallels
between Minyan members and their parents’ generation’s constructions
of Judaism.” “I was struck,” she writes, “by what these parallels re-
vealed about American religion, namely that religion had been volunta-
ristic in America ever since immigrants arrived. What appeared, for
example, as a counterculture rebellion had its roots deep in immigrants’
attempts to maintain their Judaism within American society.”

CONCLUSION: THE NEW PARADIGM AND THE AGENDA

OF THE FIELD

It is conventional to conclude a paper with a call for more research, but
this article—both a research review and a proposal—is such a call. I
have highlighted recent work of many scholars, interpreting their findings
as only loosely bound (if at all) to the older paradigm. My proposal claims
that recent work is more compellingly framed in terms of the newer
paradigm. The nascent paradigm itself is the self-conscious project of
only a few scholars (without anyone’s permission having been asked, it
is reasonable in this connection to name Theodore Caplow, Roger Finke,
Andrew Greeley, Nathan Hatch, Laurence Iannaccone, Mary Jo Neitz,
Daniel Olson, and Rodney Stark), and they do not form a solidary group
but a loose school of thought with a common focus on the distinctive
institutional parameters of the U.S. religious system—particularly the
combination of disestablishment and institutional vitality—as the ana-
lytic norm for the study of religion.

Some scholars who are aware of the theoretical ambitions of the new
paradigm have spoken out in opposition to it (e.g., Lechner 1991; Breault
1989a), but most scholars in the field are uninvolved in the debate. Yet
my claim here is that, because so much recent research focuses in fact on
U.S. religious institutions, there is an immanent direction to the research
programs even of those not involved in debates over paradigms. Progress
in that direction could be facilitated if, in the work of such persons, the
presuppositions of the new paradigm were substituted for the old. If that
substitution were widespread, several consequences would ensue:
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Students of religious communities and subcultures would focus more
on the building of religious institutions and the role of religion in social
mobilization and relatively less on the erection and maintenance of plausi-
bility structures.

Students of religious organization would focus as much on the rise of
new religious organizations (e.g., Perrin and Mauss 1991) as the decline of
old ones (e.g., Hoge and Roozen 1979), even though data would be intrinsi-
cally more difficult to find; those who focus on individuals and organiza-
tions would analyze entrepreneurial (Kwilecki 1987; Harrell 1985; Stout
1991) as well as bureaucratic (Chaves 1991a) and professional (Charlton
1978; Carroll et al. 1983) religious careers.

Students of social change would investigate the ways in which religion
alternatively facilitates and inhibits collective action but would extend their
time horizon for these processes to the span of a generation and complicate
their models to include indirect effects of group solidarity.

Students of the intersection of biography and social history would assume
that individual religious affiliation is not an ascriptive identity set for life
but something that can be affirmed and later denied, or vice versa.

The paradigm debate does not crucially impinge on all areas of re-
search in the field; in particular, studies of religious cultures and religious
social psychology are less centrally implicated in a paradigm shift whose
level of analysis is organizational. Nonetheless it is a radical decision to
choose to focus on the European experience of religious monopoly or
on the American case of religious cacophony as the analytic norm, or
paradigmatic situation, of religion.

Researchers in the field agree that sociology of religion should not be
sealed off from the rest of sociology. This article is based on the assump-
tion that the field contributes most when it recognizes that its empirical
field constitutes a central institutional sphere of U.S. society. The nonex-
clusive strategy taken here has been to codify a paradigm adequate to
the best-documented case—the United States—both so that researchers
on that case can better understand their findings and so that the parame-
ters of the case itself can be identified. Thus there has just begun one
critical line of research that attempts to specify the determinants of the
American religious system. Is the key to American religious vitality given
in Tocqueville’s analysis of the historically apolitical stance of most U.S.
religious groups, the notion that American religion has largely stayed out
of politics? (See, e.g., Caplow 1985.) Or is religious pluralism the key,
as Finke and Stark (1988) would have it, the sheer variety of religious
choices? Or is it deregulation, the lack of either subsidy or state oversight
of religious organizations? (See Greeley 1989, pp. 126—27; Iannaccone
1991; Chaves and Cann 1992.) Comparative institutional research, un-
burdened of the secularization expectations of the older paradigm, will
serve to demystify the concept of American exceptionalism (Tiryakian
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1991). Until that has been accomplished, the exception may well be taken
as the rule.
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N.J.: Princeton Religious Research Center.

Gilkes, Cheryl Townsend. 1985. “‘Together and in Harness’: Women’s Traditions
in the Sanctified Church.” Signs 10 (Summer): 678—99.

Glenn, Norval D. 1987. “The Trend in ‘No Religion’ Respondents to U.S. National
Surveys, Late 1950s to Early 1980s.” Public Opinion Quarterly 51 (Fall): 293-314.

Gold, Steven J. 1987. “Dealing with Frustration: A Study of Interactions between
Resettlement Staff and Refugees.” Pp. 108-28 in People in Upheaval, edited by
Scott M. Morgan and Elizabeth Colson. New York: Center for Migration Studies.

Gorman, E. Michael. 1980. “A New Light on Zion: A Study of Three Homosexual
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Religious Congregations in Urban America.” Ph.D. dissertation. University of Chi-
cago, Department of Anthropology.

Greeley, Andrew M. 1989. Religious Change in America. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.

. 1990. The Catholic Myth: The Behavior and Beliefs of America’s Catholics.
New York: Scribner’s.

Guth, James L. 1983. “Southern Baptist Clergy: Vanguard of the Christian Right?”
Pp. 118-30 in The New Christian Right: Mobilization and Legitimation, edited by
Robert C. Liebman and Robert Wuthnow. Hawthorne, N.Y.: Aldine.

Guthrie, Stan. 1991. “A Crescent for a Cross: Islam Prospers in America.” Christian-
ity Today 35 (October 28): 40.

Hackett, David G. 1988. “Sociology of Religion and American Religious History:
Retrospect and Prospect.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 27 (Decem-
ber): 461-74.

Hadaway, C. Kirk. 1990. “The Impact of New Church Development on Southern
Baptist Growth.” Review of Religious Research 31 (June): 370-79.

Hadaway, C. Kirk, and Penny Long Marler. 1991a. “All in the Family: Religious
Mobility in America.” Paper presented at annual meeting of the Society for the
Scientific Study of Religion, Pittsburgh.

. 1991b. “The Unchurching of America: An Exploration and Interpretation of
Post-War Religious Identification and Involvement Trends.” Unpublished paper.
United Church Board for Homeland Ministries, Cleveland.

Haddad, Yvonne Yazbeck, and Adair T. Lummis. 1987. Islamic Values in the United
States: A Comparative Study. New York: Oxford University Press.

Hadden, Jeffrey K. 1969. The Gathering Storm in the Churches. Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday.

. 1987. “Toward Desacralizing Secularization Theory.” Social Forces 65
(March): 587—611.

Hammond, Phillip E. 1986. “Religion in the Modern World.” Pp. 143—-58 in Making
Sense of Modern Times: Peter L. Berger and the Vision of Interpretive Sociology,
edited by James Davison Hunter and Stephen C. Ainlay. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul.

. 1988. “Religion and the Persistence of Identity.” Journal for the Scientific

Study of Religion 27 (March): 1-11.

. 1992. Religion and Personal Autonomy: The Third Disestablishment in
America. Columbia: University of South Carolina Press.

Hannigan, John A. 1991. “Social Movement Theory and the Sociology of Religion:
Toward a New Synthesis.” Sociological Analysis 52 (Winter): 311-31.

Harrell, David Edwin, Jr. 1985. Oral Roberts: An American Life. San Francisco:
Harper & Row.

Harris, James Henry. 1990. “Practicing Liberation in the Black Church.” Christian
Century 107 (June 13—20): 599-602.

Hatch, Nathan O. 1989. The Democratization of American Christianity. New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University Press.

Hathout, Hassan, Fathi Osman, and Maher Hathout. 1989. In Fraternity: A Message
to Muslims in America. Los Angeles: Minaret.

Heilman, Samuel C. 1990. “The Jews: Schism or Division.” Pp. 185-98 in In Gods
We Trust: New Patterns of Religious Pluralism in America, edited by Thomas
Robbins and Dick Anthony. New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction.

Herberg, Will. 1960. Protestant, Catholic, Jew: An Essay in American Religious
Sociology, 2d ed. Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor.

Hill, Samuel S. 1985. “Religion and Region in America.” Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 480 (July): 132-41.
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Hoge, Dean R. 1976. Division in the Protestant House: The Basic Reasons Behind
Intra-Church Conflicts. Philadelphia: Westminster.

Hoge, Dean R., and David A. Roozen, eds. 1979. Understanding Church Growth and
Decline, 1950-1978. New York: Pilgrim Press.

Hout, Michael, and Andrew M. Greeley. 1987. “The Center Doesn’t Hold: Church
Attendance in the United States, 1940—1984.” American Sociological Review 52
(June): 325-45.

. 1990. “The Cohort Doesn’t Hold: Comment on Chaves.” Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion 29 (December): 519-24.

Humphreys, Laud. 1972. Out of the Closets: The Sociology of Homosexual Liberation.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Hunter, James Davison. 1983. American Evangelicalism: Conservative Religion and
the Quandary of Modernity. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press.

. 1987. Evangelicalism: The Coming Generation. Chicago: University of Chi-

cago Press.

. 1991. Culture Wars: The Struggle to Define America. New York: Basic Books.

Hunter, James Davison, and Helen V. L. Stehlin. 1987. “Family: Toward Androg-
yny.” In Evangelicalism: The Coming Generation, by James Davison Hunter. Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press.

Hurh, Won Moo, and Kwang Chung Kim. 1990. “Religious Participation of Korean
Immigrants in the United States.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 29
(March): 19-34.

Hutchison, William R., ed. 1989. Between the Times: The Travail of the Protestant
Establishment in America, 1900—1960. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Iannaccone, Laurence R. 1986. “A Formal Model of Church and Sect.” American

Journal of Sociology 94, suppl.: S241-S268.

. 1990. “Religious Practice: A Human Capital Approach.” Journal for the

Scientific Study of Religion 29 (September): 297-314.

. 1991, “The Consequences of Religious Market Structure.” Rationality and
Society 3 (April): 156-77.

Iannaccone, Laurence R., and Carrie A. Miles. 1990. “Dealing with Social Change:
The Mormon Church’s Response to Change in Women’s Roles.” Social Forces 68
(June): 1231-50.

Jacquet, Constant H., Jr., and Alice M. Jones, eds. 1991. YVearbook of American and
Canadian Churches, 1991. Nashville: Abingdon.

Jorstad, Erling. 1990. Holding Fast/Pressing On: Religion in Amevica in the 1980s.
New York: Praeger.

Kandiyoti, Deniz. 1988. “Bargaining with Patriarchy.” Gender and Society 2 (Sep-
tember): 274-90.

Kashima, Tedsuden. 1977. Buddhism in Amevica: The Social Organization of an
Ethnic Religious Institution. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood.

. 1990. “The Buddhist Churches of America: Challenges for Change in the
21st Century.” Pacific World, n.s. 6 (1990): 28—40.

Kaufman, Debra Renée. 1991. Rachel’s Daughters: Newly Ovthodox Jewish Women.
New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press.

Keeley, Charles B. 1991. “The Political Response to Mass Immigration: United
States, 1890—-1915 and 1965-1990.” Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Sociological Association, Cincinnati.

Kitano, Harry H. L., and Roger Daniels. 1988. Asian Americans: Emerging Minovi-
ties. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Kivisto, Peter A. 1992. “Religion and the New Immigrants.” Pp. 92—107 in 4 Future
for Religion? Trends in Social Analysis, edited by William H. Swatos, Jr. Newbury
Park, Calif.: Sage.

1087

This content downloaded from 185.91.165.14 on Sat, 25 Nov 2017 20:02:34 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



American Journal of Sociology

Kosmin, Barry A., Ariela Keysar, and Nava Lerer. 1991. “Secular Education and
the Religious Profile of Contemporary Black Americans.” Paper presented at an-
nual meeting of the Society for the Scientific Study of Religion, Pittsburgh.

Kosmin, Barry A., and Seymour P. Lachman. 1991. Research Report: The National
Survey of Religious Identification, 1989—-1990. New York: Graduate School and
University Center of the City University of New York.

Kwilecki, Susan. 1987. “Contemporary Pentecostal Clergywomen: Female Christian
Leadership, Old Style.” Journal of Feminist Studies of Religion 3 (Fall). 57-75.
Land, Kenneth C., Glenn Deane, and Judith R. Blau. 1991. “Religious Pluralism
and Church Membership: A Spatial Diffusion Model.” American Sociological Re-

view 56 (April): 237-49.

Lawless, Elaine. 1983. “Shouting for the Lord: The Power of Women’s Speech in the
Pentecostal Religious Service.” Journal of Amevican Folklore 96 (October—
December): 434-59.

. 1988. Handmaidens of the Lord: Pentecostal Women Preachers and Tradi-
tional Religion. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Lechner, Frank J. 1985. “Modernity and Its Discontents.” Pp. 157-76 in Neogfunc-
tionalism, edited by Jeffrey C. Alexander. Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage.

. 1991. “The Case against Secularization: A Rebuttal.” Social Forces 69
(June): 1103-19.

Lee, Richard R. 1992. “Religious Practice as Social Exchange: An Explanation of the
Empirical Findings.” Sociological Analysis 53 (Spring): 1-35.

Lee, Sang Hyun. 1991. “Korean American Presbyterians: A Need for Ethnic Particu-
larity and the Challenge of Christian Pilgrimage.” In The Diversity of Discipleship:
The Presbytevians and Twentieth-Century Christian Witness, edited by Milton J.
Coalter, John M. Mulder, and Louis B. Weeks. Louisville: Westminster/John
Knox.

Liebman, Robert C. 1983. “Mobilizing the Moral Majority.” Pp. 50-73 in The New
Chyristian Right: Mobilization and Legitimation, edited by Robert C. Liebman and
Robert Wuthnow. Hawthorne, N.Y.: Aldine.

Liebman, Robert C., and Robert Wuthnow, eds. 1983. The New Christian Right:
Mobilization and Legitimation. Hawthorne, N.Y.: Aldine.

Lincoln, C. Eric, and Lawrence H. Mamiya. 1990. The Black Church in the African
American Experience. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

Lipset, Seymour Martin. 1991. Comments on Luckmann. Pp. 185-88 in Social Theory
for a Changing Society, edited by Pierre Bourdieu and James S. Coleman. Boulder,
Colo.: Westview.

Littel, Franklin Hamlin. 1962. From State Church to Pluralism. Chicago: Aldine.

Luckmann, Thomas. 1991. “The New and the Old in Religion.” Pp. 167—82 in Social
Theory for a Changing Society, edited by Pierre Bourdieu and James S. Coleman.
Boulder, Colo.: Westview.

Luker, Kristin. 1984. Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood. Berkeley and Los
Angeles: University of California Press.

Marcum, John P. 1990. “Phantom Presbyterians.” Monday Morning 55 (November
5): 13—-14.

Marler, Penny Long, and C. Kirk Hadaway. 1992. “New Church Development and
Denominational Growth (1950—1988): Symptom or Cause?” Pp. 29-72 in Research
in the Scientific Study of Religion, vol. 4, edited by Monty L. Lynn and David O.
Moberg. Greenwich, Conn.: JAL

Marsden, George M. 1987. Reforming Fundamentalism: Fuller Seminary and the
New Evangelicalism. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans.

. 1990. “Awash in a Sea of Revisionism.” Evangelical Studies Bulletin 7 (Fall):

1-3.
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Mathews, Donald G. 1969. “The Second Great Awakening as an Organizing Process,
1780-1830: An Hypothesis.” American Quarterly 21 (Spring): 23—43.

Matters, Michael D. 1992. “Some Cultural Correlates of Congregational Participation
in the Sanctuary Movement.” Paper prepared for the annual meeting of the Mid-
west Sociological Society, Kansas City.

McGuire, Meredith B. 1982. Pentecostal Catholics: Power, Charisma, and Ovder in
a Religious Movement. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

McKinney, William, and Wade Clark Roof. 1990. “Liberal Protestantism’s Struggle
to Recapture the Heartland.” Pp. 167-83 in In Gods We Trust: New Patterns of
Religious Pluralism in America, edited by Thomas Robbins and Dick Anthony.
New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction.

McLoughlin, William G. 1978. Revivals, Awakenings, and Reform: An Essay on
Religion and Social Change in Amevica, 1607—-1977. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Mead, Sidney E. 1963. The Lively Experiment. New York: Harper & Row.

Melton, J. Gordon. 1989. The Encyclopedia of American Religions, 3d ed. Detroit:
Gale Research.

Michaelson, Robert S. 1990. “From the Soil—and Soul—of America.” Los Angeles
Times Book Review (January 7).

Mittelberg, David, and Mary C. Waters. 1992. “The Process of Ethnogenesis among
Haitian and Israeli Immigrants in the United States.” Ethnic and Racial Studies
15 (July): 412-35.

Miyakawa, T. Scott. 1964. Protestants and Pioneers: Individualism and Conformity
on the American Frontier. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Montoya, Alex D. 1987. Hispanic Ministry in North America. Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Zondervan.

Morris, Aldon D. 1984. The Origins of the Civil Rights Movement: Black Communities
Organizing for Change. New York: Free Press.

Mullins, Mark R. 1988. “The Organizational Dilemmas of Ethnic Churches: A Case
Study of Japanese Buddhism in Canada.” Sociological Analysis 49 (Fall): 217-33.

National Conference of Catholic Bishops. 1984. The Hispanic Presence, Challenge
and Commitment: A Pastoval Letter on Hispanic Ministry. Washington, D.C.:
United States Catholic Conference.

Neitz, Mary Jo. 1987. Charisma and Community: A Study of Religious Commitment
within the Charismatic Renewal. New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction.

. 1990. “Studying Religion in the Eighties.” Pp. 90—118 in Symbolic Interac-
tion and Cultural Studies, edited by Howard Becker and Michal McCall. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Niebuhr, H. Richard. 1929. The Social Sources of Denominationalism. New York:
Henry Holt.

Numrich, Paul David. 1992. “Americanization in Immigrant Theravada Buddhist
Temples.” Ph.D. dissertation. Northwestern University, Department of Religion.

Olson, Daniel V. A. 1989. “Church Friendships: Boon or Barrier to Church
Growth?” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 28 (December): 432—47.

. 1993. “Fellowship Ties and the Transmission of Religious Identity.” In
Beyond Establishment: Protestant Identity in a Post-Protestant Age, edited by
Jackson W. Carroll and W. Clark Roof. Louisville: Westminster/John Knox (in
press).

Olson, Daniel V. A., and Jackson W. Carroll. 1992. “Religiously Based Politics:
Religious Elites and the Public.” Social Forces 70 (March): 765—86.

Orsi, Robert A. 1991. “‘He Keeps Me Going: Women’s Devotion to Saint Jude
Thaddeus and the Dialectics of Gender in American Catholicism, 1929-1965.” Pp.
137-69 in Belief in History: Innovative Approaches to Euvopean and American
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Religion, edited by Thomas Kselman. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame
Press.

Parsons, Talcott. 1960. “Some Comments on the Pattern of Religious Organization
in the United States.” Pp. 295-321 in Structure and Process in Modern Societies.
Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press.

. 1967. “Christianity and Modern Industrial Society.” Pp. 33—70 in Sociologi-

cal Theory, Values, and Sociocultural Change: Essays in Honor of Pitivm A. Sovo-

kin, edited by Edward A. Tiryakian. New York: Harper Torchbooks.

. 1969. “On the Concept of Value Commitments.” Pp. 439-72 in Politics and
Social Structure. New York: Free Press.

Perrin, Robin D., and Armand L. Mauss. 1991. “Saints and Seekers: Sources of
Recruitment to the Vineyard Christian Fellowship.” Review of Religious Research
33 (December) 97—-111.

Perry, Troy D. 1972. The Lord Is My Shepherd and He Knows I'm Gay. Los Angeles:
Nash.

Perry, Troy D., and Thomas L. P. Swicegood. 1990. Don’t Be Afraid Anymore: The
Story of Reverend Troy Perry and the Metropolitan Community Churches. New
York: St. Martin’s.

Poloma, Margaret M. 1989. The Assemblies of God at the Crossroads: Charisma and
Institutional Dilemmas. Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press.

Powell, Walter W., and Paul J. DiMaggio. 1991. The New Institutionalism in Organi-
zational Analysis. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Pratt, Henry J. 1972. The Liberalization of American Protestantism: A Case Study in
Complex Organization. Detroit: Wayne State University Press.

Prell, Riv-Ellen. 1989. Prayer and Community: The Havurah in Amevican Judaism.
Detroit: Wayne State University Press.

Preston, David L. 1988. The Social Organization of Zen Practice: Constructing Trans-
cultural Reality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Pritchard, Linda. 1984. “The Burned-over District Reconsidered: A Portent of Evolv-
ing Religious Pluralism in the United States.” Social Science History 8 (Summer):
243-65.

Roof, Wade Clark. 1978. Community and Commitment: Religious Plausibility in a
Liberal Protestant Church. New York: Elsevier.

. 1993. A Generation of Seekers: The Spiritual Journeys of the Baby Boom
Generation. San Francisco: Harper (in press).

Roof, Wade Clark, Dean R. Hoge, John E. Dyble, and C. Kirk Hadaway. 1979.
“Factors Producing Growth of Decline in United Presbyterian Congregations.”
Pp. 198-223 in Understanding Church Growth and Decline, 1950-1978, edited
by Dean R. Hoge and David A. Roozen. New York and Philadelphia: Pilgrim
Press.

Roof, Wade Clark, and William McKinney. 1987. American Mainline Religion: Its
Changing Shape and Future. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press.

Roozen, David A., William McKinney, and Wayne Thompson. 1990. “The ‘Big
Chill’ Generation Warms to Worship.” Review of Religious Research 31 (March):
314-22.

Rose, Susan D. 1987. “Women Warriors: The Negotiation of Gender in a Charismatic
Community.” Sociological Analysis 48 (Fall): 245-58.

Rosenberg, Bruce A. 1988. Can These Bones Live? The Art of the American Folk
Preacher, rev. ed. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.

Rowe, Henry K. 1924. The History of Religion in the United States. New York:
Macmillan.

Rueda, Enrique. 1982. The Homosexual Network: Private Lives and Public Policy.
Old Greenwich, Conn.: Devin Adair.

Rutledge, Paul James. 1982. “The Role of Religion in Ethnic Self-Identity: The Viet-
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namese of Oklahoma City, 1975-1982.” Ph.D. dissertation. University of Okla-

homa.

. 1992. The Vietnamese Experience in America. Bloomington: Indiana Univer-
sity Press.

Ryan, Mary. 1979. “The Power of Women’s Networks: A Case Study of Female
Moral Reform in Antebellum America.” Feminist Studies 5:66—86.

. 1981. Cradle of the Middle Class: The Family in Oneida County, New York,
1790-1865. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sarna, Jonathan D. 1987. “The Debate over Mixed Seating in the American Syna-
gogue.” Pp. 363-94 in The Amevrican Synagogue: A Sanctuary Transformed, edited
by Jack Wertheimer. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Scherer, Ross P. 1988. “A New Typology for Organizations: Market, Bureaucracy,
Clan, and Mission, with Application to American Denominations.” Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion 24 (December): 475-98.

Sharot, Stephen. 1991. “Judaism and the Secularization Debate.” Sociological Analy-
sis 52 (Fall): 255-75.

Sherkat, Darren E., and Christopher G. Ellison. 1991. “The Politics of Black Reli-
gious Change: Disaffiliation from Black Mainline Denominations.” Social Forces
70 (December): 431-54.

Shin, Eui Hang, and Hyung Park. 1988. “An Analysis of Causes of Schisms in Ethnic
Churches: The Case of Korean-American Churches.” Sociological Analysis 49
(Fall): 234—48.

Shipps, Jan. 1985. Mormonism: The Story of a New Religious Tradition. Urbana:
University of Illinois Press.

Shupe, Anson, and William Stacey. 1982. Born-Again Politics and the Moval Major-
ity: What Social Surveys Really Show. New York: Edwin Mellen.

Silver, Allan. 1990. “The Curious Importance of Small Groups in American Sociol-
ogy.” Pp. 61-72 in Sociology in America, edited by Herbert J. Gans. Newbury
Park, Calif.: Sage.

Smith, Timothy L. 1968. “Congregation, State, and Denomination: The Forming of
the American Religious Structure.” William and Mary Quarterly 25 (April): 155-76.

. 1971. “Lay Initiative in the Religious Life of American Immigrants.” Pp.

214—-49 in Anonymous Americans, edited by Tamara K. Hareven. Englewood

Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

. 1978. “Religion and Ethnicity in America.” American Historical Review 83
(December): 1155-85.

Smith-Rosenberg, Carroll. 1985. Disorderly Conduct: Visions of Gender in Victorian
America. New York: Knopf.

Snow, David A., and Richard Machalek. 1982. “On the Presumed Fragility of Uncon-
ventional Beliefs.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 21 (March): 15-26.

Sollors, Werner, ed. 1988. The Invention of Ethnicity. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Stacey, Judith. 1990. Brave New Families: Stories of Domestic Upheaval in Late
Twentieth-Century America. New York: Basic.

Stacey, Judith, and Susan Elizabeth Gerard. 1990. “‘We Are Not Doormats’: The
Influence of Feminism on Contemporary Evangelicals in the United States.” Pp.
98—117 in Uncertain Terms: Negotiating Gender in American Culture, edited by
Faye Ginsburg and Anna Lowenhaupt Tsing. Boston: Beacon.

Stark, Rodney, and William Sims Bainbridge. 1985. The Future of Religion: Secular-
ization, Revival, and Cult Formation. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of
California Press.

. 1987. A Theory of Religion. New York: Peter Lang.

Stark, Rodney, and Roger Finke. 1988. “American Religion in 1776: A Statistical
Portrait.” Sociological Analysis 49 (Spring): 39-51.
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Stout, Harry S. 1991. The Divine Dramatist: George Whitefield and the Rise of Mod-
ern Evangelicalism. Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans.

Stump, Roger W. 1984. “Regional Migration and Religious Commitment in the
United States.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 23 (September):
292-303.

Sullins, Donald Paul. 1992. “Switching Close to Home: Volatility or Coherence in
Protestant Affiliation Patterns.” Paper presented at annual meeting of the Society
for the Scientific Study of Religion, Arlington, Va.

Swatos, William H., Jr. 1979. Into Denominationalism: The Anglican Metamorphosis.
Storrs, Conn.: Society for the Scientific Study of Religion.

Takayama, K. Peter. 1980. “Strains, Conflicts, and Schisms in Protestant Denomina-
tions.” Pp. 298-329 in American Denominational Organization: A Sociological
View, edited by Ross P. Scherer. Pasadena, Calif.: William Carey.

Thomas, George M. 1989. Revivalism and Cultural Change: Christianity, Nation
Building, and the Market in the Nineteenth-Century United States. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

Thumma, Scott. 1991. “Negotiating a Religious Identity: The Case of the Gay Evan-
gelical.” Sociological Analysis 52 (Winter): 333—47.

Tiryakian, Edward A. 1991. “L’exceptionnelle vitalité religieuse aux Etats-Unis: Une
relecture de Protestant—Catholic—Jew” (The exceptional religious vitality of the
United States: A re-reading of Protestant—Catholic—Jew). Social Compass 38
(September): 215-38.

Tschannen, Olivier. 1991. “The Secularization Paradigm: A Systematization.” Jour-
nal for the Scientific Study of Religion 30 (December): 395—415.

Wacker, Grant. 1984. “Uneasy in Zion: Evangelicals in Postmodern Society.” Pp.
17-28 in Evangelicalism and Modern America, edited by George Marsden. Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans.

. 1991. “A Tar Heel Perspective on The Third Disestablishment.” Journal for
the Scientific Study of Religion 30 (December: 519-25.

Wallace, Ruth A. 1992. They Call Her Pastor: A New Role for Catholic Women.
Albany: State University of New York Press.

Warner, R. Stephen. 1983. “Visits to a Growing Evangelical and Declining Liberal
Church in 1978.” Sociological Analysis 44 (Fall): 243-53.

. 1988. New Wine in Old Wineskins: Evangelicals and Liberals in a Small-

Town Church. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.

. 1989. “The Metropolitan Community Church as a Case Study of Religious

Change in the USA.” Paper presented at annual meeting of the Society for the

Scientific Study of Religion, Salt Lake City.

. 1990. “The Korean Immigrant Church in Comparative Perspective.” Paper

presented at colloquium, “The Korean Immigrant Church: A Comparative Perspec-

tive.” Princeton Theological Seminary, February 16-18.

. 1991. “Starting Over: Reflections on American Religion.” Christian Century

108 (September 4—11): 811-13.

. 1992. “New and Old in Chicago Immigrant Religion.” Unpublished manu-

script. University of Illinois at Chicago.

. 1993. “The Place of the Congregation in the American Religious Configura-
tion.” In The Congregation in Amevican Life. Vol. 2 of The Congregational History
Project, edited by James Lewis and James Wind. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press (in press).

Waugh, Earle. 1992. “A Muslim Congregation in the Canadian North: The Ummah
of Lac La Biche.” In The Congregation in American Life. Vol. 1 of The Congrega-
tional History Project, edited by James Lewis and James Wind. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Wertheimer, Jack. 1989. “Recent Trends in American Judaism.” Pp. 63-162 in
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American Jewish Yearbook 1989, edited by David Singer. New York and Philadel-
phia: American Jewish Committee and Jewish Publication Society.

Wilcox, Clyde, and Leopoldo Gomez. 1990. “Religion, Group Identification, and
Politics among American Blacks.” Sociological Analysis (Fall): 271-85.

Williams, Raymond Brady. 1988. Religions of Immigrants from India and Pakistan:
New Threads in the American Tapestry. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wills, Garry. 1990. Under God: Religion and Amevican Politics. New York: Simon
& Schuster.

Wiltfang, Gregory, and Doug McAdam. 1991. “The Costs and Risks of Social Activ-
ism: A Study of Sanctuary Movement Activism.” Social Forces 69 (June): 987—
1010.

Wood, James R. 1981. Leadership in Voluntary Ovganizations: The Controversy over
Social Action in Protestant Churches. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University
Press.

Wuthnow, Robert. 1986. “Religion as Sacred Canopy.” Pp. 121-42 in Making Sense
of Modern Times: Peter L. Berger and the Vision of Interpretive Sociology, edited
by James Davison Hunter and Stephen C. Ainlay. London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul.

. 1988. The Restructuring of American Religion: Society and Faith since World

Wayr I1. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

, ed. 1991. Between States and Markets: The Voluntary Sector in Comparative
Perspective. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Wuthnow, Robert, and Kevin Christiano. 1979. “The Effects of Residential Migra-
tion on Church Attendance in the United States.” Pp. 257-76 in The Religious
Dimension: New Directions in Quantitative Research, edited by Robert Wuthnow.
New York: Academic Press.

Wuthnow, Robert, and William Lehrman. 1990. “Religion: Inhibitor or Facilitator
of Political Involvement among Women?” Pp. 300-322 in Women, Politics, and
Change, edited by Louise A. Tilly and Patricia Gurin. New York: Russell Sage.

Wuthnow, Robert, and Clifford Nass. 1988. “Government Activity and Civil Privat-
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