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CHAPTER I 

THE ISSUE 

Denominational affiliation among Protestants is an ex

tensively used variable in sociological research. As a key 

independent variable, its relationships have been explored 

with a wide range of secular topics, such as value systems 

(Miller, 1976), goal orientations (Brinkerhoff, 1978), per

ception of social issues (Johnson, 1967; Driedger, 1974; 

Jeffries and Tygart, 1974), racial prejudice (Gorsuch and 

Aleshire, 1974), educational expectations (Rhodes and Nam, 

1970), trust (Schoenfeld, 1978), attitudes toward abortion 

(Mcintosh, et al., 1979). 

It has experienced equal if not more frequent use as a 

control variable. Its effects on analysis have been examined 

in research concerning minorities and incomes (Greeley, 1976), 

sexual attitudes and behavior among college students (King, 

et al., 1976), the impact of secularization on scholarship 

(Faia, 1976), attitudes toward the Vietnam war (Quinley, 

1970), political party preference (Johnson, 1966), social 

class and church participation (Goode, 1966), the image of 

alcohol use in country music (Chalfant and Beckley, 1977), 

attitudes of clergy towards homosexuality and abortion 

(Wagenaar and Bartos, 1977), dimensions of belief (Longino 

and Hadden, 1976), and the transmission of values and moral 
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beliefs (Keeley, 1976) to mention a few. 

Perhaps the major reason for its extensive use is the 

assumption that Protestant denominations have distinct sub

cultures which generate attitudinal and behavioral differ

ences. Some researchers have made this assumption quite 

explicit. For example, Jeffries and Tygart (1974: 318) con

tend that "religious denominations are the locus of subcul

tural differences." Other researchers report findings sup

portive of this assumption. Miller's (1976) study of the 

value system of Unitarian Universalists reports strong differ

ences between the Unitarian Universalists and other denomi

nations. Rhodes and Nam (1970) found that some denomina

tions are more supportive of higher education than are 

others. Driedger (1974) and Jeffries and Tygart (1974) both 

report differences among denominations in relation to atti

tudes on social issues. 

However, there are also those who question the validity 

of this assumption. Stark (1967) feels that the members of 

a denominational group are different from the rest of so

ciety in name rather than fact. White's (1968) theory of 

religious influence questions whether religious subcultures 

are located in congregations rather than denominations. In 

a critique of Jeffries and Tygart (1974) Blaikie (1976) adds 

to White's question the problem of whether intradenomina

tional heterogeneity of beliefs and values is so great as to 

exclude the possibility of denominational subcultures. 
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Several examples of research challenging this assumption 

are also available. Davidson's (1972) study of patterns 

of belief reports that only one of the two denominations 

studied met his criteria for homogeneity, even though dif

ferences among the denominations were found. Mcintosh and 

associates (1979) indicate that attitudes toward abortion 

are more a function of membership in "moral communities" 

than in denominations. And Brinkerhoff's (1978) data ex

hibit what is at best a weak association of denomination to 

occupational and educational goals. 

The purpose of this thesis is to address the unresolved 

issue of the degree to which Protestant denominations have 

distinct subcultures. A potentially important reason for 

this lack of resolution is the general failure of research 

to consider simultaneously several dimensions of the issue. 

Three of these dimensions are examined in this study. 

Dimensions of the Issue and Hypotheses 

The first dimension concerns the location of denomina

tional subcultures. A typical meaning of subculture is "the 

diversity of ideas ••• of groups smaller than a society, 

to give emphasis to the ways these groups differ in such 

things as language, values, religion, and style of life from 

the larger society of which they are a part" (Yinger, 1970: 

626). When this definition is applied to denominations, a 

key question becomes within which religious groups are these 
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ideas located? Are these ideas shared within a single de

nomination (e.g., Baptist, Methodist, or Presbyterian), or 

are the ideas shared by several denominations within a par

ticular denominational category (e.g., fundamentalists and 

nonfundamentalists)? Some data indicate the existence of 

subcultures for single denominations (Spaulding, 1972; 

Miller, 1976), while other research points to differences 

between categories of Protestant denominations (Stark and 

Glock, 1968; 1969; Wood, 1970; Kelley, 1974; Quinley, 1974; 

Driedger and Form, 1975; Westhues, 1976; Peek, et al., 1979). 

If religious subcultures are located vdthin categories 

of denominations, differences in ideas should be more ap

parent between categories than between single denominations. 

But if single denominations are the main locus of religious 

subcultures, then differences in ideas should be more ap

parent between single denominations than between denomina

tional categories. Thus, adequate exploration of the degree 

to which denominational subcultures exist among Protestants 

requires examination of differences in ideas between cate

gories of denominations and between single denominations. 

Since the fundamentalists and nonfundamentalists are com-

monly used categories of Protestant denominations, they are 

the focus of the first hypothesis. 

Members of fundamentalist Protestant denomi
nations will have significantly different 
ideas than members of nonfundamentalist 
Protestant denominations. 



Appropriate examination of differences in ideas be

tween single denominations requires that the denominations 

compared be in the same category (e.g., fundamentalist de

nominations compared to each other and nonfundamentalist 

denominations compared to each other). If the denomina

tions were not in the same category (e.g., Baptists of the 

fundamentalist category compared to Episcopalians of the 

nonfundamentalist category), then any differences obtained 

might be due to differences between the two categories the 

denominations represent rather than between the denomina-

5 

tions per ~· Therefore, the next hypotheses focus on dif

ferences between fundamentalist denominations (hypothesis 2) 

and nonfundamentalist denominations (hypothesis 3). 

Members of a fundamentalist Protestant denomi
nation will have significantly different ideas 
than members of another fundamentalist Prot
estant denomination. 

Members of the Church of Christ denomi
nation will have significantly different 
ideas than members of the Baptist de
nomination. 

Members of a nonfundamentalist Protestant de
nomination will have significantly different 
ideas than members of another nonfundamen
talist Protestant denomination. 

Members of the Methodist denomination 
will have significantly different ideas 
than members of the Presbyterian denomi
nation. 

Members of the Methodist denomination 
will have significantly different ideas 
than members of the Episcopal denomi
nation. 



Members of the Presbyterian denomination 
will have significantly different ideas 
than members of the Episcopal denomina
tion. 
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The second dimension to this issue consists of how de-

nominational subcultures are operationalized: as central 

tendencies, or as central tendencies ~ variance within de

nominational groups. While differences in central tend

encies predicted by the first three hypotheses may exist 

among denominations, such differences do not necessarily 

establish the existence of denominational subcultures, be

cause the central tendencies may not be sufficiently shared. 

Blaikie (1976: 81) points to "considerable intradenomina

tional heterogeneity i.e., high variance in the beliefs and 

values of both clergy and laity" in studies which have dem-

onstrated denominational differences in central tendencies 

(e.g., Stark, et al., 1968; 1971; Hadden, 1969). 

Measurement of denominational subcultures as differences 

between groups in central tendencies of ideas is relatively 

straightforward, accomplished by differences of means tests. 

However, how can one ascertain when the variance on a par

ticular idea within a denomination is too great to warrant. 

referring to that idea as a part of the subculture of the 

denomination? 

While any answer to this question is subject to criti

cism, the strategy used in this study involves comparing 

the variance within each religious group to the variance of 
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all other Protestants combined. If the variance within a 

group on a particular idea (already established as signif

icantly different in central tendency) is significantly less 

than the variance of the other Protestant groups combined, 

then the idea will be viewed as a part of the subculture of 

that group. Unfortunately, this strategy is not useful when 

examining differences between fundamentalists and nonfunda

mentalists (hypothesis 1), since it involves comparing the 

variance within each group to the variance in the other 

(nonfundamentalists are "all other Protestants combined" to 

fundamentalists, and vice versa). Therefore, the variance 

within each of these groups on any idea will be compared to 

the variance on this idea among ~ entire group of Prot

estants in the sample--both fundamentalists and nonfunda

mentalists. 

Since differences in central tendencies were predicted 

by the first three hypotheses, consideration of this dimen

sion generates two additional hypotheses concerning variance 

comparisons: 

For items on which significant differences in 
central tendencies occur, the variance within 
each religious group in the first hypothesis 
(fundamentalist, nonfundamentalist) will be 
more homogeneous (significantly less) than the 
variance of both Protestant groups combined. 

For items on which significant differences in 
central tendencies occur, the variance within 
each religious group of the four pairs in hy
potheses two and three will be more homoge
neous (significantly less) than the variance 
of all other Protestants combined. 



The third dimension to this issue consists of how the 

subcultural ideas supposedly associated with denominations 

are empirically analyzed. Are these ideas to be examined 
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separately from the degree of involvement in the denomina

tion (associational or ritualistic religiosity) or jointly 

with the degree of denominational involvement? Both indi

cators of denominational subcultures (differences in central 

tendencies and low intradenominational variance) should be 

strongest among persons most highly involved in their re-

spective denominational groups. The importance of incor

porating both strategies in examining denominational subcul

tures has been stressed in recent research (Brinkerhoff, 

1978; Jensen and Erikson, 1979; Mcintosh, et al., 1979; 

Peek, et al., 1979). 

Therefore, two additional hypotheses are needed: 

More differences in central tendencies of 
ideas that are significant will occur between 
high religiosity members than between low 
religiosity members in each pair. 

For ideas on which significant differences in 
central tendencies occur, the variance among 
high religiosity members of each group will 
tend to be significantly more homogeneous 
than the variance among low religiosity mem
bers. (As is the case with hypotheses 4 and 
5, homogeneity is determined by comparing 
the variance within each group to the variance 
within all other groups combined). 

Thus, examining these seven hypotheses should serve to 

adequately explore the dimensions of the issue concerning 

the existence of Protestant denominational subcultures. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Sample of Respondents 

The sample is derived from seven years of national poll 

data (1972-1978) conducted for the National Opinion Research 

Center, University of Chicago (Davis, et al., 1978). Com

bining the seven years in the poll data is necessary due to 

the small sample size of particular denominations (e.g., 

Church of Christ and Episcopal denominations). In a corre

lation matrix, no significant differences by year emerged on 

any of the major variables (the attitudinal items selected 

for incorporation in the study, as well as control variables), 

so the combination of years should not affect the analysis. 

Sample of Ideas 

Denominational subcultures may consist of both theo

logical ideas (norms, beliefs and values that directly per

tain to religion, such as norms in the ten commandments, the 

belief that Jesus is the son of God, or the value that sal

vation is desirable) and secular ideas (norms, beliefs and 

values which may arise from shared theological ideas but 

which do not directly pertain to religion, such as norms 

prohibiting dancing or drinking, racially prejudiced beliefs, 

or values about social issues). Research limiting denomi

national subcultures to only theological ideas has had little 

9 
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trouble finding differences among Protestant denominations 

(e.g., Hadden, 1969; Kunz and Brinkerhoff, 1970; Spaulding, 

1972; Longino and Hadden, 1976). But when denominational 

differences in secular ideas are investigated, evidence for 

the existence of denominational subcultures among Protes

tants is less than clear. For example, Jeffries and Tygart 

(1974) report denominational differences in beliefs and 

values about social issues; Driedger (1974) finds few such 

differences; and Brinkerhoff (1978) reports mixed results. 

These two sets of findings suggest that the likelihood of 

uncovering subcultural differences among Protestants is 

higher if denominational subculture is defined strictly in 

terms of theological ideas rather than secular ideas. 

Unfortunately, the seven years of national poll data 

contain few items that could be construed as indicators of 

strictly theological ideas. These data do, however, abound 

with items about secular ideas. Thus, while this thesis is 

restricted to exploring the existence of only the secular 

content of denominational subcultures, it will examine a 

relatively wide range of this content (see below). Impli

cations of this restriction for the conclusions of the 

thesis will be considered in Chapter IV. 

Measurement of Variables 

Independent Variables 

Denominational affiliation and religiosity comprise the 
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independent variables. While no direct question about de

nominational affiliation was asked, it can be measured by a 

combination of denominational preference and church attend-

ance, both of which appear in all seven surveys. Denomina

tional preference became an indication of denominational af-

filiation for respondents who said they attended religious 

services at least "several times a year," since preference 

would more likely indicate affiliation for this group than 

for persons who almost never attended religious services 

(the latter were thus omitted from the sample). The pref-

erence question was worded as follows: 

What is your religious preference? 
If Protestant: Vfuat specific denomination is that, 

if any? 

Denomination 
Church of Christ •••••••••••••••••• 
Baptist••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other Fundamentalist •••••••••••••• 
Methodist ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Presbyterian •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Episcopalian •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Other Nonfundamentalist ••••••••••• 

N -
121 

1475 
442 

1166 
477 
263 
191 

4135 

Examination of the six hypotheses of this thesis re

quires that denominational affiliations be utilized singly 

as well as in categories (fundamentalist/nonfundamentalist). 

Previous research inquiring about the beliefs of affiliates 

of various denominations (Stark and Glock, 1968; Johnstone, 

1975) provide the basis for the subsequent categorization of 

the denominations in this study. The Church of Christ, 

Baptist, and "other fundamentalist" denominations comprise 



12 

the fundamental category. The Presbyterian, Episcopalian, 

Methodist, and "other nonfundamentalist" denominations com-

prise the nonfundamentalist category. The category termed 

"other fundamentalist" comprises the preferences toward 

fundamentalist denominations which are collapsed into one 

category because of the small number of these respondents in 

the sample. It is essentially a residual category for funda

mentalist who belong to neither the Church of Christ or the 

Baptist denominations. The "other nonfundamentalist" cate

gory is derived in the same manner. 1 

Church attendance, indicated by the follo\rlng question 

and responses, is the measure of religiosity. 

How often do you attend religious services? 

Value Response Category 

l •••••••••••••••••• Never 
2 •••••••••••••••••• Less than once a year 
3 •••••••••••••••••• About once a year 
4 •••••••••••••••••• several times a year 
5 •••••••••••••••••• About once a month 
6 •••••••••••••••••• 2-3 times a month 
? .••••••.••.••••••. Nearly every week 
8 •••••••••••••••••• Every week 
9 •••••••••••••••••• several times a week 

Exploration of hypothesis 6 necessitates collapsing 

these responses into low and high religiosity categories. 

Respondents remaining after elimination of those falling 

into the first three attendance categories (dictated by use 

of the attendance item as an indicator of affiliation) were 

nearly equally divided between attendance categories 4 - 7 

versus 8 - 9. Therefore, responses of "several times a 
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year," "about once a month," "2-3 times a month," and 

"nearly every week" comprise the lQ!£ religiosity category, 

while "every week" and "several times a v1eek" comprise the 

high religiosity category. 2 

Dependent Variables 

Sixty-one attitude/opinion items existed as potential 

dependent variables. Since the Church of Christ denomination 

has a total of 121 respondents, six items in which the Church 

of Christ was not adequately represented (items vnth an N 

below 80) had to be eliminated. These six items were atti-

tudes toward sending one's children to a school comprising 

mostly blacks, marital happiness, the fairness of people, 

the trustworthiness of people, the helpfulness of people, 

and confidence in America's banks. 

Because all items were not asked in each of the seven 

polls, adjustment in computer analysis for missing data (by 

assigning the grand mean to respondents to whom the item was 

not asked) could produce highly misleading results. The 

strategy selected to resolve this problem was to establish 

three separate data sets. Data set A contains items which 

were asked in six of the seven years (1973-1978), data set 

B has items which were asked in five of the seven years 

(1972, 1974, 1975, 1977, and 1978), data set Cis composed 

of items asked in a different set of five years (1972-1974, 

1976, and 1977). 
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Factor analysis reduced the remaining fifty-five items 

to seven underlying factors: 1) confidence in American 

institutions, 2) abortion, 3) satisfaction \rith life, 4) 

attitudes toward domestic spending, 5) social issues af

fecting women, 6) racial issues affecting schools, and 7) 

tolerance. As a result of the factor analysis, another four

teen items were eliminated due to complex factor loadings 

(similar loadings on more than one factor) or the failure 

of an item to load after varimax rotation at the cut-off 

point on any of the seven factors.3 Factor scores of re

spondents (after a varimax rotation) are used as the seven 

dependent variables. Table 1 exhibits the three data sets 

incorporating the final forty-one items and loadings for 

each of the seven factors.4 

Control Variables 

To explore effectively whether denominational subcul

tures exist, it is necessary to control for as many other 

subcultural influences as possible. The impact of racial 

subcultures is controlled through the omission of all races 

but those who responded "white" from the sample. Four other 

subcultural influences are controlled statistically: class, 

region, age, and rural-urban.5 

1) Controls for class subcultural influences involve 

simultaneous adjustments for education, family income, and 

family occupational prestige. 



TABLE 1 

THE DATA SETS: THE ITEMS AND LOADINGS 

FOR EACH OF THE SEVEN FACTORS 

Data Set A 

Confidence in American Institutions 

Confidence in major companies •••••• 
Confidence in religion ••••••••••••• 
Confidence in education •••••••••••• 
Confidence in the President •••••••• 
Confidence in organized labor •••••• 
Confidence in the press •••••••••••• 
Confidence in medicine ••••••••••••• 
Confidence in television ••••••••••• 
Confidence in the Supreme Court •••• 
Confidence in Congress ••••••••••••• 
Confidence in the military ••••••••• 

Abortion 
If there is a strong chance of 

serious defect in the baby •••••• 
If the woman's health is seriously 

endangered by the pregnancy ••••• 
If she became pregnant as a result 

of rape••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
If she is married and does not 

want any more children •••••••••• 
If the family has a very low in

come and cannot afford any 
more children ••••••••••••••••••• 

If she is not married and does not 
want to marry the man ••••••••••• 

Satisfaction vrith Life 
Satisfaction felt toward one's 

city•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Satisfaction felt toward one's 

hobby ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Satisfaction felt toward one's 

familY•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Satisfaction felt toward one's 

friends••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Satisfaction felt toward one's 

health•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Principal 
ComEonents 

.388 

.253 

.367 

.377 

.265 

.359 

.378 

.337 

.497 

.426 

.229 

-.450 

-.365 

-.451 

-.585 

-.579 

-.572 

-.327 

-.394 

-.343 

-.342 

-.308 

15 

Rotated 
Loadin5s 

.488 

.451 

.559 

.559 

.441 

.443 

.503 

.477 

.578 

.627 

.509 

-.757 

-.690 

-.755 

-.725 

-.757 

-.743 

-.562 

-.608 

-.646 

-.672 

-.561 
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TABLE 1--Continued 

Satisfaction vdth Life (continued) Principal Rotated 
Components Loadings 

Satisfaction felt toward one's 
job ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Financial satisfaction ••••••••••••• 
General happiness •••••••••••••••••• 

Attitudes toward Domestic Spending 
National spending on the environ-

ment•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
National spending on health •••••••• 
National spending on city problems. 
National spending on crime ••••••••• 
National spending on drug 

addiction ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
National spending on education ••••• 

Data Set B 

Social Issues Affecting Women 

Women working•••••••••••••••••••••• 
Voting for a woman President ••••••• 
Premarital sex ••••••••••••••••••••• 

Racial Issues Affecting Schools 
Sending one's children to a school 

\rlth half black ••••••••••••••••• 
Bussing•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Data Set C 

Tolerance 
Allowing an athiest to make a 

public speech ••••••••••••••••••• 
Allowing an athiest to have a book 

in a public library ••••••••••••• 
Allowing a communist to make a 

public speech ••••••••••••••••••• 
Allowing a communist to have a 

book in a public library •••••••• 
Racial intermarriage ••••••••••••••• 

-.262 
-.264 
-.357 

.344 

.354 

.359 

.303 

.313 

.349 

.473 

.646 
-.505 

.635 
-.472 

-.763 

.785 

-.793 

.799 

.616 

-.389 
-.419 
-.634 

.485 

.560 

.548 

.625 

.624 

.548 

.694 

.459 
-.740 

.593 
-.784 

-.734 

.758 

-.673 

.703 

.739 



Education is measured by the following question and 

response categories. 

~:!hat is the highest grade in elementary school or 
high school that you finished and got credit for? 

Value Response ~ategory 

O••••••••••••••••••••No formal schooling 
l •••••••••••••••••••• lst grade 
2 •••••••••••••••••••• 2nd grade 
3 •••••••••••••••••••• 3rd grade 
4 •••••••••••••••••••• 4th grade 
5 •••••••••••••••••••• 5th grade 
6 •••••••••••••••••••• 6th grade 
7 •••••••••••••••••••• 7th grade 
8 •••••••••••••••••••• 8th grade 
9 •••••••••••••••••••• 9th grade 

lO •••••••••••••••••••• lOth grade 
ll •••••••••••••••••••• llth grade 
12 •••••••••••••••••••• 12th grade 
13 •••••••••••••••••••• 1 year of college 
14 •••••••••••••••••••• 2 years of college 
15 •••••••••••••••••••• 3 years of college 
16 •••••••••••••••••••• 4 years of college 
17 •••••••••••••••••••• 5 years of college 
18 •••••••••••••••••••• 6 years of college 
19 •••••••••••••••••••• 7 years of college 
20 •••••••••••••••••••• 8 years of college 

Family income consists of total family income before 

taxes reported by respondents, and contains the following 

categories: 6 

Value Response Category 

1 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
2 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
3 .•••••••••••••••••••••• 
4 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
5 .•••••••••••••••••••••• 
6 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1000-3999 
4000-5999 
6000-7999 
8000-9999 

10000-14999 
15000-19999 

7 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 20000-24999 
8 ••••••••••••••••••••••• 25000 or over 

17 

The higher Hodge-Siegel-Rossi score found in the family, 

whether it be the respondent or the respondent's spouse, is 
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utilized as the indicator of family occupational prestige. 

Using the higher of the two prestige scores avoids the in

creasing untenable assumption that the husband's occupational 

prestige is automatically the lone determinent of family 

prestige. 

2) Region is measured in terms of a south/nonsouth 

dichotomy. Previous works indicating a unique southern 

subculture (Hill, 1972; Nelsen, et al., 1973) provides the 

basis for dichotomizing region in this manner when examining 

the effects of denominational affiliation. Follovdng are 

the areas and states which comprise the two categories. 

Category Areas 
South •••••• south Atlantic (Delaware, Maryland, ~:Jest 

Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Georgia, Florida); 
East South Central (Kentucky, Tennessee, 
Alabama, Mississippi); 
West South Central (Arkansas, Oklahoma, 
Louisiana, Texas) 

Nonsouth ••• Nevil' England (Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island); 
Middle Atlantic (New York, New Jersey, 
Pennsylvania); 
East North Central (Wisconsin, Illinois, 
Indiana, Michigan, Ohio); 
West North Central (Minnesota, Iowa, 
Hissouri, :North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Nebraska, Kansas); 
Mountain (Hontana, Idaho, ?/yoming, Nevada, 
Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico); 
Pacific (Washington, Oregon, California, 
Alaska, Hawaii) 

3) Age is measured as actual years. 

4) Rural-urban subcultural influences are measured in 

terms of a rural-urban scale. In developing this scale, a 
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combination of the NORC size of place scale and the SRC 

(Survey Research Center, University of Michigan) belt code 

is utilized. The NORC size of place scale is based on 

Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) and incor

porates suburbs within SMSAs. The SRC belt code is a coding 

system devised to describe areas around the central cities 

and to categorize places simultaneously by size and type 

(Davis, et al., 1978). The combination was the result of 

deciding where to put respondents located in the suburbs. 

These respondents are not rural due to their exposure to the 

city, but they can not be identified as urban either. 

Therefore, these respondents fall somewhere in between. 

The resulting scale gives a value of 1 to those "least 

urban," and a value of 6 to those "most urban." 

Value Category 
6 ••.•.•••• Central city of the 12 largest 

SMSAs 
5 ••••••••• Central city of the remainder of 

the 100 largest SMSAs 
4 ••••••••• Within SMSA-next largest central 

cities and suburbs 
3 ••••••••• Not within SMSA-small city (up 

to 49,999) 
2 ••••••••• 0ther urban (counties having 

town of 10,000 or more) 
l ••••••••• Other rural (counties having? 

no town vdth 10,000 or more) 

Analysis of Data 

Statistical Technigues 

The statistical techniques employed in analysis are 

difference of means test, analysis of variance, and analysis 
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of covariance. The difference of means test is used in the 

analysis of central tendency. Analysis of variance is used 

to establish the degree of homogeneity or heterogeneity of 

the denominations in the sample. In the analysis of vari

ance, the F-ratio utilized is obtained by dividing the lar

gest variance by the smaller variance for each of the com

parisons in hypothesis 5. Analysis of covariance is used to 

control for other subcultural influences, which are treated 

as covariates. These statistics technically require that 

at least certain of the variables have interval-scale meas-

urement; however, recent studies report analysis is not sig

nificantly distorted using ordinal-scale variables (Boyle, 

1970; Lyons and Carter, 1971; Bohrnstedt and Carter, 1971). 

A potential problem of analysis revolves around how to 

handle the response category "don't know" in some of the 41 

items. The decision was made to place these responses be-

tween the negative and positive responses, giving them an 

intermediate score. The follovring question and response 

categories provide an example. 

If your party nominated a woman for President, would 
you vote for her if she were qualified for the job? 

Value Response Category 

1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• No 
2 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• Don't kno\v 
3·•••••••••••••••••••••••••••Yes 

Since the number of don't know responses is usually 

about five percent of the total responses, a normal distri

bution is not found in variables measured in this manner. 
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Technically, a normal distribution is a prerequisite for 

statistical analysis, but a recent research note (O'Brien, 

1979) reports that statistical analysis should not be sig

nificantly affected if the distribution is symmetric. Since 

the distribution in the preceding example is the inverse of 

a normal distribution and is usually roughly symmetrical, 

it is anticipated that this strategy for dealing '::i th the 

"don't know" responses should not greatly distort the out

come of the analysis. 



CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS 

Results of the analysis follow the order in which the 

hypotheses were presented in Chapter I. First, hypotheses 

1 - 3 will be examined comparing mean scores of the five 

pairs of religious groups on the seven factors representing 

the secular idea items. The variance of each group on all 

seven factors will then be compared to the variance of the 

remaining religious groups combined. This procedure enables 

assessment of hypotheses 4 and 5, which predict that reli

gious groups disrlaying significant differences in mean 

scores on a particular factor ·:rill also exhibit greater 

homogeneity (less variance) of scores on this factor than 

the other religious groups together. Finally, in order to 

determine whether the presence of religious subcultures is 

more marked among highly religious persons as predicted by 

hypotheses 6 and 7, procedures used in testing hypotheses 

1 - 5 are repeated vdthin each of two categories of re

spondents: the less religious and the more religious. 

Denominational Subcultures as Central Tendencies: 

Hypotheses l - 3 

The first hypothesis predicts differences in central 

tendencies between two categories of denominations: funda-

22 
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mentalists and nonfundamentalists. Initially, these dif

ferences appear in the comparison of means in Table 2 on 

five of the seven variables: confidence in American insti

tutions, abortion, satisfaction \rlth life, social issues 

affecting women, and tolerance. After adjustment for co

variates, differences in satisfaction vdth life were no 

longer significant; but mean differences between fundamen

talists and nonfundamentalists on the other four variables 

remained significant at the .01 level. On the basis of com

parison of means, then, some evidence of fundamentalist and 

nonfundamentalist subcultures exists. 

Differences between two fundamentalist denominations 

are predicted by hypothesis 2: Church of Christ and Baptist. 

However, Table 3 shows no significant differences in the 

comparison of means on any of the seven variables, and ad

justing for covariates did not alter the initial findings. 

Table 3 also demonstrates large differences in sample size 

between the two groups in this comparison. These differences 

could be responsible for the negative findings, since greater 

differences on the seven variables are required in order to 

be statistically significant. A sample size similar to the 

sample size utilized in exploring the first hypothesis would 

be needed for any of the variables to be statistically 

significant. 

The third hypothesis predicts differences among non

fundamentalist Protestant denominations. Hypothesis 3a 
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TABLE 2 

MEANS COMPARISON: FU~TDAMENT ALIST vs. NONFUNDAMENTALIST 

Variable Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
He an He an Diff. '·lean l•!ean Diff. 
Fund Nonf. ?un::i. Non f. 

~e1ta Set A: N=l22:2 N=l082 1;:1222 N-1082 

Confidence- ** ** A::~e~. Inst. -.040 .131 -.171 -.026 .117 -.143 

** ** Abortion .342 -.207 .549 - .262 -.127 .389 

Satisfaction ** with Life -.158 -.336 .178 -.241 -.253 .012 

Domestic 
Spending .005 -.043 .048 -.026 -.012 -.014 

Data Set B: N=l002 N=2:20 :T:l007 ~f=2~0 

Soc. Issues ** ** aff. 1.'/omen -.445 -.057 -.388 -.400 -.103 -.297 

?acial 
Issues .164 .106 .058 .153 .117 .036 

~at a. Set C: N=l02~ ~I=222 ::=J..J2~ ::=~:or:: 

** ** ~0lerance .510 -.068 .578 .354 .C87 .267 

.... 
at the .c1 level .. significant 

significant at the .05 level 



25 

TABLE 3 

MEANS COMPARISON: CHURCH OF CHRIST vs. BAPTIST 

Variable Unadjusted Means .~·i,justed :·9ans 

Mean Mean Diff. Mean Mean Diff. 
Co C. Bapt. co c. Bapt. 

Data Set A: N=81 N=901 N=81 N=901 

Confidence-
Amer. Inst. -.154 .008 -.162 -.164 .017 -.181 

Abortion .197 .215 -.018 .186 .225 -.039 

Satisfaction 
;vi th Life -.125 -.195 .':70 -.164 -.156 -.008 

Domestic 
Spending -.056 .025 -.C81 -.069 .038 -.107 

Data Set B: :J= 70 N=704 ~r=?O 'T=704 

Soc. Issues 
aff. Women -.578 -.355 -.223 -.556 -.377 -.179 

Racial 
Issues .031 .235 -.204 .053 .213 -.160 

Data Set C: N=63 ii=723 N=63 ;~=723 

Tolerance .325 .540 -.215 .350 .516 -.166 

**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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focuses on differences between the Methodist and Presby

terian denominations. Initially, significant differences 

in the comparison of means in Table 4 appear on the vari

ables concerning abortion, social issues affecting women, 

and tolerance at the .01 level, and satisfaction with life 

at the .05 level. However, after adjusting for covariates, 

differences on the tolerance variable were the only dif

ferences remaining significant (.05). 

Mean scores of Methodist and Episcopalians, the focus 

of hypothesis 3b, are compared in Table 5. Significant dif

ferences on four of the seven variables emerge: abortion, 

social issues affecting women, racial issues affecting 

schools, and tolerance. After adjustment for covariates, 

all of these differences remained significant at the .01 

level. 

The final comparison involving means examines differ

ences between the Presbyterian and Episcopal denominations, 

the topic of hypothesis 3c. Table 6 reveals significant 

differences on three variables: social issues affecting 

women (.05), racial issues affecting schools (.01), and 

tolerance (.01). After adjustment for covariates, however, 

differences concerning social issues affecting women were 

no longer significant, while differences regarding racial 

issues affecting schools remained significant at the .01 

level, and differences concerning tolerance remained sig

nificant at the .05 level. 
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TABLE 4 

MEANS COMPARISON: METHODIST vs. PRESBYTERIAN 

Variable Unadjusted Means Ad,justed Means 
Mean Mean Diff. Mean Mean Diff. 
Meth. Pres. Meth. Pres. 

Data Set A: N=598 N=240 N=598 H=240 

Confidence-
A.mer. Inst. .155 .071 .084 .172 .054 .118 

Abortion -.082 -.331 .249 ** -.143 -.270 .127 

Satisfaction 
* \vi th Life -.277 -.443 .166 -.309 -.410 .101 

Domestic 
Spending -.043 -.038 -.005 -.062 -.019 -.043 

Data Set B: N=517 N=218 ~!=517 N=218 

Soc. Issues 
** aff. Women -.243 .059 -.302 -.149 -.034 -.115 

Racial 
Issues .187 .155 .032 .181 .161 .020 

Data Set C: H=523 N=2ll N-523 !T-211 

** * Tolerance .155 -.290 .445 .025 -.161 .186 

**significant at the .o1 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 5 

MEANS COMPARISON: METHODIST VS. EPISCOPAL 

Variable Unaajusted >~eans Ad,justed Means 
He an He an Diff. l·~ean He an Diff. 
Heth 1 EEis 1 

1·!eth. EEis. 
Data Set A: !1=:2~8 N=-1!±2 l'T= :228 1!=1~2 

Confidence-
Amer. Inst. .155 .077 .078 .193 .039 .154 

Abortion -.082 -.443 • 361 
... ... 

-.154 -.372 .218 
... ... 

Satisfaction 
·.'lith Life -.277 -.350 .073 -.323 -.304 -.019 

Domestic 
Spending -.043 -.068 .025 -.048 -.063 .015 

Data Set B: ::=212 N=lOZ :T=212 r:=lO? 

Soc. Issues ... ... ... ... 
aff. '!/omen -.243 .295 -.538 -.125 .177 -.302 

Racial ...... ... ... 
Issues .187 -.160 .347 .171 -.143 .314 

Da":a Set C: N=22~ Il=l' 2 ll=22~ N=ll2 
...... ...... 

Tolerance .155 -.592 .747 -.006 -.432 .426 

**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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TABLE 6 

MEANS COHPARISON: PRESBYTERIAN VS. EPISCOPAL 

Variable Unadjusted Means ,',.d,justed ~1eans 
Mean He an Diff. Mean Mean Diff. 
Pres 1 E:eis 1 Pres. EEis. 

Data Set A: ~!- 24.0 N-14.2 N-2fl:O H=lfl:2 

Confidence-
Amer. Inst. .on .077 -.006 .073 .075 -.C02 

Abortion -.331 -.443 .112 -.342 -.432 .090 

Satisfaction 
with Life -.443 -.350 -.093 -.446 -.346 -.100 

Domestic 
Spending -.038 -.068 .030 -.033 -.073 .040 

Data Set B: ''-:n·~ 
.• -' -l; N=l02 i·Y-218 N=l02 

Soc. Issues * aff. Women .059 .295 -.236 .889 .265 -.176 

Racial Issues ** ** aff. Schools .155 -.160 .315 .162 -.166 .328 

Data Set C: ~;-zn N=ll2 N=2ll ll=ll2 
** * Tolerance -.290 -.592 .302 -.344 -.538 .194 

**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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Thus, comparisons among the three nonfundamentalist 

groups reveal minimal evidence for the existence of denomi

national subcultures. Of twenty-one comparisons of mean 

factor scores, only seven remained statistically significant 

after controls: four between Episcopalians and Methodists, 

two between Episcopalians and Presbyterians, and one between 

Methodists and Presbyterians. Interestingly, differences 

in only the tolerance variable--one that has commanded the 

lion's share of attention in previous research on religious 

subcultural differences (Gorsuch and Aleshire, 1974)--re

mained statistically significant after controls in each of 

the three sets of comparisons. 

When these findings from hypothesis 3 are joined with 

results from examining hypotheses 1 and 2, a mixed set of 

results emerges concerning the existence of denominational 

subcultures measured as central tendencies. The strongest 

case for their existence--although not particularly im

pressive--occurs between the denominational categories of 

fundamentalist and nonfundamentalist, where significant 

differences in means remain on four of the seven variables 

after controls. Very minimal evidence of the existence of 

denominational subcultures emerges among the three nonfunda

mentalist groups compared; only seven of twenty-one com

parisons produced statistically significant differences 

after controls. There is the possibility that even this 

evidence may not be generated so much by an across-the-



board existence of denominational subcultures but rather 

by differences between Episcopalians and the other two 

groups, since six of these seven significant differences 

involved Episcopalians. Finally, no evidence exists of 

significant differences in means of the seven variables 

between the two fundamentalist denominations examined, 

Baptists and Church of Christ. 

Denominational Subcultures as Central Tendencies 

and Variance: Hypotheses 4 and 5 

31 

Results from the variance comparisons in Tables 7 - 9 

seriously erode even this mixed support for the existence 

of denominational subcultures provided by the means com

parisons. Table 7 shows that nonfundamentalists have sig

nificantly more homogeneity (less variance) than the entire 

sample of Protestants on only two of the four variables on 

which significant fundamentalist-nonfundamentalist differ

ences in means existed. Fundamentalists, however, do not 

exhibit significantly greater homogeneity than the entire 

sample on any of these four variables. ~fuen the criterion 

of homogeneity is added to the definition of denominational 

subculture, evidence for the existence of subcultures of 

secular ideas in these two categories of denominations is 

reduced from eight to two of fourteen sets of ideas. 
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TABLE 7 

VARIANCE COMPARISONS: FUNDAMENTALIST vs. NONFUNDAMENTALIST 

Variable Var. Var. Diff. Var. Var. Diff. 
all of all of 

Prots. Fund Prats. Nonf 
Data Set A: N=2;;~2 N=l22~ ;;:::>~22 N=l082 

Condifence- ** ** American Inst. .998 1.129 -.131 .998 .828 .170 

Abortion .967 1.082 -.ll5 ** .967 .670 .297 

Satisfaction 
·.·ri th Life .862 .900 -.038 .862 .800 .062 

Domestic 
Spending .900 .914 -.Olh .900 .882 .018 

Data Set B: fl=l2~2 ::-::.ooz IT-12;22 ~[:0~0 

Soc. Issues 
aff. '!!omen .962 .977 -.015 .962 .867 .095 

Racial issues 
aff. Schools .932 .896 .C36 .932 .969 -.037 

Data Set C: H-122~ N:l022 N=l22~ fl:0/2 

Tolerance 1.153 1.055 .098 1.153 l.C86 .067 

**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .c5 level 
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Although the two fundamentalist denominations (Church 

of Christ and Baptist) demonstrated no statistically sig

nificant differences in central tendency, the possibility 

that this finding could be partly due to highly unequal 

sample sizes of the two groups necessitated exploration of 

homogeneity within them. Variance comparisons in Table 8 

exhibit the same picture revealed by comparisons of central 

tendencies. Neither Baptists nor persons affiliated with 

the Church of Christ exhibit significantly greater homo

geneity than all other Protestants combined on any of the 

variables involving these two groups. Hence, this research 

finds no support for religious subcultures among the Church 

of Christ and Baptist denominations. 

Table 9 compares variances of the three nonfundamen

talist denominations to all other Protestants combined. 

The argument of hypothesis requires that results in this 

table be related to differences in means displayed earlier 

by each denomination, because ideas on which a denomination 

differs in central tendency can be considered elements of 

its subculture only if that denomination also exhibits a 

noticeable degree of homogeneity on those ideas. 

In these earlier comparisons, Presbyterians exhibited 

statistically significant differences from both Methodists 

and Episcopalians on the tolerance variable and Episcopalians 

on racial issues affecting schools. On only the tolerance 

variable, however, do Presbyterians show significantly 
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TABLE 8 

VARIANCE COMPARISONS: CHURCH OF CHRIST vs. BAPTIST 

Variable Var. Var. Var. Var. 
Other of Diff. Other of Diff. 
Prots 1 CoC 1 Prots 1 Bant 1 

Data Set A: N-222~ N-81 N-1~:2~ N=201 

Confidence- ** Amer. Inst. 1.000 .886 .114 .927 1.110 -.183 

Abortion .975 .751 .224 .941 .985 -.044 

Satisfaction 
with Life .861 .865 -.004 .843 .889 -.046 

Domestic 
Spending .904 .792 .112 .885 .921 -. =36 

Data Set B: N=l862 ;r=70 l'l=122:2 X='YL 

Soc. Issues 
aff. Women .954 l.'='bi..J. -.110 .977 .?21 .056 

Racial Issues 
aff. Schools .929 .991 -.062 .951 .383 .068 

Data Set C: N=l821 N-6:2 N-12:21 i'i=722 

Tolerance 1.155 1.091 .C64 1.121 1.059 .062 

**significant at the .o1 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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greater homogeneity than the rest of the Protestants co~-

bined. Methodists displayed significantly different mean 

factor scores from Episcopalians on abortion, social issues 

affecting women, racial issues affecting schools, and tol

erance, from which they also departed significantly from 

Presbyterians. Like Presbyterians, however, Methodists 

manage greater homogeneity on only one of these variables-

abortion. Episcopalians had the greatest number of sig

nificantly different ideas in the earlier paired compar

isons, departing from Methodists on abortion and social 

issues affecting women, and from both Methodists and Presby

terians on racial issues affecting schools and on tolerance. 

Examination of variance among Episcopalians does not, how

ever, drastically reduce support for denominational sub

culture among them as it did among Presbyterians and Metho

dists. On three of these four variables--abortion, social 

issues affecting women, and tolerance--Episcopalians ex

hibit significantly less variance than all other Protestants 

together. 

Thus, consideration of difference in central tendency 

(hypothesis 3) and of intradenominational homogeneity 

(hypothesis 5) as joint criteria of denominational subcul

tures reveals little evidence for the existence of these 

subcultures among the three nonfundamentalist groups, \rlth 

the possible exception of Episcopalians. Using both cri

teria, only one of the seven sets of ideas could be legit-
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imately viewed as secular subcultures of either Presby

terians (tolerance) or of Methodists (abortion). Slightly 

more evidence can be found of an Episcopal subculture, 

sice Episcopalians had significantly different means from 

at least one of the other two nonfundamentalist groups and 

significantly greater homogeneity than all Protestants com

bined on three sets of ideas--abortion, social issues af

fecting women, and tolerance. 

When the findings concerning hypotheses 4 and 5 are 

combined with the earlier results from hypotheses 1 - 3, 

they provide very little evidence for the overall existence 

of denominational subcultures. None of the seven sets of 

secular ideas can be considered a part of a subculture of 

either fundamentalists as a category or of Baptists and 

members of the Church of Christ as separate fundamentalist 

denominations. One of the seven can be seen as a part of 

a subculture of Presbyterians and another as belonging to 

a Methodist subculture. Two may be viewed as part of a 

general nonfundamentalist subculture, and three of the seven 

seem to be in an Episcopalian subculture. 

Denominational Subcultures Among Persons 

with Lo,.v and High Religiosity: 

Hypotheses 6 and 7 

Perhaps these negative findings result from a failure 

to explore the existence of denominational subcultures 
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among persons most likely to be carriers--denominational 

members high in religiosity. Hypothesis 6 suggests that 

those who are highly involved in the denomination are likely 

to exhibit more attitudinal differences than are the less 

involved in the denomination, while hypothesis 7 contends 

that intradenominational homogeneity is more likely to 

occur among the more religious members. Unfortunately, 

once the religious groups are divided into two categories 

(high religiosity and low religiosity), some of the denomi

nations (e.g., Church of Christ and Episcopal) display an 

N too small for much confidence in results of the analysis. 

Nevertheless, these findings are presented anyway in Tables 

10 - 17 on the assumption that some data is better than no 

data. 

Differences in Heans: Hypothesis 6 

Among fundamentalists and nonfundamentalists, the 

pattern cldifferences in means found earlier is displayed 

in Table 10. After controls, members of these denomina

tional categories exhibit significant differences in con

fidence in American institutions, on attitudes toward abor

tion, on issues affecting women, and on tolerance. Sur

prisingly, these differences occur among respondents low 

in religiosity, although differences in two of the four 

(abortion and issues affecting women) do seem to be more 

marked among persons with high religiosity. 
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TABLE 10 

:·I:SA~;s C:CH ARISOC>J: FU!TD.MIDTTALIST 'JS. NONFUNDAMENTALIST 

HIGH RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Heans 
He an He an 
Fund 1 

v .. .10nJ. • Ji ff! 
J:;.ta Set . .;.: N=62!l; n-nz 

Confidence - .C60 .140 -.200** 
Abortion .587 -.051 6-o;Q·H· • ~ v 
Satisfaction -.294 -.518 .224** 
Snending -.02~ -.O!J;2 -.Cll 

Data Set B: N=5l ~ N=226 
Issues- '.'/omen -.691 -.274 -.417** 
Racial Issues .162 1 211 -.O!J;2 

Data Set C: N-218 N=222 
Tolerance ·228 .022 11...26** 

LOW RELIGIOSITY 

·/ariable Unadjusted Means 
Mean Mean 
Fund. Ncnf. Diff. 

=·s_ t"" ~3 et ,, . 
~:=612 N=202 ..... 

Confidence -.018 .126 -.144** 
Abortior: .084 -.290 .374** 
Satisfaction -. :=14 -.238 .224** 
;~::;ending 1 068 -.044 1112* 

=-·a ta Set B: N=L..9L. ;;=594 

Issues-·.vomen -.189 .265 -.254** 
Racial Issues • 1 52 .'J46 .ll3 

- ~ta Se': C: :1=502 ::=t;OC 

Tolerance .L.t91 -.134 • 625** 

**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .C5 level 

Adjusted Heans 
He an Mean 
Fund. Nonf. Diff I 
N=62!J; N=~22 

-.035 .115 -.150* 
.503 .033 .470** 

-.359 -.453 .094 
-.022 -~016 -.062 

rr- 212 N-226 
-.656 -.309 -.347** 

.122 .221 -.062 
::-218 N=222 
.L...08 .122 1 2~6** 

Adjusted Means 
l1ean Mean 
Fund. Nonf. 
N-612 ~1=705 

-.012 .121 
-."::23 -.184 
-.110 -.142 

.032 -.014 
N-424 :T=594 

-.128 
.120 

Diff I 

-.133* 
.161** 
o::~ . ---

--, c:, l 
• < 

• ?62** 
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With one exception, comparisons of Church of Christ 

and Baptist means also give results identical to earlier 

ones. Table 11 exhibits no significant differences after 

controls on any set of ideas except confidence in American 

institutions. As hypothesis 6 predicts, this difference 

occurs only among high religiosity affiliates. 

Comparisons among the three nonfundamentalist denomi

nations involving respondents with low and high religiosity 

do reveal more departure from earlier comparisons incor

porating all affiliates. Still, the overriding picture is 

one of similarity to earlier findings. 

Table 12 shows that after adjustment for covariates, 

Presbyterians and Methodists high in religiosity have sig

nificant differences on tolerance, as was the case with the 

earlier results. Unlike earlier findings, Methodists and 

Presbyterians high in religiosity also diverge on social 

issues affecting women. As suggested by hypothesis 6, low 

religiosity affiliates exhibit no significant differences 

after controls on any of the variables. 

Differences between highly religious Methodists and 

Episcopalians are the same as those that appeared when com

parisons were made between all members of the two denomi

nations. Table 13 demonstrates that the high religiosity 

affiliates have significant differences in means concerning 

abortion, social issues affecting women, racial issues 

affecting schools, and tolerance after adjustment for co-
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TABLE 11 

MEANS COMPARISON: CHURCH OF CHRIST VS, 2A~~IST 

HIGH RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
r-:ean He an He an ?·lean 
CoC Bant CcC. 2a"'Ct, -,~ C' .;" 

Data Set A: N:ti8 N-403 E-L: ;:-LO) 

Confidence -.325 ,016 -,3Ll* -.319 ,011 -.; 3·0* 
Abortion .432 .440 -,008 .421 .451 -.030 
Satisfaction -,188 -. ;.66 .178 -,222 -.332 .no 
:.:::er.ding -.134 -,C45 -.::.29 -,l57 -,C:?2 , - ~ 

-.~ 

~at a Set B: lT=42 N= 7·l:: ?1=43 ::- ::l ::. 
<-

Issues-·.;Jomen -,806 -.574 -.232 -.712 -.668 -.:-: 4L 
Racial Issues .182 , ?t; / -.080 .222 )')/ ·- • ~I~~-

'at a Set C: ;;- 25 N-?21 ::-35 :'=)21 
'::'olerance .582 , i36 .046 .517 .601 -.G8L:. 

LOW RELIGIOSITY 

'!ariable Unadjusted t1eans Adjusted Heans 
He an Mean r-~ean Mean 
CoC, Bapt, Diff, CoC, Bapt, Di ff, 

Data Set A: N=3') ll-498 ·r=33 ::=u98 

Confidence ,093 .001 ,092 .-::.60 .035 ,025 
Abortion -.146 ,033 -.179 -.119 ,006 -.l25 
Satisfaction -.034 -.057 ,023 -,C79 -.012 -,C67 
S::er.ding .058 ,082 -,0?4 ,202 • l 38 -' l 36 

Data Set B: :i-27 N=39l ~[=27 H=391 

Issues-Women -.214 -,180 -,034 -.306 -.088 -,218 
Racial Issues -,212 ,214 -,426* -.195 .200 -. ::c: 5 

Data Set C: lT=28 !:-40~ ::= J8 >402 

Tolerance ,005 .543 -. 538** l "Z c 
.~ '- ,LJ.Og ~~, 

-!.:: ( I 

**significant at the ,01 level 
*significant at the ,05 level 
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TABLE 12 

MEANS COMPARISON: METHODIST VS, PRESBYTERIAN 

HIGH RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Meth, Pres, Diff, Meth. Pres. Diff, 

Jata Set A: N=212 N=82 7i-212 N-82 
Confidence .159 ,096 .063 ,196 ,059 .137 
Abortion ,087 -.234 .321** ,C·22 -.170 ,192 
Satisfaction -.500 -.657 ,157 -.556 -,601 .C45 
Snending -.032 -,001 -,031 -.02 4 - ,ClC· -. ':;l; 

Data Set B: N=l93 N=79 :::19"", N-79 
Issues-Women -.472 -.096 -.376** -,4C6 -,161 -.245* 
Racial Issues .)26 ,1?6 ,150 • 3 7 9 ,164 .175 

Data Set C: N=l87 H=?? ';:::; l 87 H=?7 
Tolerance ,"?51 -. )09 .660** ,:1.66 -,125 ,291* 

LOW RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Met h. Pres, Diff, Meth, Pres, Diff, 

Data Set A: :I: )86 N=l58 fi=386 N=l58 
Confidence ,152 ,058 ,C94 ,160 ,051 ,109 
Abortion -.176 -.381 , 205** -,227 -.329 ,102 
Satisfaction -,154 -.331 ,177* -.179 -,306 ,127 
SPending -.050 -,058 ,008 -.074 -.033 -.041 

Data Set B: N=324 N=l39 ?l= 324 N=l39 
Issues-Women -,107 .147 -.254** -,010 ,051 -,061 
Racial Issues ,104 ,144 -,OL.O ,091 ,156 -,06c; 

Data Set C: N=))6 N=B4 N=)36 N-134 

Tolerance ,045 -.279 • 324** -,0'50 -,182 1 ~-, - -

**significant at the ,01 level 
*significant at the ,05 level 
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TABLE 13 

MEANS COMPARISON: HETHODIST VS, EPISCOPAL 

HIGH RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Heans Adjusted Heans 
Hean Hean Hean Hean 
Heth, Pres, Diff, !1eth, Pres, D; ff, 

Data Set A: n-212 'i-47 F-212 :;=ft~ 

Confidence ,159 ,062 ,097 .245 -,024 ,269 
Abortion ,087 -.365 .452** ,050 -.328 .378* 
Satisfaction -,500 -.423 -.077 -.550 -.374 -.176 
Soendine; -.0~2 -.1~0 .~J28 s0ft2 -~211 .260 

Data Set B: N=l2~ N-~:2 N=l22 N= 2:2 
Issues-Women -.472 .221 -.693** -.341 ,090 -.431* 
Racial Issues d26 - 1 C22 .~:2:2* ·22h -.022 ·221* 

::-'2.ta Set C: ~1=182 N='\9 N=l82 1!-~2 

Tolerance I 721 -.6~~ z28h** .122 -·!±22 .622** 

LOW RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
Mean Mean Mean Mean 
Meth 1 Eois 1 Diff 1 :1eth 1 Enis 1 Diff I 

Data Set A: N=28~ N=22 ::: ~86 :;=oz 
Confidence .152 ,084 ,068 ,165 .on .J94 
Abortion -.176 -.480 .304** -.240 -.415 ,175 
Satisfaction -.154 -.316 .162 -,200 -.270 ,070 
Snendine; -.0:20 -.0~2 - 1 011 -~082 -.oo2 ,-1 r;c:: 

- •- r 

Data Set B: TT: ~2fl: N=22 II= ~2ft N=22 

Issues-'.'/omen -.107 .330 -.437** -,009 ,233 -.242* 
Racial Issues 1 10ft -.22~ .222* 1082 -,201 ,28:2* 

Data Set C: N=~26 :J-22 N-:2:26 l~=?; 

Tolerance •Oft2 -.:220 .612** -,080 -,W.h2 ':262** 

**significant at the ,01 level 
*significant at the ,05 level 
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variates. As indicated by hypothesis 6, slightly less 

evidence of these variations exists among the low religi

osity affiliates. There is one less difference (abortion); 

and the three remaining differences are smaller than those 

between the high religiosity affiliates. 

Finally, Table 14 displays only one significant dif

ference among the adjusted means between Presbyterians and 

Episcopalians. Unlike results from the initial comparisons, 

this difference involves racial issues affecting schools 

rather than tolerance. It also contradicts the argument 

of hypothesis 6, being found solely among low religiosity 

affiliates. 

These comparisons, then, reveal little additional evi

dence to suggest that differences in central tendencies on 

secular ideas are more likely to occur among the more re

ligious members of denominations. There were slightly more 

differences among high than low religiosity respondents in 

comparisons of Baptists versus Church of Christ, Presby

terians versus Hethodists, and Methodists versus Episco

palians. However, differences between fundamentalists and 

nonfundamentalists, as well as between Presbyterians and 

Episcopalians, were slightly more prevalent among respondents 

low in religiosity. 

In fact, there are only three more statistically sig

nificant differences in the comparisons among high religi

osity affiliates than are present among low religiosity af-
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TABLE 14 

MEANS COMPARISON: PRESBYTERIAN VS. EPISCOPAL 

HIGH RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
Mean Mean Mean !-1ean 
Pres. Epis. Diff. Pres. t"' • 

'";)lS. Diff. 
Data Set A: N=82 N-45 N=82 :'=45 

Confidence .096 .062 .034 .108 .050 .C58 
Abortion -.234 -.365 .131 -.261 -.338 .on 
Satisfaction -.657 -.423 -.234 -.690 -.390 -.300 
SPending -.·:::Cl -.120 .129 .032 -.163 .195 

Data Set co. N-79 N=35 N=79 ';- 35 
Issues-Women -.096 .221 -.317 -.032 .157 -.189 
Racial Issues .176 -.029 .205 .148 -.001 .149 

Data Set C: r:=n i'T=39 N=?? N=39 
Tolerance -. '\09 -.633 .324 -.360 -. 583 .223 

LOW RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Unadjusted Means Adjusted Means 
Mean Mean Mean He an 
Pres. Epis. Diff. Pres. Epis. Diff. 

Data Set A: N=l58 :T=q7 N=l58 N=97 
Confidence .058 .CS4 -.026 .049 .093 -.044 
Abortion -.381 -. 4EC\ .099 -.399 -.461 .062 
Satisfaction -.331 -.316 -.015 -.307 -.340 .033 
Spending -.058 -.039 -.019 -.062 -.C'"i5 -.027 

Data 3et B: N=l39 :T=72 N=139 ::=72 
Issues-Women .147 .330 -.183 .148 .330 -.182 
Racial Issues .144 -.223 • 367* .152 -.232 .-::84* 

Data Set C: N=l34 N=73 N=l34 N-'7? 

Tolerance -.279 -.570 .291* -. 345 -. =-c:u .l59 

**significant at the .01 level 
*significant at the .05 level 
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filiates, resulting in a minimal amount of evidence for 

hypothesis 6. But most importantly the pattern of differ

ences that appeared within either or both religiosity cate

gories was not dissimilar from the pattern which had emerged 

earlier when mean comparisons were made among all affiliates: 

few differences occurred. Of thirty-five comparisons of 

mean factor scores of high religiosity affiliates, only 

eleven remained statistically significant after controls: 

four between the denominational categories of fundamentalist 

and nonfundamentalist, one between the Church of Christ and 

Baptist denominations, two between Methodists and Presby

terians, and four between Methodists and Episcopals. Of 

the thirty-five comparisons of mean factor scores involving 

the low religiosity affiliates, only eight remained statis

tically significant after controls: four between the two 

categories of denominations, three between Hethodists and 

Episcopalians, and one between Presbyterians and Episco

palians. 

Homogeneity: Hypothesis 7 

As was the case in utilizing all affiliates in analysis, 

the results of the variance comparisons once the affiliates 

were separated into categories seriously erode this minimal 

support for the existence of denominational subcultures 

provided by the means comparisons. Table 15 demonstrates 

that high religiosity affiliates and low religiosity affil-
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TABLE 15 

VARIANCE COHPARISONS: FUNDAHENTALIST VS. ITO!TFUNDAHENTALIS'l' 

HIGH RELIGIOSITY 

Variable 

Confidence 
Abortion 
Satisfaction 
Spending 

Data Set B: 
Issues-Women 
Racial Issues 

Data Set C: 
Tolerance 

Variable 

Data Set o..· 
Confidence 
Abortion 
Satisfaction 
Soending 

Data Set B: 
I ssues-·:/omen 
Racial Issues 

Data Set C: 
rolerance 

**significant 
*significant 

Var. Var. 
all of 

Prots. Fund. 
N-1 o:;1 

l.C:4C 
1,123 

.754 

.905 

.9ll 
,8LL6 

l l c::; . . 

1.122 
l,l72 

.752 

.954 
=~=513 

.372 

.0:3 

l,G60 

Diff. 

- ,Ct)2 
-. =49 

.039 
,010 

re;c: 
• - " f 

LO'.'I RELIGIOSITY 

Var, 
all Diff. 

Prots 
:::l :;2L :·=~- Cl 

.?6LL 1 ., :" c:: 
-·...1.---/ -.171* 

.75C ,:. =,:, 
................ -' -.106 

.920 l.Cl5 - •. :?:: 

.891... • -~;;u_ - -.,,-,_ -. ' . \_ ' -

~T=l088 :;~494 

.901 .957 -,c.,/ 
-.1'-'/0 

.995 .957 ,C),:: 

IT-1107 ?~=:::C·? 

1,135 l,C·h9 
_..., r ,_.. . ~ :::'' ;-:. 

at the .o1 level 
at the .05 level 

Var. Var, 
all of 

.Prots. Nonf, 

1.040 
1.::.23 

,7'JL 
,, ' • - < 

.911 
• o,z...8 
.. - c ' '7 

ilar, 
all 

Prots. 
?:-1 -:_;;:LJ. 

.964 

.750 
• ?20 
.~'?4 

.. 
= - - (. '=' - ' ,_, 

],'\-; .. ~ ~ 

')Qt:; 
' 

:;:ll:J? 

'.135 

.872 

.779 
,-,-,-, . (:::... ( 

: --:r . - ~ 

.866 

.861 

- , -. - -

if ar. 
of 

~ 1on:. 

.. _r;:r_ ~· 

.804 

.592 

.812 
,915 
::=c9LL 

,025 
l (! ?r: . - '---

=~=6CtJ 

1,029 

Diff, 

,C4~ 
-.013 

"' , -. ~ 

0if f. 

.160* 

.158* 

.108 
-.021 

,'J76 
-,C:J5 

,lC6 
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iates of the nonfundamentalist category of denominations 

have significantly more homogeneity than the entire sample 

of Protestants on only two of the four variables on which 

significant fundamentalist-nonfundamentalist differences 

in means existed. Fundamentalists do not exhibit signifi

cantly greater homogeneity than the entire sample on any of 

these four variables in either of the religiosity cate

gories. Thus, the pattern of variance comparisons found 

among high and low religiosity affiliates of the two cate

gories of denominations resembles the pattern set by all 

affiliates. 

The second comparison involving hypothesis 7 concerns 

the Church of Christ and Baptist denominations, two funda

mentalist denominations. Table 16 shows that neither the 

Baptist nor the Church of Christ highly religious members 

exhibit significantly greater homogeneity than all other 

Protestants combined on the variable on which significant 

Church of Christ-Baptist differences in means existed. 

The low religiosity affiliates did not exhibit any signifi

cant differences in means. 

Table 17 compares variances of the high and low reli

giosity affiliates of the three nonfundamentalist denomi

nations to all other Protestants combined. Here again, 

results in this table must be related to differences in 

mean factor scores displayed earlier by each denomination. 

In these earlier comparisons high religiosity affil-
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TABLE 16 

VARIANCE COMPARISONS: CHURCH OF CHRIST vs. BAPTIST 

HIGH RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Var, Var, Var. 
Other Diff, Other of Di:f. 
Prots Prots, t:lant, 

I::at::t Set A: N-98; ;::48 :'-628 :'-4C3 
Confidence 1.036 .993 .043 :!_,029 1.056 -.027 
Abortion 1.139 .794 .345 1,122 1,:!_12 .010 
Satisfaction .750 ,811 -.061 .760 .746 .=lL,. 
Snending .907 .850 ,057 .2·6r'") ·97? -. 

Data Set B: N=806 N=43 :1=736 ::-313 
Issues-\'/omen ,896 1,109 -,213 .963 ,32.9 .144 
Racial Issues .846 .880 -.034 .86o • ~'::2 • ;67 

Data Set C: i·T=812 !T=35 ,._ c ::-~ 

. - / '-~ r=32l 

Tolerance 1,160 .988 .172 l l;: = 1.·'80 '0C: 
........ • 'J' . - '- / 

LO'.'l RELIGIOSITY 

Variable Var. ifar, 1/ar, 
Other Diff. Other of Diff. 
Prots Prots. 2apt, 

Data .3 et A: :·1=1::?1 - =: 2 :::326 H=!;J;28 
Confidence .973 .526 .347 .846 1.154 -.308** 
Abortion .757 .439 ,268 .694 .808 -.114 
Satisfaction .919 .930 -,011 .889 .962 -.073 
Snending .822 .6c3:2 1 214 .202 .:?2 .o~o 

Data Set i3: N=l088 :i-22 1!=622 ;T:~01 

Issues-Women ,904 .777 ,127 .869 .933 -,064 
Racial Issues .220 1.02:2 -.08:2 1,002 .~!;!;8 1 061 

Data Set C: N=l022 N=28 TT=Z0:2 !·1-!;!;02 

Tolerance 1.1~2 1 1 0~~ 
l .~ :' 1, c :21 1.0!;1;2 ,ooo .. -

**significant at the ,01 level 
*significant at the ,05 level 



'rJ
I.l

:L
 I~

 
17

 

V
A

R
IA

N
C

E:
 

C
O

J.
il'

A
lH

.S
O

l!.
S:

 
PH

E
.3

!3
Y

T
E

Jn
A

N
, 

rn
•;

'l'
II

O
Jl

i{
';'

J',
 

A
N

D
 

J:
l'T

.3
C

O
PA

L
 

D
at

a 
S

e
t 

A
: 

r.
-o

nf
id

on
co

 
A

b
o

rt
io

n
 

!3
a
ti

sf
a
c
tl

.o
n

 
S

n
en

d
in

 
D

at
a :

5-
ot

 1
3: 

I 
ss

ue
-s

--
':7

om
cn

 
R

a
c
in

l 
ls

D
u

cs
 

D
at

a 
:J

et
 

C
: 

'r
o

le
ra

n
c
e
 

V
a
ri

a
b

le
 

*
*

si
g

n
if

ic
a
n

t 
a
t 

th
e
 

.0
1

 
le

v
o

l 
*

si
g

n
if

ic
a
n

t 
a
t 

th
e
 

.0
5

 
le

v
e
l 

II
IG

H
 

R
E

L
IG

IO
:;

T
T

Y
 

[)
j 
ff

. 

LO
W

 
R

E
L

IG
IO

S
IT

Y
 

V
ar

. 
O

th
er

 
V

ar
. 

o
f 

V
ar

. 

D
if

f.
 

-.
0

5
0

 
•L

f7
5*

 
-.

2
1

/j
 

2
0

8
 

D
if

f.
 

\J
1 0 



iates of the Presbyterian denomination exhibited statis

tically significant differences in means from Methodists 

51 

on social issues affecting women and tolerance. On neither 

of these two variables, however, do Presbyterians show sig

nificantly greater homogeneity than the rest of the Prot

estants combined. There were no significant Presbyterian

Episcopalian differences in means among the high religiosity 

affiliates. Low religiosity Presbyterians exhibited sig

nificant mean differences from low religiosity Episcopa

lians on racial issues affecting schools, but these Presby

terian affiliates do not show significantly greater homo

geneity than the rest of the Protestants combined. There 

were no significant Presbyterian-Methodist differences in 

means among the low religiosity affiliates. Thus, no evi

dence emerges from the Presbyterians to support the notion 

that highly religious affiliates are more homogeneous than 

low religiosity affiliates. In fact, the evidence found 

utilizing all affiliates disappears once the affiliates are 

separated into religiosity categories. 

Highly religious Methodists displayed statistically 

significant mean differences from highly religious Episco

palians on abortion, social issues affecting women, racial 

issues affecting schools, and tolerance. These same Metho

dist affiliates showed significant differences in central 

tendency from Presbyterians, as previously presented, on 

social issues affecting women and tolerance. Nevertheless, 
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these Methodists show significantly greater homogeneity on 

two of these four variables which differ in central tend

ency--abortion and racial issues affecting schools. Among 

the low religiosity affiliates, Methodists exhibited sig

nificant mean differences from Episcopalians on social 

issues affecting women, racial issues affecting schools, 

and tolerance; however, these Methodist affiliates do not 

exhibit significant greater homogeneity than the rest of 

the Protestants combined on any of these variables. As 

mentioned earlier, there were no statistically significant 

Presbyterian-Methodist differences in means among the low 

religiosity affiliates. Thus, as indicated by hypothesis 

?, the highly religious Methodists provide evidence of a 

religious subculture on two sets of ideas, whereas, the low 

religiosity affiliates provided no evidence of a Methodist 

subculture. 

Highly religious Episcopalians significantly departed 

from Methodists in mean factor scores on abortion, social 

issues affecting women, racial issues affecting schools, 

and tolerance. The variance comparisons reduce this support 

to two sets of ideas--abortion and tolerance--since it is 

these two variables on which Episcopalians exhibit greater 

homogeneity than the rest of the Protestants combined. 

Once again, there were no significant differences in means 

between the Episcopalian and Presbyterian high religiosity 

affiliates. The low religiosity affiliates of the Episcopal 



denomination departed from Methodists on social issues 

affecting women and tolerance, and from both Methodists 

and Presbyterians on racial issues affecting schools. 
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Among these low religiosity affiliates, examination of 

variance reduces this evidence found in central tendency, 

although this reduction is not as drastic as in some of 

the other comparisons. On two of the three variables-

social issues affecting women and tolerance--Episcopalians 

show greater homogeneity than all other Protestants com

bined. Hence, no support is found for hypothesis among 

Episcopalians since both religiosity categories demonstrate 

the same amount of evidence for an Episcopalian subculture. 

Therefore, when the findings concerning hypothesis 6 

are combined with the findings of hypothesis 7, little evi

dence emerges to suggest that the variance among the high 

religiosity affiliates is significantly more homogeneous 

than the variance among low religiosity affiliates. In 

fact, there are only two sets of secular ideas providing 

evidence of denominational subcultures among high religi

osity affiliates not found among low religiosity affiliates. 

Among the highly religious affiliates, none of the seven 

sets of ideas can be considered elements of a subculture 

of either fundamentalists as a category or of Baptists and 

affiliates of the Church of Christ as separate fundamentalist 

denominations. Two of the seven seem to be elements of a 

general nonfundamentalist subculture. Two may be considered 
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a part of a Methodist subculture, and two more can be seen 

as belonging to an Episcopalian subculture. As was the 

case concerning central tendency (hypothesis 6), the 

findings involving low religiosity affiliates are somewhat 

similar to those exhibited by the highly religious members. 

The most noticeable dissimilarity is the absence of evi

dence concerning a Methodist subculture. The only other 

dissimilarity between the two sets of findings concerns 

the Episcopalians. Although the affiliates in both religi

osity categories provide evidence of an Episcopalian sub

culture on two of the seven sets of ideas, they are not 

the same two. The tolerance variable provides evidence 

for each religiosity category, whereas, abortion may be 

considered a subcultural element among the highly religious 

Episcopalians, and social issues affecting ~Nomen seem to be 

a part of the subculture among low religiosity affiliates. 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND IHPLICATIONS 

These findings raise serious questions about the exist

ence of Protestant denominational subcultures when differ

ences in secular ideas are investigated. As stated in 

Chapter I, this study sought to consider three dimensions 

in addressing the unresolved issue of the degree to which 

Protestant denominations have distinct subcultures. The 

first dimension concerned the location (single denominations 

or categories of denominations) of the predicted subcul

tures. The findings in Chapter III reveal mixed results. 

Evidence that emerged from the analysis did not support the 

locations as predicted, since neither the fundamentalist 

category nor the single fundamentalist denominations ex

hibit any evidence of religious subcultures. However, some 

evidence is found in the nonfundamentalist category of de

nominations, as well as the single nonfundamentalist denomi

nations, to support the notion of denominational subcultures. 

Overall this evidence is rather weak, with the strongest 

support found among all Episcopalians (three of the seven 

sets of ideas were considered elements of an Episcopalian 

subculture). Hence, this small amount of evidence for the 

existence of denominational subcultures is not found between 

the fundamentalists and nonfundamentalists, but rather 
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within the nonfundamentalist category and among single 

nonfundamentalist denominations. 
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The second dimension to this subcultural issue con

sisted of how denominational subcultures were operation

alized: as central tendencies, or as central tendencies 

~ variance. Exploration of this dimension supported 

Blaikie's (1976) notion of considerable intradenominational 

heterogeneity, since many of the groups exhibiting differ

ences in central tendency on various dependent variables 

did not meet the criterion established to demonstrate in

ternal homogeneity. Although the variance criterion did 

not eliminate all of the evidence demonstrated in central 

tendency, it did reduce the amount of evidence. 

The third dimension involved examining the secular 

ideas jointly with the degree of denominational involvement. 

Once the affiliates were separated into religiosity cate

gories, the overall picture changed very little. The rri

mary dissimilarity concerns Methodists, where the two sets 

of ideas providing evidence of a denominational subculture 

among the highly religious affiliates were not found among 

the low religiosity affiliates. Consequently, these 

findings present little evidence to support the notion 

that the indicators of denominational subcultures are 

strongest among highly religious members. 
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Discussion of the Findings 

Analytical Strengths 

Even though the findings of this research or any re

search possess the potential of being methodological arti

fact, the findings presented in Chapter III also possess 

analytical strengths. One such strength is the examination 

of the variance of each of the religious groups on the sets 

of ideas demonstrating evidence of denominational subcul

tures in central tendency. Variance is a property of the 

group, whereas the mean is an average of all the individ

uals in the group. It is through the variance comparisons 

that the degree of internal homogeneity can be assessed. 

The findings of this research clearly demonstrate that in

corporating a criterion to assess internal homogeneity re

duces the evidence of denominational subcultures. 

Another strength is the incorporation of a wide range 

of secular ideas. While nothing can be said beyond the 

secular content of denominational subcultures, the findings 

do reveal very little support for the existence of atti

tudinal differences among Protestant denominations upon 

examining this range of secular ideas. A wide range of 

ideas is essential to determine the degree to which dis

tinct denominational subcultures exist. 

Limitations 

Although this research has been as comprehensive as 
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possible, there are limitations which must be acknowledged. 

One limitation is that this study incorporated only secular 

ideas in analysis since no theological ideas were present 

in the data. Had theological ideas existed in the data, 

perhaps evidence of denominational subcultures would have 

been more prominent; however, any such notion is only spec

ulation without proper examination. Nevertheless, when de

nominations are examined in terms of secular ideas, very 

little evidence emerges to support the notion of Protestant 

denominational subcultures. 

Another limitation of the study involves small sample 

sizes in two aspects of the analysis. First, the small 

samples involving members of the Church of Christ and 

Episcopalian denominations force certain comparisons to be 

made in spite of highly unequal sample sizes. As acknowl

edged in Chapter III, this could very easily affect the 

analysis. The other effect of small samples surfaces once 

the affiliates are separated into religiosity categories 

(high religiosity and low religiosity). When the religious 

groups are divided into the two categories, some of the 

denominations display an N too small for much confidence 

in results of the analysis. Therefore, conclusions about 

subcultures of these two denominations must be tentatively 

drawn in light of this analytical limitation. 

Still another limitation involves the location of re

ligious subcultures. These subcultures may exist, as \'!hi te 
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(1968) contends, in congregations rather than in denomi

nations per se. Unfortunately, the data utilized did not 

provide the opportunity to investigate this possibility. 
1-Vhat can be inferred from the findings of this research 

is that evidence of Protestant denominational subcultures 

is less than impressive. 

Implications 

Theoretical Implications 

What inferences can be dra\1ffi from these findings? 

First, denominational affiliation seems to have little 

effect on attitudes toward secular ideas. This is espe

cially true concerning fundamentalist denominations. Per

haps the fundamentalist affiliates are concerned with only 

those ideas that directly pertain to their particular the

ology. Since the nonfundamentalist denominations provided 

some evidence, maybe these denominations are more concerned 

than fundamentalists about secular ideas. The findings 

demonstrated that Episcopalians provided the most evidence 

of a denominational subculture among the single denomina

tions. Perhaps it is the Episcopalians who have a distinct 

subculture, but if so, even that subculture is limited to 

a small set of ideas. Thus, when all of the evidence is 

considered, it appears that Protestant denominational sub

cultures do not exist in reference to secular ideas to any 

impressive degree. 
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Second, with the denominations displaying little evi

dence of internal homogeneity, it appears that attitudes 

toward secular ideas are not uniformly shared \rlthin these 

religious groups except in a few instances involving non

fundamentalist denominations. Hence, these denominations 

exhibit too great a degree of intradenominational hetero

geneity to justify referring to these religious groups as 

distinct subcultures. 

A third implication concerns Bellah's (1967) concept 

of civil religion in America. This concept revolves around 

the notion that there are "certain common elements of re

ligious orientation that the great majority of Americans 

share" (Bellah, 1967: 3). The findings in this study may 

provide support for such a notion since very little evidence 

emerged in favor of distinct denominational subcultures. 

Perhaps no more evidence emerged due to a consensus of the 

majority of Americans concerning attitudes toward secular 

ideas. However, because no comparisons are made between 

Protestant affiliates and non-Protestant affiliates or 

those expressing no religious affiliation, the impact of 

these findings for Bellah's civil religion thesis is limited. 

Finally, although a negative picture of denominational 

subcultures is presented, what evidence does exist must 

be carefully weighed. As a result of at least some evidence, 

denominational affiliation can not be totally disregarded. 

An important implication of this study is to recognize that 
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attitudinal differences among denominations concerning 

secular ideas are not as plentiful as some have assumed. 

Thus, when dealing with denominational affiliation and 

various secular ideas, it is important to realize that evi

dence of Protestant denominational subcultures is possible 

but not probable. 

Implications for Subseauent Research 

What effect do these implications have on subsequent 

research? Although denominational subcultures may exist in 

spite of these findings, further research utilizing denomi

national affiliation as a key independent variable should 

consider this minimal support of distinct denominational 

subcultures. In contributing to the resolution of whether 

Protestant denominational subcultures exist, subsequent 

research should focus on additional dimensions of these 

subcultures, such as the use of theological ideas as well 

as secular ideas in analysis. Additional research might 

incorporate other single denominations, since various de

nominations may demonstrate more evidence of subcultures. 

Other research might also consider congregations in exam

ining the more general topic of religious subculrures. 

However, since denominational affiliation exerts some 

minimal degree of subcultural influence among particular 

denominations, the practice of using it as a control variable 

should probably be continued. Even though such influence 

does not appear likely, it is always possible. 



FOOTNOTES 

1
The "other fundamentalist" category is composed of 

the following denominational preferences. Assembly of God; 
Holiness (Nazarene); Brethren Church, Brethren; Brethren, 
Plymouth; United Brethren, United Brethren in Christ; Church 
of Christ, Evangelical; Churches of God (except ·::ith Christ 
and Holiness); Church of God in Christ; Church of God in 
Christ Holiness; Disciples of Christ; Evangelical, Evan
gelist; Evangelical Reformed; Evangelist Free Church; First 
Christian Disciples of Christ; High Roller; Holiness, Church 
of Holiness; Pilgrim Holiness; Jehovah's '.'Ji tnesses; Nazarene; 
Pentecostal Assembly of God; Pentecostal Church of God; 
Pentecostal; Pentecostal Holiness, Holiness Pentecostal; 
Reformed Church of Christ; 7th Day Adventist; United Holiness; 
Holiness Church of God; Evangelical Covenant; Hissionary 
Baptist. 

The "other nonfundamentalist" category comprises these 
denominational preferences: Church of the Living God; 
Congregationalist, lst Congregationalist; Quaker; Unitarian 
Universalist; United Church of Christ. 

2The national data used in the study has present an 
additional measure for religiosity; however, this measure 
could not be incorporated in the design. The question 
(Would you call yourself a strong or a not very 
strong ?) was not asked in all seven years, thereby 
affecting the sample size. 

3Following are the fourteen i terns v1hich were elimi
nated: 

National spending on space exploration 
National spending on Black conditions 
National spending on the military 
National spending on foreign aid 
National spending on welfare 
Allowing an athiest to teach in a college/ 

university 
Allo~dng a communist to teach in a college/ 

university 
Death penalty 
Gun permit law 
Racial pushiness 
Sending one r s children to a school vri th few blacks 
Voting for a black President 
Confidence in the scientific community 
Divorce accessibility 
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4For full wording of each of the items constituting 

these seven factors, see Davis (1978). 

5rt is recognized that subcultural influences due to 
occupation per ~ are not controlled, but then how does one 
control for occupational subcultures? Ho,:r does one cate
gorize occupations? '.'1here \'Jould the line be dravm? 

6The response categories have been collapsed from 12 
original categories to 8 categories for analysis in this 
project. The reason is that the 1972 data is categorized 
slightly differently than the 1973-1978 data. The same 
question was asked in all seven years, and the derived cate
gories place all seven years of data into the same scale 
and response categories. 

7This strategy of measuring rural-urban was initially 
developed by George Lowe. 
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