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ABSTRACT 

Conservative evangelicals have been labeled antidemocratic by many sectors of 

society. If the antidemocratic charge were true, it would apply to a large segment of 

American society. Evangelicals constitute approximately one-quarter of the population 

and conservative evangelicals make up the vast majority of this group. This alone makes 

the antidemocratic charge a quite serious one to deal with given the number of people it 

involves. 

The antidemocratic charge may stem from policy disagreements between liberal and 

conservative groups within American society. At times, those who disagree with 

conservative evangelicals assign the antidemocratic label to them because they do not 

agree with conservative evangelical policy preferences. This strategy allows for the 

vilification of conservative evangelicals by calling into question their basic commitment 

to democratic ideals. 

In order to correct for possible bias, this study constructs a definition of democracy 

that is neutral on preferred policy issues. If a person is committed to guaranteeing all 

Americans freedom of expression, freedom of association, and universal adult suffrage, 

this constitutes commitment to basic democratic ideals. Individual policy preferences 

may vary, but allowing one's opponents to have these democratic rights should be the 

true measure of whether or not one is democratic. If someone is allowed to fairly 

compete for the public's attention and support, they might persuade the public to support 

their position. If they fail, they can reorganize and come back for another try by availing 

themselves of their democratic rights. 

iv 



This study uses Southern Baptist pastors in an elite level survey. This strategy 

allows application to all Southern Baptists and conservative evangelicals more broadly 

because Southern Baptists are the largest Protestant denomination in the U.S., as well as a 

denomination that is both conservative and evangelical. Southern Baptist history makes 

it apparent that, in theology and practice. Southern Baptists are committed to 

individualism based in the doctrine of "the priesthood of the believer." This commitment 

manifests itself in democratic practices throughout the denomination. However, it does 

not mean that anyone can believe anything and still be called Southern Baptist. There are 

limits, and these limits are becoming more defined. Nevertheless, the history of the 

Southern Baptist Convention (SBC) even up to the present controversies, points toward a 

people steeped in democratic tradition and practices. 

This research employed a survey of SBC pastors, who were asked to respond to 

questions or statements challenging their commitment to the previously listed democratic 

ideals of freedom of expression, freedom of association, and universal adult suffrage. 

The results show that in almost every case the Southern Baptist pastors were at least as 

democratic as the average American surveyed in the General Social Survey (GSS) and 

the National Election Studies (NES) and in some cases even more committed to 

democratic principles. The Southern Baptist pastors were also tested against a 

demographically similar group of individuals (white, male, and college educated) from 

the GSS and NES and were found to be just as democratic as this group on all but one 

variable. The results seem to indicate that an antidemocratic charge does not seem to 

hold when a definition of democracy is applied that is policy neutral. 



LIST OF TABLES 

4.1 Political Ideology 83 

5.1 Data from SBC Survey and GSS/NES Comparisons 116 

5.2 Data from SBC Survey and NES Survey Compared 119 

5.3 Statements Original to the Survey 120 

5.4 Age, Education, Type of College/University, 

and Level of Education 122 

5.5 Data from Women's Roles Question 124 

5.6 Comparisons Within the Survey 127 

A.l Exampleof Committee Structure at SBC Churches 154 

D. 1 Comparisons Between the SBC Survey and a 
Demographically Similar GSS Group 169 

VI 



CHAPTER I 

DEMOCRATIC VALUES: CONSERVATIVE EVANGELICAL 

CRITICS AND SUPPORTERS 

Conservative evangelicals have been labeled as authoritarian and antidemocratic 

by many in academia (Raden, 1982; Fagan and Breed, 1970; Wilcox, 1996; Wald, 1992; 

Wilcox and Jelen, 1990; Altemeyer, 1981, 1996; Nunn, Crockett, and Williams, 1978; 

Sullivan, Pierson, and Marcus, 1982). One author states, "the Christian Right comes not 

from a few extreme elements but from well-organized cadres, both political and 

paramilitary, dedicated to overthrowing democracy" (Clarkson, 1997, p. 203). The core 

objection that Clarkson and many others have against conservative evangelicals is the 

alleged tendency toward exclusivism, but do these exclusivist tendencies necessarily 

merit the "antidemocratic" label? There are those who believe that the "antidemocratic" 

label is not deserved. "A Christian can be exclusivist about his faith and still be frilly 

committed to freedom and tolerance for all" (Redekop, 1997, p. 1). In fact, academic 

views about conservative evangelicals and antidemocratic tendencies can be found all 

over the spectrum ranging from those who see it as a serious problem to those who see it 

as a net plus for democracy (Wald, 1992). Many who hold the latter position believe that 

democracy works best when all societal groups are participating in the political process. 

This is especially true for groups that hold distinctive policy positions, such as 

conservafive evangelicals (Wald, 1992; Neuhaus, 1984; Tesh, 1984). 



If the antidemocratic charge were true, it would apply to a very large segment of 

the American population. Evangelicals constitute about one-quarter of the population in 

the U.S. and conservative evangelicals make up the vast majority of this group. There is 

a small, but vocal group of liberal evangelicals within evangelicalism. However, their 

numbers are quite low when compared with the overwhelming majority of conservative 

evangelicals (Fowler, Hertzke, and Olson, 1999). These numbers make the charge of 

antidemocratic tendencies even more serious because of the potential electoral strength of 

this group. 

Conservative evangelicals began withdrawing from the political arena in the 

1920s with the increasing scientism and secularism of American society. The failure of 

prohibition and the debacle of "The Scopes Monkey Trial" were two manifestations of 

the larger societal forces at work. After this retreat from the political arena, conservative 

evangelicals focused on building their own institutions and social networks. The focus 

was put almost exclusively on personal salvation and evangelism (Fowler et al, 1999). 

Before the 1920s, evangelicals had been an animating force in American society. 

Evangelicals helped to end slavery by siding with the antislavery movement in the North 

prior to and during the Civil War. Paradoxically, southern evangelicals sided with the 

slaveowners in the South thus giving them impetus for their position on slavery. After 

the Civil War evangelicals tended to align themselves with movements related to reform, 

such "as currency reform, women's suffrage, regulation of corporate abuses, arbitration 

of international conflicts, and adoption of'direct democracy' through initiative, 

referendum, and the recall election" (Wald, 1992, p. 223). 



After World War I evangelicalism came into direct conflict with many of the 

changes taking place in America. America was becoming more urban and increasingly 

leaving the rural small town behind (Burner, 1967). Along side this trend, there was 

increasing reliance on science and technology. Many of the "mainline" Protestants began 

to doubt the literal authority of the Bible when it seemingly came into conflict with 

modem scientific theory. All of this combined with immigration of non-Protestant 

groups and high birth rates among these groups contributed to a lessening of evangelical 

influence. Still, the evangelicals did not go quietly. They fought pitched battles against 

what they perceived to be direct threats against Christianity: increasing alcohol 

consumption and the teaching of evolution in the public schools, which they felt 

undermined the biblical view of a creator. Evangelicals had initial success on both fronts. 

Prohibition successftilly curtailed alcohol consumption and the teaching of evolution was 

outlawed in many places. However, the changing cultural landscape could not support 

these efforts. Prohibition was repealed in 1933, and the now infamous "Scopes Monkey 

Trial" took place in 1925 and resulted in national ridicule of the evangelical position 

(Wald, 1992), but these two events were merely symptoms of the larger cultural shift 

taking place in America. 

Evangelicals retreated into their own communities, but there was something now 

fundamentally different about the movement. Evangelical emphasis now shifted to the 

South. To be sure, evangelicals had always been present and very important in the South, 

but the northern variant had in many ways led the movement on the national stage with 

an emphasis on social works. The northern groups were now increasingly becoming 



mainline and liberal in their orientation. The rural South became the bearer of the 

evangelical banner. This had broad and profound implications for evangelicalism. The 

Southern variant had traditionally stressed the personal relationship between God and the 

believer. Personal salvation was at the core of southern evangelical existence. Social 

works or social transformations were not a condition for salvation. The experience was 

almost entirely personal (Fowler et al, 1999). This perspective produced important 

implications on the broader democratic stage, as it supported the idea of respect for 

individual rights. Yet, the southern tendency to personalize religion added to the sense of 

isolation and lack of political activity among evangelicals. Also, evangelicals became 

much more politically conservative during this time due to the southern rural 

predisposition toward conservatism (Rosenberg, 1989). 

This self-imposed isolation remained the norm until the 1970s. Certainly, there 

were sporadic public manifestations before this time, but they were quite limited and 

usually centered around anti-communism or some fiinge movements of conservative 

evangelicalism. The reemergence of southern conservative evangelicals is usually 

pinpointed at 1976. Many conservative evangelicals turned out to vote for Jimmy Carter 

in the 1976 presidential election. Carter was both a southerner and a practicing Southern 

Baptist who taught Sunday School. Evangelicals by the millions voted for Carter, but by 

1980 were becoming increasingly disillusioned with the performance of the Carter 

administration. Many of the policies and proposals coming out of the administration 

were counter to what conservative evangelicals wanted. This time instead of retreating, 

groups such as the Moral Majority, headed by the Reverend Jerry Falwell, formed and 



began to encourage conservative evangelicals to engage the broader culture and to vote. 

Energized by the perceived failures of the Carter administration and galvanized around 

opposition to Roe v. Wade (1973), gay rights initiatives, family issues, and public school 

curricula, conservative evangelicals entered the political fray with a heretofore 

unseen ferocity and cohesiveness. Conservative evangelicals began to vote in larger 

numbers. While conservative evangelicals did not singlehandedly sweep Ronald Reagan 

to the White House in 1980, they certainly were a very important part of the coalition that 

elected him (Baker, Steed, and Moreland, 1983). 

Another important point to be noted in this reemergence is the shift of traditional 

Southern Democrats to the Republican Party. Conservative evangelicals led the way in 

this change. Often this change was the result of religious conviction trumping the 

tradition of voting for the Democratic candidate, which had existed in the South since the 

end of the Civil War. The realignment of the South to the Republican Party is one of the 

legacies of the conservative evangelical reemergence. Although the Moral Majority 

eventually ran out of steam and folded, other organizations have risen to take its place 

such as the Christian Coalition, Concemed Women for America, and the Family 

Research Council. An important point to observe is that conservative evangelicals are 

once again engaging the culture and are showing few signs of retreating to their own 

organizations. Perhaps most importantly, conservative evangelicals have become 

perhaps the single most powerful group within the Republican Party on the national level. 

They are the dominant force in many state party organizations (Wilcox, 1996). The 



conservative evangelical proximity to real political power is precisely what concerns the 

opponents of the movement. 

When conservafive evangelicals began to emerge from isolation in the late 1970s, 

those who believed democracy was advanced by adding previously discormected groups 

to the political process saw this as a net gain for American democracy (Wilcox, 1996). 

On the other hand, those who saw conservative evangelicals as an antidemocratic group 

viewed the resurgence of conservative evangelicals as a dangerous development that 

could potentially harm American democracy (Altemeyer, 1996). For purposes of 

definition, those who criticize conservative evangelicals as antidemocratic will be 

referred to as the "critics." Basically, the critics believe that conservative evangelical 

policy positions, combined with an exclusivist intolerance of divergent fiindamental 

beliefs, is so dangerous that it constitutes a threat to the democratic political system 

(Wilcox, 1996; Wilcox and Jelen, 1990). This is the cmx of the debate. Is this criticism 

of conservative evangelicals vahd? 

It has been suggested that many of the critics are against conservative 

evangelicals simply because they have different policy preferences (Wilcox, 1996). This 

leaves the question open as to whether or not the critics of conservative evangelicals are 

against them because they are antidemocratic or because they do not agree with the 

conservative evangelical policy positions. Could this opposition just be a form of 

sophisticated name-calling? Though many do not agree with the particular policy 

positions of conservative evangehcals, this disagreement does not necessarily entail 

anfidemocrafic tendencies. In fact, the very act of disagreeing on policy positions is seen 



by many theorists as a prerequisite to democratic discourse. Open debate between 

opposing viewpoints is required for a ftjnctioning and healthy democracy (Post, 1993). 

So, is this just a clash between opposing political positions, or is there something to the 

charge of antidemocratic behavior? 

I hypothesize that a great deal of the conflict regarding antidemocratic tendencies 

between conservative evangelicals and their critics is actually due to policy differences, 

differences insufficient to substantiate an antidemocratic charge. The critics assert that 

conservative evangelicals do not respect the basic civil rights and liberties of others. The 

critics are convinced that conservative evangelicals will invoke the name and will of God 

when justifying their policy positions. This makes all political opponents enemies of 

God. These enemies of God can be dealt with forcefully and denied their rights because 

they are opposing God. The critics charge that intolerance inevitably grows out of this 

situation because it would be illogical for conservative evangelicals to grant sincere 

respect or equal time to a position that is fundamentally wrong and at best grossly inferior 

(Redekop, 1997). The critics believe that this will result in a severe degradation of 

tolerance for opposing viewpoints. The ultimate result would be the loss of civil rights 

and liberties, thus hurting democracy. 

If all of this were tme, one can easily see why the critics are concemed, but is it 

true? What is the evidence to support the conclusions reached by the critics? This is a 

very important question to answer because the critics level their charge against a very 

large segment of the American population. Still, the fundamental question is whether or 



not the antidemocratic charge is tme. If the charge is false, then the debate is devoid of 

meaning. If it is tme, then some really tough choices need to be made. 

In order to examine this question my research will look at the Southem Baptist 

Convention (SBC). The SBC has been chosen for a variety of reasons. It is the largest 

Protestant denomination in the U.S. with approximately sixteen million members. The 

SBC is not only Protestant, it is evangelical Protestant and very conservative. Also, the 

SBC continues to grow in membership while many other denominations have either 

stagnated or declined. In addition, the leadership and laity of the SBC are an integral part 

of the New Christian Right (NCR), which is undeniably evangelical conservative in 

orientation (Guth, Green, Smidt, Kellstedt, and Poloma, 1997). It is unlikely that the 

NCR would be able to accomplish much without Southem Baptist support. As a result, 

this study will have broader implications for conservative evangelicals outside of the 

SBC. 

I will examine the SBC in two different ways. First, I will provide an overview of 

Southem Baptist history and organizational stmctures at the local church, associational, 

state, and national level. Second, I will perform an elite level study of SBC pastors from 

a local association. I will use a survey in an attempt to measure commitment to 

democratic principles. Taken together, these two approaches will examine the corporate 

and individual dimensions of democracy within the SBC. The corporate dimension will 

be examined by looking at organizational stmctures and institutions. The individual 

dimension will be examined by looking at the survey responses of SBC pastors. 
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My hypotheses are: 

1. Southem Baptist history and organizational stmctures paint a portrait of a people who 
are committed to democratic principles within SBC organizations due to respect for 
the doctrine of the priesthood of the believer. 

2. Respect for democratic processes within the SBC makes it easier for Southem 
Baptists to be committed to democratic principles in the broader society. 

3. SBC pastors are exclusive within their churches. However, this exclusivity does not 
extend to the general society outside of the SBC. Democratic rights of free 
expression, political organizing, and voting are extended broadly to others within the 
society at roughly the same or greater rate than the general population extends these 
rights (as seen in the GSS and NES surveys). Furthermore, SBC pastors will also 
extend these rights at roughly the same rate as their cohort within the American 
population: white, educated, men. This means that SBC pastors have two spheres of 
existence that overlap: one where exclusivity is necessary to maintain group cohesion 
and identity and one where the general society is concemed. 

4. Younger and more educated SBC pastors are more likely to keep the sphere of 
exclusivity within the church and the more inclusive sphere of the broader society 
separate. Also, younger pastors are more likely to maintain the distinction between 
the two realms when compared to older pastors even when both have similar 
educational backgrounds. 

5. Greater levels of education will make one more cognizant of democratic rights being 
extended broadly within the society. This should hold for both secular and 
theological educational attainment. Secular education should result in a more 
democratic outlook because it helps to keep the two spheres of existence distinct. 

These hypotheses will provide the guiding focus for the remainder of the study. These 

questions deserve academic attention. They concem a large portion of the American 

populafion, and the charges being leveled by the crifics of conservative evangelicals are 

quite serious. Verification or nonverification of these hypotheses will be an important 

step in determining whether or not these charges are valid. 



CHAPTER II 

DEMOCRATIC VALUES AND RELIGION AND POLITICS: 

A REVIEW OF THE RELEVANT LITERATURE 

The literature on democratic theory is quite exhaustive. There will be no attempt 

to address this voluminous literature in its totality within this chapter. Chronicling the 

evolution of democracy from its ancient manifestations is not necessary. Instead, the 

focus will be upon more contemporary manifestations of democratic theory as it relates to 

democratic procedures and processes. Another important area to examine is the religion 

and politics literature. What does this literature have to say about democratic values and 

how they relate to conservative evangelicals? Taken together, these two literatures form 

the foundation upon which this research is built. 

Democratic Theory 

Democratic theory surrounding citizen participation and individualism is 

particularly important for this research. Many democratic theorists contend that freedom 

of expression, freedom of association, and universal adult voting rights are the 

fundamental building blocks upon which democracy is built (Downs, 1957; Cohen, 1972; 

Rawls, 1971; Dahl, 1982, 1998; Post, 1993; Barry, 1979; Hudson, 1995). Certainly, 

many theorists like Rawls would add to this definition, but they do include these 

fundamental elements. 
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The basic contention is around whether or not one should add to these 

fundamental democratic requirements. If one adds something like Rawls's "difference 

principle," then numerous policy issue preferences come to the forefront to compete for a 

place in the fundamental definition of democracy. For example, the "difference 

principle" stresses equality of outcome over equality of opportunity. This begs the 

question "Can someone oppose a liberal idea like equality of outcome and still be 

considered democratic?" Even Rawls, who meant to permit a great number of value 

systems in his theory, admitted that his arguments appealed only to those who accept one 

set of values known as secular liberalism (Rogers, 1999). There are other value systems 

that compete for ascendancy. In the U.S. they compete within a democratic framework. 

What is the framework in which this democratic system operates? What must be 

respected in order for someone or some group to meet a democratic criterion? It is my 

position that a definition, which stresses freedom of speech, freedom of association, and 

adult voting rights provides the proper boundaries for examining whether or not a group 

is democratic. This definition does not stray into the contentious area of policy 

preferences. The definition is procedurally based, but at the same time contains 

fundamental guarantees that a majority cannot violate. Wide ranges of policy preferences 

are left up to the democratic process to sort out. No group is automatically consigned to 

an antidemocratic category simply for supporting different policy outcomes. In essence, 

this definition of democracy is a fair way to examine individuals and groups for 

democratic or antidemocratic tendencies. 

11 



Joseph Schumpeter's Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (1950) is significant 

for forming a foundational definifion for democracy. Schumpeter defines democracy as 

"that institutional arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals 

acquire the power to decide by means of a compefitive stmggle for the people's vote" (p. 

259). This definition contains the elements of democracy examined in this study. First, 

Schumpeter points to the importance of there being an institutional arrangement. This 

means that the mechanism for democracy is of paramount importance. Guaranteed 

democratic processes are at the foundation of Schumpeter's definition. Many other 

democratic theorists are in agreement about the necessity for a procedural arrangement 

that insures a democratic process (Downs, 1957; Cohen, 1972; Rawls, 1971; Dahl, 1982, 

1998; Post, 1993; Barry, 1979; Hudson, 1995). 

The rest of Schumpeter's definition is also important. It deals with individuals 

being able to use political power in an attempt to sway the voting public. This is very 

similar to the working definition proposed for this research because it highlights freedom 

of political expression both for individuals and groups. The last part of Schumpeter's 

definition is also significant because it focuses on the competitive stmggle for votes. 

Politically active citizens and groups must have the ability to enter the political arena in 

order to vie for a place on the public agenda and ultimately for votes. The idea of this 

being a competition connotes the idea of there being a loser and a winner. Some 

individual, group, or group of groups wins, while the others lose. If democratic 

mechanisms are respected in society, these groups can use the process to vie for public 

support in subsequent elecfions. Hence, respect for the democrafic process is basic to 

12 



defining democracy. Schumpeter does not place emphasis on issue preferences because 

it is not important to a definition of democracy unless it violates one of the basic parts of 

the definition. 

Another important work is David Tmman's The Governmental Process (1971). 

Tmman is certainly within the democratic pluralist position, which sees more citizen 

involvement as symptomatic of a healthy democracy. Interest groups provide a vital link 

between government and citizens. Therefore, the ability to organize politically is 

essential to democracy. Competition for votes would not mean anything unless divergent 

groups could organize. This ability to politically organize must be respected and 

extended to all groups (Downs, 1957; Dahl, 1982, 1998; Verba and Nie, 1972). 

WilHam E. Hudson in American Democracy In Peril (1995) looks at definifions in 

democratic theory. Hudson finds that there are three common elements found in most 

definitions: popular mle, liberty, and equality. First, popular mle means that government 

must be accountable to the citizens. Also, citizenship must be generally available. 

Voting rights must be respected and be available to all competent adults. Second, liberty 

calls for freedom of political expression, which is necessary if groups are to try to 

influence government. Lastly, equality states that all citizens have equal political rights. 

Each person can, at least theoretically, organize in association with others to advance 

their political agenda. These elements are all included in the definition of democracy 

used in this study. 

Robert A. Dahl in On Democracy (1998) lays out six requirements for democracy. 

These requirements are elected officials; free, fair, and frequent elections; freedom of 

13 



expression; altemative sources of information; associational autonomy and inclusive 

citizenship. Dahl's requirements are more detailed than the definition employed in this 

study, but they contain the same basic elements. Elected officials, adult inclusion, free, 

fair, and frequent elections can be collapsed under the heading of voting rights. It is 

necessary for there to be fair elections in which every vote counts equally and in which 

each competent adult is eligible to vote. 

Freedom of expression certainly equals the same phrase found in the definition 

used in this research. Democracy cannot be said to exist without a right to express 

various viewpoints. This right extends to unpopular viewpoints. Dahl's access to 

altemative sources of information would also fit here because both individuals and 

groups should have the right to propagate their viewpoint in public in an attempt to 

persuade people to support their position. This exercise of free expression provides the 

public with invaluable sources of altemative information. Such information is tied to the 

right to freedom of expression. It is the freedom to communicate one's ideas to the 

public that must absolutely be respected. 

Associational autonomy is equivalent to freedom of association. Democratic 

rights mean nothing unless one has the right to form voluntary associations with others. 

As a group, they can then make their case more effectively to the public or to the 

government. These groups can also attempt to have their members elected to office. 

Dahl's access to altemative sources of information fits here too. These groups can 

provide ahemative sources of information to the people more effectively by banding 

together. The right to form associations is pointless without concurrent rights to express 

14 



and to receive information. Though more complex than the working definition of 

democracy used in this research, Dahl's definition can be collapsed into the definition 

employed. 

Even more exhaustive than Dahl's definition is the definition of democracy found 

in An Economic Theory of Democracy (1957) by Anthony Downs. Downs has eight 

conditions for democracy, which are: 

1. A single party (or coalition of parties) is chosen by popular election to run the 
goveming apparatus. 

2. Such elections are held within periodic intervals, the duration of which cannot 
be altered by the party in power acting alone. 

3. All adults who are permanent residents of the society, are sane and abide by 
the laws of the land are eligible to vote in each such election. 

4. Each voter may cast one and only one vote in each election. 
5. Any party (or coalition) receiving the support of a majority of those voting is 

entitled to take over the powers of government until the next election. 
6. The losing parties in an election never try by force or any illegal means to 

prevent the winning party (or parties) from taking office. 
7. The party in power never attempts to restrict the political activities of any 

citizens or other parties as long as they make no attempt to overthrow the 
government by force. 

8. There are two or more parties competing for control of the goveming 
apparatus in every election, (pp. 23-24) 

This is a quite comprehensive list of the conditions necessary for there to be a democratic 

political system. It should be noted that specific policy outcomes are not mentioned in 

the definition. Also, each of these points can be collapsed into the simplified working 

definition of democracy being used in this research. Likewise, each of Down's 

conditions can be found in the expanded explanations of the points in the working 

definition of democracy, which are the right to freedom of expression, freedom of 

association, and freedom for all competent adults to vote. 
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Deane E. Neubauer in "Some Condifions of Democracy" (1967) also makes some 

vital points about just what is necessary in order to have a democracy. Two rather 

lengthy quotations catch the salient points in Neubauer's definition. First, he states: 

Historically the most effective method of institutionalizing such 
participation is through some form of representative government. This 
mechanism permits groups of citizens with common preferences to support 
representatives who will, in tum, attempt to schedule those preferences for 
decision by the government. Groups of representatives will form coalitions in an 
attempt to insure that their common preferences will be enacted into public 
policy, (p. 1002) 

Significantly, at no point does Neubauer attempt to dictate just what these policy 

preferences should be. The actual preferences should be left up to the process. The 

process is a contest between groups for control of government so that their policy 

preferences can be enacted. The focal point for this definition is that the process must be 

fair and representative. In essence, to the winners go the spoils. The system remains 

democratic as long as the mles of the political game are respected, which are freedom of 

expression, freedom of association, and universal adult suffrage. 

Even though Neubauer sees winners and losers in this democratic stmggle, 

systemic qualities foster respect for the system in all of the players. Neubauer (1967) 

states: 

Second, groups within the citizenry holding competing preferences must 
be socialized into the procedural norms of the system. Most important is the 
acceptance of the norms of compliance so that groups which "lose on any given 
issue (enactment of a preference set) do not withdraw from the decision system or 
opt to overthrow it. In short, two primary conditions for the maintenance of any 
system of political democracy are, (1) communicadon among members of the 
polifical system and, (2) socialization into the "mles of the game." (p. 1002) 
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Again, Neubauer has not given a predetermined democratic outcome. Instead, groups 

compete for the public's support for their policy preferences and ultimately one group 

wins. The losers accept their defeat and move on to something else or they attempt to 

regroup and prevail in the next election. As long as the system is fair, and fundamental 

rights to expression, association, and voting are safeguarded, then there is a fair chance of 

victory in the subsequent election. 

It has been demonstrated that a strong tradition of democratic theory supports the 

definition of democracy being used in this research. However, there certainly is debate 

about what constitutes democracy within the literature. Basically, there are two camps. 

One camp holds a procedurally dominant view of democracy, and the other holds a 

substantively dominant view. While this division does leave many fine points aside, it 

does capture the essence of the division within the literature. The procedurally dominant 

view has been delineated in the preceding discussion. However, some of the critics of the 

procedurally dominant view state that it is too majoritarian. The critics often make the 

point that under procedural democracy, the government must do whatever the majority 

wants it to do (Janda et al., 1999). The key words to be examined here are "procedural" 

and "whatever." These critics fail to recognize that "procedural" democracy is almost 

never defended in its pure form, which theoretically does require that the will of the 

majority be implemented "whatever" the majority wants to see happen. For example, the 

majority could decide not to extend voting rights to a minority group. The critics of 

"procedural" democracy have constmcted a "straw man" so that they can easily knock it 

down. Most in the procedurally dominant camp would reject this criticism by stating that 
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though their theories are procedurally dominant, the theories do have substantive 

principles that cannot be violated like freedom of expression, freedom to assemble, and 

adult voting rights. Violation of these democratic principles can make even a 

majoritarian decision undemocratic. 

Still, the gist of the debate is that the substantively dominant view of democracy, 

along with the view of its close cousin participatory democracy, attempts to expand the 

definition of democracy into areas of policy preferences. It should be noted, however, 

that in reality all of these views agree on the substantive principles of freedom of 

expression, freedom to assemble, and adult voting rights. This fundamental agreement 

begins to break down when specific policies are mentioned. Usually these different 

policies center on social and economic issues. Some theorists believe that there can be no 

democracy without policies that promote social and economic equality (Janda et al., 

1999; Rawls, 1971; Laski, 1929; Macpherson, 1977; Hyland, 1995). It is the theorist's 

ideology that drives this expanded definition of democracy. For instance, Altemeyer 

(1996) purports to measure authoritarianism. Basically, authoritarians are, according to 

Altemeyer, people with "a general aggressiveness, directed against various persons, that 

is perceived to be sanctioned by established authorities" (p. 6). He has developed a 

Right-Wing Authoritarianism Scale (RWA). Several of the statements would 

automatically consign religious individuals and certainly conservative evangelical 

individuals to the authoritarian category because a "right" answer requires one to go 

against religious conviction. For example, people were asked how they felt about the 

following statements: 
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1. Women should have to promise to obey their husbands when they get 
married. 

2. Gays and lesbians are just as healthy and moral as anyone else. 
3. Atheists and others who have rebelled against the established religions are no 

doubt every bit as good and virtuous as those who attend church regularly. 
4. The real keys to the "good life" are obedience, discipline, and sticking to the 

straight and narrow. 
5. A lot of our mles regarding modesty and sexual behavior are just customs, 

which are not necessarily any better or holier than those which other people 
follow. 

6. There is absolutely nothing wrong with nudist camps. 
7. There is no "ONE right way" to live life; everybody has to create their own 

way. 
8. Our country will be destroyed someday if we do not smash the perversions 

eating away at our moral fiber and traditional beliefs. 
9. Homosexuals and feminists should be praised for being brave enough to defy 

"traditional family values." 
10. It may be considered old fashioned by some, but having a normal, proper 

appearance is still the mark of a gentleman and, especially, a lady. 
11. Everyone should have their own lifestyle, religious beliefs, and sexual 

preferences, even if it makes them different from everyone else. 
12. People should pay less attention to the Bible and the other old traditional 

forms of religious guidance, and instead develop their own personal standards 
of what is moral and immoral. 

13. There is nothing wrong with premarital sexual intercourse. 
14. It is wonderful that young people today have greater freedom to protest 

against things they do not like, and to make their "own" mles to govem their 
behavior. 

15. Some of the best people in our country are those who are challenging our 
government, criticizing religion, and ignoring the "normal way" things are 
supposed to be done. 

16. Nobody should "stick to the straight and narrow." Instead, people should 
break loose and try out lots of different ideas and experiences. 

17. The facts on crime, sexual immorality, and the recent public disorders all 
show we have to crack down harder on deviant groups and troublemakers if 
we are going to save our moral standards and preserve law and order. 
(pp. 13-15) 

These statements comprise fifty percent of the statements on the RWA scale. It should be 

obvious that if conservative evangelicals give a tmthful response, they will automatically 

be consigned to the authoritarian category. Each one of the above statements is 
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problematic. Altemeyer's definition of "authoritarian" contains many of the author's 

preferred positions on societal issues. Altemeyer has also developed a Religious 

Fundamentalism Scale (Altemeyer, 1996, pp. 158-159) that highly correlates with the 

RWA scale. The statements in this scale basically identify most conservative 

evangelicals. That these two scales correlate highly is not astonishing, since the RWA 

scale already contains statements that cause conservative evangelicals to receive a high 

score on authoritarianism. Altemeyer's findings are circular. Each instmment depends 

upon the other, and both are flawed. This is important to the democracy literature 

because the authoritarian tendencies of conservative evangelicals are often brought up as 

grounds for charging them with antidemocratic tendencies. However, the charge is often 

based on similar tendentious definitions. 

Tolerance has become the key word in many definitions of democracy. Without 

tolerance, there can be no democracy. This is tme because in a democracy it is necessary 

to afford democratic rights to disliked people or groups. However, some researchers 

have confused dislike for a group and acting on that dislike with antidemocratic 

tendencies. Sullivan, Pierson, and Marcus in Political Tolerance and American 

Democracy (1982) present respondents with a scale in which they are asked to identify 

the most disliked group. The list includes groups like atheists, communists, and pro-

abortionists. These are all groups that conservative evangelicals would rate poorly. 

Conservative groups are also listed so that a more liberal respondent can also be assessed. 

However, once the group has been identified as being the most disliked, the respondent is 

presented with a series of statements and asked to rate the dislike in order to determine 
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the tolerance level. While some of the statements are not problematic, three of the nine 

are arguably going to be difficult for someone with strong convictions to answer in the 

"right" way. These statements are: 

1. I would be willing to invite a member of the into my home for 
dinner. 

2. I would be upset if a member of the moved in next door to me. 
3. I would be pleased if my daughter or son dated a member of the . 

(p. 67) 

The authors find that Protestants do particularly badly and that Baptists perform the worst 

on their tolerance scale, which is directly tied in to their evaluation of democratic 

attitudes. However, it could be that Protestants and Baptists hold stronger convictions. 

For instance, many Americans might not want a member of the Ku Klux Klan (a group 

included on their list) moving next door to them or for their daughter to date a Klan 

member. Such dislike fails to capture what is important about democracy because these 

are personal intemal issues. The important questions about democracy would involve 

whether or not a Protestant or a Baptist would allow members of their most disliked 

group to have freedom of expression, freedom of assembly, and freedom to vote. It is 

quite possible that Sullivan, Pierson, and Marcus (1982) were only examining strength of 

conviction. 

Conservative theorists are also guilty of injecting their personal preferences into 

the definition of democracy. For example, Milton Friedman in Capitalism and Freedom 

(1962) states that a free enterprise economy is necessary for democracy. While I am 

sympathetic to free enterprise, this is an unnecessary addition to the definition of 

democracy. Friedman can make the case for why free enterprise might support 
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democracy, but it should not be a part of the fiindamental definition. Is it fair to call 

"antidemocratic" people who opt for a more fundamental definifion of democracy, which 

precludes preferred policy positions? Both sides tend to agree on the fundamentals of 

freedom of expression, freedom of association, and universal adult vofing. It is precisely 

this point of agreement that forms the basic definition for democracy being used in this 

study. As a result, substantively dominant definitions of democracy are rejected because 

they allow the theorists to interject their own preferred values and policy preferences 

(Janda etal., 1999). 

One other variant of democrafic theory merits attention. Participatory democratic 

theorists envision a system where the individual citizen participates much more directly 

in the decisionmaking process (Barber, 1984; Boyte, 1986; Gutmarm, 1993; Pateman, 

1970; Mansbridge, 1980). Basically, this group of democratic theorists believes that a 

much greater level of citizen input is necessary for a healthy democracy. These theorists 

oppose procedural democracy because they think its focus is too narrow. Focusing 

primarily upon procedure ignores many important foundational issues that real 

democracy must be built upon if it is to function properly. A focus on procedure ignores 

the possibility that small groups of people, usually the elite element of society, can 

dominate the process. This can only be overcome by creating and maintaining conditions 

that provide the common citizen with the tools to participate. A well functioning and 

mass educational system is necessary in order to provide citizens with information 

necessary for participation at a high level in the decisionmaking process. Also, economic 

conditions must allow for a generally high level of citizen comfort. In essence, there 
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should be a lack of want. High levels of education and general freedom from want allow 

the common cifizen to more directly participate in polifical decisionmaking. This means 

that educational policy and economic policy are inexorably tied to a fundamental 

understanding of democracy. 

The participatory democratic theorists have unquestionably expanded the 

definition of democracy. Procedural theorists do not deny the importance of education 

and economic prosperity to the functioning of democracy, but they would not make these 

two elements fundamental to the definition because, though important, issues surrounding 

education and the economy can be and usually are contested in the political arena. It is 

possible to be for or against a particular educational or economic policy and still be 

democratic. The participatory theorists' definition suffers from the same problem that 

many other definitions of democracy suffer from; it opens the door for people or groups 

to attach their preferred policy positions to the definition of democracy. This makes all 

opponents of the preferred policy antidemocratic. While higher educational attainment 

and better economic conditions are certainly worthy of pursuit, they should be goals that 

are pursued outside of the definition of democracy. 

Other democratic theorists have pointed out that the American people do not want 

to get so involved in political decisionmaking (Crozier, 1975; Sartori, 1987). Walter 

Lippmann (1925) states, "Although public business is my main interest and I give most 

of my time to watching it, I cannot find time to do what is expected of me in the 

[participatory] theory of democracy" (pp. 20-21). Citizens do not want to rise to the level 
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of involvement necessary in order to participate at such a highly sustained level. Instead, 

they seem quite willing to delegate this authority to elected representatives. 

Even with there being much debate about the definition of democracy in the 

academic literature, there is still at least a fundamental consensus around the importance 

of freedom of expression, freedom of association, and adult voting rights. The primary 

difference is that some want to go beyond this basic definition by including particular 

policy outcomes. If someone's particular policy outcome is attached to the definition of 

democracy, whether it is a liberal or conservative position, then it has effectively been 

taken off the table as a debatable item. Anyone who opposes the particular policy 

outcome is automatically labeled antidemocratic. To avoid haphazardly tagging anyone 

disagreed with as antidemocratic, it is better to use a definition for democracy that is 

procedurally based and that safeguards the nearly universally agreed upon democratic 

conditions of freedom of expression, freedom of association, and adult voting rights. 

Religion and Politics Literature 

The religion and politics literature surrounding conservative evangelicals is also 

voluminous. In order to make the task of analysis manageable; it is necessary to 

concentrate only on the literature that is directly relevant to Christianity and democracy. 

Indeed, much of the religion and politics literature sees conservative evangelicals and 

democratic principles as being mutually exclusive (Wald, 1992). Still, the literature is 

mixed, with many seeing the addition of conservative evangelicals to the national 

discourse as being a net plus for the development of democracy (Wald, 1992; Neuhaus, 

24 



1984; Tesh, 1984; Wilcox, 1996; Hertzke, 1993). There are even a few authors who 

write quite positively and specifically about democratic processes within SBC churches 

(Famsley, 1994; Smith, 1997; Shurden, 1995). 

There certainly is a wing of the religion and politics literature that believes 

religion was a primary contributor to democracy at the American founding. Tocqueville 

(1966) saw religion in America as providing the "spirit of democracy" that was essential 

for democracy to develop among a people. Voluntary associations such as churches 

trained Americans for coming together in larger community efforts, which ultimately 

could be large nationwide political efforts. Americans oftentimes leamed democratic 

principles of self-mle in their churches. This in tum had a spillover effect into the rest of 

society. In other words, they took the democratic experiences they had in church and 

transferred this leaming to society as a whole (Lipsitz, 1964; Hatch, 1990; Ahlstrom, 

1975; Wald, 1992; Fowler, Hertzke, and Olson, 1999). Religion is by its very nature a 

fundamentally social or collective endeavor. Is it any wonder that this extremely 

pervasive human activity has an impact on the development of broad political institutions 

in a society? Undoubtedly, religion was one of the more important societal elements 

contributing to the birth of American representative democracy (Wald, 1992; Wuthnow, 

1988). 

Religious viewpoints have provided much of the support for the American 

conception of fundamental rights and civil liberties. For instance. The Declaration of 

Independence states that human beings "are endowed by their Creator with certain 

unalienable rights," which certainly places fundamental human rights in a religious 
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context. Basically, there is an academic case to be made for the importance of religion to 

the development of democratic principles in the U.S. (Wald, 1992). 

With religion established as a key contributor to democratic principles in the U.S., 

why would many people, including some religion and politics scholars, have such 

apprehension about religion's impact on democratic govemance? A key point of 

contention and investigation centers on the need for negotiation and compromise in a 

democratic system. Many point to religion's often absolutist viewpoints on specific 

subjects and issues (Jelen and Wilcox, 1990). Will someone or some group that believes 

they are right because they are on God's side be able to function in a democratic debate 

with people or groups who disagree with them? Will religious forces in the democratic 

realm transform these policy contests into fights between good and evil? This has been a 

particularly contentious question when asked about conservative evangelicals (Wald, 

1992; Wilcox, 1996; Hunter, 1991). If conservative evangelicals would indeed silence 

their critics and deny fundamental civil liberties and rights, as many of their opponents 

claim (Wilcox, 1996; Wald, 1992; Altemeyer, 1981, 1996; Sullivan, Pierson, and Marcus, 

1982; Clarkson, 1997), it would be a serious charge, but what would the remedy be? 

Seemingly, the remedy would involve curtailing the democratic rights of evangelical 

conservatives, which would be fundamentally undemocratic. However, portraying one's 

opposition as extremist is a ploy that is used by many groups when involved in a policy 

debate (Hunter, 1991). It could be that neither side is as diabolical as their opponents 

would portray them. 
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Another problem often brought up in the religion and politics literature is the 

political style of many conservative evangelicals. Opponents of conservative 

evangelicals often reject what they perceive to be a rigid contempt for altemative points-

of-view. In the minds of conservative evangelical opponents, this necessarily leads to 

authoritarianism, which is antidemocratic because it interferes with freedom of 

expression. Many see this as a natural outgrowth of religious commitment particularly as 

it relates to conservative evangelicals (Wald, 1992; Altemeyer, 1981, 1996; Sullivan, 

Piereson, and Marcus, 1982; Jelen and Wilcox, 1990). It is alleged that conservative 

evangelicals lack respect for any opponent because their position is against God's 

position. If a position is against God's position, then the position deserves no respect. 

The critics of conservative evangelicals are concemed that this effectively closes off 

debate especially if the power of government is used to stop discourse. 

The pertinent question then becomes, "Is there proof that this level of intolerance 

exists among conservative evangelicals?" Indeed, there is a great deal of survey research 

that has consistently backed up the assertion that conservative evangelicals give their 

opponents less tolerance than most other groups. Stouffer (1955), Sullivan, Piereson, and 

Marcus (1982), Altemeyer (1981, 1996), and Nunn, Crocket, and WiUiams (1978) are 

examples of studies that have consistently found conservative evangelicals to be less 

tolerant than most other groups. Each year conservative evangelicals score poorly on the 

tolerance scales constmcted by these authors and others. However, one of the major 

contentions of this study is that these questionnaires very often ask questions that bias the 

response. In fact, to be fair Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus (1982) have stated that there 
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might be question bias in the studies. Yet, very little if any work has been done to 

examine whether or not this question bias does slant the tolerance scales against 

conservative evangelicals. 

To be sure, there has been a great deal of work done in the area of tolerance and 

more specifically political tolerance. Gibson and Bingham (1985) and Gibson (1986, 

1988, 1989a, 1989b, and 1992) had been weighing the claims of the various sides in the 

literature, Gibson demonstrated that both the Stouffer (1955) and Sullivan, Piereson, and 

Marcus (1982) had methods for getting at intolerance that were fundamentally equivalent. 

Previously, Gibson (1986) had expressed doubts about Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus 

(1982) and the study's ability to demonstrate attitudinal intolerance, but Gibson (1992) 

shows that as a measure of intolerance, it is just as accurate as Stouffer (1955). However, 

Gibson (1988, 1989a, and 1992) makes the important point that the real issue is whether 

or not these intolerant attitudes result in the curtailment of civil liberties. Gibson (1992) 

states, "Certainly, those who are theists, communists, racists, homosexuals, and 

militarists in the United States are undoubtedly not as interested in whether Americans 

like them or not as they are in whether their civil liberties are respected" (p. 575). This is 

a very important distinction. It is possible to dislike a group and still accord them their 

fundamental democratic rights. 

There is a variant of the Christian Right that receives attention well beyond its 

numbers: the Christian Reconstmctionist Movement, which is sometimes referred to as 

Dominion Theology. This fringe movement is often used to brand the entire evangelical 

conservative movement. Basically, people who follow this movement believe in the 
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reimposition of Old Testament law with severe punishment for lawbreakers and deviants 

like homosexuals, fornicators, and adulterers (Wald, 1992; Clapp, 1987; Wilcox, 1996). 

Democracy would be abohshed in favor of a theocracy (Rushdoony, 1973; Chilton, 1984; 

North, 1986). The writings of this group are sometimes used to define conservative 

evangelicals (Clarkson, 1997). However, very few conservative evangelicals subscribe to 

the positions espoused by this group. Certainly, this group does exist, but they are a 

fringe movement. Defining tens of millions of people by a fiinge group is patently unfair 

and academically dishonest. Most conservative evangelical groups ignore the writings of 

this group. Groups like the Christian Coalition and the Family Research Council do not 

talk about dominion over others, but they do talk of dialogue, respect for other's rights 

and liberties, and participation within the democratic system (Reed, 1996). 

Wald (1992) believes that the link between intolerance and the religious, which 

includes conservative evangelicals, is weak. Much has been made of this link, but 

authors such as Wald (1992) and Wuthnow (1973) point out that there are numerous 

methodological deficiencies with many of the studies that claim religiosity leads to 

intolerance. The primary problem seems to be with an overly simplistic view of complex 

political and religious questions. Many of the authors who claim that religiosity leads to 

intolerance do not grasp the basic complexity in a question that asks a respondent how 

they feel about a certain group. The religious ideas and ideals of a person may lead the 

respondent to a negative response when the question is related to feelings toward a group. 

However, the questions should deal less with feelings and more with actions (Wald, 

1992). 
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Part of the animosity that conservative evangelicals have toward their opponents 

may be due to the intolerance that modem tolerant culture demonstrates towards 

conservative evangelical Christians. There is a perception within the conservative 

evangelical community that many of the opponents are out to silence them. Basically, the 

belief is that Christian expression in the public square should be banished (Audi and 

Wolterstorff, 1996). This contributes to the view among conservative evangelicals that 

much of their political work is in reality a culturally defensive action. Values they do not 

support are being imposed upon them (Hunter, 1991). In this contest for the public's 

approval, there will be winners and losers. The winners get to lead in placing items on 

the legislative agenda. Conservative evangelicals are wary of the liberal culture because 

they see people with religious conviction continually lampooned. This is coupled with 

the belief that many in the liberal culture do not see religion as important. Therefore, 

there is an attempt within the liberal culture to marginalize religion and thereby 

marginalize those who hold to religious viewpoints (Whitehead, 1994; Reed, 1996). This 

can lead to the privatizing of religion. Many conservative evangelicals see this as a 

sophisticated form of censorship that does not show up in academic studies. The basic 

line of reasoning from opponents of conservative evangelicals is that religion should be 

private and kept within the four walls of the church or home. Conservative evangelicals 

along with many others counter that this constitutes a denial of free speech and 

expression rights that should be doubly protected, since they also involve the free 

exercise clause. 
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Is the privatization of religion a real concem? Two questions are addressed in the 

literature at this point. First, is the government expanding into areas that once were 

within the realm of religion? Second, in order to foster this expansion have cultural 

liberals needed to make public religious expression suspect? 

There seems to be little doubt that government has expanded into realms once 

dominated by rehgion (Cochran, 1990; Wuthnow, 1988). For example, areas of personal 

life relating to sexuality and family were personal realms where individuals and families 

dealt with one another, very often with the church providing direction through its 

teachings and admonitions. Cochran (1990) puts it well when he writes: 

Aloofness from secular affairs and involvement in domestic life, however, depend 
on the state's reciprocal aloofness from the private domestic sphere. Today, 
however, government has (necessarily) entered deeply into domestic life, and 
citizens look to government to protect their private interests. Religion in response 
has entered public life. (p. 13) 

The public sphere with government as its vehicle has invaded territory deemed sacrosanct 

by religious people and by many conservative evangelicals in particular. The point is not 

that government intmsion into these realms is necessarily bad, but that it is an intmsion 

nonetheless. When an intmsion takes place, there is usually a response to the intmsion. 

Religion is responding to the incursion and in many instances conservative evangelicals 

have led this response. This response often puts conservative evangelicals at odds with 

the forces of cultural liberalism. As Cochran (1990) points out, if there are realms, then 

there are borders and if there are borders, then there is territory that is disputed. Cultural 

liberalism at times seems to be telling conservative evangelicals that their response is 

illegitimate. If conservative evangelicals and other religious people accept the cultural 
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liberal premise that religious expression is private and only to be exercised within the 

four walls of the church or the home, then American society is going to miss out on a 

very healthy pubhc debate over foundational principles (Cochran, 1990; Hunter, 1991; 

Niebuhr, 1951; Wald, 1992; Wuthnow, 1988; Neuhaus, 1984). 

A public debate over foundational principles allows us to dig more deeply into 

issues. It helps us to define what we are talking about and why we believe what we 

believe about our various positions. Once the guiding principles are laid out, it is much 

easier to connect them to specific precepts and actions. The religious dimension of our 

public debates is a vital component to arriving at basic principles. The religious voice 

reminds us that there are moral stands that a society must take and that there are moral 

consequences for decisions that are rendered. The specific stands and consequences are 

open to debate, but the altemative to not having moral stands is to have a society that is 

chaotic and aimless. Do we really want to live in a society that carmot make moral 

decisions and that loses the prophetic quality that religion often brings to public 

discourse? As Richard J. Neuhaus (1984) states: 

Once religion is reduced to nothing more than privatized conscience, the 
public square has only two actors in it—the state and the individual. Religion as a 
mediating stmcture—a community that generates and transmits moral values—is 
no longer available. Whether Hitler's Third Reich or in today's sundry states 
professing Marxist-Leninism, the chief attack is not upon individual religious 
belief Individual religious behef can be dismissed scomfully as superstition, for 
it finally poses little threat to the power of the state. No, the chief attack is upon 
the institutions that bear and promulgate belief in a transcendent reality by which 
the state can be called to judgment. Such institutions threaten the totalitarian 
proposition that everything is to be within the state, nothing is to be outside of the 
state, (p. 82) 

Could it be that evangelical conservatives are merely responding to intmsions? Claiming 
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that religion is primarily a private matter and that public expression should be curtailed is 

seen by many conservative evangelicals as merely an attempt by their critics and 

opponents to silence them. This in many instances has drawn a conservative evangelical 

counterattack (Whitehead, 1994; Reed, 1996). The antidemocratic charge being leveled 

against conservative evangelicals sends the unmistakable message to the general 

population that public religious expression by conservative evangelicals is dangerous and 

should be privatized. Taken alone, this makes finding out whether or not conservative 

evangelicals are antidemocratic a question well worth exploring. 

This brings the literature back to the charge of antidemocratic tendencies among 

conservative evangelicals. Wald (1992) points out that the charge of authoritarianism, 

and by association antidemocratic tendencies, is more often made than substantiated. 

Still, Wald (1992) is not willing to let conservative evangelicals off the hook. He cites 

Fitzgerald (1981) as demonstrating that many evangelical/fundamentalist groups exist 

within a rigid hierarchical form of church polity and that the church members have very 

little experience with democratic practices within their churches. In tum, this manifests 

itself in antidemocratic tendencies in the public arena. However, Wald (1992) also 

reports how democratic tendencies were often leamed in the churches and transferred to 

the public arena around the time of the founding. One of the primary hypotheses of this 

study is that many conservative evangelical churches still provide a classroom for 

leaming and appreciating democracy. Particularly, Southem Baptist Convention 

churches, which are the largest Protestant denomination and the backbone of conservative 

evangelicalism, still practice a very direct form of democracy. 
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Hunter (1991) believes that there is a culture war raging that pits two sides against 

each other that have fundamentally different worldviews. Each side has adopted rhetoric 

that attempts to frame the other side as extremist. This leads to terms like 

"antidemocratic" being bandied about without much analysis. Hunter (1991) states that 

in order to diffuse the escalating tension, there needs to be some fundamental agreement 

about disagreeing without vilifying the other side. If this can be accomplished, it will 

become easier to change the language of discourse to a more civil tone on both sides. 

Wilcox (1996) adds that a Christian recognition of the fallen state of humankind would 

help conservative evangelicals to exercise more humility in the public debate by causing 

them to look at their own fallibility. Hertzke (1993) adds the interesting twist that this 

cultural conflict has caused previously antagonistic groups (like evangelicals and 

Catholics) to form coalitions and that this coalition forming is in itself an exercise in 

democracy that tends to democratize the participants. However, once a more civil tone 

has retumed to the debate, there is still a debate and it is over genuinely 

fundamental differences. An appreciation of the overarching democratic principles of 

free speech, freedom of association, and adult suffrage is needed by all sides in order to 

insure that democracy remains viable. 

No religion and politics literature review dealing with conservative evangelicals, 

especially when dealing with Southem Baptists, would be complete without including the 

work of James Guth. Guth has done multiple surveys of SBC pastors. Guth's work in 

this area began in 1980 and has involved surveys sent out to SBC clergy right after the 

presidential election every four years. The results from these surveys show that since 
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1980, approval for protest marches increased from 21% to 50%, acceptance of civil 

disobedience went from 9% to 25%, and increases occurred in every area of political 

activity. SBC pastors are becoming more politically active with each subsequent 

election. Also, the SBC clergy has gone from leaning toward the Democratic Party to 

leaning toward the Republican Party with 66% of SBC pastors identifying with the 

Republican Party in some fashion. Guth also reports that 59% of Southem Baptists feel 

that their pastor has the same political orientation that they do. This was the highest 

score of all of the denominations studied (Guth, Green, Smidt, Kellstedt, and Poloma, 

1997). Democratic principles are not the focus of Guth's studies, though he does deal 

with the experiences SBC pastors have in their public roles as religious leaders and their 

private roles as citizens. Guth studies how these two areas of their lives effect one 

another. This is similar to the "two realm" hypothesis proposed in this study where 

pastors are exclusive within their churches, but much more inclusive when dealing with 

the rest of society. Guth focuses on the pastor's political ideology and involvement, 

while this research focuses on defining democratic tendencies and ascertaining whether 

or not the pastors adhere to these tendencies. Though Guth's work differs from the focus 

of this study, his work provides an invaluable source of questions, which can be 

compared with the results from the survey instmment used in this research. 

Conclusion 

There is disagreement found in both of the literatures that have been examined. 

The literature of democratic theory has an ongoing debate about just what makes one 
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democratic or not democratic. Still, there does seem to be basic agreement about the 

necessity of democratic procedures. Agreement breaks down when policy preferences 

are interjected into the debate about the definition of democracy. Substantive definitions 

claim that democracy inexorably leads to many specific policy outcomes. If these policy 

outcomes are opposed, then those who oppose them must be antidemocratic. The 

problem with this argument is that it allows a person or group to elevate their own policy 

preferences to the level of being a democratic norm. If another person or group opposes 

them, they are automatically assigned the antidemocratic label. The present research 

project settles on a procedural definition of democracy. However, this does not mean that 

any decision arrived at in a majoritarian fashion is democratic. Respect must be accorded 

to the fundamental rights of freedom of expression, freedom of association, and universal 

voting rights for all competent adults. It is the contention of this study that adding to this 

definition only increases the likelihood that someone's or some group's policy 

preferences are being elevated to a realm beyond argument. 

The religion and politics literature is mixed on whether or not conservative 

evangelicals are democratic or not. However, the same basic argument is being waged in 

this literature that is being waged in the democracy literature. Many who criticize and 

oppose conservative evangelicals do not like their policy preferences. Many times this 

dislike manifests itself in dire predictions that if conservative evangelicals take over, they 

will deny fundamental rights to others. Wald (1992) counters this well when he says that 

this charge has more often been made than substantiated. Further, academic attempts to 

substantiate the claim are very often methodologically questionable, since they deal with 
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attitude instead of actions. This study will attempt to get at the question in a way that is 

devoid of preferred policy preferences by focusing on the agreed upon procedural aspects 

of democracy. This research will give a clearer answer to the important question of 

whether or not conservative evangelicals are antidemocratic. 
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CHAPTER in 

A HISTORY OF DEMOCRATIC ORGANIZATIONS WITHIN 

THE SOUTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION 

Overview 

This chapter will examine the history, organizational stmcture, current stmggles, 

and critics of the SBC. Democracy will be a unifying thread throughout the examination. 

SBC history will be looked at in order to examine the denomination's commitment to 

democratic principles. The organizational stmctures of the SBC will also be looked at 

from the local church to the national level in an attempt to see if these organizations 

operate using democratic principles. A section on the more recent stmggles within the 

SBC will bring the historical section up to date while continuing to focus on democratic 

principles. Finally, a section on SBC critics will lay out the many challenges that the 

SBC faces when they lay claim to being a democratic institution. 

Historical Background 

Who are Southem Baptists? First, they are Christians. Second, Southem Baptists 

are Protestants. They came out of the Protestant Reformation, which rejected a 

monolithic institutional church. This rejection carried with it the seeds of schism. 

Protestants began to develop their own variants of Christianity under the broader 

Protestant umbrella. While some Protestants developed their own established churches 
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with a clerical hierarchy that in some ways was similar to what they had just left, other 

Protestants continued on a more anti-establishment course (Fowler et al., 1999). 

In England the Anglican Church had risen to replace Catholicism. Anglicanism 

was the favored and established religion of the realm. For many it was no different than 

the previous church dominance they had experienced with the landed and wealthy still in 

control of the national religion and receiving favoritism. The lower classes wanted more 

religious toleration so that religious expression could be secured outside of Anglican 

domination (Rosenberg, 1989). 

The word "Baptist" was first used derisively to describe those who practiced full 

immersion as their form of baptism. While today's Baptists stress immersion, they also 

stress the importance of baptism only being performed on someone with their permission 

and understanding of the ritual (Shurden, 1993). 

Baptists began to look outside of England for religious freedom. Some early 

Baptists even accompanied the Puritans to Holland in search of religious freedom. They 

were led by John Smyth in 1609. This was the first record of Baptists formally 

segregating themselves from the general Separatist movement (dissenters from the 

Church of England) of the time. After Smyth's death, most of the Baptists retumed to 

England under the leadership of Thomas Helwys and John Murton. Upon their arrival in 

England, they formed the first Baptist church on English soil in 1611-12. These early 

Baptists released many statements related to their faith. However, one theme echoed 

consistently throughout all of the statements. Baptists supported and stood for complete 

religious freedom. Helwys even published a short book, which called on King James I to 
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grant freedom of conscience on religious matters. For this trespass, Helwys was thrown 

into Newgate prison where he later died (Hobbs, 1981). 

Eventually, Baptists looked to the New World for a chance at religious freedom. 

The first Baptist congregation was formed in Rhode Island around 1640 under the 

leadership of Roger Williams. Williams had arrived in the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 

1631. The writings of Helwys and Murton had greatly influenced Williams' views on 

religious liberty. His unorthodox views on religious liberty resulted in his banishment 

from the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1636. In 1638 WiUiams founded the Colony of 

Rhode Island and Providence Plantation. The next year he founded the first Baptist 

church on American soil. Williams kept the government of Rhode Island separate from 

the church. This helped to guarantee religious freedom within the colony. This form of 

government relation to religion became a prime example of just what separation of 

church and state could mean for rehgious liberty (Hobbs, 1981). 

The next major event for Baptists was the "Great Awakening." The beginning of 

the "Great Awakening" can be traced to the preaching of Jonathan Edwards on what was 

then the Massachusetts frontier. This movement spread throughout the colonies, but was 

particularly strong in the frontier-mral areas. The movement stressed emotionalism and a 

keen understanding of personal sin and redemption. Baptists were well placed to take 

advantage of the revivalism that was sweeping the colonies. There were three important 

elements that strengthened the Baptist position during this time: the Baptist stress on the 

individual, the stress on local church autonomy, and the Baptist use of lay preachers. 

These three elements were tailor-made for the frontier. The early American pioneer 
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heading into Tennessee or Kentucky was very often an individualist. Baptist preaching 

appealed to this type of person with its emphasis on an individual religious experience 

and an individual relationship with God. Also, Baptists had a decentralized organization, 

which stressed the autonomy of the individual congregation. Further, reliance on lay 

preachers meant that Baptists could move swiftly into a frontier area. Many other 

denominations would have to wait until ministers could be assigned to certain areas or 

congregations by some centralized authority. Lay preaching combined with the 

autonomous church meant that Baptist churches could come into existence very quickly. 

During this pre-Revolutionary time. Baptist numbers and influence expanded throughout 

the colonies, but particularly on the frontier (Johnson, 1976). 

During the American Revolution, Baptists overwhelmingly supported the 

revolution. Being active on the winning side certainly helped Baptists gain greater 

acceptance among other Americans. Shortly after the Revolution there was substantial 

migration and population growth in the south and west. Baptists began to concentrate in 

these areas. It is estimated that Baptists comprised one-quarter of the U.S. population by 

1800. By 1845, Baptists were increasingly concentrating in the South (Posey, 1957). By 

the time of the Civil War, Baptists were the unquestioned majority throughout the South 

(Masters, 1915). 

Even though Baptists comprised the majority in the South, they were not the 

primary slaveholders due to their lower to middle-class backgrounds. Methodists and 

Episcopalians owned more slaves since they were on average wealthier (Bmce, 1974). 

Still, Baptists owned many slaves, and Baptists who lived in the South overwhelmingly 
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supported the institution of slavery. To be sure, there were Baptists who opposed slavery 

who also lived in the South, but they were in the distinct minority (Cash, 1941). 

The relationship with northem Baptists became more strained as the issue of 

slavery continued to come to the forefront. Southem Baptists felt that the northem 

Baptists were attempting to dictate to all Baptists what the proper stance on slavery was 

to be. They believed that the attitudes of their northem brethren were based on 

feelings of northem superiority. In a sense, this southem religious split from the north 

was a precursor to the Civil War. Southem Baptists met in Augusta, Georgia, in May 

1845 and formally approved their separation from northem Baptists (Baker, 1966; Hill, 

1980). This marked the beginning of the Southem Baptist Convention (SBC). 

The next major historical episode was the Civil War. Southem Baptists were 

usually not in positions of leadership. The political leaders and the officer corps were 

dominated by Episcopalians (Williams, 1971). The main Southem Baptist contribution 

to the war was foot soldiers. The loss of slaves after the Civil War did not hit Southem 

Baptists very hard as a group since they owned far fewer slaves. However, Southem 

Baptist losses were keenly felt at the family level since many of those killed by battle and 

diseases were Southem Baptists. The SBC also lost considerable money because they 

had invested in Confederate bonds. In addition, many church buildings had been 

abandoned due to the war. Northem Baptists were authorized by a federal order to take 

over these buildings. In fact, Northem Baptists had one-third of all of their missionaries 

in the South after the Civil War. The Northem Baptists had superior resources because of 

the war and attempted to use these resources to pressure Southem Baptists into allowing 
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the North to lead. This did not work. Instead, Southem Baptists responded to 

ecclesiastical reconstmction by redoubling their own efforts to constmct purely southem 

institutions (Fleming, 1919). The Northem Baptist excursion into the South occasioned 

by the Civil War was largely unsuccessful and short-lived and actually resulted in re

energizing the SBC (Burton, 1977). 

Southem Baptists responded like others in the South after the Civil War. Laws 

limiting black emancipation were mostly supported by Southem Baptists. Any attempt to 

say that Southem Baptists behaved on average any differently toward blacks than the 

average Southemer during this time would be wrong. Black Baptists who before the war 

had attended SBC churches with the whites, but were segregated, now had their own 

Black Baptist churches. Typical southem attitudes toward blacks definitely reigned 

supreme inside the SBC. 

With Southem Baptists firmly ensconced in the South, the SBC began to tum to 

more ideological matters. This was especially seen in the Southem Baptist rejection of 

the "Social Gospel." Briefly, the "Social Gospel" reform movement flowered during a 

time in American history when the secular Progressive movement was strong. 

Throughout society there was greater recognition of the excesses spawned by the 

Industrial Revolution. The "Social Gospel" latched onto this society-wide movement for 

reform. Many Christians believed that fulfilling Christ's commands required reforming 

society from within. These Christians stressed the corporate responsibility of all 

Christians toward their fellow human beings by pushing for fundamental reforms at the 

societal-corporate-institutional level. For example, there were calls for improved living 
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conditions for the working class and just wages. Furthermore, there were denunciations 

of massed wealth and unrestrained competition (Smith, 1997). However, there was also 

another side to the "Social Gospel." Very often the acceptance of new reformist 

philosophies also entailed a more liberalized view of the Bible and salvation. Many 

times this was a marriage between reformist thought and scientific theories. Southem 

Baptists, with an emphasis on the Bible and the individual, stood firmly against these 

liberalizing tendencies. It should be noted that Southem Baptists were not indifferent to 

social problems. They saw the source of the problems as primarily individual failings as 

opposed to systemic social failings. Southem Baptists supported charitable groups that 

tried to reform the individual as opposed to the reformation of society (Wald, 1992). The 

stress on personal responsibility meant that the SBC sidestepped many social problems; 

chief among these was the treatment of blacks in the South. 

The early part of the twentieth century was very much like the end of the 

nineteenth. Southem Baptists continued to occupy the lower mngs of the economic 

ladder. Southem Baptist participation in World War I was also very much like their 

participation during the Civil War. They made up a disproportionately large portion of 

the lower ranked fighting force. At the victorious conclusion of World War I, the SBC 

leadership expected a golden age of expansion. Although the SBC did continue to grow, 

there were new challenges as the South began to urbanize. The mral dominated SBC 

needed to win converts in the developing urban areas of the South to which many 

southemers fled to escape mral poverty. The SBC did meet with some success in urban 

areas, though it is debatable whether or not they succeeded by winning converts or by 
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maintaining the Baptist heritage of those southemers that had migrated to the cities. 

Nevertheless, the size of the denomination continued to increase, but the locus of power 

had begun to shift from the mral church to the more urban church, which had greater 

economic resources, a more educated laity, and a more educated pastorate (Thompson, 

1974). The words "more urban" are carefully chosen because even today urban SBC 

churches maintain a mral aura about them. The mral legacy manifests itself in 

innumerable ways, from potluck dinners to the neighborliness of the people. Very often 

these are people who live miles away from one another, but consider themselves 

neighbors. 

The failure of prohibition, the increasing scientism of society, and the economic 

catastrophe of the Great Depression made denominational growth more difficult. Still, 

the SBC continued to grow relative to the southem population. The SBC had succeeded 

in centralizing its fundraising system prior to the Great Depression. Also, they had just 

begun a new major capital campaign where they spent funds that they projected would be 

coming into the coffers. Therefore, the Great Depression left many Southem Baptist 

institutions with tremendous debt. During this period, 58 of the 140 Southem Baptist 

seminaries, colleges, and schools were forced to shut down due to the heavy debt burden 

(Rosenberg, 1989). 

Southem Baptists and conservative evangelicals as a whole seemed to be in 

retreat. Both groups withdrew to the safety of their religious communities (Wald, 1992; 

Fowler, Hertzke, and Olson, 1999; Wilcox, 1996), but Southem Baptists already had a 

propensity for such withdrawal from society that seemed to eclipse even that of their 
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conservative evangelical brothers. The extreme stress on the autonomy of the local 

church and the personal nature of one's relationship with God made this retreat easier to 

accomplish. It was easy to shift the focus to purely local concems since the individual 

church was the locus of Southem Baptist life. Along with this, the emphasis on personal 

repentance allowed Southem Baptists to distance themselves from the corporate concems 

of society by looking at individual responses to sin versus unified/corporate responses. 

They had successfully sealed themselves off from national concems by stressing 

individual responsibility. In the political realm this kept Southem Baptists from being 

directly involved as a group since the person someone votes for or the position they take 

on an issue is entirely a personal matter. In essence, individuals are responsible for their 

own decisions before the Lord. The church only guides the individual (Shurden, 1993). 

This was a convenient fall back position for Southem Baptists. Their recent 

history prior to the Great Depression was one of societal activism. Southem Baptists 

were certainly involved in Prohibition and in the fierce debate with scientism. However, 

they were defeated soundly with the repeal of the eighteenth amendment in 1933. The 

debate with scientism raged on, but was continued primarily within the churches with an 

occasional public foray. Also, there was the perception of a general breakdown in 

societal morals. Many felt the need to "wall themselves off from these cormpting 

outside influences. These three experiences combined to send Southem Baptists back to 

their own institutions. Their own doctrine provided the rationalization for this stance. 

Spiritual matters were of far more importance, so Southem Baptists withdrew from 

societal debate and focused on the "pure" purpose of Christians: evangelization. Nearly 
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everything else had to be subservient to this purpose or it was seen as being "worldly" 

and a stain on the church. This position of isolation from the larger society continued for 

decades until the late 1970s. It should be noted, however, that the SBC experienced 

phenomenal growth during this time (Smith, 1997; Wald, 1992). 

In some ways World War II was like the other wars that Southem Baptists had 

fought in. Once again, Southem Baptists provided a disproportionately large number of 

the footsoldiers, and once again, this was primarily the result of the poorer economic 

background of most Southem Baptists. However, there were some major differences. 

First, the South was already becoming more urbanized and more educated even during 

the Great Depression. Second, and perhaps most importantly, after victory in World War 

II, the returning southem soldiers availed themselves of the G.I. Bill and went to college 

in unprecedented numbers. Of course, this included many Southem Baptists who had 

never been to college. This societal pattem of increasing education had profound effects 

on the SBC. The increased education allowed Southem Baptists to participate in the 

boom economy of the 1950s and 1960s ( Rosenberg, 1989; Smith, 1997). 

This was a new generation of Southem Baptists who had only begun to 

experience the benefits of economic progress. Along with the increased educational 

levels came more money and more opportunities to lead within the broader society. The 

SBC went on a huge building boom and modemization program with the newly found 

financial resources (Smith, 1997). Importantly, this new generation would not be as 

silent on societal issues as their ancestors had been. Exposure to the broader society 

through greater educational attainment and the money that came with the education had 
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increased both awareness and confidence among the younger Southem Baptists. As they 

moved into positions of denominational leadership in the 1960s and 1970s, they espoused 

a much more activist approach to societal engagement. Tmly, a generational change was 

taking place, which became further refined as their children began to emerge in the 1980s 

and 1990s as the leaders (Wald, 1992). This was a generation of Southem Baptists who 

had not known want or lack of education. For them, societal engagement even at the 

political level was a given. 

Organization 

The basic theological doctrine behind all SBC organizational stmctures is the 

"priesthood of the believer." This doctrine is central to Southem Baptist life and practice. 

The doctrine makes for a highly individualistic religion. This individualism leads 

Southem Baptists to reject creedal statements that enforce doctrinal conformity. Instead, 

Southem Baptists prefer "to rely upon the competency of a regenerate believer to 

interpret the Scriptures rightly under the guidance of the Holy Spirit" (Torbert, 1950, p. 

24). As will be demonstrated later, this rejection of doctrinal conformity is not a license 

to believe or practice anything that an individual or group wishes to believe or practice. 

The freedom is bounded. Much of the contemporary debate is not about whether or not 

there should be a boundary, but the argument is over just where the boundary markers 

should be located. 

Under this doctrine, each member theoretically has total equality in the church 

polity. Everyone has one vote to cast. One vote per person is seen as fundamental to 
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democracy (Gutmannn, 1993). The concept of each person being his or her own "priest" 

is where all Southem Baptist democracy begins. It is also fundamental to understanding 

where the organizational stmctures that Southem Baptists have developed come from, 

because each organization's mles, regulations, and staff can be ultimately traced to the 

votes of individuals within their churches being expressed through their elected 

representatives (Torbert, 1950). It can be argued that without this firm belief in each 

individual's right to express themselves by voting within the church, the conservative 

elements of the SBC would not have been able to take over the Convention. The 

democratic machinery was in place for individuals or groups of individuals to express 

themselves. Other denominations, less democratic in polity, have not been able to defeat 

a liberal leadership, which is often increasingly alienated from the people in the pews. 

Many of these denominations are shrinking as the people feel more and more 

disconnected from their leadership (Fowler et al., 1999). This could not happen in the 

SBC, precisely because of the priesthood of the believer and its manifestation in 

democratic church procedures. 

All Southem Baptist organizations spring from the local church. The local church 

is the simplest of the organizational forms. Each church is an autonomous unit, and all 

cooperation with other denominational bodies is voluntary (Shurden, 1993). Basically, 

each church is govemed by a constitution. The constitutions of the various churches are 

usually quite similar. Basic beliefs are laid out in one section and organizational 

procedures and policies are laid out in other sections. The "beliefs" section usually has 

something about the priesthood of the believer or something to that effect, which gives 
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every church member the right to vote. Sometimes there are age restrictions on voting, 

but many times there are no restrictions. The main requirement is that someone be a 

baptized member of the church or has been accepted by letter or statement from another 

church. However, it is unlikely that children's voting has ever been much of a problem, 

since they are usually in a different part of the church participating in their particular 

program while the voting takes place. Still, youth (12-17 years old) voting is quite 

common in Baptist churches. 

Voting takes place during either regularly or special called business meetings. 

Usually, the smaller the church, the more detailed the voting on specific issues within the 

meeting. Larger churches, and to a lesser degree smaller churches, have specially 

selected committees, which are approved for membership by vote, that bring 

recommendations before the church business meeting. (See Appendix A for an example 

of committees and their purposes.) Discussion then ensues and the matter is voted on or 

sent back to committee for further study or revision. Virtually everything is voted on. In 

fact, in smaller churches it is not uncommon for individuals to receive floor recognition 

and to bring individual proposals to the floor. Of course, larger churches often have to 

limit such free access to the business meeting so that order can be maintained. Even 

when access is limited, individuals can usually secure some time by going through the 

proper channels (Sullivan, 1987). It should be noted that the vast majority of churches 

within the SBC are small to medium sized churches with 75 to 200 people, so access to 

the business meeting is usually not difficult to secure (Baptist General Convention of 

Texas, Lubbock Baptist Association meeting, Febmary 1999). 
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Even though virtually all local congregations work in a fashion similar to the ones 

described above, in reality there are three forms of church govemance that need to be 

discussed: pastor-centered, congregationally led, and deacon led. The pastor is certainly 

a central figure in any Baptist church, but the power that comes with the position varies 

widely from church to church and from individual to individual (Famsley, 1994). 

Undoubtedly, there are churches dominated by the pastor, but even in these churches the 

pastor can be removed by a majority vote of those present during a business meeting 

(SuUivan, 1987). If one were to use the pastor-centered church to prove an 

undemocratic/authoritarian tendency, one would have to say that an elected official who 

remains in office for a very long time is also undemocratic. For the elected official to 

stay in office, the voters must be pleased with his/her job performance or at least be 

apathefic about it. Still, the potential exists for the elected official to be removed if the 

voters want it to happen. Basically, the machinery of democracy is present and able to 

replace the official at any time. Likewise, as long as the people of the church are pleased 

with the job the pastor is doing, the pastor can remain in office even if he dominates the 

decisionmaking process of the church. The democratic machinery is available. Besides, 

this is really not too much of a problem within the SBC. Pastors move on regularly either 

through resignation to accept a new position, termination, or retirement. The average 

tenure of a SBC pastor is thirty months (Rosenberg, 1989). A 1985 study found that 

1600 pastors had been forced from the pulpit in the previous eighteen months (Tharp, 

1985). There are approximately 40,000 pastors in the SBC (Southem Baptist Convention 

Annual, 1998). 
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The congregationally led church is what is laid out in most church constitutions. 

This is how it is supposed to work. Again, each member of the church has an equal voice 

in the decisions of the congregation by exercising their right to vote. This system is a 

direct reflection of the priesthood of the beUever doctrine (Newman, 1986). Certainly, no 

church operates as a perfect example of equality. The principle of one vote for each 

person ignores the fact that some people have advantages that can manifest themselves in 

greater voting strength or influence. This is a problem for democracy, but it should be 

noted that it is a problem for all democratic organizations. Singling out churches as 

repositories of this problem ignores the fact that unequal power is pervasive throughout 

our society. For instance, the American political system espouses one person/one vote, 

but variations in individual wealth and power cloud this equality. Yet, few question 

whether the United States is a functioning democracy. If the definition for democracy is 

so strict that it does not allow for variation in individual influence, then virtually no 

organization can be considered democratic. Therefore, charging SBC churches with 

undemocratic practices because of variation in influence only is important if all human 

organizations are held to the same measure. Certainly, the American system of 

govemance would be called into question with such a strict definition for democracy in 

place. Though the congregationally led model does not exist in pure form, it is being 

approximated more closely as younger and more educated Southem Baptists feel more 

confident about miming the organizational apparatus of the church (Ammerman, 1993). 

The real challenger to democratic functioning within SBC churches is not the 

pastor-centered church. The tumover rate of pastors demonstrates the weakness of this 
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notion. The real challenger is the deacon-led church. Deacons are voted on by the 

church, but usually serve for life once voted into the office. They can be removed, but 

this is quite rare. The deacon body usually acts as an administrafive board and often 

makes the most important decisions for the church. Still, the deacons must have their 

decisions ratified by the rest of the church during a business meeting. As with the pastor, 

this group must at least go through the democratic procedure in order to gain approval. 

Unlike the pastor, the deacons often have a large stake in the church that manifests itself 

in very possibly a large family presence and in larger than average financial contributions 

to the church. Especially in smaller churches, this can have a stifling effect on 

democratic operations. The decisions of the deacons can end up being mbber stamped by 

the rest of the church even when democratic processes are followed. 

When the educational attainment and financial resources of the average Southem 

Baptist was low, it was much easier for a small group of men with marginally higher 

degrees of education or financial resources to mn things. Today's environment features 

younger Southem Baptists with more education and financial resources (Wald, 1992). It 

is my observation that this more educated and financially secure generation is much less 

likely to be subservient to an oligarchic deacon board. The idea of flattened hierarchy 

now common in the business world has reached into the church. These flattened 

hierarchies are beginning to dominate the American corporate and organizational 

landscape (Adams, Bounds, Ranney, and Yorks, 1994; Klingner and Nalbandian, 1993). 

Many times these are the organizational stmctures that Southem Baptists have observed 

in the outside world in their places of employment and in their secular organizations 
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(Ammerman, 1993). This could be an example of the world outside of the church 

affecting the operation and administration of the church. 

It could be said that this idea of individual autonomy has come full circle. The 

U.S. founding featured pulpits rife with sermons on an individual's value and worth 

before God. These same individuals took their church experiences and reflected them 

onto the political world at the time of the Revolution and the immediate aftermath. They 

saw no reason why they could not be qualified to mn the political society by voting if 

God allowed them to have such a position within the church. This religious element 

certainly had a great deal of influence on the American founding (Wald, 1992). The 

broader American culture embraced this idea, and while being influenced by many 

secular philosophies, this new culture put the idea of individual autonomy into action 

(Hatch, 1990). Therefore, it is no wonder that over two hundred years later it is possible 

for the broader American culture to teach conservative evangelicals about democracy 

because both have grown from the same historical soil. However, the broader American 

culture and academia in particular should realize that much of this democratic knowledge 

is simply coming back to where it started. The democratic machinery, procedures, and 

traditions are already firmly in place. In the case of the SBC, a re-energized majority of 

conservatives have begun to use the machinery and procedures. However, these re

energized conservatives differ markedly from their ancestors in level of education and 

income (Ammerman, 1990). Previously, democratic equality within the SBC was based 

on everyone having very little education or money. Elites, who were usually people with 

only marginally higher education and economic resources, were able to lead the SBC 

54 



masses at local, regional, and national levels because of the low socioeconomic status of 

the average Southem Baptist. Now, however, the "playing field" seems to have leveled 

somewhat with a much broader base of education and economic attainment. This is why 

at the local level the deacon-led church seems to be waning while the congregationally 

led church is likely to grow. In effect, this could be the manifestation of a generational 

shift that effects the administration of the church. 

The next highest level of SBC involvement is the associational level. Every local 

church belongs to an association of churches that cooperate on various matters and 

choose delegates to attend associational meetings. These associations have constitutions 

and are related to a state or regional organization. Areas where Southem Baptists are not 

as numerous will often have regional conventions that encompass many states rather than 

a state convention. Resolutions are passed at these associational meetings, associational 

business is attended to, and officers are elected. None of the resolutions or decisions is 

binding on the local church. Cooperation is voluntary (Shurden, 1993). The delegates to 

the state level meeting, who are also known as "messengers," are also sent directly from 

the local churches (Ammerman, 1990). Business is usually conducted at the state level as 

it is at the associational level. Resolutions are passed, and the business of the state or 

regional convention is conducted. Also, officers are nominated and elected at the state or 

regional level. However, all of the delegates to each level whether it is associational, 

state or national come directly from the local church. 

It is possible for a state or regional convention to be at odds with the national 

convention. All cooperation between the state and national conventions is voluntary. 
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Delegates or messengers to the national convention are elected at the local church level 

and go directly to the national meeting. There is no process that takes them through the 

associational and state levels. This is somewhat akin to federalism. There is both a state 

and local government and a national government, and they can be in different hands. The 

primary differences are that there is no supremacy clause, and participation is voluntary. 

One can leave the "union" whenever one wishes, either as a church or as an individual. 

Once again, business is conducted at the national level as it is at the state and 

associational level. Resolutions are passed, and the business of the national convention 

conducted. Officers are nominated and elected. Again, none of the decisions is binding 

on the local church (Rosenberg, 1989; Shurden, 1993). 

When the armual associational, state, and national conventions are completed, the 

real work begins for those who were elected. Most of the associational-state work is 

accomplished at the state level where the president uses appointment powers in order to 

fill state boards, agencies, and seminaries. These boards, agencies, and seminaries can 

vary from state to state, but the agencies are usually shadows of the national level SBC. 

For instance, the Baptist General Convention of Texas (BGCT) has its own seminary at 

Hardin-Simmons University in Abilene, Texas. The BGCT has a Christian Life 

Commission that performs essentially the same job as the national level Ethics and 

Religious Liberty Commission of the SBC. Oftentimes, these state-level organizations 

have different emphases. Funding primarily comes from contributions given by member 

churches. Usually, some of the church's budget is sent to the local association, the state 

organization, and the SBC. All of these gifts to the various Baptist entities are strictly 
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voluntary. The people appointed usually serve staggered terms, which keeps one election 

cycle from accomplishing too much. It works precisely the same way at the national 

level. The SBC president has enormous appointive powers, but it is also tempered by 

staggered terms. In fact, the conservative elements of the SBC openly declared that they 

would need ten straight years of electoral success in order for their program to be carried 

out (Rosenberg, 1989; Smith, 1997). The conservative forces have now had twenty 

straight years of success. 

By 1979 the conservatives within the SBC had lain the foundation for a 

conservative resurgence at the Southem Baptist Convention (The name "Southem Baptist 

Convention" is the denominational name as well as the name of the annual convention.) 

in Houston. This conservative resurgence, unlike previous manifestations was middle-

class, suburban, and educated. The conservatives worked long and hard to organize their 

presence at the convention. Superior organizational skill was and continues to be a 

hallmark of the movement. The goal was to seize the presidency of the SBC. The 

president of the SBC is largely a ceremonial position with little actual day-to-day power. 

The real power consists of the president's ability to appoint members to key committees. 

These committees in tum nominate tmstees for the boards, which comprise the national 

stmcture of the SBC. The boards then hire the administrators for SBC agencies, colleges, 

seminaries, and commissions. In order to implement the strategy, the conservatives had 

to win the presidency. The moderate wing of the SBC had long dominated the actual 

convention due to conservative complacency. The plan called for busing in as many 

"messengers" as possible. A messenger is a voting delegate that is elected to represent a 
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specific church at the convention. The number of delegates a church can send is based on 

the church's membership. The conservative plan worked and the conservative candidate, 

Adrian Rogers, the pastor of the second largest church in the SBC, won the presidency in 

1979 (Rosenberg, 1989). Rogers quickly used his appointive powers to gain a measure of 

conservative representation on the committees and boards of the SBC. The conservatives 

have won every election since 1979 and have thoroughly taken over the SBC (Smith, 

1997). 

During the mid to late 1980s the moderate wing launched an all-out effort to get 

their candidates elected. They came very close a couple of times, but the conservatives 

managed to prevail on each occasion. The conservative takeover of the national 

convention seems to be complete (Smith, 1997). Moderates within the SBC can continue 

to fight for their candidates and programs within the SBC, form their own organizations 

while remaining within the SBC, or leave the SBC altogether. All of the aforementioned 

options have been taken, but the reality is that few people have actually left the SBC. 

All of the previously mentioned organizational stmctures have their beginnings in 

the votes taken at the local church. The process is democratic and contained within the 

denominational stmcture whether it is at the local, associational, state, or national levels. 

At all of these organizational levels, it can be argued that the key democratic principles of 

freedom of expression, freedom to organize, and the freedom to vote are respected. 

Doctrinally, this is linked to the priesthood of the believer. Individual autonomy is 

respected within the organizational stmctures of the SBC, but does this mean that 

individuals cannot find themselves on the losing side of a vote as the moderates have 
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been at the national level since 1979? Plainly, the moderates have consistently lost at the 

national level. However, the electoral dominance of the conservative groups has been 

achieved within and through a democratic process. Dominance of that process does not 

negate the democratic nature or faimess of the process. Those on the losing side can 

either accept the defeat and cope with it, regroup for another try in the future, concentrate 

efforts on another organizational level, or leave the church or denomination. SBC history 

and current events demonstrate that all four of these options are being used (Ammerman, 

1990; Famsley, 1994; Smith, 1997). 

Many moderates have chosen not to expend resources in a futile contest for 

control at the national level. Instead, many moderates have focused on other 

organizational levels that voluntarily cooperate with the SBC. For example, the moderate 

groups control some state conventions and a host of local associations (Wamer, 1998). In 

these places it is the conservative groups that must choose whether to acquiesce, regroup 

for another try, focus on another level of organization, or leave. In some ways, this is 

akin to losing at the national level in a federal election, but wirming at the local or state 

level. The primary difference is that a person cannot so easily leave the United States as 

one can a religious denomination. Indeed, some have opted to leave the SBC and form 

their own groups. In fact, this movement resulted in the SBC shrinking in size by 

approximately 1% in 1998. It was the first downtum in membership in seventy-two 

years. However, weekly worship attendance was up 3.33% and total receipts were up 

more than 5%. These figures, along with baptisms exceeding 400,000 (Associated 
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Baptist Press, April 19, 1999) seem to point to a temporary and rather small exodus from 

the SBC by moderate groups and individuals. 

The Contemporary SBC 

Before delving into the contemporary stmggle for the SBC, something needs to be 

said about race relations in the South in the 1950s and 1960s. Southem Baptists were 

certainly on both sides of the issue. It should be noted, though it is often overlooked, that 

many Southem Baptists participated in and supported the Civil Rights Movement, but it 

is equally important to note that many Southem Baptists also supported the racist policies 

that were in place throughout the South. A further, but important, point to note is that a 

large measure of the divide within the SBC was along generational lines. The old guard 

still had nominal control of the SBC and thus pursued the individualistic position on race. 

This allowed racists to rationalize their own positions without being challenged within 

the church. In other words, it was a personal matter that was up to each believer to 

reconcile within himself or herself Race was mostly not mentioned. However, the 

younger more educated and affluent breed of Southem Baptist that was coming to the 

forefront mostly rejected the blatant racism of the South. Indeed, the generational divide 

could be found across the South, and this was certainly reflected within the SBC 

(Ammerman, 1990). It was the new generation of SBC leaders that formally apologized 

during the 1995 Southem Baptist Convention for the denomination's stance or lack of 

stance on racial issues dating back to the Civil War. 
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As stated earlier, the SBC experienced enormous grovvlh in the 1950s and 1960s. 

Political/societal involvement was kept to a minimum during this time, lest it distract the 

church from the primary purpose of evangelizing individuals. However, societal forces 

outside of the SBC were coalescing in a way that would call for a response from what 

had become the nation's largest Protestant denomination. First, there was the 

issue of prayer in schools. Engle v. Vitale (1962) resulted in the removal of school-wide 

prayers being offered in public schools. Though concemed, most Baptists were against 

coerced prayers. The individual must be willing to engage in the prayers, which should 

be from the individual to God. Composed state prayers were not worth fighting for; yet 

there was a growing perception that the government and society were becoming more 

antagonistic to free expression of religion in public. Second, there was Roe v. Wade 

(1973). A few years earlier the SBC had actually given support for abortion by stating 

that abortion should be allowed if there is evidence that the emotional, mental, or 

physical health of the mother is endangered (Rosenberg, 1989). This type of compromise 

incensed the conservative elements of the SBC who had been steadfastly pursuing 

evangelism at the expense of other endeavors. In a sense, it was a "wake up call" to the 

more conservative elements of the SBC. The conservatives came to believe that they had 

ceded control of the SBC to a moderate wing that was too bent on compromise and was 

out-of-step with the people in the pews. A moderate elite was controlling the mass of the 

people due to conservative complacency about politics both within and outside the SBC. 

From the viewpoint of the conservative forces within the SBC, a conservative reaction to 
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these events was needed in order to replace the SBC leadership who were increasingly 

out-of-step with the Southem Baptist mainstream (Smith, 1997). 

Younger Southem Baptists do seem to be quite conservative. The 

moderate/conservative divide does not seem to approximate a generational divide. In 

fact, the older Southem Baptists are more likely to be moderate if age is looked at and 

education is controlled for in an analysis. However, if educational levels are included, 

education does seem to have some impact on whether someone is moderate or 

conservative. Higher levels of educational attainment only marginally increased the 

likelihood that someone would be considered a moderate. The majority of members are 

conservative no matter what the level of education (Ammerman, 1990). 

Interestingly, some of the state conventions have remained in the hands of 

moderates. Of particular interest is the biggest state convention of them all: Texas. The 

Baptist General Convention of Texas (BGCT) is often at odds with the SBC. In fact, the 

BGCT decided not to accept the addition made to The Baptist Faith and Message in 1999, 

which is the closest thing that the denomination has to a statement of Baptist beliefs. In 

particular, the BGCT decided not to accept the SBC's addition about the submission of 

women to their husbands. The BGCT felt that the SBC's rendering of the biblical 

command left out the overriding point of mutual submission in service between men and 

women. The Baptist Faith and Message does not have any authority over the teachings or 

beliefs of the local church. Still, even with these divisions between the two conventions, 

the average church in Texas is a member of both the BGCT and the SBC. It is something 

akin to being the citizen of a state govemed by a Democrat and at the same time a citizen 
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of the nation under a Republican president or vice versa. The two conventions do 

cooperate, but there is also competition between them. The conservatives have had a 

difficult time with the BGCT because the local churches of Texas have always had a 

good working relationship with the BGCT. Also, the BGCT is still quite conservative in 

its leadership despite the moderate label. All of this has made taking over the BGCT a 

losing proposition in Texas. Similarly, the state conventions of Kentucky, Missouri, and 

Virginia have been in moderate control for years (Allen, 2000). These various state 

conventions and the SBC do have a strained relationship, but for the most part they 

continue to cooperate. 

SBC, Democracy, and Critics 

Some point to the conservative dominance at the national level as being 

undemocratic because they use their electoral success to further their agenda at the 

expense of the losers. These critics have forgotten or have failed to examine the electoral 

success that the moderates have had at the associational and state levels. Also, any group 

with such overwhelming electoral success over such a long time period is going to have 

their agenda enacted. This would be tme of any democratic election where one group has 

enormous success across long stretches of time. Though the SBC is not a political party, 

there are some electoral similarities. For example, members of the Republican Party can 

push for their agenda or issues within the party either independently or as part of a group. 

They will either win, lose and accept defeat, regroup and try again, or leave the party. Is 

the Republican Party, or for that matter the Democratic Party, considered an 
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antidemocratic organization because a particular group or ideology carries the day? Very 

few people would seriously entertain such an accusation. Just as in other democratically 

mn organizations, there are winners and there are losers within the SBC. The primary 

determinant of whether or not the system is democratic should be continued respect for 

the democratic process. If this is the standard that is applied, then the SBC is indeed a 

democratic organization. 

The critics often bring up the argument of exclusivity. Basically, this argument 

states that conservative evangelicals will exclude certain groups of people from political 

rights should they have electoral success. The argument goes something like this. Since 

conservative evangelicals are intemally exclusive, this will lead to extemal 

antidemocratic tendencies (Rosenberg, 1989; Wald, 1992; Altemeyer, 1988). It is an 

important point to consider, but one that does not stand up under scmtiny. Certainly, 

Southem Baptists, as stated earlier are very committed to individual autonomy as found 

in the priesthood of the believer. Does this commitment to individual autonomy mean 

that Southem Baptists tolerate any belief or action? The resounding answer is "No." But 

does this response necessarily make them antidemocratic? Virtually every type of human 

organization has membership requirements. Meaning cannot be decided by some 

extemal force (Famsley, 1994). A community, and a political or religious community is 

no different, must make some fundamental decisions about what constitutes membership 

in the community (Walzer, 1983). It is necessary for groups to define themselves. 

Otherwise, membership is devoid of meaning. Certainly, Southem Baptists have set 

some informal parameters about what it means to be a Southem Baptist. The word 
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"informal" is used because even an adopted resolution of the SBC cannot be formally 

enforced except by the rather rare "withdrawal of fellowship" and/or the refusal to seat 

messengers at an associational, state, or national convention. Still, these informal 

parameters can be quite strong. If having membership requirements is antidemocratic, 

then virtually every human organization is antidemocratic. This deflates the 

antidemocratic charge by diffusion since it could be applied to virtually any organization 

simply because it has membership requirements. 

Again, the critics argue that conservative evangelicals are exclusive and would 

not grant civil rights and liberties to defeated opponents. The previously examined 

history of the SBC and the related organizational stmctures demonstrates a historical and 

contemporary commitment to democratic principles of freedom of expression, freedom to 

organize politically, and freedom to vote. These three democratic principles constitute 

the necessary core of what it means to be democratic (Schumpter, 1950; Tmman, 1971; 

Post, 1993; Barry, 1979; Hudson, 1995). Upon examination, the intemal workings of the 

SBC support these democratic principles at every organizational stage. However, will 

this commitment to democratic principles within the SBC be extended to those outside of 

the Southem Baptist community? 

Southem Baptists compartmentalize the two spheres in which they exist. The 

SBC and its organizations constitute one sphere of existence. The other sphere of 

existence is the world outside of the SBC. The two spheres are not totally separate 

because each sphere has influence on the other. Southem Baptist religious experience 

helps to condition the response to the outside society, but the outside society also has an 
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impact on Southem Baptist society. This has been especially tme with the growing 

educational attainment of younger Southem Baptists. Greater educational attainment has 

manifested itself in greater mobility. Indeed, Southem Baptists have broken out of the 

South and are now found in larger and larger numbers throughout the nation (Famsley, 

1994; Wald 1992). Southem Baptist influence has spread with this newly mobile 

generation. However, the influence is not one sided. The newfound levels of education 

and new geographic locations tend to exert influence on these recently mobile Southem 

Baptists. So, while their Southem Baptist heritage exerts influence upon them, their 

secular experiences also shape their values and thoughts. This results in an interchange 

of values and ideas. For instance, the commitment to individual autonomy and 

democratic principles seems to flow in both directions. However, it must be stressed that 

these spheres do have an impact on each other. Certainly, if conservative evangelicals 

were to gain enough electoral power to enact their favored policies, many current public 

policy positions would be reversed or modified. These individuals do not leave their 

religious convictions behind them when they enter the secular realm, but they do 

understand that there are some differences between the two realms. 

Clarke Cochran in Religion in Public and Private Life (1990) has done work in 

the area of private and public spheres and how they are separate but at the same time 

exercise influence on one another. Cochran makes the point that in religion and politics, 

"Each pushes against and challenges the other" (p. ix). Each sphere affects the other 

sphere, but they can be differentiated. Further, Cochran sees the individual as the conduit 

through which the two spheres communicate and influence one another. Cochran 
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discusses the intmsion of the public realm into the private realm. Basically, the point is 

that the public realm, many times through government fiat, has invaded previously 

private and often religious areas. The response of the private/religious realm has been to 

defend its sphere (Cochran, 1990). Hence, questions on surveys that measure private 

realm responses are sometimes inappropriately extrapolated to have deeper public 

meanings. The exclusivist sphere in this research is within the private/religious sphere 

laid out by Cochran where membership requirements have meaning and are publicly 

pronounced within the church environment. It is public to a degree, but it is also 

confined to a group much smaller than the society as a whole. The critics of conservative 

evangelicals are trying to take what is meant for the smaller private group and project it 

out to the general society. This is a mistake. These boundaries have important meanings. 

It is called a "boundary" for a reason. Exclusivism within one realm does not necessarily 

manifest itself in another realm. The SBC pastor survey discussed later in this research 

deals more directly with this issue. 

Is exclusivism within an organization necessarily antidemocratic? Alvin 

Plantinga, director of the Center for Philosophy of Religion at the University of Notre 

Dame, makes some salient points about this question. Plantinga points out that many in 

academia assert that religious belief inexorably leads to intolerance because religious 

individuals often believe that certain things are tme and that all claims to the contrary are 

false. This automatically assigns religious individuals who hold absolutist religious 

beliefs to the intolerant (antidemocratic) category. Plantinga demonstrates that being 

exclusive about some beliefs is necessary unless one wishes to accept statements that are 
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diametrically opposed to one another. For instance, one cannot believe that God exists 

and also believe that God does not exist at the same time. A rational and reflective 

person must become an exclusivist if there is to be cognitive consistency (Plantinga, 

1995; Redekop, 1997). Exclusivism, therefore, is a key component of rational thinking. 

By this definition, the critics of conservative evangelicals are also exclusivist. 

Rejection of the "exclusive" label by the critics would require them to believe 

contradictory things about fundamental questions of existence and life. Since a logical, 

rational, and reflective person cannot do this, the critics must themselves be exclusivist or 

else jettison rationality, but exclusivism is what they say is at the core of conservative 

evangelical antidemocratic tendencies (Clarkson, 1997). Yet, it appears that the critics 

also possess an exclusivist mindset because the altemative is intellectual inconsistency. 

If everyone has this in common, then the critic's charges lose much of their power for 

claiming SBC antidemocratic behavior. 

So, again, how can a conservative evangelical be both exclusive and have respect 

for democratic principles? As demonstrated, the "exclusive" part of the quesfion is really 

not a problem since exclusivism is by necessity a human organizational trait. Respect for 

democratic principles is accomplished by agreeing to grant basic democratic rights to 

those whom the group believes hold untme beliefs. From a conservative evangelical 

perspective, people must be given freedom and tolerance because free choice is the only 

way that a person can come to know God. Free choice cannot exist without the 

possibility that someone will choose a competing life view (Newman, 1986). 
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Conservative evangelicals must respect this basic freedom and tolerate decisions that they 

disagree with or else they will be inconsistent with their proclaimed need for free choice. 

However, this respect for free choice is not a license to do anything. Nor, should 

it be confused with sanction. This is where the critics of conservative evangelicals 

confuse policy differences with antidemocratic behavior. For instance, neither the critics 

nor Southem Baptists would say that freedom is absolute. Some freedoms should be 

restricted for the public good. Exactly where these restrictions occur can be debated 

openly and with respect for democratic principles as long as there is fundamental respect 

for maintaining rights to free expression, political organizing, and voting. Policy 

outcomes that keep these core values intact pose little or no threat to democratic 

principles. In democracy the winner gets to institute their policy preferences, but must 

respect core democratic principles to be considered tmly democratic (Hudson, 1995). 

This lays the groundwork for how and why Southem Baptists can have two 

spheres of existence that overlap, but can also be distinguished from one another. With 

the charge of being antidemocratic because one is simply exclusive reftited, the next 

question is what attitudes and actions do Southem Baptists exhibit in the sphere outside 

of the church that would label them democratic or antidemocratic? Chapter V presents 

the findings from a survey conducted of SBC pastors, which attempts to get at the 

question of SBC attitudes towards individuals and groups in the broader society. The 

pastors are the leaders of the SBC, and they are the titular heads of the local church. The 

SBC pastors not only influence their churches; they also reflect their churches. This is 

largely due to the democratic process that churches engage in when searching for a 
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pastor. Each church is responsible for contacting, interviewing, and voting on a 

prospective pastor. This makes the pastors a particularly rich group from which to gather 

data since the pastors have a tendency to reflect their congregations (Guth et al., 1997). 

The Right Wing Authoritarian Scale used by Bob Altemeyer in The Authoritarian 

Specter (1996) is often regarded as a sound way of examining authoritarianism. It may 

be a sound way of identifying authoritarian tendencies, but Altemeyer and others make a 

mistake by using the RWA scale as a surrogate for antidemocratic tendencies. The 

problem with the scale is that evangelical conservatives automatically fail because they 

are asked questions about their core religious beliefs that if they answer tmthfully only 

confirms that their policy preferences differ from Altemeyer's. Altemeyer couches all of 

the work in scientific methodological terms, but it suffers from a fatal flaw: it presumes 

that conservative evangelicals carmot respect democratic principles and still be opposed 

to liberal policy positions. This presumption undermines the rest of Altemeyer's work 

when applied to conservative evangelicals. 

Perhaps an example will suffice to make the point even clearer. Homosexuality is 

a topic that frequently comes up in the research. The questions on these surveys basically 

ask whether or not an individual thinks homosexuality should be accepted as simply 

another viable but equal lifestyle within society (Altemeyer, 1996). The vast majority of 

conservative evangelical respondents would say that homosexuality is a moral 

perversion. Therefore, they would not be supportive of the homosexual lifestyle and 

would not support public policies that seem to legitimize the behavior. However, the 

researchers are asking the wrong question if one is looking at whether or not democratic 

70 



principles exist in the respondent. Instead, questions should be asked about whether or 

not homosexuals have unalterable rights to free speech, political association, and to 

voting. If the respondents agree that such inalienable rights exist, then democratic 

principles are being respected. 

Thus far, it has been demonstrated that Southem Baptist history is a history rich in 

democratic tradition that celebrates the autonomy of each individual believer before God 

through the doctrine of the priesthood of the believer. This has been amply demonstrated 

in the various organizational stmctures of the SBC. All of these stmctures owe their 

existence to a democratic process that starts at the local church level. Democracy within 

the SBC has been historically demonstrated. The critics of democracy within the SBC 

must deal with the fact that the decisions are arrived at democratically even if they do not 

agree with the decisions. Democratic processes have been respected in the SBC. Every 

individual church member within the SBC has a right to vote and a right to association. 

The next major question is whether or not this respect for individual autonomy within the 

SBC extends to the general society. 
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CHAPTER rV 

SURVEY DESIGN AND STATISTICS 

Introduction 

A major component of this study is the SBC Pastor Survey. This survey is 

designed to measure the presence or lack of democratic principles among this group. In 

order to accomplish this goal, the survey had to first be constmcted and tested. How the 

survey was constmcted and tested comprises the first section of this chapter. 

Additionally, section one deals with how statements and questions from the General 

Social Surveys, 1972-1998: Cumulative Data File (GSS) and the National Election 

Studies: Cumulative Data File, 1948-1998 (NES) were used in the constmction of the 

survey instmment. Section two looks at the methods and procedures used in 

administering the survey. Section three examines the compilation and statistical analysis 

of the data generated by the survey. Section four deals with the qualitative, open-ended 

questions in the survey. 

Survey Constmction and Testing 

The first methodological concem in the constmction of the survey was to 

determine the target group. Pastors were chosen because they represent the leadership of 

Southem Baptists. It is unlikely that a group of people will be led anywhere that their 

leadership does not want to take them. Therefore, studying pastors in the SBC provides a 

good indicator of which direction the denomination as a whole is likely to go (Guth et al., 
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1997). Originally, the plan was to use a preexisting list of all Southem Baptist pastors 

and mail a survey to one thousand randomly selected individuals. Two reasons surfaced 

for adopting an altemative plan. First, the mail-out strategy would have been quite 

expensive since the only resources available were personal resources. Second, it had 

become apparent that the mail-out strategy would require multiple mailings, since the 

number of responses to previous SBC pastor surveys had been falling over the years. 

After a three-wave mail-out, it was estimated that a retum rate of forty-percent or less 

was probable (James Guth, Furman University, personal communication, September 20, 

1999). The possibility of poor retum rates greatly enhanced the financial disincentive for 

conducting the survey due to the multiple mailing that would be required. Also, many 

long-distance telephone calls would be needed in order to encourage the pastors to fill out 

the surveys. Basically, the mass mail-out strategy in order to obtain a national sample 

became prohibitive. 

An altemative strategy was to focus on a smaller group of pastors. This had many 

advantages. First, it greatly reduced the cost. Second, the smaller and localized group 

would allow for a much higher response rate. Is it better to have a national survey with a 

low response rate, or is it better to have a localized study with a very high response rate? 

Both strategies have advantages and disadvantages. Basically, the localized intensive 

strategy was chosen for financial reasons, but in many respects it is superior. A mail-out 

survey on a national level could suffer quite a bit from response bias without a great deal 

of follow-up with non-respondents (Babbie, 1990). A nearly one hundred percent 
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response rate with the intensive localized strategy effectively removes the problem of 

response bias. 

There is still a fundamental problem with this strategy: Will the results from this 

localized group be generalizable to all SBC pastors? This concem cannot be totally 

allayed. However, the group chosen for examination is located in a Baptist association 

that is affiliated with the Baptist General Convention of Texas and the Southem Baptist 

Convention. The Brown Baptist Association covers a tri-county area in central Texas 

composed of Brown, Callahan, and Mills counties. There are forty-nine churches in the 

association. The largest city in the geographic region is Brownwood with a population of 

approximately twenty thousand. The pastors of mral central Texas are considered a very 

conservative group. For the purposes of this study, this conservatism could be a good 

thing. Since the findings are supposed to shed light on whether or not conservative 

evangelicals are democratic, the more conservative the group studied, the more valid the 

findings from the study would be. For instance, if another association with more liberal 

pastors had been surveyed, findings favoring democracy could be dismissed as being due 

to the liberal nature of the respondents. 

How do the pastors of the Brown Baptist Association compare with the rest of the 

SBC? On the same seven-point scale used in the survey with " 1 " equaling "extremely 

liberal" and "7" equaling "extremely conservative" (see Appendix B), the pastors in the 

SBC scored 5.39 on the self-identification scale (Guth et al., 1997), while the Brown 

Baptist Association pastors scored 5.35 (see Table 4.1). This places the pastors being 

examined in this study very close to the average conservatism level for all of the pastors 
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in the SBC. Therefore, the findings from this population should be generalizable. 

Though it might not be an exact fit, the researcher should attempt to get as close as 

possible (Pennings, Keman, and Kleinnijenhuis, 1999). The requirement for closeness of 

fit seems to have been accomplished in this localized study. 

The low number of pastors in this study could be problematic. Still, the high 

response rate (87.8%) is a strong point of the study. It would be good to repeat this study 

in other locales and to compare more demographic information with the larger SBC. 

Also, a national survey would be beneficial. However, the findings do seem to be 

generalizable due to the conservative nature of these particular respondents. 

With the target of the survey settled upon, the next step was the actual 

constmction of the survey instmment. The first concem was to keep the survey as short 

as possible without compromising the data that needed to be gathered. A long survey 

would cause many of the pastors to ignore it. The final product required fifty-one 

possible responses with one of the responses being in the form of an open-ended question 

and one of the responses being a combination of an open-ended question and placing 

one's self on a scale. The survey was pre-tested with a small group of pastors in another 

Texas Baptist association. These pastors universally reported that the instmment was not 

too long and, depending on how long one wanted to take with the open-ended responses, 

could be completed in approximately forty-five minutes. Further, none of the pastors in 

the pretest found anything fundamentally wrong with the statements or questions. 

Twenty-four out of thirty-nine statements or questions had something to do with 

democratic attitudes. The remainder of the statements or questions were distracters 
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designed to keep the respondent from guessing at what was being studied. When asked, 

most responded that they felt they were being polled about their attitudes toward specific 

issues and groups. This was essentially correct, but it was also much more. The point of 

the survey seems to have been hidden from most respondents. The twelve remaining 

questions dealt with simple demographic information related to the individuals and their 

respective congregations (see Appendix B). 

The distracter questions were almost universally borrowed from Guth's 1996 

survey of Southem Baptist pastors (personal copy of the survey instmment received from 

Dr. James Guth). Of the substantive questions or statements, many were borrowed 

verbatim from the GSS. This method allowed for direct comparisons between the GSS 

respondents and the SBC Pastor Survey respondents. Some of the GSS questions were 

slightly reworded in order to make them more compatible with the SBC Pastor Survey 

format. One question was borrowed from the NES, but this question had an open-ended 

question added to it in order to aid in the removal of possible bias against conservative 

evangelical respondents. Six questions or statements were self-constmcted and original 

to the survey. These questions or statements did not allow for comparisons with the 

general population, but they did relate very specifically to ascertaining whether or not the 

respondents were democratic or antidemocratic. More specifically, these original 

questions or statements were designed to allow the respondents to express the complexity 

that is often necessary in order to answer fully or respond to a question or statement from 

a conservative evangelical viewpoint. 
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Methods and Procedures for Administration of the Survey 

Originally, the survey was to be administered in a live interview session. It 

became apparent early on that attempting to interview approximately fifty Baptist pastors 

in a timely fashion was going to be quite difficult. On numerous occasions appointments 

had to be broken even if they could be set-up in the first place. Due to the difficulties, 

combinations of interview techniques were used in order to achieve the widest coverage. 

Telephone interviews and mail out questionnaires supplemented live interviews. These 

different data gathering techniques differed only slightly in their outcomes since the 

survey instmment was adhered to quite closely regardless of the technique used. At the 

conclusion of the data gathering, forty-three out of forty-nine possible responses were 

received. A few pastors just never seemed to be available by any technique, making it 

obvious that they did not want to participate. Also, there were some churches without a 

pastor at the time of the survey. 

The first stage of the survey administration was a letter mailed to all of the pastors 

in the association on Howard Payne University, School of Humanities, letterhead. In the 

letter the author introduced himself and told them that they would be receiving either a 

mailed survey with a postage paid retum envelope included or they would be receiving a 

telephone call requesting a live interview or a telephone interview (see Appendix C). 

After stmggling with getting appointments and actually conducting a few interviews, a 

mail-out of the survey was sent to every pastor not previously interviewed. This mail-out 

resulted in twenty-nine surveys being retumed. The remaining fourteen responses were 

gathered by live or telephone interviews. After waiting approximately two weeks for a 
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response to the mail out, the process was begun of personally contacting pastors with 

telephone calls to either schedule appointments or conduct a telephone interview. Many 

pastors upon being contacted preferred to fill out the survey instmment that was very 

often buried on their desks. This eventually resulted in the previously mentioned total of 

twenty-nine surveys being retumed. A few pastors required multiple contacts in order for 

them to cooperate. However, it should be reported that none of the pastors seemed to be 

mde or appeared to be upset about being contacted. 

The master list for the administration of the survey was obtained from the Brown 

Baptist Association. Each pastor was guaranteed absolute anonymity by being assigned a 

random number. This number was matched to pastors on the master sheet, but only their 

number appeared on the survey instmment. In fact, in many of the live and telephone 

interview sessions, the pastors asked about confidentiality even though this had been 

clearly spelled out in the initial contact letter. Confidentiality was very important to 

them, and it was respected in the administration of the survey. It was also stressed to 

them that single responses would not be highlighted, but that the reporting would be done 

in aggregate form. These assurances seemed to allay their fears. 

After about three months of data collection, it had become apparent that all of the 

surveys that could be gathered had been gathered. The final response rate was forty-three 

out of forty-nine for a response rate of 87.8%. For all practical purposes, this constituted 

the population of pastors to be found in the Brown Baptist Association. 
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Compilation and Statistical Analysis 

Upon receiving the data, it was entered into SPSS for statistical analysis. The 

appropriate GSS and NES data was also placed into SPSS so that the comparisons could 

be made between the survey results. Once the data had been placed into SPSS, the proper 

statistical tests needed to be mn on the data. 

Much of the data being gathered in the survey is nominal and ordinal level data. 

The nominal level data can be found in the section of the survey dealing with 

demographic information. Since this involves classification, the statistical tests that can 

be mn with this type of data are primarily simple descriptive statistics like frequencies, 

means, and percentages. However, ordinal level data comprises much of the survey and 

this lends itself to more sophisticated statistical testing. This is particularly tme because 

much of the ordinal level data in this survey can be treated for statistical purposes as if it 

were interval level data due to the scales that are used in the survey (Levin and Fox, 

2000). 

The first concem statistically was which tests needed to be mn in order to 

compare the SBC survey respondents with the GSS and NES survey respondents. A 

potential difficulty soon surfaced since the GSS and NES are obviously samples and the 

SBC survey is basically a population. How do you compare a sample with a population? 

It was determined after much consultation that the population from the SBC survey 

should be treated as if it were a sample since the GSS and NES surveys were obviously 

samples. The population, which constitutes the SBC Pastor Survey, can be treated as a 

sample for statistical purposes especially since the comparison group is obviously a 
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sample. This opened the door for more sophisticated statistical testing. More 

specifically, the t ratio and the related critical value were chosen as an appropriate test to 

mn (Levin and Fox, 2000). 

The data being examined is ordinal level data. The / ratio is designed for interval 

level measurements. However, it is acceptable to sometimes treat ordinal level measures 

as if they are interval levels measures for the purpose of performing more sophisticated 

and meaningful statistical tests. This is allowed when the ordinal level measures are 

fairly evenly spaced. The measures used in this study seem to fit the criteria. Thus, it is 

acceptable to use the more meaningful t ratio and the related critical value. Using this 

statistical test to examine the data greatly increases the data's usefulness (Levin and Fox, 

2000). 

The next area for statistical investigation was the comparisons made between 

subgroups within the SBC survey. The use of statistical tests involving the comparison 

between two means was problematic since the numbers were so small. The 

entire population was forty-three. Some of the subgroups being looked at were much 

lower in number. Further, these statistical tests were designed for use with samples. In 

this instance, the data for the population is virtually known. With this being the case and 

after much consultation, the decision was made to use Pearson's r and the accompanying 

significance test. Pearson's r provides a good way to test for a significant difference 

between two subpopulations within the same population (Kendrick, 2000). 
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Qualitative Responses 

This portion of the survey consisted of two questions that would allow the 

respondent to expand upon a previous response or would allow the respondent to respond 

in a very broad way to the points being studied. The first of these responses allowed the 

respondent to expand upon a question in the survey that asks him to place himself on a 

scale related to roles for women in society (see Appendix B). Allowing the respondent 

an opportunity to respond in an expanded way strengthens the question by taking into 

account the intemal stmggle a Southem Baptist pastor would have in answering a 

question that forces a choice between two realms. In essence, it takes this stmggle into 

account. This is certainly one of the strengths of an open-ended question (Yin, 1994). 

The other question present in the survey stands alone and gives the respondent a 

chance to go in many different directions with the response by allowing a focus on any 

topic or group the respondent desires to write or talk about. However, the question is 

designed to keep the respondent within the parameters of what is being looked at in the 

study (see Appendix B). The detail allowed in the response to this question gives 

someone responding to a questionnaire the opportunity to vent any frustration with the 

survey instmment and to include information that might be pertinent (Yin, 1994). 

Summary 

The survey questions or statements were copied verbatim or in slightly rephrased 

form from the GSS, NES, and Guth's 1996 study of SBC pastors, supplemented with 
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some original questions or statements. This allowed for comparisons between groups and 

for comparisons within the SBC group. The respondents were guaranteed anonymity 

throughout the processes by being assigned a random number for their survey response 

form. The survey survived a pretest intact with no problems being detected. The 

statistical test used to analyze the differences between the GSS/NES groups and the SBC 

group was the t ratio and the accompanying critical value. Analysis of the comparisons 

within the SBC survey was accomplished using Pearson's r and the accompanying test 

for significance. The qualitative open-ended questions allowed the SBC respondents to 

elaborate and expand on issues of interest to the study. The next chapter contains the 

analysis of the data. 
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Table 4.1: Political Ideology 

We hear a lot of talk in politics about liberals and conservatives. How would you classify 
yourself? 

Southem Baptist Pastor Survey Respondents 
Cum 

Value Label Value Freq. Percent Percent 

extremely liberal 1 0 0.0 0.0 

very liberal 2 0 0.0 0.0 

liberal 3 0 0.0 0.0 

moderate 4 6 14.0 14.0 

conservative 5 18 41.9 55.9 

very conservative 6 17 39.5 95.4 

extremely conservative 7 2 4.7 * 100.1 

Total 43 100.0 

Mean 5.349 

* Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS FROM THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Introduction 

The survey of Baptist pastors was designed to examine whether or not SBC 

pastors extend rights of free expression, political organizing, and voting to various groups 

throughout society at a rate at least equal to or greater than the general population. Also, 

the survey was to ascertain whether or not younger and more educated SBC pastors 

extend these rights at a greater rate than the older and less educated pastors. The survey 

instmment contained fifty-one items. Not all of the items are germane to the hypotheses 

being tested. The data will be analyzed in four sections. The first section compares SBC 

pastors and the general population using the General Social Surveys, 1972-1998: 

Cumulative Data File (GSS) and the National Election Studies: Cumulative Data File, 

1948-1998 (NES).' The second section deals with responses to survey items that were 

' There was a concem that with Southem Baptists being such a large segment of 
the population, that it might not be appropriate to keep them in the GSS and NES sample 
that was being compared with the SBC pastor respondents. The large number of 
Southem Baptists might pull the GSS and NES respondent's mean average toward a 
more conservative response. This was really not a large concem for this study since it is 
designed to compare an elite group (SBC pastors) with the general population and a 
demographically similar subgroup. Southem Baptists lay people certainly are part of the 
larger society being studied. Nonetheless, comparisons were made between the GSS and 
NES with all Southem Baptists removed. The findings demonstrate that there is no 
statistically significant difference at p < 0.05 for eleven of the questions/statements being 
studied. One response showed no statistically significant difference at p < 0.02 and 
another showed no significant difference at p < 0.01. Another response was not 
statistically significant at p < 0.001. With these results, the statistical analysis could be 
mn with the Southem Baptist laity left in the GSS and NES samples. 
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original to the survey or cannot be compared with previous results. The third section 

looks at comparisons of subgroups within the SBC pastors who responded to the survey. 

Section four deals with responses to open-ended questions in a nonquantitative fashion. 

Comparisons to the General Population 

The responses to fourteen statements and questions are examined in this section. 

The basic question is "How do the SBC pastors fare in extending democratic rights to 

others when compared with the general population?" Of the fourteen responses 

examined, the SBC pastors scored significantly better than the general population on 

three of the items. There was no statistically significant difference on ten of the items 

between the SBC pastors and the general population. On one item, the SBC pastors 

scored significantly below the general population. On the face of it, these results seem to 

support the hypothesis that democratic rights of free expression, political organizing, and 

voting are extended broadly to others within the society at roughly the same or greater 

rate than the general population extends these rights to others. In all cases the critical 

value is 2.021 at p < 0.05. 

Results and Analyses 

One of the survey items states, "It is best to treat dissenters with leniency and an 

open mind, since new ideas are important to positive change." This statement was 

borrowed from the GSS. The SBC pastors had a mean response of 1.442, and the GSS 

respondents had a mean response of 1.417 on a 0-4 scale (see Appendix B). In 
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calculating the difference between the two means (/ = 0.171), this leads to the acceptance 

of the null hypothesis of no statistically significant difference between the means (see 

Table 5.1). Basically, the SBC pastors support the rights of dissenters at the same rate as 

a cross secfion of Americans in the GSS. The right to dissent is important in any 

discussion of democracy. Toleration of dissension must take place or else the other 

freedoms to expression and association would be meaningless (Schumpeter, 1950; 

Downs, 1957; Cohen, 1972; Rawls, 1971; Dahl, 1982, 1998; Post, 1993; Barry, 1979; 

Hudson, 1995) because only accepted expression would be allowed. It appears that the 

SBC pastors are at least as democratic in this regard as are other Americans. 

The next set of results deals specifically with free speech and compares the results 

from the GSS survey with those of the SBC survey. The statement reads "Under the First 

Amendment guaranteeing free speech, people should be allowed to express their own 

opinions even if they are harmful or offensive to members of other religious or racial 

groups." The GSS respondents registered a mean response of 1.438 and the SBC pastors 

registered a mean response of 1.302 on a 0-4 scale (see Appendix B). Clearly, this shows 

that the SBC pastors are responding in a positive fashion to upholding the democratic 

value of free speech when compared with the GSS respondents. However, the difference 

between the means failed to reach statistical significance with t = -0.751 (see Table 5.1). 

Thus, the null h3T)othesis of no difference between means must be accepted. The SBC 

pastors are at least as supportive of free speech as the cross section of Americans in the 

GSS study. 
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The next topic has been used to prove SBC and conservative evangelical 

authoritarian tendencies for many years: the treatment of women (Rosenberg, 1989; 

Altemeyer, 1981, 1996; Fowler, Hertzke, and Olson, 1999). The GSS asks respondents 

to give their opinion on the statement "Women should take care of mnning their homes 

and leave mnning the country to men." The analysis of this statement allows for an 

examination of the proposed dichotomy that exists within the SBC respondents. In 

other words, is it possible for the leadership of the SBC to be exclusive within their own 

domain, but not take this exclusivity out to the general public arena? Southem Baptists 

have long been against women assuming the ultimate leadership positions within most 

churches. If the SBC pastors were to take this belief out to the general public, this would 

certainly be an evidence of antidemocratic tendencies. The results demonstrate that the 

GSS respondents had a mean response of 1.649 compared to 1.837 for the SBC pastors 

on a 0-4 scale (see Appendix B). This actually favors the SBC pastors and seems to 

demonstrate a commitment to the inclusion of women in the realm outside of the church. 

However, the null hypothesis is accepted with t = 1.663 (see Table 5.1). Statistically, the 

average SBC pastor does not deviate from the response of the average American to this 

statement. 

Whether or not a respondent would vote for a woman presidential candidate is 

considered next. The GSS respondents recorded a mean response of 0.162 and the SBC 

respondents recorded a mean response of 0.093 on a 0-2 scale (see Appendix B). This is 

surprising given the stereotype of Southem Baptists and conservative evangelicals as 

wanting to limit the leadership opportunities of women throughout society. With t = 
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-0.862, the null hypothesis must be accepted of no statistically significant difference 

between the means (see Table 5.1), thus demonstrating that SBC pastors are just as likely 

to support a woman for President as the average American. 

The only example where the SBC pastors scored as less democratic than the GSS 

and NES respondents to a statistically significant degree occurs next. This item was 

taken directly from the NES and contains a scale from "1 to 7" and asks the respondent to 

place themselves on the scale with " 1 " equaling "Women And Men Should Have Equal 

Roles" and "7" equaling "A Woman's Place Is In The Home." Other responses represent 

gradations between the two extremes (see Appendix B). The average NES respondent 

had a mean score of 2.122 while the average SBC pastor respondent scored 2.837. 

Statistically, with t = 3.271, the null hypothesis of no difference between means is 

rejected (see Table 5.1). 

Even though this is the one response where the SBC pastors failed to be at least 

statistically equal to the GSS and NES respondents, there are some mitigating 

circumstances. First, the previous two responses about women mnning the country and a 

woman president seem to capture a commitment to democratic values in this area. 

Second, the wording of the NES study's statement may be biased against conservative 

evangelical respondents. Many of the study's respondents exercised the option in the 

questionnaire and in personal interviews to describe their own views of the relationship 

between men and women. It is apparent from their responses that they were being tom 

by this question. In essence, they were being asked to meld their two worlds together. In 

SBC society, the idea of a complementary relationship between men and women is often 
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stressed (Baptist Faith and Message, 2000). Roles certainly overlap, but each sex has 

areas of life in which they predominate. In their personal lives and in their churches they 

would very often stress the complementary nature of the relationship. Many objected to 

the wording of the statement as leading one to believe that absolutely equal roles are to be 

preferred. Many conservative evangelicals and Southem Baptists would reject this view, 

as they did in the survey instmment by putting a disproportionate number of responses in 

the middle ranges when compared to the NES respondents. Basically, this 

statement/question did not allow the SBC pastors to express themselves in their two 

spheres of existence, ecclesial and civic. 

The present study added a two-pronged question to the original NES 

statement/question in order to provide the pastors an opportunity to express the tension 

between the two spheres. The basic response was that men and women were created 

equal, but with some role differentiation. The pastors very often teach this from the 

pulpit and model it in their lives. However, the pastors were universal in stating that 

human beings are free to choose what their jobs and roles ought to be if they are 

qualified. None of the pastors would put the force of law behind their particular view. 

They were each very careful to emphasize free choice in this matter. These responses are 

covered in greater detail in a subsequent section. Still, it is important to highlight that 

this is the single area where the pastors deviated from the GSS and NES responses to a 

statistically significant degree. 

The statement "People should be allowed to publish and distribute pamphlets to 

protest the government." constitutes the next analysis. The GSS respondents recorded a 
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mean response of 1.192 and the SBC pastors recorded a mean response of 0.651 on a 0-4 

scale (see Appendix B). The null hypothesis of no difference between means is rejected 

with t = -3.129 (see Table 5.1). The SBC pastors differ significantly from the general 

population in their support for freedom of expression when it comes to publishing and 

distributing pamphlets. The data indicates that a Southem Baptist pastor is much more 

likely to support this key component of a democratic society. 

In the GSS the respondent is asked whether or not "Organizing public meetings to 

protest against the govemmenf should be allowed. In order to have an acceptable 

number of responses spread between "disagree" and "agree," it was necessary to rephrase 

the statement. It was rephrased to read "It is acceptable to prevent public meetings that 

protest against the government." To make a comparison and mn the analysis, the GSS 

responses were transformed using SPSS. The responses that were "definitely allowed" 

became "strongly disagree" and the responses that were "probably allowed" became 

"disagree." Likewise, "can't choose" became "not sure" and "probably not allowed" 

became "agree" and "definitely not allowed" became "strongly agree." This was all on a 

0-4 scale (see Appendix B). The subsequent analysis of the responses indicates that the 

GSS respondents had a mean score of 3.082 compared to 3.000 for the SBC survey 

respondents. The test of statistical significance yielded t = -0.420 (see Table 5.1). The 

null hypothesis of no difference between means is thereby accepted. Once again, the 

SBC pastors do not seem to deviate from the score of average Americans. 

The next response set takes freedom of association to another level by examining 

a more activist version of it: protest marches. This rephrased version of a GSS statement 
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is taken from the same series that was examined above. Exactly the same receding was 

necessary in order to make for a valid comparison with the SBC survey respondents. The 

GSS respondents are then asked whether or not "Organizing protest marches and 

demonstrations" should be allowed. The rephrased version for the SBC Survey states 

"Organizing protests, marches, and demonstrations is an unacceptable form of political 

expression." The GSS mean response on a 0-4 scale (see Appendix B) is 2.965. The 

SBC survey response mean is 2.698. With t = -1.347 (see Table 5.1), this causes the null 

hypothesis of no difference between means to be accepted. There is no statistically 

significant difference between the responses of the SBC pastors and the GSS 

respondents. 

The next five response sets deal with groups that are either unpopular among the 

American public or are considered antagonists of conservative evangelicals. Extending 

basic civil rights to these groups is a particularly important test of whether or not 

conservative evangelicals are democratic or not. These are the tough cases. These 

questions elicit "yes," "not sure," or "no" responses on a 0-2 scale (see Appendix B). 

The first of these states, "Suppose an admitted communist wanted to make a speech in 

your community. Should he be allowed to speak, or not?" Even though the negative 

connotations of being a communist may have lessened over the last few years, it seems 

safe to say that communists are still a group that remains very unpopular with the 

American people. The GSS respondents recorded a mean of 0.693 and the SBC pastors 

recorded a mean of 0.163. With / = -3.680 (see Table 5.1), the null hypothesis of no 
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difference between means is rejected. In this case, SBC pastors appear to be much more 

willing to allow a group that is very unpopular to use their rights to free speech. 

Still dealing with communists, the next question is "Suppose the man who is an 

admitted communist is teaching in a public university. Should he be fired, or not?" GSS 

respondents had a mean of 1.194 while the SBC pastors had a mean of 1.558. With / = 

2.495 (see Table 5.1), the null hypothesis of no difference between means is rejected. 

The SBC pastors extend these rights at a significantly greater rate than the average 

American in the GSS. 

The values have decreased from the previous responses about a communist 

making a speech. This is probably due to the educational aspects of the question. 

Transmitting these ideas to other people with even the tacit support of a public university 

was troublesome to some of the pastors. Basically, the numbers decreased because some 

see this as a leap from personal expression to tacit public approval. Still, nearly three-

fourths of the SBC pastors supported the right of this teacher to continue teaching at a 

public university despite expressing disdain for the message that might be propagated. 

Many of the pastors were quick to point out that they would support the right of a private 

university to fire this individual. 

Homosexual speech is the next topic to be analyzed. Conservative evangelicals 

have been very active in opposing many aspects of the gay rights agenda. Without 

getting bogged down in the details surrounding this opposition, conservative evangelicals 

basically see homosexuality as a perverse lifestyle with destmctive consequences for both 

the individual and society. This opposition is, however, grounded in a religious/moral 
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viewpoint. The pertinent question is not whether or not one opposes homosexuality, but 

whether or not one will allow homosexuals the right to politically express themselves, 

politically organize, and vote. In other words, homosexuals have the right to push their 

agenda items, but so does their opposition. The key is that each side must allow the other 

to keep and exercise basic rights accorded to all citizens. The question to be examined is 

"Suppose an admitted homosexual wanted to make a speech in your community. Should 

he be allowed to speak, or not?" The mean response rate of the GSS respondents was 

0.361 and the SBC pastor response rate was 0.163. The null hypothesis of no difference 

between means is accepted with / = -1.711 (see Table 5.1). The SBC pastors would allow 

the speech to take place at statistically the same rate as the GSS respondent. However, 

the findings seem to show that the SBC respondents might even do better than the GSS 

respondents. So, despite being staunchly against the homosexual lifestyle, the SBC 

pastors do seem overwhelmingly to support the right of homosexuals to speak out, thus 

affirming their freedom of expression. 

Just as with the communist example mentioned earlier, the next question 

examines whether or not an admitted homosexual should be fired from teaching at a 

public university. As with the communist teaching responses, the SBC pastors expressed 

concemed that homosexuality might be getting tacit government approval. Some of the 

respondents tended to see a difference between personal expression and the tacit public 

approval that comes from teaching at a public university. Once more, the SBC pastors 

were quick to point out that a private university could release this individual if they found 

the behavior to be contrary to their beliefs. The findings demonstrate that the GSS 
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respondents recorded a mean response of 1.529 and the SBC pastors recorded a mean 

response rate of 1.535. With / = 0.047 (see Table 5.1), the null hypothesis of no 

difference between means is accepted. SBC pastors appear to be no more likely to fire 

the homosexual teacher than the average American. These results seem to demonstrate 

that the SBC pastors surveyed are willing to extend these expression rights to 

homosexuals even into the public university classroom. 

Someone who is against all churches and religion is the focus of the next analysis. 

This is a particularly good question to examine because it is a direct attack on religious 

Americans. Will the SBC pastors allow someone who is against all churches and religion 

to speak in their community? The question on the SBC pastor survey was slightly 

changed to read "Suppose a person who is against all churches and religion wanted to 

give a speech in your community. Is it acceptable to stop the speech from happening?" 

The GSS respondents were recoded in order to match the SBC survey respondents. The 

two forms of the question are extremely similar so the recoding does not seem to be 

problematic. GSS respondents scored a mean of 1.720 and the SBC respondents scored a 

mean of 1.837 on a 0-2 scale (see Appendix B). With t = 1.581 (see Table 5.1), the null 

hypothesis of no difference between means must be accepted. The SBC respondents 

have at least the same response rate as the general population, but the better mean score 

of the SBC pastors seems to indicate that there might be a greater respect for the right to 

engage in this type of anitreligious and antichurch speech. This is particularly surprising 

since this type of speech is a direct attack on the pastors. 
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Even though there is a subsequent section of this chapter that deals with questions 

in the survey that do not lend themselves to comparisons with the GSS or the NES; it 

seems most appropriate to introduce one of these questions at this point. The SBC survey 

asks, "If a person is against all churches and religion, should this person be allowed to 

teach at a public college or university?" The GSS did not ask a question similar to this 

one, but it seems appropriate to examine this type of question since it often appears in 

relation to the other responses. SBC respondents recorded a mean of 0.535 (see Table 

5.1) on a 0-2 scale (see Appendix B). Again, there are no GSS responses to compare this 

to. This is a drop of 0.302 in the mean from the previous response about granting this 

individual the right to speak. As stated in some of the earlier responses, teaching at a 

public college or university is seen by some as a definite broadening of the right to free 

expression because the university could be seen as giving tacit approval to antireligious 

and antichurch speech or behavior. This could account for the drop in the numbers from 

simply allowing this individual to speak. Still, it should be pointed out that a sizable 

majority (72.1%) of the SBC respondents supported this person's right to teach at a 

public university. The responses to antireligious and antichurch individuals being 

allowed to speak and teach seemingly demonstrate willingness on the part of the SBC 

pastors to extend these basic democratic rights to even their worst critics. 

The last question to be looked at in this comparison section involves offensive 

racist speech. The GSS question reads "Suppose a man wanted to give a speech in your 

community claiming that Blacks are genetically inferior. Should he be allowed to speak, 

or not?" This question is pertinent to the research because allowing blatantly racist 
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speech requires a great deal of toleration. The GSS respondents scored a mean of 0.766 

compared to the mean score of 0.535 for the SBC pastors on a scale of 0-2 (see Appendix 

B). Statistically, these two response rates are not significantly different with / = -0.641 

(see Table 5.1). The pastors are just as likely, and maybe more so based on the mean 

scores, to allow blatantly racist speech to take place. Many of the pastors wanted to make 

it clear that they do not support racist speech in any form or fashion, but that it was 

important for there to be protections for this type of offensive speech or else free speech 

rights could be put in jeopardy for everyone. 

Demographically Similar Group 

The SBC Pastor Survey respondents were also compared with a demographically 

similar group from both the GSS and NES. People who were college graduates, white, 

and male were extracted from the data sets and analyzed. College graduates were also 

extracted from the SBC Survey respondents so that the comparison would be accurate. 

The same statistical tests were mn using these two groups as were used in the previous 

section: t ratio and the related critical value. The results were also fundamentally the 

same. Of the fourteen comparisons analyzed, only one showed a statistically significant 

difference. The question dealing with equal roles for women once more showed that the 

non-SBC respondents did significantly better on the question. The NES group had a 

mean response of 2.03 and the SBC Survey group had a mean response of 2.935. With 

t = 3.467, the null hypothesis of no difference between means had to be rejected at a 

critical value of 2.021 (see Table 5.2). However, the same mitigating circumstances 
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apply here that applied when the SBC respondents were compared to the general 

population. Basically, the tension between the church domain and the secular world tend 

to push the pastors toward more mid scale responses. The open ended question added to 

this NES question helped the pastors explain their thinking thus allowing for a fuller 

response and better explained response. 

The results from this comparison support the hypothesis that even this 

demographically similar group was not any more democratic than the SBC respondents. 

These findings lend further support to the overall hypothesis that there are no statistically 

significant differences with the American people on the whole. Scoring virtually the 

same as the most educated people in our society on the fundamental definition of 

democracy used in this study seemingly moves the bar up for those wishing to hang the 

antidemocratic label on Southem Baptists and possibly evangelical conservatives. For 

the data on the other thirteen variables see Appendix D. 

Noncomparative Results 

There are five statements on the SBC survey that do not lend themselves to 

comparisons since there is no GSS or NES counterpart. The statements are related to 

some of the previously analyzed comparisons, but they do require individual treatment. 

All of the statements are original to the survey used in this study. These statements were 

designed to allow the SBC respondents to express democratic values in a way that does 

not force them to express approval for the issue, group, or lifestyle. Many times surveys 

have confused lack of support for a particular position or group with lack of democratic 
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values (Stouffer, 1955; Sullivan, Pierson, and Marcus, 1982; Altemeyer, 1981, 1996; 

Nunn, Crocket, and Williams, 1978). These statements are an attempt to correct for this 

bias. The first statement reads "Homosexuals should be prevented from forming and/or 

participating in political associations." This statement goes to the very heart of the 

democratic value of freedom of association. Will the SBC pastors respect this absolutely 

necessary part of the democratic definition? Too often, SBC pastors and conservative 

evangelicals more broadly are asked about policy positions regarding homosexuality. 

Their responses are confused with antidemocratic tendencies. This statement cuts right to 

the heart of the matter by asking directly about something that is fundamental to the 

definition of democracy without any sidebars about policy positions favored by the 

researcher. According to the responses, 83.7% of the pastors surveyed disagreed with 

preventing homosexuals from forming political associations. However, 14.0% would 

prevent homosexuals from forming political associations. The mean score on a 0-4 scale 

was 2.907 (see Table 5.3). 

Without comparative data from other sources, it is impossible to say how SBC 

pastors stack up against the general population. Still, this high percentage favoring the 

right of homosexuals to form political associations bodes well for conservative 

evangelical and Southem Baptist respect for this key component of democracy. Respect 

for this right is accorded with such a large percentage even to a group that the vast 

majority of conservative evangelicals vehemently oppose on moral grounds. 

The next statement examined statement is very similar to the previous statement. 

The difference is that it deals less with the right of homosexuals to form political 
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associations and more with the natural right that follows such association: the right to 

public expression of those views. The statement reads "People who believe that 

homosexuality is an acceptable lifestyle should be allowed to hold public meetings 

expressing their views." The right to association means very little without the right to 

follow-up that association with free expression in public. The SBC pastors support this 

right by 90.7% to 7.0% with 2.3% "not sure." The mean score on this scale of 0-4 was 

0.837 (see Table 5.3). Again, comparisons cannot be made, but this demonstrates that an 

overwhelming majority of SBC pastors favor the rights of homosexuals to espouse their 

viewpoints in public. 

The next statement deals very directly with the issue of freedom of association in 

the statement "An individual's right to freedom of association is inviolable. (Of course, 

illegal activities are excepted.)." The SBC pastors agreed with this statement by a margin 

of 86.1% to 4.7% with 9.3% being "not sure" and had a mean score of 0.767 on a 0-4 

scale (see Table 5.3). This response is essentially the same as the response for 

homosexuals having freedom of association. This seems to support a broad based view 

among SBC pastors that freedom of association is fundamental to the rights of all 

Americans regardless of policy positions or antagonism between groups competing on 

the public policy stage. Respect for the democratic rights to free association and 

expression for one's opponents seemingly exist among the SBC pastors. 

Freedom of expression and association are vital to the definition of democracy, 

but without the freedom to vote, it means very little. Hence, a statement was included in 

the SBC survey about voting. Basically, do all Americans have the right to vote without 
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qualification? Of course, convicted felons, children, and the mentally infirm are 

excepted. Not surprisingly, the SBC pastors in the survey supported the unqualified right 

to vote by a staggering margin of 97.7% to 2.3% with a mean score of 0.535 on a 0-4 

scale (see Table 5.3). This, coupled with the great support for freedom of association and 

expression, tends to support the view that the SBC pastors are indeed a very democratic 

group under the working definition of democracy used in this research. 

The last freestanding statement without a comparison to an outside group states 

"Women have the right to work outside the home if they wish to do so." This is very 

germane to the question of whether or not conservative evangelicals are antidemocratic. 

Many critics of conservative evangelicals put forth the notion that if conservative 

evangelicals gained sufficient electoral power, they would attempt to legislate women 

back into their homes. Yet, 97.7% of the SBC pastors in this survey support the right of 

the individual woman to choose whether or not to work outside of the home if they want 

to with a mean score of 0.465 on a 0-4 scale. In fact, none of the SBC pastors disagreed 

with the statement. One pastor in the survey marked "not sure" thus comprising 2.3% of 

the survey (see Table 5.3). Many of the respondents expressed their personal view that 

more women should choose to stay home with the children, but they clearly pointed out 

that this was not an area for legislation and that any movement toward more women 

staying home to care for children should be based on free choice. The pastors saw their 

job as trying to persuade. Many also pointed out that, in their estimation, the economy 

makes it very difficult for parents to subsist on one income. This statement is particularly 
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good for this survey because it avoids some of the ambiguity that some previous survey 

items often contain. 

Comparisons Within the Survey 

Before the comparisons within the survey can begin, it is helpful to look at some 

basic demographic information related to the SBC survey respondents. There were forty-

three respondents to the survey. Table 5.4 gives the age breakdown of the group. 

Twenty-four of the respondents were forty-nine years old or below with nineteen of the 

respondents being fifty years old or older. The range was from twenty-nine years old to 

seventy-seven years old. The mean age was 48.07. 

Table 5.4 gives the highest level of education attained. They appear to be a very 

educated group with 27.9% doing some postgraduate work, 44.2% having their highest 

level of work being a college degree, 20.9% having at least some college, and 

7.0% having a high school diploma as their highest level of educational achievement. 

None of the respondents had less than a high school diploma. The percentage of those 

possessing a college degree was 72.1%. Table 5.4 presents the types of colleges and 

universities that respondents attended. The SBC pastors attended religiously affiliated 

colleges 60.5% of the time. The vast majority of these were Baptist colleges and 

universities. Secular institutions account for 27.9% of the group. Strictly Bible colleges 

made up 4.7% of the group with 7.0% having never attended college. 

The last pertinent area of demographic information involves the level of 

theological education. The SBC survey respondents indicated in Table 5.4 that 11.6% 
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have no formal theological education while 9.3% claim Bible college training. The 

discrepancy between the earlier figure of 4.7% attending Bible college and 9.3% claiming 

Bible college training is due to the fact that some of the respondents started at Bible 

colleges but transferred to other institutions. Also, some of the respondents who 

graduated from secular institutions took some courses at Bible colleges subsequent to 

secular school graduation. 20.9% of the pastors had some seminary education with many 

of them currently enrolled in seminary. A large percentage of pastors had completed 

seminary degrees as their highest level of theological work (44.2%). Postgraduate 

theological work had either been completed or had been done by 14.0% of the pastors. 

The number of comparisons possible by creating subgroups within this survey is 

staggering. The data analyzed in this study will deal exclusively with two of the six 

hypotheses because these contain the basis for the comparisons that will be made. The 

hypotheses state: 

Younger and more educated SBC pastors are more likely to keep the sphere of 
exclusivity within the church and the more inclusive sphere of the broader society 
separate. Also, younger pastors are more likely to maintain the distinction 
between the two realms when compared to older pastors even when both have 
similar educational backgrounds. 

Greater levels of education will make one more cognizant of democratic rights 
being extended broadly within the society. This should hold for both secular and 
theological educational attainment. Secular education should result in a more 
democratic outlook because it helps to keep the two spheres of existence distinct. 

The first comparison to be covered will be younger versus older pastors followed by a 

comparison between college graduates and those who have not graduated college. Next, 

those who attended religious schools are compared with those who attended secular 

schools. Seminary graduates are compared with nongraduates in the next section. The 
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last area to be compared is younger college graduates with older college graduates and 

younger nongraduates with older nongraduates. The comparisons will be made using 

Pearson's r and the accompanying significance level. Significance is set at p < 0.05. 

Younger versus Older Pastors 

The first two groups to be compared are the pastors through the age of forty-nine 

and the pastors who are fifty years old or older. The hypothesis is that the younger 

pastors will be more democratic than the older pastors. None of the variables examined 

reached statistical significance so the hypothesis must be rejected. However, the question 

regarding equal roles for women provided some interesting data. The response set of "1 -

7" on the scale did not reach statistical significance, but the breakdown of the responses 

in interesting nonetheless. The younger pastors gave women a " 1 " at 41.7% while the 

older pastors scored women at " 1 " 21.1% of the time. This was on a scale from "1-7" 

with " 1 " being "equal roles" and "7" being "A woman's place is in the home." This does 

seem to show that the younger pastors are more likely to see women's roles as equal. 

Still, if "1-3" is cumulatively scored, the younger pastors score 66.7% and the older 

pastors score 63.2% (see Table 5.5). In other words, the older pastors make up ground 

very quickly. A slight generational divide does seem to be present in relation to the roles 

of women in the broader society. However, it should be pointed out that large numbers 

of pastors from both age groups stress role differentiation within their own churches, but 

they were quick to point out that this does not necessarily extend to the broader society. 
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Less versus More Education 

The next comparison was mn between those with high school to some college and 

those who had graduated college. The hypothesis is that those with more education 

would be more democratic than those with less education. Only two of the variables 

examined were statistically significant. College graduates are more likely to treat 

dissenters with leniency (Pearson's r = 0.304, significance = 0.048, see Table 5.6). This 

does seem to be consistent with the hypothesis, but those with less education are more apt 

to allow opinions that are harmful or offensive to other religious or racial groups 

(Pearson's r = -0.357, significance = 0.019, see Table 5.6). The only explanation I can 

offer is that possibly there is something about the college experience that causes one to 

outright reject a person's right to engage in this type of speech. Maybe the lack of 

tolerance that we are seeing around the U.S. for "politically incorrect" speech on 

university and college campuses is "mbbing off on many of these individuals while they 

are attending colleges and universities. However, with only one variable supporting the 

hypothesis that more education equals a more democratic outlook and one variable 

mnning absolutely counter to the hypothesis, the hypothesis must be rejected. 

Again, even though the question on women's roles did not reach statistical 

significance, there are features about the responses that merit attention. On the scale of 

"1-7" with " 1 " being "equal roles" and "7" being "A woman's place is in the home," it is 

found that by summing the responses of "1-3," those with less education score 83.3% and 

college graduates score 58.1%. College graduates did record " 1 " more often than their 

counterparts, but it does not seem to offset this difference (see Table 5.5). Basically, this 
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finding seems counterintuitive, but it could be that college graduates move in circles that 

make it more economically feasible for women to stay home. 

Secular versus Religious Education 

The findings on the comparisons between those receiving secular and religious 

education in their university or college were not supportive of the hypothesis that secular 

education would help the pastors differentiate between the secular and religious realms. 

None of the findings reached statistical significance. Once more, the findings on the 

question dealing with the roles of women are interesting even though it did not reach 

statistical significance. The data shows that the secular school group gave women a " 1 " 

on the "1-7" at a 58.3% rate while the religious school group gave them 25.0%. This is 

with the scale being " 1 " for "equal roles" between men and women and "7" being "A 

woman's place is in the home." This difference disappears when response rates for "1-3" 

are summed. When this is done, the secular schooled pastors score 66.6% and the 

religious schooled pastors scored 64.3% (see Table 5.5). It does seem to show that 

secular schooling might push the SBC pastors in this survey more toward the "equal 

roles" response. Still, the hypothesis that secular education is more likely to foster 

democratic principles must be rejected based on these findings. 

Theological Education 

The hypothesis that greater theological education would result in greater respect 

for democratic principles was not supported by the data. Only one response 
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demonstrated a significant difference with Pearson's r = 0.319 and significance = 0.037 

(see Table 5.6). This was the question about whether or not it was acceptable to stop the 

speech of someone who was against all churches and religion. Those without a seminary 

degree were more likely to say that the speech should be stopped. 16.7% answered 

"don't know" to the question and 5.6% answered "yes" to stopping the speech. Only 

4.1% of the seminary graduates answered "yes" to stopping the speech. This response is 

the only one that reached statistical significance, so the hypothesis that those with higher 

levels of theological education would be more democratic seems to be false. 

The results for the question about equal roles for women produced interesting 

findings once again, even though it did not reach statisfical significance. Individuals with 

no or only some seminary training placed 77.8% of their responses in "1-3" while 

56.0% of those with seminary degrees were in the "1-3" category. It could be that the 

seminarians more readily experience the tension existing between the two realms because 

the mode for this group was "4" (see Table 5.5). Still, greater levels of theological 

education did not seem to precipitate a more democratic outlook. 

Younger and Older Pastors with Similar Educational Backgrounds 

The final comparison group looks at younger pastors versus older pastors, but 

they are also divided by whether or not they have high school to some college or are 

college graduates. This means that younger high school to some college pastors are 

compared to older high school to some college pastors. Likewise, younger college 

graduates are compared to older college graduates. The hypothesis is that the younger 
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groups will do better even when education is similar. None of the responses reached 

statistical significance. 

Again, the results from the question on equal roles for women are interesting even 

though it did not make it to statistical significance. The younger high school to some 

college group favored equal roles for women by scoring " 1 " on a "1-7" scale by a margin 

of 33.3% to 16.6%. When this scale is expanded out to encompass responses "1-3," the 

younger group outscores the older group by 100% to 66.6%. In only one instance did the 

younger college graduates outscore the older college graduates. 44.4% of the younger 

group gave a " 1 " as their response to women having equal roles while 23.1% of the older 

college graduates gave a " 1 " as their response. Interestingly, the advantage for the 

younger group evaporates when the responses to "1-3" are summed. When this is done, 

the younger college graduates record 55.5% and the older college graduates record 

61.6%. The advantage actually disappears and switches to the older group (see Table 

5.5). These comparisons give a shght edge to the younger pastors, but the basic 

hypothesis that the younger pastors would do better even when educational backgrounds 

were similar must be rejected. 

Qualitative Findings 

The survey had two places that allowed for written or verbal responses to open 

ended questions. These responses did not lend themselves to quantitative analysis, but 

are reported here. First, an addition was made to the NES question regarding the role of 

women. This is the question that asks respondents to place themselves on a scale from 
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"1-7" with " 1 " being "Women And Men Should Have Equal Roles" and "7" being "A 

Woman's Place Is In The Home." It was my contention that this question was 

problematic, because it did not allow the pastors to differentiate between their 

church/private sphere and the public sphere. The following was added to the question in 

order to allow them to express this dichotomy: "Please describe your views on the 

relationship between men and women. Would you be willing to put the force of law 

behind your view? In other words, is this a matter of free choice or is it a matter for 

public mandate?" Many of the pastors took this opportunity to respond. One pastor 

basically said that there should be strict separation between roles, but would not put the 

force of law behind his viewpoint. No pastor expressed outright support for total role 

equality, but without exception they stressed that in the public sphere these types of 

decisions must be individual choices. More than a few pastors expressed concem that 

their own congregations do not seem to be placing emphasis on biblical roles. However, 

when pressed in the live interviews, they would not ever do more than preach sermons on 

the subject and attempt personal persuasion even within their own congregation. This 

hardly sounds like a group that wants to force women throughout society back into 

subservient roles. 

Many took the time to write or express themselves verbally on the complementary 

nature of the relationship between men and women. They stressed equality between the 

sexes before God, but different roles. This is the basic teaching of most Baptist churches 

(Baptist Faith and Message, 2000). Still, they stressed freedom to make these decisions 

in both their conversation and written responses. As a group they felt strongly that 
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women's opportunities in the larger society should only be bounded by their ability, 

personal choices, and pragmatic concems. For instance, some of them mentioned women 

in combat and in professions that require a greater degree of physical strength like 

firefighting. These respondents were opposed to things like lowering physical standards 

in order to let women compete, arguing that it would compromise national security and 

personal safety. When asked to expound in live interviews, they confessed that this 

probably only applied to a few very specific jobs like that of ground soldiers or actually 

entering a buming building on rescue attempts. 

With these pragmatic concems aside, perhaps their overwhelming willingness to 

vote for a woman president demonstrates their ability to operate in two spheres. It is 

unlikely that very many of the respondents would vote for a woman pastor or 

denominational leader, but they would do so in the broader society. This seems to be 

illustrative of the two-sphere approach proposed in this study. Basically, they have some 

very firm beliefs about the relationships between men and women, but they support the 

individual's right to choose on the matter. They might even call some of these choices 

"wrong," but as a group they would not force anyone to agree with them. Persuasion 

seems to be the key. In fact, the word "persuasion" came up quite often in the interviews 

and in the written responses. 

Many expressed open fi-ustration when presented with the scale, possibly 

reflecting conflict between the two spheres of existence. The result in many cases was a 

compromise and placement of a middle range value. This is a prime example of a 

question that might assume that conservative evangelicals are antidemocratic because 
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they respond further up the scale. However, it fails to address the dichotomous nature of 

the conservative evangelical's existence. The open-ended response helped to define the 

question a great deal and, when coupled with some of the other survey responses, seems 

to put to rest the idea that conservative evangelicals are bent on subjugating women and 

placing them into subservient roles through the force of legislation. For anyone willing 

to look more deeply into the complexity of this question, it seems apparent that 

conservative evangelicals are not what many in the media and academia have made them 

out to be. Instead, they are committed to individual freedom in how people order these 

relationships. 

The other open-ended question that elicited response was "If you had to describe 

what you think makes America great, what would those things be? Conversely, what are 

the major threats to America and what should be done about these threats?" Not 

surprisingly, homosexuals, communists, feminists, and the media were often brought up 

as groups that are threats to America. The American Civil Liberties Union was even 

brought up by name on occasion. Some of these groups were included in the survey. To 

be fair, most of these groups would also list conservative evangelicals as major threats to 

America. Therefore, it is not surprising that conservative evangelicals would list them as 

threats on their own lists. Significantly, none of the pastors in these open-ended 

questions called for limiting the democratic rights of these groups. Instead, they 

emphasized the need to exercise their own democratic rights in opposition to these 

groups. This is supported by the findings of this survey. Many expressed the idea that 

the best way to combat these threats is to "preach the word" and educate people about the 
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issues. The need for more conservative evangelical involvement was brought up quite 

often. The findings from this open-ended question seem to support the idea that these 

SBC pastors want only to engage in the public dialogue necessary to put their position 

forward. They would not limit their opposition's use of the same democratic devices. 

What many of them put down on paper or said in live interviews about what 

makes America great further supports this. Many put down or answered with words or 

phrases like "freedom" or "The Bill of Rights" or "The Constitution." There was 

definitely an emphasis on ideas and ideals that would probably be mentioned by most 

Americans. Some went into great detail and listed freedoms like the freedom of religion, 

press, and peaceable assembly. A majority also included something about America's 

godly heritage and how respect and reverence for God has been a primary component of 

America's greatness. Basically, these responses echoed a patriotism that is common 

throughout American society. An examination of the civil religious implications of this 

would be interesting in some future study. As for there being anything antidemocratic in 

these responses, the findings seem to show quite the contrary. With words like 

"freedom" continually laced into their responses, at least the rhetoric of democracy is 

present. If the rhetoric is to be believed, and the statistical analyses seem to say that it 

should be believed, the SBC pastors are a group of people committed to insuring rights 

and liberties throughout the society. 
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Summary 

The comparison between the SBC respondents and the GSS and NES respondents 

shows that there is no significant difference between the two groups on ten of the 

fourteen statements and questions examined. Further, there is a statistically significant 

difference that favors the SBC pastors on three items. Only once in fourteen comparisons 

do the SBC pastors score significantly below the GSS and NES respondents, and even in 

this case there are mitigating circumstances and problems with the question. The results 

from a comparison between SBC pastors and a similar group from the GSS/NES studies 

further strengthen the findings of this study. The comparison was made with other white, 

male, and college educated respondents from the GSS/NES studies. There was only one 

statistically significant difference out of fourteen comparisons and it related to the roles 

of women. As explained earlier, the question regarding equal roles for women was 

problematic for the SBC pastors. All of this data points quite consistently to upholding 

the hypothesis that SBC pastors uphold the democratic values of free expression, free 

association, and adult voting rights. This even applies to groups that are considered 

moral and political opponents. In fact, the SBC pastors in this survey on occasion hold 

these democratic values in higher regard than the average American respondent in the 

GSS and NES surveys. This is hardly the overzealous, authoritarian, antidemocratic 

group that many conservative evangelical critics make them out to be. Instead, there 

seems to be some tmth to the assertion that much of the opposition to conservative 

evangelicals is actually due to policy differences. Whether one is democratic or not has 

not been the real question behind much of the previous research. Actually, what has been 
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studied is whether or not one agrees with particular favored policy positions or societal 

groups. This study has not been the first to point this out (Wald, 1992; Stouffer, 1955; 

Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus, 1982). However, this study does seem to be the first to 

directly challenge the authoritarian and antidemocratic charge by offering a standard 

definition of democracy that does not include preferred policy positions and that allows 

for respondents to hold exclusivist religious positions in one realm and express 

themselves differently in a broader public realm. In this study, at least, the 

antidemocratic charge leveled against conservative evangelicals does not hold when 

applied to SBC ministers. This bodes well for deflating the broader charge of 

antidemocratic tendencies made against all conservative evangelicals since this group is 

not going to go anywhere that their leaders do not take them. Also, since SBC churches 

choose their own pastors, the pastors have a tendency to reflect the views and positions of 

the local congregation (Guth et al., 1997). 

There were five noncomparative responses that dealt with statements not found in 

any form within the GSS or the NES, but were pertinent to the democratic questions 

being examined in this study. These were reported on by using simple frequencies, 

percentages, and means. These statements are original to the survey and designed to 

remove statement bias that tends to force a religious individual automatically into an 

antidemocratic category. The percentages favoring a democratic position are 83.7%, 

90.7%, 86.1%, 97.7%, and 97.7% (see Table 5.3). These statements ask about 

democratic rights in both a generic and in a specific group sense. While comparisons 

with other groups cannot be made, it is obvious that these responses are very highly 
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positioned in favor of supporting democratic rights. Again, this is hardly what one would 

have expected from authoritarian and antidemocratic people. 

The hypotheses about comparisons within the survey did not fare very well. The 

hypothesis about how younger pastors would be more democratic than older pastors was 

soundly rejected in every area. Greater levels of education among the SBC pastors also 

did not result in better scores for the more educated. The only two instances that were 

significantly different had one favoring the more educated and the other favoring the less 

educated. Whether the undergraduate institution was religious or secular also did not 

make any difference. Those without seminary degrees scored similarly to those 

possessing degrees. The only exception being that seminarians significantly outscored 

those without seminary degrees on allowing speech that was offensive to religion. With 

examples of statistically significant differences being so few, none of the hypotheses 

involving comparisons within the SBC survey group held up under statistical analysis. 

As discussed in detail earlier, the qualitative finding were tied to open-ended 

questions that allowed the respondent to voice or write either in favor or against 

democratic values. Many gave detailed responses that tended to support the idea that 

there was a tension between the religious realm and the broader society. The 

respondents, however, did indicate an ability to cognitively bridge this gap. Many 

previous surveys do not allow the respondent to express the complexity often found in a 

religious position. This section of the SBC survey allowed for more detailed responses in 

order to overcome this weakness. Again, the respondents demonstrated an ability to 

communicate their positions and divide them between the two realms. 
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The overall findings of this chapter support the fundamental hypothesis that 

Southem Baptists as seen through their leadership, and conservative evangelicals more 

broadly, are indeed as democratic as the average American and in some instances even 

more so. The hypotheses about subgroups within the survey did not hold up well. Still, 

the basic hypothesis that the SBC pastors would be just as democratic as the average 

American did hold up, and it also held up when comparisons were made with a 

demographically similar group from the GSS/NES. 
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Table 5.1: Data from SBC Survey and GSS/NES Comparisons 

Question 

It is best to treat dissenters with leniency and 
an open mind, since new ideas are important to 
positive change. 

GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

1.417 1.442 0.171 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

Under the First Amendment guaranteeing free 
speech, people should be allowed to express their 
own opinions even if they are harmful or offensive 
to members of other religious or racial groups. 

1.438 1.302 -0.751 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

Women should take care of mnning their homes 
and leave mnning the country to men. 

1.649 1.837 1.663 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

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

0.162 0.093 •0.862 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

Recently there has been a lot of talk about 
women's rights. Some people feel that women 
should have an equal role with men in mnning 
business, industry, and government. (Suppose 
these people these people are at one end of the 
scale at point 1.) Others feel that a woman's 
place is in the home. (Suppose these people are 
at the other end of the scale, at point 7.) And, of 
course, some other people have opinions 
somewhere in between, at points 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6. 
Where would you place yourself on the scale? 

2.122 2.837 3.271 
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Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

People should be allowed to publish and distribute 1.192 
pamphlets to protest the government. 

Question 

0.651 -3.129 

GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

It is acceptable to prevent public meetings that 3.082 
protest against the government. 

3.000 -0.420 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

Organizing protests, marches, and demonstrations 2.965 
is an unacceptable form of political expression. 

2.698 1.347 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

Suppose an admitted communist wanted to make 
a speech in your community. Should he be 
allowed to speak, or not? 

0.693 0.163 -3.680 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

Suppose the man who is an admitted communist 
is teaching in a public university. Should he be 
fired, or not? 

1.194 1.558 2.495 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

Suppose an admitted homosexual wanted to make 0.361 
a speech in your community. Should he be 
allowed to speak, or not? 

0.163 1.711 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

Suppose the man who is an admitted homosexual 
is teaching in a public university. Should he be 
fired, or not? 

1.529 1.535 0.047 
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Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

Suppose a person who is against all churches and 1.720 1.837 1.581 
religion wanted to give a speech in your 
community. Is it acceptable to stop the speech 
from happening? 

Question SBC Mean 

If a person is against all churches and religion, 0.535 
should this person be allowed to teach at a public 
college or university? 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

Suppose a man wanted to give a speech in your 0.766 0.535 -0.641 
community claiming that Blacks are genetically 
inferior. Should he be allowed to speak, or not? 
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Table 5.2: Data from SBC Survey and NES Survey Compared 

Question NES Mean SBC Mean / value 

Recently there has been a lot of talk about 2.030 2.935 3.467 
women's rights. Some people feel that women 
should have an equal role with men in mnning 
business, industry, and government. (Suppose 
these people these people are at one end of the 
scale at point 1.) Others feel that a woman's 
place is in the home. (Suppose these people are 
at the other end of the scale, at point 7.) And, of 
course, some other people have opinions 
somewhere in between, at points 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6. 
Where would you place yourself on the scale? 

119 



Table 5.3: Statements Original to the Survey (SBC Survey Respondents) 

Question 

Homosexuals should be 
prevented from forming and/or 
participating in political 
associations. 

Total 

Mean 2.907 

Question 

People who believe that 
homosexuality is an acceptable 
lifestyle should be allowed to 
hold public meetings expressing 
their views. 

Value Label 

strongly agree 
agree 
not sure 
disagree 
strongly disagree 

Value Label 

strongly agree 
agree 
not sure 
disagree 
strongly disagree 

Value 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Value 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Freq. 

2 
4 
1 

25 
11 

43 

Freq. 

15 
24 

1 
2 
1 

% 

4.7 
9.3 
2.3 

58.1 
25.6 

100.0 

% 

34.9 
55.8 

2.3 
4.7 
2.3 

Cum. % 

4.7 
14.0 
16.3 
74.4 

100.0 

Cum. % 

34.9 
90.7 
93.0 
97.7 

100.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Mean 0.837 

Question Value Label Value Freq. % Cum. % 

An individual's right to freedom 
of association is inviolable. (Of 
course, illegal activities are 
excepted.) 

strongly agree 
agree 
not sure 
disagree 
strongly disagree 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

18 
19 
4 
2 
0 

41.9 
44.2 

9.3 
4.7 
0.0 

41.9 
86.0 
95.3 

100.0 
100.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Mean 0.767 

Question Value Label Value Freq. % Cum. % 

The right to vote belongs to all 
Americans without qualification. 
(Of course, this does not apply 

to convicted felons.) 

strongly agree 
agree 
not sure 
disagree 
strongly disagree 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

22 
20 

0 
1 
0 

51.2 
97.7 
97.7 

100.0 
100.0 

51.2 
97.7 
97.7 

100.0 
100.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Mean 0.535 
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Table 5.3 Continued 

Question Value Label Value Freq. % Cum. % 

Women have the right to work 
outside the home if they wish 
to do so. 

strongly agree 
agree 
not sure 
disagree 
strongly disagree 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

24 
18 
1 
0 
0 

55.8 
41.9 
2.3 
0.0 
0.0 

55.8 
97.7 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Mean 0.465 
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Table 5.4: Age, Education, Type of College/University, and Level of Education 
(SBC Respondents) 

SBC Pastor Age Breakdown Value Freq. % Cum. % 

youngest through 49 
50 to oldest 

0 
1 

24 
19 

55.8 
44.2 

55.8 
100.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Mean 0.442 

Level of Non-theological 
Education 

high school graduate 
some college 
college graduate 
postgraduate work 

Total 

Mean 1.930 

Value 

0 
1 
2 
3 

Freq. 

3 
9 

19 
12 

43 

% 

7.0 
20.9 
44.2 
27.9 

100.0 

Cum. % 

7.0 
27.9 
72.1 

100.0 

Type of University/College Value Freq. 
Attended/Graduated 

% Cum. % 

none 
Bible College 
Religious University 
Secular University 

0 
1 
2 
3 

3 
2 

26 
12 

7.0 
4.7 

60.5 
27.9 

7.0 
11.6 
72.1 

100.0 

Total 43 100.0 

Mean 2.093 
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Table 5.4 Continued 

Level of Theological 

none 
Bible college 
some seminary 
seminary graduate 
postgraduate work 

Total 

Mean 2.395 

Value 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 

Freq. 

5 
4 
9 

19 
6 

43 

% 

11.6 
9.3 

20.9 
44.2 
14.0 

100.0 

Cum. % 

11.6 
20.9 
41.9 
86.0 

100.0 
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Table 5.5: Data from Women's Roles Question 

Recently there has been a lot of talk about women's rights. Some people feel that women 
should have an equal role with men in mnning business, industry, and government. 
(Suppose these people are at one end of the scale at point 1.) Others feel that a woman's 
place is in the home. (Suppose these people are at the other end of the scale, at point 7.) 
And, of course, some other people have opinions somewhere in between, at points 2, 3, 4, 
5, or 6. Where would you place yourself on the scale? 

Southem Baptist Pastor Survey Respondents 

equal woman's Row 
roles place in Total 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) home (7) 

youngest through 49 

50 through oldest 

Column Total 

4 
(21.1) 

10 
(41.7) 

2 
(10.5) 

3 
(12.5) 

6 
(31.6) 

3 
(12.5) 

4 
(21.1) 

5 
(20.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(8.3) 

2 
(10.5) 

1 
(4.2) 

1 
(5.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

14 5 9 9 2 3 1 

19 
(100.0) 

24 
(100.0) 

43 

equal woman's Row 
roles place in Total 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) home (7) 

high school/ 
college 

college graduate 

Column Total 

3 
(25.0) 

11 
(35.5) 

3 
(25.0) 

2 
(6.5) 

4 
(33.3) 

5 
(16.1) 

1 
(8.3) 

8 
(25.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(6.5) 

1 
(8.3) 

2 
(6.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(3.2) 

14 5 9 9 2 3 1 

12 
*(99.9) 

24 
*(100.1) 

43 

* Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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Table 5.5 Continued 

religious school 

secular school 

Column Total 

equal woman's 
roles place in 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) home (7) 

7 
(25.0) 

7 
(58.3) 

14 

5 
(17.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

5 

6 
(21.4) 

1 
(8.3) 

7 

5 
(17.9) 

3 
(25.0) 

8 

1 
(3.6) 

1 
(8.3) 

2 

3 
(10.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 

1 
(3.6) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 

Row 
Total 

28 
*(100.1) 

12 
*(99.9) 

43 

Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 

none/some seminary 

seminary graduate 

Column Total 

equal 
roles 

(1) (2) (3) 

woman's Row 
place in Total 

(4) (5) (6) home (7) 

18 
*(100.1) 

7 
(38.9) 

7 
(28.0) 

3 
(16.7) 

2 
(8.0) 

4 
(22.2) 

5 
(20.0) 

1 
(5.6) 

8 
(32.0) 

1 
(5.6) 

1 
(4.0) 

2 
(11.1) 

1 
(4.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(4.0) 

14 

25 
(100.0) 

43 

* Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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Table 5.5 Continued 

young - 49, high 
school/some college 

50 - oldest, high 
school/some college 

Column Total 

equal woman's 
roles place in 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) home (7) 

2 
(33.3) 

1 
(16.7) 

3 

3 
(50.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 

1 
(16.7) 

3 
(50.0) 

4 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(16.7) 

1 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(16.7) 

1 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 

Row 
Total 

6 
(100.0) 

6 
*(100.1) 

12 

Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 

young - 49, college 
graduate 

50 - oldest, college 
graduate 

Column Total 

equal 
roles 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

woman's Row 
place in Total 

(5) (6) home (7) 

18 
(100.0) 

8 
(44.4) 

3 
(23.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(15.4) 

2 
(11.1) 

3 
(23.1) 

5 
(27.8) 

3 
(23.1) 

2 
(11.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(5.6) 

1 
(7.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(7.7) 

11 8 

13 
*(100.1) 

31 

* Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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Table 5.6: Comparisons Within the Survey 

Data Comparing Less Educated With More Educated 

It is best to treat dissenters with leniency and an open mind, since new ideas are 
important to positive change. 

high school/some 
college 

college graduate 

Column Total 

strongly 
agree agree 

strongly Row 
not sure disagree disagree Total 

12 
(100.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(12.9) 

6 
(50.0) 

20 
(64.5) 

2 
(16.7) 

2 
(6.5) 

3 
(25.0) 

5 
(16.1) 

1 
(8.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

26 8 

31 
(100.0) 

43 

Pearson's r = 0.304 Significance = 0.048 p < 0.05 

People should not be allowed to express opinions that are harmfiil or offensive to 
members of other religious or racial groups. 

high school/some 
college 

college graduate 

Column Total 

strongly 
agree agree 

strongly Row 
not sure disagree disagree Total 

12 
*(99.9) 

31 
(100.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

8 
(25.8) 

1 
(8.3) 

1 
(3.2) 

7 
(58.3) 

20 
(64.5) 

4 
(33.3) 

2 
(6.5) 

0 8 27 43 

Pearson's r = -0.357 Significance = 0.019 p < 0.05 

* Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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Table 5.6 Continued 

Suppose a person who is against all churches and religion wanted to give a speech in your 
community. Is it acceptable to stop the speech from happening? 

no seminary 
degree 

seminary degree 

Column Total 

Yes 
Don't 
Know No 

1 
(5.6) 

1 
(4.1) 

3 
(16.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

14 
(77.8) 

24 
(96.0) 

38 

Row 
Total 

18 
(100.1) 

25 
(100.1) 

43 

Pearson's r = 0.319 Significance = 0.037 p < 0.05 

Does not equal 100.0% due to rounding. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

Strong support was found for three out of the five original hypotheses proposed in 

this study. Taking each hypothesis in order, the first hypothesis states, "Southem Baptist 

history and organizational stmctures paint a portrait of a people who are committed to 

democratic principles within the SBC organizations due to respect for the doctrine of the 

priesthood of the believer." The historical analysis and examination of SBC 

organizational stmctures paints a portrait of a people who are intemally committed to 

democratic principles. The doctrine of the priesthood of the believer results in "one 

person/one vote" within SBC churches. This effectively means that majoritarian 

principles guide the SBC. Individuals in single churches vote on nearly every decision 

made within the churches. These individuals collectively choose their own pastors, staff 

members, and delegates to regional, state, and national conventions. Because of the 

voting process, democratic outcomes occur within every organizational level. Certainly, 

there are those who are on the losing side in many of these votes. However, within 

Southem Baptist churches the losers are free to reorganize and attempt to persuade others 

to join their position. Opportunities to vote at the regional, state, and national level are 

provided at least once a year. Still, those displeased with the voting decisions seldom opt 

to leave the SBC and form other groups. To date, approximately 1,500 of the 46,000 

SBC churches have chosen to join Baptist organizations other than the SBC. In many of 
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these 1,500 cases, the churches have not left the SBC, but have entered into dual 

membership (Falwell, 2000). 

There are regional and state organizations that fall into the so-called moderate 

camp, while the SBC at the national level is in the so-called conservative camp. This 

variability demonstrates that the process can be used to further either group. Democracy 

within the SBC works. Still, there are some problems. The system is basically "winner 

take all." The SBC president, and usually state or regional presidents, has broad 

appointment powers to denominational boards and agencies. The wirmer usually only 

appoints people who come from the winning coalition. This locks out those who lose 

until they win an election. Of course, this happens often in American democracy. For 

instance. Republican presidents seldom appoint Democrats, and Democratic presidents 

seldom appoint Republicans. This is not usually considered antidemocratic. However, 

some sort of proportional representation would alleviate the problems that the minority 

faces. Still, the regional, state, and national conventions are very proportional because 

the individual churches send delegates. These conventions choose denominational 

officers, and pass resolutions at their various levels. At the national level, the Convention 

also passes additions to The Baptist Faith and Message. After the convention meetings, 

the elected officers carry out their broad powers of appointment. The exercise of these 

powers is not antidemocratic according to democratic majoritarian principles, but 

proportional representation is not maintained past the conventions. Though there is an 

approximation of proportionality at the conventions, some sort of system for 

proportionality that exists throughout the year might help. A compromise that might help 
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maintain peace would involve some type of proportionally directed appointment system, 

but this is asking more of Southem Baptists than we require of the winners of American 

elections. 

What we have witnessed over the last twenty years is the majority of the SBC's 

people calling the SBC bureaucracy back into the SBC mainstream. Many other 

denominations have experienced a widening gap between the more conservative laity and 

the more liberal leadership. The SBC, however, had the democratic mechanisms in place 

to keep the leadership in check. Once the majority was energized, they took the 

denomination back to the center of SBC life. The moderate elements of the Convention 

had pushed the denomination to the left of the SBC center, and there was a democratic 

backlash (Famsley, 1994). It will be interesting to see if the Convention strays too far to 

the right of the SBC center. These same democratic forces can also be used to correct the 

right. 

The second hypothesis in this study is "Respect for democratic processes within 

the SBC makes it easier for Southem Baptists to be committed to democratic principles in 

the broader society." The democratic training within the church can have an effect on 

participation outside of the church. History shows that the religious element and the fiery 

sermons preached around the time of the American founding had great impact on the 

democratic discussions of the day (Wald, 1992). Historical material also shows that 

conservative evangelicals have often exhibited a tendency to withdraw from the broader 

society and not participate in the political realm (Wald, 1992; Fowler, Hertzke, and 

Olson, 1999; Wilcox, 1996). Conservative evangelicals, and Southem Baptists in 
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particular, have reentered the political realm after decades of absence. Admittedly, they 

have entered with a conservative bent, but conservatism should not be considered 

synonymous with antidemocratic tendencies. Southem Baptists have, demonstrably, a 

deep denominational commitment to democracy. Democratic ideals have been supported 

and furthered by religious institutions in the past, so dismissing the Southem Baptist 

democratic experience should only be done based on solid evidence. However, it seems 

far-fetched to assume that such a democratically minded people would not exhibit some 

of this denominational leaming in the broader society. The historical analysis tends to 

support this, but the statistical analysis of the SBC survey instmment supports the idea 

that democratic ideals cross between the religious and secular realms. 

The questions related to homosexuality provide very good examples of this 

crossover of democratic ideals. Certainly within the church, homosexuals would not be 

allowed to propagate their message or assume church offices. An openly active 

homosexual might even be removed from the fellowship. However, on the two questions 

from the GSS dealing with homosexuals, the SBC pastor respondents demonstrated no 

statistical difference from the average American or from the demographically similar 

group in the GSS. Interestingly, the SBC respondents did score better than the average 

American and the demographically similar group on one of the two questions even 

though it did not reach statistical significance. Still, the differences were extremely 

slight. Also, on the one statement dealing with homosexuality that was original to the 

survey, the SBC respondents disagreed with the statement that homosexuals should not 

be allowed to form or participate in political associations by a margin of 83.7% with 
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2.3% not sure (see Table 5.3). Again, there is no comparison group, but this is a very 

high number of pastors supporting a form of democratic activity by a group that would 

not be allowed within the church. The responses dealing with homosexuality provide 

very direct examples of democratic ideals being supported in the secular realm even for a 

group that is often seen as an adversary. 

Hypothesis number three was overwhelmingly supported by the statistical 

analysis of the SBC survey. This hypothesis states, 

SBC pastors are exclusive within their churches. However, this exclusivity does 
not extend to the general society outside of the SBC. Democratic rights of free 
expression, political organizing, and voting are extended broadly to others within 
the society at roughly the same or greater rate than the general population extends 
these rights (as seen in the GSS and NES surveys). Furthermore, SBC pastors 
will also extend these rights at roughly the same rate as their cohort within the 
American population: white, educated, men. This means that SBC pastors have 
two spheres of existence that overlap: one where exclusivity is necessary to 
maintain group cohesion and identity and one where the general society is 
concemed. 

First, exclusivity within human organizations is not necessarily antidemocratic. In fact, 

exclusivity is necessary in order to maintain organizational cohesiveness and 

distinctiveness (Plantinga, 1995; Redekop, 1997; Famsley, 1994; Walzer, 1983). The 

problem for conservative evangelicals, and Southem Baptists in particular, is that their 

critics very often point to this exclusivism as evidence of antidemocratic tendencies. 

Exclusivism on democratic ideals would be a problem, if it extended out to the general 

population. However, within the society's voluntary associations, exclusivism is 

necessary to provide definition for a group. Therefore, the critics of conservative 

evangelicals must do better than simply poinfing to exclusivist tendencies within the 

churches, they must demonstrate that these exclusivist tendencies exist outside of the 
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church setting. Too often, the critics take the inner workings of the church and project 

them out the broader society. This is the fundamental mistake being made. For example, 

it is not proper to equate opposition to a particular group with antidemocratic tendencies, 

unless it can be demonstrated that this opposition results or would resuh in the 

curtailment of the previously described fundamental democratic rights to freedom of 

expression, freedom to politically organize, and freedom to vote. 

This study declares that there are three immovable and fundamental democratic 

rights: freedom of expression, freedom to organize politically, and universal adult 

suffrage. There is a great deal of agreement around the idea that a procedural definition 

of democracy provides the necessary core for a definition (Downs, 1957; Cohen, 1972; 

Rawls, 1971; Dahl, 1982, 1998; Post, 1993; Barry, 1979; Hudson, 1995). With a 

definition of democracy in place, the exclusivist tendencies of conservative evangelicals 

can be measured against this definition in order to see if the charge of antidemocratic 

tendencies has merit. The results from the SBC pastor survey show that the pastors in 

this survey do not take their exclusivist tendencies to the outside world. The pastors 

scored statistically even with the general American population on ten of the statements or 

questions examined. On three of the questions or statements, the SBC pastors scored 

significantly better than the general population. On only one measure did they score 

significantly below the general population, but this result was expected before the 

administration of the survey and was significantly mitigated by the addition of an open-

ended question. There was only one statistically significant difference between the SBC 

pastors and a demographically similar subgroup from the GSS/NES composed of white, 
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college educated, males and this was the same question that was mitigated by the addition 

of the open-ended question mentioned above. This further strengthened the hypothesis 

by showing that there were no differences even with this elite societal group. 

Based on the data, the fundamental hypothesis that the SBC pastors would extend 

democratic rights to the rest of the population, even to their opponents, must be accepted. 

This points to the existence of two realms of operation for the SBC pastors, one within 

the church environment where a more exclusivist stance is taken and one outside of the 

church environment where the pastors are much more inclusive. However, it should be 

noted that Southem Baptists and conservative evangelicals are not going to "check their 

religiously grounded beliefs at the door." Certainly, if they were to carry the day 

electorally, there would be many different public policy choices made. These could be as 

varied as outlawing most abortions, to rescinding state lotteries, to increased support for 

Israel. Assuredly, there would be many other policy preferences listed that would find 

their way into legislation. Make no mistake, the two realms of church and society do 

overlap, but it is an overlapping where neither consumes the other. It could even be said 

that most of the territory within the two realms is not in dispute. However, there are 

border areas and areas that are shared in common. These areas are often contested and it 

is this contest that generates a great deal of the conflict (Cochran, 1990). Still, there are 

discemible realms. The activity in one realm does effect activity in the other, but the way 

of dealing with others and operating in one realm does not necessarily translate into 

action in the other realm. Many researchers have not recognized this complexity when 

looking at religious individuals, and conservative evangelicals and Southem Baptists in 
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particular. This distinction needs to be kept in mind when researchers examine 

conservative evangelical political behavior in the future if accurate and meaningful 

research is to be conducted. 

The final hypotheses examined in this study states. 

Younger and more educated SBC pastors are more likely to keep the sphere of 
exclusivity within the church and the more inclusive sphere of the broader society 
separate. Also, younger pastors are more likely to maintain the distinction 
between the two realms when compared to older pastors even when both have 
similar educational backgrounds. 

Greater levels of education will make one more cognizant of democratic rights 
being extended broadly within the society. This should hold for both secular and 
theological educational attainment. Secular education should result in a more 
democratic outlook because it helps to keep the two spheres of existence distinct. 

The basic thmst of the first hypothesis is that the younger and more educated the SBC 

pastor, the more democratic the pastor will be. This hypothesis was not supported by the 

data. None of the variables examined reached statistical significance. The second 

hypothesis involves younger and older pastors when their educational backgrounds are 

similar. Again, none of the variables examined reached statistical significance. Age and 

education did not play a statistically significant role in differentiating between the 

subgroups represented in this study. 

The hypothesis dealing with varying educational levels was also rejected. The 

comparison of individuals with "high school to some college" education to individuals 

who are "college graduates" yielded only one variable that statistically supported the 

hypothesis. Another variable reached statistical significance, but it favored the less 

educated group. With only these two variables reaching statistical significance, the 
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hypothesis that more secular education would result in a more democratic outlook must 

be rejected. 

A possible explanation for the lack of differences between the younger and more 

educated pastors and the older and less educated pastors could be that the younger pastors 

are losing touch with the historical separationist roots of the SBC. But why would this be 

the case? Perhaps the "culture wars" that seem to be going on have effected the younger 

pastors more specifically since they have been raised while these conflicts have raged. 

They have come of age during a time in which sides in the conflict seemingly have 

polarized and become much more similar in strength. The older pastors were raised and 

came of age in a much more monolithic society. There really was no culture war raging. 

It is easier to be gracious toward one's opponents when one has the decided advantage. 

Possibly, the younger pastors have been influenced by their greater educational 

attainment, but it has been counteracted by the ferocity of the culture war. This highly 

politicized and polarized environment might be pushing them away from a greater 

propensity to support democratic ideals for their opponents. Still, they did score virtually 

the same as their older counterparts and as a group the pastors did as well or better on 

nearly every measure when compared to the average American and a demographically 

similar group. If the younger pastors have been pushed away from democratic ideals by 

the societal conflict, the real story is that they scored so well even with these forces 

pushing them away from the democratic ideals. The primary point to remember is that by 

the standards used in this study, these are not antidemocratic people. 
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The hypothesis about greater levels of theological education resuhing in a more 

democratic outlook did not fare any better. Only one of the variables tested reached 

statistical significance. Therefore, the hypothesis must be rejected. Also, the previous 

discussion about the culture war and societal conflict could apply to theological education 

as well. 

This study does suffer from at least one weakness. The localized nature of the 

study does temper the conclusions, since it is a study of the Brown Baptist Association in 

central Texas. However, it has been demonstrated that on a conservatism scale the 

pastors of the Brown Baptist Association are virtually identical to the rest of the SBC on 

the conservatism scale used by Guth (1996). This seems to make the findings 

generalizable to the full SBC. The strength of this approach was that an 87.8% response 

rate was achieved. A mail survey to randomly chosen pastors throughout the SBC would 

probably have only netted a forty-percent or less response rate (James Guth, Furman 

University, personal communication, September 20, 1999). Still, comparisons of these 

results to results from other Baptist associations or a national level survey would be 

desirable. 

At this point a certain degree of speculation seems called for in interpreting the 

results of this study. It seems to be obvious that policy preference bias is at the heart of 

the contention that conservative evangelicals are antidemocratic. Is this bias intentional? 

Most likely, it is not. We all have a tendency to elevate our own points-of-view to 

exalted status. This occurs across all ideological lines. Feeling strongly about a 

particular viewpoint, and its attendant policies, can be a good thing if it leads to lively 
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debate and a real interchange of ideas. However, it becomes troublesome when policy 

preferences are elevated to such a high position that it is included in the definition of 

something so basic as democracy. This vilifies one's opponents to such a degree that 

drastic action can be taken in order to save democracy. In other words, antidemocratic 

measures can be used in order to stop the antidemocrats. One need only look to the 

silencing of conservative evangelical groups on college campuses around the nation 

because of their opposition to homosexuality for evidence. Once a charge of being 

antidemocratic is leveled, it is incumbent upon the one making the charge to prove it. In 

order to know whether or not one is antidemocratic, a definition of democracy must be 

constmcted. The contention of this study is that too often the definition has been slanted 

by the pohcy preferences of various groups. A solid definition of democracy that stresses 

the fiindamental agreed upon procedural points is a good starting place. Only when this 

type of definition is used, as it is in this study, can the charge of being antidemocratic 

really be examined. The SBC pastors examined in this study stood up quite well to the 

charge in both a historical and statistical analysis. In fact, they fared better than the 

average American on respect for democratic values and had virtually the same scores as a 

demographically similar subset of individuals from the GSS and NES. Opponents of 

conservative evangelicals might still argue that most Americans are antidemocratic, but if 

nearly everyone is antidemocratic, then the charge loses much of its force by diffusion. It 

is unlikely that SBC critics would make such a charge against most of the people in 

American society. Instead, they should look at the results of this study and question 
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whether or not they stem from preconceived notions and whether or not the research is 

flawed due to possible preconceived notions and flawed definitions of democracy. 

This work adds to and strengthens the democracy literature that puts forward 

procedurally based theories. Though nothing new and profound is added to the definition 

of democracy, it does take the definitions of many theorists and points out the common 

elements. The procedural view of democracy supported by many theorists is the closest 

cousin to the definition used in this study. Many of the procedurally based theorists are 

more detailed, but the essence of their definitions of democracy is contained in 

safeguarding the freedom of expression, freedom to assemble, and freedom to vote. 

However, the substantive and participatory democratic theorists have a propensity for 

adding particular policy preferences to the definition. By placing policy preferences into 

the definition of democracy, anyone opposing the particular policy preference can be 

called antidemocratic. However, each of the theorists from the substantive and 

participatory view support and mention freedom of expression, freedom of assembly, and 

freedom to vote as being fundamental to the definition of democracy. There is virtually 

universal agreement among democratic theorists that the definition of democracy used in 

this study contains the necessary and fundamental elements needed for defining 

democracy. Additionally, this study provides a concrete example of how a procedurally 

based type of definition can be used to examine real world democratic practices without 

introducing preferred policy positions into the definition of democracy. 

Demonstrating that the antidemocratic view of conservative evangelicals held by 

some is mistaken advances the religion and politics literature. By looking at these SBC 
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pastors, a fuller more robust picture of these people emerges. The demonstrated 

operation of two realms in the conservative evangelical life shows a people who have a 

complex worldview. It requires more work than just asking them how they feel about a 

particular group or policy. This study examined conservative evangelicals, through these 

SBC pastors, in the complex way that is necessary. How can a researcher make claims 

about the behavior of religious individuals, and in this case a conservative evangelical 

group like the SBC, without attempting to understand the religious doctrines and beliefs 

that very often drive these people? Not delving into this complexity has been the primary 

shortcoming of many studies claiming that conservative evangelicals, and Southem 

Baptists in particular, are antidemocratic. This study has looked deeply into the history 

of the SBC in order to appreciate the base from which many Southem Baptists operate. 

Looking at an important doctrine like the priesthood of the believer is important to 

understanding the organizational apparatus and operation of the SBC. This historical and 

contemporary analysis demonstrated that the SBC does conform to a procedurally based 

view of democracy. 

The statistical analysis that was conducted in this study was based on a survey 

that did more than just ask people how they felt about adversaries. The survey was 

conducted with a precisely worded definition of democracy supporting it. Many of the 

previous studies leave the definition very open-ended and subject to the injection of 

policy preferences. Also, the questions and statements in the survey dealt with actions 

that would be taken by the SBC pastors, not their feelings. Fundamentally, it is possible 

for religious individuals, like the SBC pastors, to be against certain activities or groups 
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having their agenda made into public policy and still favor these group's rights to 

democratic participation. In large part, this is due to the complexity present in the 

religious and secular realm interaction. The study took this complexity into account. 

Incorporation of this complexity is needed in future research designs. It is simply not 

possible to ask someone how they feel about a particular group or situation and make the 

interpretative leaps that some researchers have made without looking deeply into what 

motivates the response. One size does not fit all in research. This definitely applies to 

the study of religious individuals and groups. More respect for the complexity involved 

in conducting this type of research is in order. Hopefully this will happen and research 

that examines religious individuals and groups, and makes claims about their behavior, 

will benefit from the approaches used in this study. 

There is a critique of conservative evangelicals that has only been briefly 

mentioned in this study. Namely, the critique is that conservative evangelical opponents 

are against God because they are against conservative evangelical policy preferences. 

This is really the other side of the coin. This study dealt with conservative evangelicals 

being called "antidemocratic" by some academics and other elements of society. 

However, are conservative evangelicals possibly guilty of fomenting some of the 

response to them? It is certainly tme that conservative evangelicals have called their 

opponents names and labeled them as being against God. Some of the name-calling 

cannot be avoided on either side. If someone genuinely believes an action to be evil or 

hurtful, labeling the individual or group supposedly supporting the action is going to 

happen. For instance, a preacher who is delivering a sermon in a Southem Baptist church 
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might want to describe partial birth abortion as an evil practice and those who support it 

as being against God's will by supporting the taking of innocent human life. Should this 

preacher, and others like him, refrain from calling the practice evil and of castigating 

those who support it just because it is a public debate? The right to free speech is 

certainly on the preacher's side and so is the right to religious expression and conviction. 

There may be some issues where the rhetoric is going to be incendiary because curtailing 

this type of speech would be stopping the prophetic voice as seen by those delivering the 

message. Still, the charge of evil and being against God is thrown around way too 

flippantly just as are many of the stereotyped charges made against religious people, and 

conservative evangelicals in particular. For instance, someone is not "of the devil" if 

they are against education vouchers. Likewise, someone is not a religious fanatic if they 

choose to educate their children at home. Words like "evil" or "fanatic" have lost their 

meaning with ovemse. These words should be used sparingly in order to have meaning. 

They should not be removed from discourse, but they should be used much more 

judiciously. The vast majority of the public discourse conducted by conservative 

evangelicals and their opponents could be done much more civilly. It would ease the 

strained relations. However, though this is desirable, it is not nearly as important as 

supporting the democratic ideals mentioned in this study. Basically, one does not have to 

respect an opponent or an opponent's position as long as the democratic ideals of free 

expression, free association, and the freedom to vote are respected. So, while more 

civility is desirable, and would likely strengthen democratic discourse, the really 
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important point is that support of the democratic ideals mentioned in this study continues 

to be pervasive throughout society. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXAMPLE OF A SOUTHERN BAPTIST 

CHURCH COMMITTEE SYSTEM 
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Table A.l: Example of Committee Stmcture at SBC Churches 

COMMITTEE DUTIES 

Personnel 

Missions 

Evangelism 

Youth 

Music Council 

Long Range 
Planning 

It is the responsibility of this committee to recommend and review 
persormel job descriptions, recommend salaries, and consider 
complaints directed against a staff member. 

This committee recommends budget allocations for mission 
expenditures of the church, promotes the cause of world-wide and 
local missions, and conducts studies and offers recommendations 
for church type missions sponsored by the church 

This committee works with the pastor in the promotion of 
soul wirming commitment training, revival planning and promotion 
and church outreach. 

This committee serves as advisory committee to the youth 
director and offers assistance in the promotion of a well-rounded 
youth program for the church, including the review and 
recommendation of programs and activities. 

This committee works with the Music Minister in the 
development of a music program, which affords all members an 
opportunity to utilize their musical talent for the Lord and the 
edification of the church. It involves recommendations, periodic 
review of the musical programs of the church and promotion of the 
choirs. 

This committee works in harmony with the tmstees and is 
responsible for the long range planning goals of the church, 
periodically reviewing and making necessary recommendations 
for revision of the church's long range development plan for 
physical, spiritual and numerical growth of the church 
Stewardship Promotion This committee provides education and 
promotion of the financial needs of the church and develops 
programs, which promote tithing by the membership of the church 
in meeting the financial needs of the church. 
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Table A. 1: continued 

COMMITTEE DUTIES 

Fellowship 

Media Center 

Playground 

Children 

Flowers and 
Decoration 

Publicity 

This committee supervises the kitchen of the church, 
supervises fellowship meals of the congregation, purchases needed 
kitchen supplies and promotes the fellowship opportunities of the 
church for special occasions. 

This committee works with the media center director, 
assisting the director and advising the director in the maintenance 
and development of the church media center, including existing 
property and purchases. 

This committee is responsible for the recommendation of 
equipment and periodic review of the upkeep of the playground 
equipment of the church. It is the responsible for monitoring the 
safety of the equipment and may make recommendations for future 
development of the playground. 

The children's committee promotes, coordinates and reviews 
the children's programs of the church in an effort to maintain a 
well stmctured and balanced program of leaming, activities, 
growth and opportunities for the children of the church of 
preschool and elementary school age. 

This committee is responsible for the bulletin boards, altar 
flowers and seasonal decoration of the church. 

It is the purpose of this committee to promote the church 
through publicity within the community, make recommendations 
for publicity campaigns, placement of signs, advertising and 
promotion of church activities and events. The committee serves a 
publication committee for bulletins, newsletters, etc. 
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Table A. 1: continued 

COMMITTEE DUTIES 

Education This committee serves as liaison between the Richmond 
Christian Academy and the church, involving itself in 
recommendations of the church to the school and the school to the 
church. The committee also holds responsibility for future 
programs of education which may include but not be limited to day 
care programs the church may decide to sponsor. 

Counting This committee holds responsibility for counting all offerings 
received by the church, maintaining adequate records, making 
deposits and providing information of receipts and contributions to 
the treasurer and financial secretary of the church. 

Nominating This committee shall make recommendations for all offices 
and committees of the church, excluding Pastor and Deacons, 
which are elected on the basis of call. This committee shall 
maintain a record of committees, officers and leadership; be 
informed of vacancies and resignations and meet periodically to 
review membership response to church service surveys. 
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APPENDIX B 

SBC PASTOR SURVEY 

157 



Survey # 

SBC PASTOR SURVEY 

Please provide your views on these issues: 

Strongly Not Strongly 
Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree 

On the most important political issues there 
is only one correct Christian view. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It would be hard to be both a true 
Christian and a political liberal. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Religious freedom in the U.S. is threatened 
by groups opposing all religion. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The U.S. needs a Christian political party. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Homosexuals should have all the same rights 
and privileges as other American citizens. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Homosexuals have been trying to gain public 
approval of their lifestyle by pushing for 
special minority status. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The world is always changing and we should 
adjust our view of moral behavior to those 
changes. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The newer lifestyles are contributing to the 
breakdownof our society. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Homosexuals should be prevented from 
forming and/or participating in 
political associations. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

If people were treated more equally in this 
country we would have many fewer 
problems. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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Survey # 

Strongly Not Strongly 
Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree 

We have gone too far in pushing equal 
rights in this country. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It is best to treat dissenters with leniency 
and an open mind, since new ideas are 
important to positive change. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Under the First Amendment guaranteeing 
free speech, people should be allowed to 
express their own opinions even if they 
are harmful or offensive to members of 
other religious or racial groups. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Women should take care of running their homes 
and leave miming the country to men. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Religious leaders should not try to influence 
government decisions. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

People should not be allowed to express opinions 
that are harmful or offensive to members of other 
religious or racial groups. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The right to vote belongs to all Americans 
without qualification. (Of course, this 
does not apply to convicted felons.) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

An individual's right to freedom of 
association is inviolable. (Of course, 
illegal activities are excepted.) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

This country would have many fewer problems 
if there were more emphasis on traditional 
family ties. ( ) 

Women have the right to work outside the 
home if they wish to do so. ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 
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Survey # 

Please provide responses to the following questions. 

Suppose an admitted homosexual wanted to make 
a speech in your community. Should he be 
allowed to speak, or not? 

Don't 
Yes No Know 

( ) ( ) ( ) 

Suppose an admitted communist wanted to make 
a speech in your community. Should he be 
allowed to speak, or not? ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Suppose the man who is an admitted communist 
is teaching in a public university. Should he be 
fired, or not? ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Suppose the man who is an admitted homosexual 
is teaching in a public university. Should he be 
fired, or not? ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Suppose a person who is against all churches and 
religion wanted to give a speech in your 
community. Is it acceptable to stop the speech 
from happening? ( ) ( ) ( ) 

If a person is against all churches and religion, 
should this person be allowed to teach at a 
public college or university? ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Suppose a man wanted to give a speech in your 
community claiming that Blacks are genetically 
inferior. Should he be allowed to speak, or not? ( ) ( ) ( ) 

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

Please provide your views on these issues: 

Strongly Not Strongly 
Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree 

The influence of religion on American 
politics threatens to divide us as a country. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Religious people must take political action 
in order to protect their rights. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

People should be allowed to publish and 
distribute pamphlets to protest the 
government. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It is acceptable to prevent public meetings 
that protest against the government. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

People who believe that homosexuality is 
an acceptable lifestyle should be allowed 
to hold public meetings expressing their 

views. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Organizing protests, marches, and 
demonstrations is an unacceptable 
form of political expression. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It is acceptable to belong to clubs 
or organizations that bar racial 
minorities from participation. 

The Bible is the inerrant Word of God, 
both in matters of faith and in historic, 
geographic, and other secular matters. 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

There is no other way to salvation but 
through belief in Jesus Christ. ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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Survey # 

Recently there has been a lot of talk about women's rights. Some people feel that women should have an 
equal role with men in running business, industry, and government. (Suppose these people are at one end 
of a scale, at point 1.) Others feel that a woman's place is in the home. (Suppose these people are at the 
other end of the scale, at point 7). And, of course, some other people have opinions somewhere in between, 
at points 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6. 

Where would you place yourself on the following scale? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 - 7 

Women And Men Should A Woman's Place 
Have Equal Roles Is In The Home 

Please describe your views on the relationship between men and women. Would you be willing to put the 
force of law behind your view. In other words, is this a matter of free choice or is it a matter for public 
mandate? Please use the space below to respond. Use additional sheets if necessary. 
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Survey # 

If you had to describe what you think makes America great, what would those things be? Conversely, what 
are the major threats to America and what should be done about these threats? Please use the space below 
to respond. Use additional sheets if necessary. 
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Survey # 

The following section of the survey is vital. Without your cooperation in filling out this section, the 
survey is useless. Please respond to each question or statement. Your confidentiality is guaranteed. 
These responses will not be reported individually, but in aggregate form. 

How many adult members are there in your congregation? 

) 1-99 

) 100-199 

) 200-299 

) 300-399 

) 400-499 

) 500-599 

) 600 or more 

Would you say your congregation is primarily working class, lower middle-class, or upper-middle class? 

) Primarily Working Class 

) Lower-Middle Class 

) Upper-Middle Class 

Mixed 

What is your age? 

We hear a lot of talk in politics about liberals and conservatives. How would you classify yourself? 

Extremely Liberal 
Very Liberal 
Somewhat Liberal 
Moderate/middle-of-the-road 
Somewhat Conservative 
Very Conservative 
Extremely Conservative 

What is your highest level of secular education? What is your highest level of theological education? 

Grade school or less 
High School Graduate 
Some College 
College Graduate 
Postgraduate Work 

None 
Bible College 
Some Seminary 
Seminary Graduate 
Postgraduate Work 
(for D.Min., Th.D., etc.) 
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What was your college major? 

What was the name of your college/university? 
(The name of the university will not be released. Instead, it will be placed in a category by type.) 

What was the name of your Bible college or seminary? 
(The name of the Bible college or seminary will not be released. Instead, it will be placed in a category by 
type.) 

How many years have you been at your present church? 

How many years have you been in the ministry? 

Are you currently a bi-vocational minister? 

Please compare your financial status now with your parents' status when you were a child? 

Mine Much About Mine Much 
Better the Same Worse 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY! PLEASE CHECK THAT ALL 
PAGES HAVE BEEN COMPLETED. ALSO, PLEASE RETURN THE SURVEY IN THE 
ENVELOPE THAT HAS BEEN PROVIDED. 
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HOWARD PAYNE 

SCHOOL OF HUMANITIES 

Dear Pastor: 

I am on the political science faculty at Howard Payne University. Sometime 
within the next few days, I will be sending you a questionnaire with a post-paid retum 
envelope. The results from this survey will, hopefully, allow for a more complete view 
of who Southem Baptists are within the American political system. I assure you that this 
is not a study designed to demean or belittle Southem Baptists or their pastors. In fact, I 
am a Southem Baptist with my own work in the church spanning over fifteen years 
working with various churches as a youth director. 

The questionnaire is approximately nine pages in length and several of the pages 
simply call for a response to a question or comment by placing an "x" next to a particular 
response. There are about ten responses per page. A couple of the pages ask for your 
thoughts on a matter in an "open ended" kind of way. Please feel free to respond in any 
fashion you desire. I believe that the entire questionnaire can be done in about thirty to 
forty minutes, but feel free to take as much time as you like filling out the responses and 
making comments. I actually believe that you will enjoy doing this. 

Of course, you do not have to do anything with the questionnaire, but it is vital 
that I get as many responses as possible. Please let me assure you that I have worked out 
a system that insures confidentiality. I spell out that system in the soon to be delivered 
packet. Some of you will be contacted by telephone and asked if you would like to take 
part in a live interview session or a telephone interview. 

Thank you very much for your time and I hope to hear from you soon! 

Sincerely, 

William Lester 
Department of Political Science 
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APPENDIX D 

DETAILED DATA 
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Table D. 1: Comparisons Between the SBC Survey and a Demographically Similar GSS 
Group 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

It is best to treat dissenters with leniency and 
an open mind, since new ideas are important to 
positive change. 

0.930 1.034 

Question 

Under the First Amendment guaranteeing free 1.141 
speech, people should be allowed to express their 
own opinions even if they are harmful or offensive 
to members of other religious or racial groups. 

1.194 

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

0.074 0.129 

0.865 

GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

0.254 

Question 

Women should take care of mnning their homes 
and leave mnning the country to men. 

Question 

GSS Mean 

1.914 

GSS Mean 

SBC Mean 

1.900 

SBC Mean 

/ value 

-0.274 

t value 

1.134 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

People should be allowed to publish and distribute 0.368 
pamphlets to protest the government. 

0.645 

Question 

It is acceptable to prevent public meetings that 
protest against the government. 

3.882 3.724 

Question 

Organizing protests, marches, and demonstrations 3.480 
is an unacceptable form of political expression. 

2.419 

0.514 

GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

-1.648 

GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

1.234 
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Table D. 1: continued 

Question 

Suppose an admitted communist wanted to make 
a speech in your community. Should he be 
allowed to speak, or not? 

Question 

Question 

GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

0.090 0.097 

Suppose the man who is an admitted communist 1.743 
is teaching in a public university. Should he be 
fired, or not? 

1.793 

Suppose an admitted homosexual wanted to make 0.079 
a speech in your community. Should he be 
allowed to speak, or not? 

0.097 

0.135 

GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

0.626 

GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

0.367 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

Suppose the man who is an admitted homosexual 
is teaching in a public university. Should he be 
fired, or not? 

1.836 1.815 0.292 

Question GSS Mean SBC Mean / value 

Suppose a person who is against all churches and 
religion wanted to give a speech in your 
community. Is it acceptable to stop the speech 
from happening? 

1.915 1.931 

Question 

Suppose a man wanted to give a speech in your 
community claiming that Blacks are genetically 
inferior. Should he be allowed to speak, or not? 

0.167 0.267 

0.306 

GSS Mean SBC Mean t value 

1.427 
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