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Recent research on conservative Protestantism suggests that religion has re-
emerged as an important predictor of childrearing attitudes and practices.
This research has focused on the distinctive approach toward discipline
among conservative Protestant parents. No study, however, has explored the
links between conservative Protestantism and positive parental emotion work
(physical and verbal expressions of affection). | suggest, paradoxically, that
this subculture is characterized both by strict discipline and an unusually
warm and expressive style of parent-child interaction. | review parenting ad-
vice offered by conservative Protestant leaders, which encourages parents
to engage in positive emotion work with their children. | then analyze data
from the 1987-1988 National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH) to
determine if religious affiliation and theological conservatism are related to
positive parental emotion work. | find that parents with conservative theo-
logical beliefs are more likely to praise and hug their children than are par-
ents with less conservative theological views. Modest positive net effects of
conservative Protestant affiliation are also found.

I he empirical literature on parenting genmedia, the medical professions, and religion
erally has focused on macro- and microproduce proscriptive discourse on parenting
structural determinants of childrearing prac(Bartkowski and Ellison 1995; Hays 1996).
tices—especially poverty (Duncan and The principal exception to this structural
Brooks-Gunn 1997), occupations (Parcel anfdcus is the reemergence of the “religious
Menaghan 1994), and family structurdactor” (Lenski 1961) in recent studies of
(McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). This strudisciplinary norms and practices among con-
tural research focus has largely obscured tlservative Protestants (Ellison, Bartkowski,
independent role that culture can take iand Segal 1996; Ellison and Sherkat 1993a;
shaping parental behavior and, as a conséHlison and Sherkat 1993B)The literature
guence, child and adolescent developmerdn the subject indicates that conservative
This oversight is surprising, given the extenProtestants value child obedience and ap-
to which culture-producing sectors like theprove of corporal punishment more than do
— other parents. Not surprisingly, they also are
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and cultural conservatism associated with994)? Thus, the warmth of conservative
this subculture. Protestant parenting determines whether or
Although these findings suggest that thaot this subculture’s childrearing approach
culture of conservative Protestantism refalls closer to the authoritarian or authorita-
mains puritanical—that is, ascetic, strict, antlve styles. In turn, the position of conserva-
restrained—recent overviews of conservativiéve Protestants along this continuum is, in
Protestantism and of American religion painall likelihood, linked to negative or positive
a different portrait (Hunter 1987; Miller outcomes for the children raised in this sub-
1997; Roof 1993; Shibley 1996). First, for atulture.
least two centuries the conservative Protes-Accordingly, | explore the possible links
tant subculture has been influenced by a pbetween conservative Protestantism and
etistic strain that places a great deal of emwarm, expressive parenting in two ways.
phasis on the emotional experience of faitlkirst, | provide a theoretical rationale for ex-
Second, the culture of this group has takgpioring the connections between this subcul-
an expressive, therapeutic turn since there and expressive parenting. By surveying
1970s—yparticularly those sectors influencelley parenting books by popular conservative
by the evangelical and charismatic moveProtestant authors, | suggest how the ideol-
ments. The result, according to Hunteogy produced by this subculture—theologi-
(1987), is that the sober Protestant ethic oncal beliefs, social values, and parenting
associated with this subculture is giving waporms—may be associated with unusually
to an intensely psychological ethos wherexpressive “emotion work” (Hochschild
joy is to be found in this world through1979:561) among conservative Protestant
“meaningful relationships and a creative angarents. Second, | explore the empirical re-
expressive style of living” (p. 74). lationships between conservative Protestant
This expressive strain in contemporargffiliation, theological conservatism, and
conservative Protestantism suggests that thearm and expressive parental emotion work.
subculture may combine its strict disciplind use data from the National Survey of Fami-
style, paradoxically, with an approach to relies and Households (NSFH), which provides
lationships that is otherwise distinctivelymeasures of hugging and praising by parents.
warm and expressive. Until now, however,
research has not examined the relationshj
between conservative Protestantism and %ENSERVATIVE PROTESTANT
expressive parenting style. This constitutes MILY IDEOLOGY
critical gap in the literature because the pre#a the 1970s, just as a more expressive style
ence or absence of an affirmative parentingf faith overtook large sectors of conserva-
style may dramatically alter the consetive Protestant life, the conservative Protes-
quences of a strict disciplinary style. tant subculture also began devoting a great
An “authoritarian” parenting style charac-deal of attention to what it saw as the seed-
terized by harsh or very strict disciplinebed of emotional life: the family. The public
minimal expressions of affection, and lowdimensions of its cultural crusade to save the
levels of responsiveness to children has beétmaditional family” (e.g., the public protests
linked to negative child and adolescent oubf the Moral Majority in the 1980s) have
comes (Baumrind 1971; Elder, Nguyen, andeen well-documented elsewhere (Hunter
Caspi 1985; Maccoby and Martin 1983;1991; Wuthnow 1988), but conservative
McLeod, Kruttschnitt, and Dornfeld 1994,—
McLeod and Shanahan 1993). By contrast, 2 Although in my use of the terms “authoritar-
an “authoritative” parenting Sty|e’ Characteri.an" and “_authoritative” I am obviously indebted
ized by consistent and firm discipline and® Baumrind (1971), 1 use these terms more ex-
high levels of warmth and parental resporfganswely than Baumrind. Following Maccoby

nd Martin (1983), | refer not just to disciplinary

siveness, has been linked to positive Oug’tyle and parental responsiveness, but also to the

comes among children and adolescentgtective character of parent-child interaction.
(Amato and Booth 1997; Baumrind 1971; 3 “Emotion work” refers here to physical and

Maccoby and Martin 1983; McLeod et alverbal expressions of affection (i.e., hugging and
1994; Thomson, Hanson, and McLanahapraising) by parents toward their children.
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Protestant concern about the family also hasaHaye 1977; Swindoll 1977) and its status
had a very substantial internal focus. Sincas a fount of psychological well-being for
the early 1970s, large family-focused orgaparents and children alike (Smalley and
nizations (e.g., Focus on the Family) andrent 1986; Walton 1987).
conservative Protestant churches have pro-Accordingly, conservative Protestant par-
duced a great deal of family discourse in aents are exhorted to treat family life with
effort to help conservative Protestants raisgreat care. Conservative Protestant writers
their children. Specifically, this subculturegenerally advocate a bourgeois approach to
has relied on countless books and radi@mily life—alternately sober and sentimen-
spots, as well as a significant percentage tdl—where parents, especially mothers, de-
its Sunday sermons and regular small grouppte a great deal of time to family life, and
sessions, to cultivate a distinctive set of famwhere “emotional considerations are el-
ily values and behaviors (Hunter 1987). As avated to a level equal to or above other im-
result, the family has been endowed with trenediate considerations” (Hunter 1987:90).
mendous symbolic power. More specifically, the family discourse pro-
A review of best-selling parenting booksduced by conservative Protestantism supplies
by conservative Protestant leaders such parents with a range of “framing rules”
James Dobson (1970, 1978, 1992), foundéiHochschild 1979:566)—some strict and oth-
of Focus on the Family, Beverly LaHayeers expressive—to direct the emotional work
(1977), head of Concerned Women foassociated with parent-child interactions.
America, minister Charles Swindoll (1977), The emphasis on warm, expressive parent-
psychologists Gary Smalley and John Trenhg found in this conservative Protestant
(1986), and others (Christenson 1970; Fugaparenting literature is largely passed over in
1980; Walton 1987) illuminates the sourcethe recent research on conservative Protes-
of this symbolic powet. The family is af- tant parents’ disciplinary values and prac-
forded enormous social utility, both as atnices (Lienesch 1991; Ellison and Sherkat
“enclave of loving authority” amidst the dis-1993a; Ellison and Sherkat 1993b;
contents of modern life (Walton 1987:48)Bartkowski and Ellison 1995; Ellison et al.
and as an institution where children learn th£996). For the most part, this research inter-
virtues required to become good citizengrets these parenting books as primers for a
parents, and workers (Dobson 1970strict, sober disciplinary style based on a lit-
Swindoll 1977; Walton 1987). The family’'seral interpretation of the Bible by pointing
symbolic power also is derived from its bib-out the ways such books highlight the belief
lically mandated role in bringing children tothat human nature is sinful and the attendant
faith in Jesus Christ (Christenson 1970teaching that sinful children need to learn
- obedience—and when disobedient, to expe-
4 James Dobson and Beverly LaHaye head twdence the sting of the rod.
of the largest conservative Protestant membershipyet these books do much more than har-
organizations dedicated to family-related issue$yagg the symbolic power afforded to the fam-

Focus on the Family and Concerned Women fqfy 1 5 strict disciplinary style. A close read-

America, respectively. According to its own P'O%ng reveals that conservative Protestants also
motional material (www.family.org), Dobson’s 9

Focus on the Family offers advice on parentin§@V€ POsitive childrearing beliefs and norms:
and marriage for more than 2.3 million peopldl) the belief that children are created in the
each month through its daily radio show (broadmage of God; (2) the belief that the psycho-
cast on 4,000 radio stations worldwide), magdogical well-being of children depends on
zines, books, and videos. LaHaye's Concernggbsitive parent-child interaction; and conse-
Women for America (CWA), according to its ownquently, (3) the norm that children must be

promotional material_ (wv_vw.c_wfa.org), is the |ar_9‘treated with love and dignity. Thus, while
est women’s organization in the country, with——

more than 500,000 members. It focuses on offer- 5 This research acknowledges, however, that
ing family advice and promoting conservativeconservative Protestant parenting books generally
family-related public policies at the federal, stateurge parents to use corporal punishment spar-
and local levels. Most of the other writers notednhgly, to avoid hitting a child in anger, and in
here direct family ministries or evangelical min-many cases, to rely on nonphysical disciplinary
istries. strategies (e.g., Ellison 1996).
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some conservative Protestant experts stresA family blessing begins witmeaningful
the sinful nature of children and the need for touching It continues with aspoken message
discipline to the exclusion of anything else ©f high valug a message that picturesgecial
(¢, Fugate 1970), most balance this ap-SI% e s b Hiessed, andone
proach with one that highlights the child’s the blessin
. . . g come to pass. (P. 24)

God-given potential and the need for posi-
tive parental emotion work. Thus, this expressive emotion work, justified

For instance, Swindoll (1977:28) argue#n part by theological assumptions and re-
that every child has a “bent to evil andated to a pietistic ethos, is framed as one
good,” citing biblical verses that suggestvay to communicate God’s love to children
children are created in the image of God amahd to create a positive climate that encour-
at the same time are wounded by Originages children to embrace the Christian faith.
Sin (Psalms 51:5, 58:3, 139:13-16). Dobson A utilitarian-psychological theme also fig-
(1978), striking a typically psychologicalures prominently in the arguments these writ-
note, is explicit about the importance of &rs offer for an expressive parenting style.
balanced approach to parenting: This theme, which also is found in the secu-
Healthy parenthood can be boiled down t(:)_aeragﬁrfgémgsllljtoeglf(itilggz(fI’Sfirzeeg';%g tlh9e8i7r}]_

those two essential ingredients, love and con- ¢ £ child , ti | I-bei
trol, operating in a system of checks and pafOrtance or children's emotional well-being

ances. Any concentration on love to the excl@Nd assumes that an expressive approach to

sion of control usually breeds disrespect angarenting is the best way to secure that well-

contempt. Conversely, an authoritarian and of3eing. The language of pragmatism, “prin-
pressive home atmosphere is deeply resentetples that work” (Swindoll 1977:11), in-
by the child who feels unloved or even hatedorms much of this literature as parents are

To repeat, the objective for the toddler years igssured that their children will turn out well-

to strike a balance between mercy and justiCgehayed and self-confident if they follow the

a;fe5czt|on and authority, love and control.gqyice offered in these books (Dobson 1970;

(P.52) LaHaye 1977; Swindoll 1977).

Theological tenets, as well as the pietistic So what is practical according to these ex-
ethos associated with much of Americaperts? Besides strict discipline, a great deal
evangelicalism, provide some of the impetusf physical affection and praise. Invoking a
for the warm, expressive parenting style adchild’s need for self-esteem and accep-
vocated by conservative Protestant parentirignce,” Dobson (1992:94) and others encour-
experts. Drawing on varied themes, thesage parents to praise their children if they
writers suggest that expressive parentingant them to become well-adjusted adults
communicates God’s love for His children(also see LaHaye 1977; Smalley and Trent
“Be sure you are giving him [the child] an1986; Swindoll 1977). Praise is also por-
honest picture of what he can expect from hisayed as a valuable tool to get children to
own Heavenly Father” (LaHaye 1977:69jearn manners, do their homework, and be
also see Christenson 1970). This love is demesponsible around the house (Dobson 1970;
onstrated by the emotion work parents dbaHaye 1977; Swindoll 1977). Praise is most
while interacting with their children: “The effective when it is accompanied by physical
tone of your voice, the look of your eye, oexpressions of affection. Swindoll (1977) ar-
the way you touch or stroke the child willgues that even boys should experience this
speak more loudly than what you actuallphysical affection:
say” (LaHaye 1977:158). Smalley and Trent
(1986), the most explicit advocates of an in- [Ylour boy must be very aware thgou love
tentional expressive style, use an emotive MM - - - When is the last time you took him in
language that seems heavily indebted to theYOur arms and held him close so no one else

S 2 . . could hear, and you whispered to him how
pietistic ethos. Arguing that children need happy you are to have him as your son? (P. 114)
“words of encouragement, love, and accep-
tance from their parents” (Smalley and Trenthese experts lend additional power to their
1986:15) to thrive and to keep the faith, thepragmatic arguments by cloaking their
propose regular family blessings: claims in the mantle of social science. For
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instance, Smalley and Trent (1986) and DoliHypothesis 2 Theological conservatism,
son (1978; 1992) cite studies from Harvard, which is the best indicator of respondent
Princeton, Purdue, and UCLA indicating the identification with conservative Protes-
value of hugging and praising children. tant religious ideology, is positively re-

This literature review indicates that the Ilated to this warm, expressive style of
conservative Protestant subculture supple- parenting’
ments its strict disciplinary (_)rientatio_n Witthypothesis 3Theological conservatism is a
a stress on a warm, expressive emotion wor stronger predictor than conservative
for most p_arent-chlld interaction. Cle_arly, t_he Protestant affiliation of expressive
conservative Protestant sgbculture_ s distinc- parenting because conservatism taps the
tive in Its stress on auth_orlty, obedience, _and extent of respondent identification with
Corp_oral pumshme_nt with respect to child- the core religious values of this subcul-
rearing _(Bartkowsk_l a_nd E”'S.On 1995)'. But ture, while affiliation indicates only
Is its discourse distinctive mls’gressmg @ whether the respondent categorizes him-
warm, expressive parenting style* . self or herself as a member of the sub-

In comparison to the parenting advice . ire
from leading secular experts (Brazelton '
1987; Leach 1994; Spock 1992), evangelical In addition, | test three competing hypoth-
parenting advice stresses not just the psgses that may account for any relationships
chological and pragmatic benefits of warnfound between conservative Protestantism,
and expressive parenting but also the thetheological conservatism, and positive paren-
logical and evangelical imperatives of thidal emotion work. Female labor force partici-
type of parenting. In this way, positive pafpation among conservative Protestants is dis-
rental emotion work is closely linked to thetinctively low, and may account for any posi-
religious ideology of this subculture. Ac-tive parental emotion work found in this sub-
cordingly, conservative Protestants have adulture. That is, because conservative Prot-
ditional normative and emotional incentivegstant mothers are more likely to stay at
to engage in this style of parenting. Morehome (Ammerman and Roof 1995), they
over, the emphasis on positive parentahay have more frequent opportunities to hug
emotion work is reinforced by an institu-and praise their children. Thus, | test the fol-
tional context offering social support andowing hypotheses:
sanctions regarding childrearing; secula|[|
parenting discourse provides no equivalent
institutional contex®.

Accordingly, | propose the following hy-
potheses:

ypothesis 4 Low female labor force par-
ticipation among conservative Protestant
women accounts for most of any distinc-
tive parenting patterns found among
conservative Protestants.
Hypothesis 1Members of conservative Pro_t given the valorization of motherhood in this
estant churches are more likely to prais .
. : . ; Subculture, | explore the related hypothesis:
and hug their children, given the intensé
support for warm, expressive parenting 7| chose theological conservatism as my inde-
among these religious communities.  pendent variable for three reasons. First, theologi-
cal conservatism, which | define by respondent
I attitudes to the Bible, is the best measure of iden-
61 do not compare conservative Protestant fantification with conservative Protestant religious
ily discourse with that found in the other twoideology because this ideology is centered on the
large religious communities in the UnitedBible. Second, since the NSFH has no measures
States—mainline Protestantism and Roman Capecifically related to the family discourse pro-
tholicism—because these communities have nduced by this subculture, a measure that taps
focused significant attention, at the pastoral leveidentification with its core religious ideology
on family life since the 1960s (for a more thorserves as the best available substitute. Finally, by
ough discussion of this issue see Browninfpcusing on theological conservatism, | can com-
[1995] and Wilcox [1997]). For example, nopare my findings with the work of Ellison et al.
mainline Protestant or Catholic family ministry(1996), who developed this measure in their study
comes close to exercising the kind of influencef corporal punishment among conservative Prot-
wielded by Dobson’s Focus on the Family. estant parents.
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Hypothesis 5Any effects of theological con- for parents of school-aged children, alpha is
servatism or conservative Protestantisn62. These estimated reliabilities are reason-
on positive parental emotion work areable for two-item scales, but are quite low,
attributed to distinctive conservativeprobably because the response scales for the
Protestant mothering. original items were not interval scales.

| also explore the contribution that generiNIore than 80 percent of the parents of

reschoolers reported both praising and

religiosity may make to positive parentaE ; : ;
. ) ugging their children very often. To reduce
emotion work. Alwin (1986) has argued tha evere skewness, | measured expressiveness

yaralons n elglosy._enurch SUSNUNCEls tese parents a5 a ichotomy—botn
predictors of family ’attitudes and practicegraISIng and huggmg the Ch”d. very often
than religious affiliation or theological be- ersus not—and | relied on logistic regres-

sion models to test my hypotheses for this

liefs. This thesis is particularly relevant be'subset.

cause conservative Pro - -
testants generally at Parents of school-age children were some-

E)Eirr:grcreulric?oLrjr]sorfo%fgwegnmgg Tsir;riefn%{/hat less likely than parents of preschoolers
9 o report high levels of positive parental

Bainbridge 1985). emotion work—ijust over 50 percent reported
Hypothesis 6 Church attendance accountdoth praising and hugging the child very of-
for most of any relationships found beten. Since the dependent variable is based on
tween conservative Protestantism, themrdinal measures, | first estimated models
logical conservatism, and positive pausing ordered logistic regression. | then esti-
rental emotion work. mated models using ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression (which are easier to inter-
pret) to see if the results were similar. Be-
DATA AND METHODS cause the results were similar, | report results
| analyze data drawn from the 1987-1988erived from OLS models.
National Survey of Families and Households Relying largely on Roof and McKinney’s
(NSFH), which randomly sampled 13,01711987) classification scheme, | assigned the
U.S. adults (Sweet, Bumpass, and Call 198&pllowing religious groups to the dummy
Relying on reports from primary respondentgariable used to identifgonservative Prot-
to the survey, my analyses focus on two sulestants Southern Baptist, Assembly of God,
sets in the data: 1,280 respondents who welPentecostal, Missionary Alliance, Christian
parents of preschool children only (ages 0 tBeformed, and a number of other fundamen-
4), and 3,178 respondents who were parertaist and evangelical churchgsDue to the
of school-age children (ages 5 to 18). All ofack of NSFH specificity in coding Baptist
these respondents had children residing wittnd Presbyterian denominations, | anticipate
them. The statistics and analyses used for tlieme measurement error in my results as |
study are based on weighted data, adjustéttlude some Baptists who do not belong in
for oversamples of blacks, Puerto Ricanghis category and exclude some Presbyteri-
Mexican Americans, single-parent familiesans who do. Nevertheless, given the fact that
and families with stepchildren. the vast majority of Baptist churches are con-
Reports of hugging and praising serve agervative and Presbyterian churches are
measures of the dependent varialplesitive mainline, | think this measure provides an
parental emotion workParents were askedadequate representation of conservative Prot-
how frequently theypraisedtheir children estant churches.
and huggedtheir children (never, seldom, To construct a measure thfeological con-
sometimes, and very often; coded from 1 teervatism | used a two-item scale
4). | created a two-item scale from theséCronbach’'s alpha = .86) (see Ellison et al.
measures (coded from 1 to 4) by summin$996:1010) based on respondents’ agreement
the responses to these two items and then
dividing them by two. Cronbach’s alpha for s | rely on Kellstedt and Green (1993) in decid-
the two-item scale for parents of preing which smaller, sectarian religious groups
schoolers only is .47; for the two-item scal&hould be classified as conservative Protestant.
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with the following statements: (1) “TheTable 1. Means and Standard Deviations for
Bible is God’s word and everything hap- Variables Used in the Analysis, by Age
pened or will happen exactly as it says,” and of Children: NSFH, 1987-1988

(2) “The Bible is the answer to all important Preschool  School-Age
human problems.” Responses to these two Children Children
statements were coded from 1 to 5—fronyariable (Ages 0 to 4) (Ages 5 to 18)

strongly disagree to strongly agree. The th.')ependent Variables
item scale is based on the mean response tqgy frequent hugging .82

these two items and was coded from 1 t0o 5.  and praising (.38)

To measurefrequency of church atten- (dichotomous)
dance the primary measure of religious in- Frequency of hugging — 3.60
volvement available in the NSFH, | con-  and praising (:53)

., . continuous
structed a scale similar to the one used in the ( )

General Social Surveys. Church attendandweligious Factors

was coded from never to several times a Conservative Protestant .18 21
week (coded 0 to 8). _ (:39) (:41)

| created two dummy variables to measure ThcegrL(;glrcv?Jtism (21-8122) (21-9019)
mothers’ labor force participationFemale " o0 o 379 426

respondents working 35 hours or more per (2.80) (2.87)
week were coded as full-time working 7
women. Female respondents working 1 to 34other’s Employment

hours per week were coded as part-time Mother works full-ime (;120()) (4'1235)
Wor_klng women. . Mother works part-time .09 .10
Finally, |1 controlled for the following (.29) (.30)

variables, which might otherwise confound

the effect that religious affiliation and theo-"arental and Household Characteristics

logical conservatism have on the dependentAge of respondent (52%1)6 (7386%9
variable:age (in years) andyender(1 = fe- .. e &7
male) of the respondent; the respondent’s (.49) (.50)
marital status(1 = single parent)race/eth- Single parent 18 17
nicity of the respondent (1 = black, 1 = His- (.38) (.37)
panic, 0 = white/Anglo); thédouseholdin- Black .10 13
come ($10,000s, 1986, logged); respon- (:31) (:33)
dent’'s education (from high school to Hispanic (575; (589)

graduate school, coded from 1 to 6); and the

number of preschooand school-age chil- Ho(lijnsgq%l%(l)%cs?%%ged) (1'_%) (1'.9713)
dren in the family. I_ also contro_lled _for Education of respondent 2.54 2 36
whether or not the children weadl biologi- (coded 1 to 6) (1.24) (1.20)
cal, a blend of biological and step or number of preschool ~ 1.39 18
adopted children, aall step and/or adopted children (.58) (.46)
children (the omitted variable); and whether Number of school- — 1.85
children in the family were of both genders  age children (.96)
(mixed gender all male, or all female(the  Eamily characteristics
omitted variable). All biological children .96 83
(.19) (.38)
RESULTS Blend 0 33
Table 1 presents the means and standard deMixed gender 21 47
viations for parenting behaviors, religious (:41) (:50)
factors, mothers’ labor force participation, Al male ('Z'S) ('ﬂ)

parent and household characteristics, and
family characteristics. The data are weightetlumber of cases 1,280 3,178

to adjust for sampling probabilities; the num-  Note Numbers in parentheses are standard devia-
ber of cases reflect actual sample sizes. tions.
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Table 2. Log Odds Ratios from the Logistic Regression of Parent’s Expressive Emotion Work (Prais-
ing and Hugging) on Selected Independent Variables: Parents with Preschool Children
(only), NSFH, 19871988

Independent Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Religious Factors
Conservative Protestant .232 .108 .107 .107 .109
(.233) (.241) (.241) (.241) (.241)
Theological conservatism — .226" .226" .225 .254
(.087) (.087) (.095) (.115)
Church attendance — — — .000 —
(.036)
Theological conservative — — — — —-.062
x female (.162)
Mother’'s Employment
Mother works full-time — — .021 — —
(.281)
Mother works part-time — — .071 — —
(.393)
Parental and Household Characteristics
Age of respondent .078 .081™ .081™ .081™ .081™
(.020) (.020) (.020) (.020) (.020)
Female 918" .905™ .886™ .904™ 1.077
(.198) (.198) (.237) (.199) (.496)
Single parent -.174 -.195 -.197 -.195 -.197
(.249) (.250) (.251) (.252) (.251)
Black -1.129" -1.227" -1.230" -1.227" -1.223"
(.258) (.264) (.266) (.266) (.264)
Hispanic -1.0971" -1.202" -1.199" -1.203" -1.199"
(.258) (.263) (.265) (.268) (.263)
Household income .050 .046 .045 .046 .045
(in $10,000s, logged) (.035) (.035) (.037) (.035) (.035)
Education of respondent .138 .166 .165 .166 .168
(coded 1 to 6) (.095) (.095) (.095) (.098) (.095)
Number of preschool children  —.465 —.489" —.487" —.490" —.489"
(.182) (.182) (.184) (.183) (.183)
Family Characteristics
All biological children .691 719 .716 719 734
(.404) (.404) (.405) (.405) (.406)
Blend 2.087 2.152 2.145 2.153 2.167
(1.594) (1.579) (1.579) (1.580) (1.574)
Mixed gender .202 .186 .184 .186 .180
(.290) (.292) (.292) (.292) (.292)
All male -.017 -.032 -.033 -.032 -.035
(.196) (.197) (.197) (.197) (.197)
Intercept -1.213 -1.917 -1.909 -1.916 —-2.017
Pseudo R .098 .103 .103 .103 .104
Model chi-Square 108 114 114 114 115
Degrees of freedom 13 14 16 15 15

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors; N = 1,280.
“p<.05 “p<.01 ™ p < .001 (two-tailed tests)
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To test the six hypotheses, | ran five reeses 4 and 5. Model 1 indicates that for par-
gression models for both subsets of parentnts of school-age children, conservative
Table 2 reports, for parents who have onlrotestant affiliation is associated with
preschool children, five logistic regressionsigher rates of positive emotion work. Model
that explore the net effects of conservativa indicates that theological conservatism also
Protestant affiliation, theological conservais associated with higher rates of praising
tism, church attendance, and female lab@nd hugging among parents of school-age
force participation, on expressive parentinghildren. The decrease in the conservative
While Table 2 provides no support for Hy-Protestant coefficient from Model 1 to Model
potheses 1, 4, 5, and 6, it does lend suppd&ialso indicates that theological conservatism
to Hypotheses 2 and 3. Model 1 indicateaccounts for much of the effect of the con-
that conservative Protestant parents wheervative Protestant affiliation. So once
have preschool children only anet signifi- again, it appears that identification with the
cantly more likely to hug and praise theiconservative Protestant ideology is more im-
children very often than are other parentgortant to parenting style than simply being
However, as Model 2 indicates, theologicahffiliated with a conservative Protestant
conservatism is associated with a greatehurch.
propensity to praise and hug one’s preschoolModel 3 indicates that full-time work
children very often. In fact, each incremenamong mothers is negatively related to posi-
tal rise in theological conservatism (whichive emotion work among parents of school-
ranges from 1 to 5) is associated with a .22&ge children. However, this negative rela-
increase in the log odds of hugging antionship clearly does not account for the
praising one’s child very often. Moreoverpositive relationship between theological
Model 3 shows that the positive effect otonservatism and positive parental emotion
theological conservatism is not related to work for these parents, since the coefficients
distinctive labor force participation patternfor the religious variables remain essentially
among conservative Protestant mothershe same. Likewise, Model 5 indicates that
Model 4 offers a similar result: Church atthe positive effect of theological conserva-
tendance is unrelated to positive parentailsm does not differ by gender. By contrast,
emotion work and does not affect the posiModel 4 indicates that church attendance (1)
tive coefficient of theological conservatismis positively related to positive parental emo-
Model 5, which tests an interaction effect fotion work for parents of school-age children,
theological conservatism and female, indiand (2) accounts for about one-third of the
cates that the influence of theological conpositive relationship between theological
servatism does not differ by gender for paronservatism and positive parental emotion
ents of preschool children. work. Thus, for parents of school-age chil-

Thus, according to Table 2, the odds odren,bothgeneric religiosity and theological
praising and hugging one’s child very ofterconservatism appear to be related to positive
are 2.47 (826 x5-1) or 147 percent higher parental emotion work.
for a parent with the maximum score of 5 (a
strong theological conservative) than for
parent with similar sociodemographic chart)ISCUSSION
acteristics and the minimum score of 1 (Members of conservative Protestant denomi-
strong theological liberal). These results sugrations make up 20 to 25 percent of the U.S.
gest, at least for parents of preschoolers, thabpulation (Hunter 1987). Yet, as with many
respondents’ identification with the religiousother religious traditions, there is a measure
ideology of conservative Protestantism has@& heterogeneity in the extent to which mem-
greater impact on their expressive emotiobers identify with the core values and theo-
work as parents than simply being associatdadgical tenets generally associated with this
with the subculture through church attensubculture (Roof 1993). The present study
dance or membership. indicates that, when it comes to the expres-

Table 3 depicts results from five OLS resive emotion work associated with parenting,
gression models, and shows support for Hymembership in a conservative Protestant
potheses 1, 2, 3, and 6, but not for Hypottehurch is not as important as is personally
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Table 3. Coefficients from the OLS Regression of Parents’ Expressive Emotion Work (Praising and
Hugging) on Selected Independent Variables: Parents with School-Age Children, NSFH,

1987-1988
Independent Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Religious Factors
Conservative Protestant .047 .025 .026 .017 .023
(.023) (.024) (.024) (.024) (.024)
Theological conservatism — .031" .030™ .019 .035™"
(.009) (.009) (.009) (.013)
Church attendance — — — .012" —
(.003)
Theological conservatism — — — — —-.009
x female (.016)
Mother’'s Employment
Mother works full-time — — -.063 — —
(.026)
Mother works part-time — — —-.059 — —
(.034)
Parental and Household Characteristics
Age of respondent —-.007 —.007" —.007" —.007" —.007"
(.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)
Female 245" .239™ 278" .230™ 267"
(.019) (.019) (.024) (.019) (.050)
Single parent -.033 -.030 -.029 -.021 -.007
% (.025) (.025) (.025) (.025) (.027) %
Black —.105" —.113" —111 —117" —111
(.028) (.029) (.029) (.028) (.029)
Hispanic -.016 -.025 —-.026 -.037 -.025
(.033) (.033) (.033) (.033) (.033)
Household income .011 .012 .013 .010 .009
(in $10,000s, logged) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.004)
Education of respondent .064 .070™ .071™ .063™ .070™
(coded 1 to 6) (.008) (.008) (.008) (.008) (.008)
Number of preschool children  .077 .075™ .068" 072" .076™
(.021) (.021) (.021) (.021) (.021)
Number of school-age children -.010 -.012 -.014 -.015 -.012
(.010) (.010) (.010) (.010) (.010)
Family Characteristics
All biological children .169” .168™ .168™ 167 .169™
(.026) (.026) (.026) (.026) (.026)
Blend .159" .164" .166™ A71 .160™
(.057) (.057) (.057) (.057) (.057)
Mixed gender —.059 —.060 —.059 —.060" —.059
(.023) (.023) (.023) (.023) (.023)
All Male —.109™ —111 —.110™ —.109™ —.112"
(.024) (.024) (.024) (.024) (.024)
Intercept 3.486 3.403 3.407 3.435 3.390
Adjusted R 119 122 .123 125 122

Note Numbers in parentheses are standard errors; N = 3,178.
“p<.05 “p<.01 " p < .001 (two-tailed tests)
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identifying with the core religious ideology parenting style are not entirely clear. It could
of these churches. In particular, | found thadte, as | suggest, that theological conserva-
theological conservatism accounted for sonmtésm is a marker of identification with the
of the effect of conservative Protestant affilicore values of the subculture, which include
ation and also was a more consistent and sig-strong orientation toward family, and that
nificant predictor of positive parental emo-his parenting style flows from these familial
tion work than was affiliation. values. Or perhaps those conservative Prot-
This study also indicates that the positivestants who are most emotionally invested in
relationship between theological conservaheir faith—and are therefore more theologi-
tism and positive parental emotion work ically conservative—are the same parents
not simply an artifact of distinctively low la- who exhibit the distinctive parental emotion
bor force participation rates among consework found in this study. Another possibility
vative Protestant women or of higher churcks that unusually expressive parents could be
attendance rates among conservative Protedtracted to conservative Protestant churches
tants. Including variables tapping female lathat legitimate and lend social support to
bor force participation in the analyses had ntheir parenting style.
effect on the positive effect of theological Second, this study and previous research
conservatism. And while church attendancéEllison et al. 1996; Ellison and Sherkat
accounted for some of the positive effect 01993b) indicate that a distinctive parenting
theological conservatism on the parentingtyle has emerged among conservative Prot-
style of parents of school-age children, theastant parents that manifests characteristics
logical conservatism still had a net positivef both the authoritative and authoritarian
effect on positive emotion work for parentdypologies outlined by Baumrind (1971).
in this subgroup. Furthermore, attendancEhis style’s heavy stress on obedience and
did not influence the net positive effect ofeady reliance on corporal punishment is
theological conservatism for parents of premore typical of an authoritarian approath;
school children. Thus, the consistent and sidpowever, its emphasis on warm, expressive
nificant net effects of theological conservainteraction is more typical of an authoritative
tism, over and above conservative Protestaapproach.
affiliation, hold even after controlling for fe- Accordingly, future research should deter-
male labor force participation and church atmine if this distinctive style is associated
tendance. with positive or negative child outcomes. As
This conclusion is buttressed by Ellison ehoted earlier, a large body of literature sug-
al.’s (1996) parallel findings regarding congests that warm and expressive parent-child
servative Protestantism and corporal punishelations are associated with healthy child
ment. They found that theological conservadevelopment (Amato and Booth 1997;
tism mediates much of the effect on corpordBaumrind 1971; Maccoby and Martin 1983;
punishment of conservative Protestant affiliMcLeod et al. 1994). However, the positive
ation. Their findings also indicate that theoeffects of the conservative Protestant sub-
logical conservatism has a net effect on coculture’s warm, expressive style may be un-
poral punishment that is larger than the efdercut by its parallel emphasis on obedience
fect associated with affiliation. In otherand corporal punishment (Greven 1990;
words, conservative Protestants are mof&raus, Sugarman, and Giles-Sims 1997).
likely to engage in positive emotion workNonetheless, other studies suggest that cor-
and corporal punishment than are other paporal punishment is not necessarily associ-
ents; however, this distinctive parenting style———
is associated more with theological conser- °Note, however, that Baumrind (1997) recently
vatism, or identification with the values offéported that virtually all of the respondents she
this subculture, than with conservative Protc_lassm_ed as “authoritative” in her earlier work on
e parenting used corporal punishment. Thus, the
estant affiliation per se.

. conservative Protestant parenting style may fall
This StUd_y Su_ggest_s a number of av_enu%qsoser to the authoritative end of her parenting
of further inquiry. First, the connectionscontinuum, depending upon the frequency, con-
documented here and elsewhere betweedxt, and method of corporal punishment among

theological conservatism and a distinctivehis subculture (Baumrind 1997).
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ated with negative outcomes as long as tteervative Protestants must be judged neither
parent-child relationship also is characteras authoritative nor authoritarian; rather, this
ized by high parental involvement and/or exneotraditional style falls somewhere between
pressions of parental warmth (Baumrindhe authoritative and authoritarian modes of
1997; Larzelere 1996; Simons, Johnson, arghrenting described by Baumrind (1971).
Conger 1994§9 Undoubtedly, the positive parental emotion
Ellison et al. (1996:1023) point out that avork documented here among conservative
number of studies indicate that youths fronProtestants is partly a consequence of socio-
conservative religious backgrounds are leeconomic advances that have recently
likely to experience academic failure, teerought conservative Protestants—much like
pregnancy, and substance abuse. One pog3atholic parents after World War 11 (Alwin
bility is that the conservative Protestan1986)—closer to the mainstream of Ameri-
parenting style lends itself to both positiveean life (Wuthnow and Lawson 1994). Nev-
outcomes (e.g., social responsibilitghd ertheless, it is curious that conservative Prot-
negative outcomes (e.g., lack of indeperestants, especially the most theologically
dence) on the part of children and adolegonservative ones, have surpassed other
cents. Determining the possibly varied efAmericans in their expressiveness in parent-
fects of conservative Protestant parentinipg, particularly given the secular parenting
should be a priority for researchers in théterature’s long-standing emphasis on ex-
near future. pressive parenting. In all likelihood, conser-
vative Protestantism’s intense symbolic fo-
cus on family life since the 1970s, its in-
CONCLUSIONS creasingly expressive, psychologically fo-
This study suggests that the portrait that hasised ethos, and the strength of its family
recently emerged of a strict parenting styleninistries account for the increased impor-
among conservative Protestants should hance of parental emotion work found in the
modified. While it is true that conservativesubculture.
Protestant parents are more likely to rely on Of course, the direction of causality also
corporal punishment, it is also true that thegynay run in the opposite direction: That is, it
are more likely than other parents to practice also possible that conservative Protestant-
warm and expressive emotion work witism, which has grown in recent years (Finke
their children. In fact, as this study indicatesand Stark 1992), has attracted parents who
the most expressive parents are those whoe more emotionally engaged in the lives of
hold the most theologically conservativeheir children!' As Stolzenberg, Blair-Loy,
views. The findings presented in this studgnd Waite (1995) point out, there is a “con-
and elsewhere (Ellison et al. 1996; Ellisonentional family” effect associated with
and Sherkat 1993Db) indicate that a distinctivehurch attendance such that the most conven-
neotraditional parenting style has emergetibnal families have the highest participation
among the most culturally-committed consates. By affirming family-focused lifestyles
servative Protestants. This style is traditionand by providing practical parenting advice,
in that it maintains the classical Protestardonservative Protestant churches and organi-
emphasis on the sinfulness of human natueations may be doing particularly well at at-
and the attendant need for strict framingracting men and women who place a pre-
rules to address child misbehavior. Howevemium on their identities as parents. This hy-
it may be viewed as innovative in that it harpothesis is especially compelling in light of
nesses theological and psychological valuése comparative weakness of family minis-
to framing rules that dictate a warm, expregries and messages in mainline Protestant and
sive style of parenting for most parent-childCatholic churches (Browning 1995; Wilcox
interaction. Thus, the parenting style of cont997). Given the recent emergence of move-
ments like Promise Keepers, which stresses

10 For a thorough discussion of the issues re—
lated to conservative Protestantism, corporal pun-1! See, for instance, Thornton’s (1985) discus-
ishment, and child outcomes, see Elliseinal. sion of the reciprocal causal interrelationships of
(1996) and Ellison (1996). family and religion.
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