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Chaves (2010) argues that much of the work in the sociology of religion is susceptible to the religious congruence
fallacy—the tendency to assume consistency between religious beliefs and one’s attitudes and behaviors across
situations when they are in fact highly variable. We build on and extend this argument by focusing on intersecting
group identities as a mechanism for identifying such incongruence, not only within religious contexts, but also
at the intersection of categories such as gender and race. To illustrate this argument, the analysis draws on data
from the 2006 Panel Study of American Religion and Ethnicity (PS-ARE) to assess how race, gender, and religion
interact to produce different levels of attitude and behavior incongruencies on key issues of the day, specifically
conservative social values and voting behaviors. The results find marked differences and inconsistent relationships
between attitudes and behaviors across racial-gender groups. We use the analysis to highlight the conditions that
result in incongruence at the intersections of identity categories and pinpoint where social scientists are most
vulnerable to committing the congruence fallacy.
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INTRODUCTION

Religion matters. It is associated with a host of individual and collective attitudes and actions
in important, though not always clear or straightforward, ways. Sociologists and social theorists
have long examined these associations. Marx and Engels ([1844] 1978) began an influential line
of thought by asking the extent to which religion serves as an opiate that stifles social change.
Durkheim ([1912] 2001) explored the degree to which it is a source of cohesion that stimulates
collective action. Other lines of inquiry include: “Is religion a source of solidarity and peace or a
legitimating agent for violence, dissent, and oppression?” and “How does religion interact with
race, class, gender, and other social categories to shape attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors?” For the
most part, these questions assume causality in religion’s relationship with a host of outcomes.

Recently, Chaves (2010) challenged this assumption and added a new line of reasoning
to the ongoing discussion about the relative importance of religious beliefs and practices in
contemporary social life. Chaves argues that much of the work in the sociology of religion is
susceptible to what he terms the religious congruence fallacy—the tendency to assume consistency
in an individual’s religious beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors across contexts and situations when
they are in fact often highly variable. Put differently, this fallacy occurs when we assume that
religious beliefs are highly correlated with specific behaviors and that they correspond in logical,
predictable, and mutually reinforcing ways, when in fact they do not. One reason that congruence
is so rare is because it requires individuals to be exposed repeatedly to conditions that create
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internalized, automatic responses to religious beliefs.1 In reality, individuals are very rarely in
such sterile conditions, particularly on a repeated basis. Conditions and situations change, and
behaviors change with them.

In this article, we focus on intersecting identities—the idea that individuals possess multi-
ple, competing group identities that shape their life chances and attitudes and behaviors—as a
mechanism for locating where incongruence emerges. Our analysis proceeds from the theoretical
foundation that religion is just one of many identity categories that interact to produce mixed,
unanticipated, and, sometimes, contradictory outcomes (Calhoun 1994; Stryker and Burke 2000;
Wuthnow and Lewis 2008). We focus on the relationship between religious identities, beliefs,
and practices and conservative social values at the intersection of race and gender to provide
an empirical test of our more general argument that religion’s association with attitudes and
behaviors is strongly influenced by other social identities.

To make this case, we draw on data from the first wave of the 2006 Panel Study of American
Religion and Ethnicity (PS-ARE) to highlight some of the various conditions under which religion
matters. The primary objective is to examine how race, gender, and religion interact to influence
attitudes and behaviors on key issues of the day—specifically, conservative social values and
voting behaviors. We are particularly interested in whether the association between religious
identity and these outcomes varies by race and by gender. We examine both religious affiliation
and degree of religiosity, as past research indicates these to be distinct components of religious
identity with differing effects on attitudes and behaviors (Read 2007). In addition to examining
the link between religion and attitudes and religion and behaviors, we assess whether the strength
of the relationship between attitudes and behaviors varies across racial and gender groups. In
other words, we ask: “To what extent do religiously-based attitudes correlate with behaviors one
might expect to follow from those attitudes, and how does this vary at the intersection of race and
gender?”

By focusing on these objectives, we aim to contribute to existing research in several ways.
First, we extend Chaves’s (2010) argument by identifying intersecting identities as a mechanism
for exploring why incongruence is ubiquitous, not just within religion but also within other forms
of identity. Second, we provide an empirical illustration of our argument, which also allows
us to demonstrate where and how the fallacy emerges. Finally, we highlight the complexities
surrounding analyses of religion in the context of intersecting identities in modern life and offer
suggestions for avoiding the congruence fallacy in future research.

Intersecting Identities as a Source of Religious Incongruence

Understanding how religion relates to attitudes and behaviors is not merely an academic
exercise: religion has been implicated in an array of consequential social outcomes, including
physical and mental health (Ellison and Levin 1998), wealth accumulation (Keister 2003), the
formation of racist beliefs (Duriez and Hutsebaut 2000), and in the enduring prevalence of the
culture wars in American politics (Layman 1997), just to name a few. The 2004 presidential
election underscored the importance of religion’s connection to politics—the strong support of
the Republican Party by white conservative voters proved pivotal in the outcome of the election.
More recently, in the debates about U.S. health care reform, various religiously-based conservative
social values coalitions have asserted that health care reforms must not preempt state rights to
restrict or ban abortions.

In each of these instances, religion is typically treated as operating in isolation from other
bases of social action—like social class, gender, and race—or at minimum, is seen as the pri-
mary catalyst for broad-based collective action. Consequently, the picture that emerges is one of

1Chaves identifies cognitive and social effort as other conditions that would lead to congruence (both difficult to achieve)
but identifies the variability of situations and contexts as the biggest obstacle to congruence.
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a unified, straightforward relationship between religious beliefs and outcomes. But in fact, the
evidence is mixed on this point—white conservative Protestants overwhelmingly vote with the
Republican Party while black conservative Protestants fall in line with Democrats (Layman and
Green 2006; Olson and Green 2006; Regnerus, Sikkink, and Smith 1999); pro-feminist attitudes
coexist with high levels of religiosity among blacks while the opposite is true among whites
(Boisnier 2003; Calhoun-Brown 1999); frequent religious attendance increases the political par-
ticipation of Arab-American men while dampening that of their female peers (Read 2007). As
Chaves (2010) points out, we should expect such mixed results if we acknowledge that religious
incongruence is ubiquitous.

In this article, we draw from two theoretical perspectives to argue that intersecting social
identities are a primary source for incongruence. The first, social identity theory, posits that
individuals derive a sense of identity from belonging to a group. Because individuals belong to
an array of groups over the life course, they possess multiple social identities that change and
fluctuate over time and place. It is the intersection and competition of these multiple identities
that result in incongruence. Even within any one given social identity, such as religion, ideas and
practices are fragmentary and loosely connected (Chaves 2010); thus it should not be surprising
that the collision of multiple identities results in even greater incongruence. Congruence is rare
because beliefs and practices grounded in any one identity exist alongside, and compete with,
beliefs and practices grounded in other identities (Swidler 1986; Vaisey 2009).

Evidence that intersecting identities are an obstacle to congruency exists outside of research
on the sociology of religion, though the term congruency is rarely invoked. This evidence is most
readily found in the vast literature on intersectionality, a perspective that contends that multiple
social inequalities, particularly those based on race, class, and gender, interact to create the social
location and life chances of groups and individuals (Baca Zinn and Dill 1996; Collins 1990,
2005). The utility of intersectionality theory for this study is that it highlights the structural aspect
of intersecting identities—the ability of individuals to choose the groups to which they belong is
finite. Individuals are not born with a master status or a coherent set of values that they draw from to
guide their behaviors. Rather, individuals’ set of life chances shape which parts of their identity
they invoke in different contexts over the life course. These social locations—some achieved
and some ascribed—not only shape beliefs and behaviors, but also define which behaviors are
viewed as pragmatic and practical at any given point in time. Incongruence can arise when
ideas and beliefs grounded in one identity are trumped by behaviors seen as more pragmatic in
another.

This may all sound very abstract, so here are some concrete cases in point from past research.
Women consistently report high levels of support for gender equality, but women rarely act
collectively in ways that would result in greater gender equity. Instead, other forms of identity
emerge as more critical in shaping their behaviors, such as racial/ethnic or class status (Marshall
and Read 2003; Ryan 2001). This is not necessarily intentional, but rather the result of women
defining pragmatic action on the basis of social locations other than gender, such as class or
age or region (Chaves 2010). If women define practical action as that which will benefit the
family, then they will act in ways that benefit women only if it also benefits the family, what
Chaves (2010:2) refers to as supplementing rather than replacing practical action. It is even
more complex because the salience of different identities changes for individuals in different
settings and at different times in their lives. The same woman who opposed gun control in
her youth may support it once she becomes a mother; the same black man who supported
health care reform in Texas may oppose it after moving to California; the same Muslim who
supported Bush in 2000 may have voted against him in 2004. These possibilities exist because
as contexts change, the salience of different identities and subsequent behaviors change with
them.

Congruence is rare because of intersecting identities; the fallacy is common because of the
way we link those identities to specific outcomes. To illustrate this point, this article explores
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the intersection of racial, gender, and religious identity and their association with conservative
social values and political behaviors. The analysis also examines whether these intersecting
identities link beliefs to behaviors. We expect religion to be intertwined with other major cat-
egories of identity, specifically race and gender, in the formation and expression of identity.
We aim to demonstrate where and how the fallacy emerges so that future research can avoid
it.

DATA AND METHODS

As an illustration of our argument, we draw on data from the PS-ARE, a national, face-
to-face survey of the noninstitutionalized adult population in the United States with an inten-
tional oversample of ethnic minorities. It contains 2,610 cases, gathered through a multilevel,
clustered design, and has a response rate of 58 percent. In this study, we limit our cases to
those who indicated their race was either white or black (N = 1,268 and 532, respectively).
Latinos and to a lesser extent Asian minorities contain within them large proportions of re-
cent immigrants (among Latinos, 42.9 percent are foreign born, Asians 15.6 percent). Because
our analysis is illustrative, we wish to present one example of intersecting identities, that be-
tween race, gender, and religion, without adding the additional complexity of immigrant dy-
namics. Table 1 provides detailed information about the sample and the variables we use in our
analysis.

Our dependent variables aim to tap issues associated not only with religion, but also with each
other: conservative social values and voting behaviors. Following Hertel and Hughes (1987), we
define conservative social values as moral attitudes against abortion, premarital sex, homosexu-
ality, and pornography. Hertel and Hughes also include traditional gender roles in their definition
of conservative social values but the PS-ARE did not include questions on this topic, which is of
less importance for this study given findings from past research (Gay, Ellison, and Powers 1996).
To measure the strength of an individual’s conservative social values, we created a scale using
six items, totaling the number of “strongly agree” responses to each question. The scale ranges
from 0 to 6 and is internally consistent (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.71). The Appendix lists the items
in the scale.

Our two additional dependent variables focus on voting behaviors, specifically whether the
respondent voted in the 2004 presidential election and whether he or she voted for President
George W. Bush. We chose voting because it is a relatively simple, routine behavior that we
expect to be significantly correlated with religiosity and conservative social values attitudes.
We do not suggest that voting behavior is a proxy for an individual’s broader level of political
engagement, but merely that it provides a window into understanding the connections between
attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors.

The three key independent variables for this study are religious identity, race, and gender.
We separate religious identity into two distinct components, religious affiliation and religiosity.
Past research indicates they are distinct. Religious affiliation is measured with dummy variables
for evangelical Protestant, black Protestant, mainline Protestant, Catholic, and others (Steensland
et al. 2000). We dropped the category “black Protestant” because it was highly collinear with our
dummy variable for “black.” We then split the historically African-American denominations into
evangelical and mainline groups. Subsequent analyses revealed that Catholics, mainline Protes-
tants, and others were not significantly different from each other. Therefore, in our regression
tables we only report the coefficient for evangelicals against other religious groups. Follow-
ing past research, we divide religiosity into three dimensions—active, biblical literalism, and
subjective—and run the analyses with individual and composite indicators of each dimension to
demonstrate the complexities that exist within any one given identity. Active religiosity is gauged
with an individual indicator for weekly or more attendance at religious services and a composite
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measure of five variables regarding attendance at organized religious events (Cronbach’s alpha
= 0.77; see Appendix). Biblical literalism is tapped with a single indicator that asks respondents
if they believe in a literal six-day creation and a four-item scale related to a literalist approach
to the Bible (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78). Subjective religious identity is measured with a single
indicator that asks about the significance of the respondent’s personal relationship with God and
a five-item scale about a range of subjective religious orientations (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.74).
Finally, we control for several other factors known to be associated with our dependent and
independent variables, including marital status (1 = married, 0 = other), educational attainment
(1 = bachelor’s degree or higher, 0 = other), and income (1 = income of $40,000 per year or
more, 0 = other). We also control for age in the models. In ancillary analysis, regressing our
dependent variables on age and age squared did not produce coefficients significantly different
from zero, thus we retain only age in our models.

Analysis

Our analytic strategy follows the conventional approach of moving from simple statistics
(Table 1), to correlations (Table 2), to multivariate analysis (Tables 3, 4a, and 4b). The goal of
this strategy is to pinpoint where we are most vulnerable to the congruence fallacy in reporting
and interpreting our results. Table 1 presents means and percentages of sample characteristics
by race and gender. Table 2 examines correlations between each dimension of religiosity and
voting behaviors. We calculated odds ratios to determine the association between voting and each
indicator of religiosity and apply Wald tests to determine the significance level. We repeat this
procedure for whether or not respondents indicated they voted for President Bush. Rather than
reporting numerical values, we present plusses to indicate significant positive associations and
minuses to indicate significant negative correlations.

Tables 3, 4a, and 4b use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression models to predict con-
servative social values and logistic regression models to predict voting and voting for Bush.
Multivariate analyses are run both with and without the weights applied. Following the advice of
Winship and Radbill (1994), we use F-tests to compare the results of the weighted and unweighted
regression models; these tests do not show a significant difference between the two. Therefore,
the models are run without weights included, which produces the smallest standard errors. In
order to test differences in means, weighted, clustered t-tests are performed, with standard con-
fidence limits applied. Given our interest in the interactions between race, gender, and religious
identity, we run separate regression models for white men, white women, black men, and black
women. This approach is recommended by Jaccard and Turrisi (2006) when multicollinearity is
a major problem, which we found to be the case given the large number of interactions we were
attempting to test.

RESULTS

Establishing Facts

Table 1 demonstrates significant differences in conservative social values and voting behav-
iors across race and gender groups. The mean score is 2.35 on a scale of 0–6, but this average
obscures the fact that white men are the least conservative (2.09), black females are the most
(3.22), and white women and black men fall somewhere in between (2.45 and 2.43, respectively).
Voting behaviors likewise vary tremendously, particularly by race, with whites being significantly
more likely to vote than blacks (73.3 and 65.6 percent) and to have voted for Bush in 2004 (42.2
compared to 11.2 percent). Again, gender adds another layer of complexity, with black women
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being more active than their male peers (following national trends for this group), with smaller
differences evident for whites.

There are likewise significant differences in religious identity across race and gender identity
categories. In terms of subjective religious identity, black women are more likely than all others
to say that they have a personal relationship with God (55.5 percent), followed by black men
(40.1 percent) and white women (37 percent) with white men least likely to respond in this way
(27 percent). The mean scores on the composite index similarly show that black women have
stronger subjective identification with their religious identity than all other groups. We see similar
patterns for biblical literalism, where black women have much stronger beliefs in theological
inerrancy, followed again by white women and black men (who have similar profiles). Black
women are also the most religiously active, with 31.4 percent attending services once or more
a week. In contrast, their male peers look more like white males (18.4 and 21.4 percent attend
services at least weekly) than white females (27 percent).

Table 2 examines the extent to which religiously-based attitudes correlate with behaviors
thought to be associated with such attitudes and whether this varies across race and gender
identity categories. We present the results of calculating partial correlations for each of the
variables that make up our composite scales with voting and voting for Bush. Variables that
lacked significance across all groups were dropped from the table for clarity. Rather than present
regression coefficients, we use “+” to indicate significant positive associations and “−” to indicate
significant negative ones (at the p < 0.05 level).

Several noteworthy results appear in the Table 2. First, the link between religion, conservative
social values, and voting behaviors is much weaker for blacks, especially for black women. For
whites, the relationship between religion, conservative social values, and voting behaviors is
much stronger, particularly when voting for Bush is the outcome in question. Also, findings for
white men and women are fairly consistent with each other, while there is a much more prominent
gender gap for blacks. It is also significant to notice that conservative values actually dampen,
rather than elevate, black men’s political participation. Finally, church attendance—the most
common indicator used for religiosity—has a greater impact on the political behavior of whites
than blacks, and biblical literalism has little influence (and most often a negative) correlation with
voting for any group.

Birth of the Fallacy

Tables 1 and 2 establish some facts, some more well known than others. On average, whites
are more highly educated and earn higher incomes than blacks. On average, blacks are less
likely than whites to align themselves with the Republican Party. On average, black women
are more religious than other racial-gender groups but are least likely to have their political
behaviors associated with their religious identity. These aggregate patterns exist. The problem is
not with the aggregate patterns but with the next step in the conventional approach—identifying
the mechanisms to explain the patterns and then interpreting those mechanisms as congruent with
a given identity.

Tables 3, 4a, and 4b help demonstrate this point by examining the interrelationships among
intersecting identities in the multivariate context. Panel A introduces individual measures of re-
ligious identity and panel B uses composite measures to assess whether this alters the findings.
Panel A shows that each of the individual dimensions of religious identity are positively asso-
ciated with conservative social values for the full sample as previous research would suggest
(Hertel and Hughes 1987). However, when we look more closely at the subgroups, we find more
variable patterns. Believing that God created the world in six days is the only factor that operates
similarly across groups. On the other hand, having a personal relationship with God is signifi-
cant for all groups except black males, whereas weekly church attendance has a much weaker
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significance for black females. A closer inspection of these findings reveals interesting gender
patterns among blacks that are less evident among whites: the effect of attendance captured in
the “all black” coefficient is largely driven by men (1.23 for men compared to 0.33 for women)
while the effect of a personal relationship with God is largely driven by women (0.16 for men
compared to 0.94 for women). Note that the results for white men and women are not significantly
different.

Panel B examines the extent to which the scaled measures of religious identity change the
results. At least three things are important to note. First, the general pattern of findings is largely,
though not entirely, the same; the effect sizes are smaller in part because the coefficients are
tapping changes in a scale rather than a single indicator. Second, the composite measure of
active religiosity is significantly associated with black women’s attitudes, where the single item
indicator of attendance was not. The inclusion of questions about Sunday School attendance and
participation in small group studies picked up on elements of black women’s religiosity that were
associated with attitudes in ways that attendance, alone, did not capture. Finally, the pseudo-R2

values are similar between the models using composite scales and individual indicators, but the
correlations between our dependent variables and the scales are weaker than for the individual
measures. This is expected, as adding more factors with a similar (but not the same) relationship to
the dependent variable will reduce these correlations. Tables 4a, and 4b present a similar exercise,
shifting the outcome to political behaviors, looking first at whether respondents voted in the 2004
election (panel A), and then among those who voted, whether they voted for Bush (panel B).
Panel A shows that, except for personal relationship with God for black males, none of the indi-
vidual indicators of religious identity are significantly associated with voting, and that composite
measures have little to no significant relationship with voting. A more interesting and telling
comparison is between panels A and B. Whereas religion’s association with voting is negligible
across groups, its affiliation with voting for Bush is much stronger, but only for whites. Being
an evangelical Christian and attending weekly services is positively and significantly associated
with voting for Bush for white men, and the latter is also significant for white women. None of the
individual indicators are related to blacks voting for Bush, in part, because such a small number
fall into this category. A similar picture emerges for the composite measures of religiosity, where
the relationship to voting for Bush is again much stronger for whites than for blacks.

If we stopped here, we could avoid committing the congruence fallacy, religious or other.
But it is difficult to publish a paper that merely describes mixed patterns without offering in-
terpretations for why those mixed patterns exist. The feminist literature provides a plausible
explanation for why black women appear to be a distinct group, namely, that they occupy a
unique social location that shapes their experiences, attitudes, and behaviors (Collins 2005).
Literature on the Black Church could explain why religion’s association to political action is
weaker among blacks than whites (Harris 1994). The identity politics literature might point
to the fact that race and gender trump religion in shaping attitudes and behaviors to explain
these mixed patterns (Gay and Tate 1998). The problem is that researchers tend to push one
or the other of these interpretations, depending on which of the mixed findings they are try-
ing to explain. But when scholars of gender, race, politics, or religion respond to a set of
mixed findings by focusing on just the one finding that is most consistent with their preferred
interpretation, they fall prey to the congruence fallacy. Clear thinking about the mechanisms
that produce congruencies and incongruencies can help us refrain from too quickly presum-
ing a congruency that is suggested by our preferred interpretations. In the case at hand, and
more generally, intersectionality helps us to identify incongruencies, and it also helps to explain
why different dimensions of religion operate differently across racial-gender groups and across
outcomes.
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CONCLUSIONS

A cursory glance at our results might lead one to conclude that our findings are mixed,
that there is no uniform relationship between religion and important facets of social life. Chaves
(2010) might conclude that mixed results are exactly what we should expect if we accept the
idea that religious congruence is rare. We extend this line of reasoning by identifying intersecting
identities as a mechanism for explaining what might appear to be a hodge-podge of findings. The
concept of intersecting identities is much easier to grasp conceptually than it is to test empirically.
Qualitative research has made strides in teasing out the intersectional and fragmented nature of
group identities, but we have yet to recognize this as a source of the disparate patterns that emerge
frequently in our research. The religious congruence fallacy occurs when we privilege religion
over other forms of identity in attempting to explain social behavior, when in reality, multiple
identity categories interact with religion in daily life to produce highly variable, seemingly mixed
outcomes.

The same fallacy occurs in arenas outside of religion. Aggregate patterns abound in so-
ciological research; they do so because people are black, they are white, they are poor, they
are old, they are immigrants, they are living in the South. These identities matter. They are
real. But they coexist in ways that are situationally specific and highly contextual. Explana-
tions that assume congruence miss this point. Analyses that attempt to control away the ef-
fects of other identities to establish congruence miss this point. The conventional approach
to interpreting results fails to capture the fact that at different times and places, different in-
terpretations are correct. We are not saying that aggregate patterns and trends do not exist;
rather, we are saying that we must be more cautious in making causal claims to explain those
patterns when the data we use are insufficient to establish such claims. We must be more cau-
tious in matching theoretical frameworks to data, when the data and theory do not necessarily
match.

We are all vulnerable to this trap. One reviewer suggested we analyze our results through
the lens of wedge issues and post-1960s partisan mobilization. Another reviewer suggested
we bring in applicable theories on racial identity and/or identity politics to explain the re-
sults. The problem with each of these interpretations is that they are made post hoc based on
some presumption of congruence, or causality between a given identity (black, female, evan-
gelical, etc.) and the outcome in question (Chaves 2010). The precise point of this article
is that congruence is rare (and our explanations often implausible) because our social struc-
ture creates situations wherein multiple group identities compete for supremacy, with different
ones emerging more salient in different circumstances across the life course. We could of-
fer any number of plausible explanations for our results, depending on our substantive ques-
tion, our modeling assumptions, and how we choose to deal with incongruous cases. Our
point is that we must be cautious that these choices do not result in our misinterpreting the
data.

In the end, our intent is not to downplay the significant role that religion plays in organizing
social life. To the contrary, our results indicate that we must continue to pay close attention to
religion’s association with consequential outcomes, whether they are positive outcomes, negative
ones, or ones that fall somewhere in between. But we must do so with closer attention to how
religion interacts with other facets of identity, social location, and circumstance; we must avoid
isolating religion in our analyses and privileging it ad hoc in an attempt to explain complex
events. Congruence is rare in the real world; thus we must resist the temptation to impose it in
our academic one. We must be satisfied with mixed results if mixed results are what we get.
Going forward, our hope is that this study will encourage future research to pay close attention
to the existence and intersection of multiple group identities in studying the association between
religion and social life.
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APPENDIX

Questions used to construct scales

Biblical literalism scale (four items)a

God created world in six days
Bible contains no errors in spiritual and faith matters
Bible contains no errors in matters of history or science
Bible is fully inspired by God

Active religiosity scale (five items)
Attends religious services weekly or moreb

Reads religious text weekly or moreb

Attends Sunday School or education classes weekly or moreb

Belongs to small group that studies religious textb

Encouraged someone to become a member of your religious faithc

Subjective religiosity scale (five items)a

Has a strong belief in God
Tries to live religious beliefs
Has personal relationship with God
God loves and cares about me
Religion is important to me

Conservative social values scale (six items)a

Legal marriage only between man and woman
Sexual intercourse before marriage is wrong
Couples should not live together before marriage
Having an abortion is morally wrong
Destroying embryos is morally wrong
Viewing pornography is morally wrong

aThese variables are on a five-point Likert scale. All variables were coded 1 for “strongly agree,” 0 for all other categories.
bThe frequency items were coded 1 for once a week or more, 0 for all other categories.
cCoded 1 for yes, 0 for no.


